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BY HAND DELIVERY 
 
August 7, 2020 
 
Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board of Supervisors 
San Francisco City Hall, Room 244 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
angela.calvillo@sfgov.org 
(Original, email, 2 hard copies and $640 appeal fee) 
 
Lisa Gibson, Environmental Review Officer 
San Francisco Planning Department 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 
San Francisco, CA  94103-2479 
Lisa.gibson@sfgov.org (By email only) 
 

The proposed project at 2417 Green Street “presents unusual circumstances 
relating to historic resources and hazardous materials and it appears as a 
result of those circumstances the project may have a significant effect on the 
environment”1 
 
- Unanimous 11-0 Vote of the San Francisco Board of Supervisors (Feb. 6, 

2018). (Exhibit A). 
 
RE: Notice of Appeal and Appeal of San Francisco Planning Department’s Final 

Mitigated Negative Declaration for 2417 Green Street, Case No. 2017-
002545ENV  

 
Dear Clerk Calvillo: 
 

Philip Kaufman (“Appellant”) hereby appeals2 the San Francisco Planning 
Commission’s July 16, 2020 decision approving a Final Mitigated Negative Declaration 
(FMND), and granting discretionary review, and approving a revised project at 2417 
Green Street (“Project”).  (Exhibit B).  The Planning Commission’s decision violates the 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), the Slope & Seismic Hazard Zone 
Protection Act (“SSPA”),3 and the San Francisco Existing Building Code. Mr. Kaufman 
appealed the Final MND (FMND) (Exhibit C) on February 5, 2020, but the Project has 
been revised since that time, requiring this updated appeal.  
                                                 
1 Motion M18-012, pp. 3-4 (amended February 6, 2018) (Exhibit A).   
2 This appeal is filed pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.16. 
3 San Francisco Ord. 121-18; formerly, the Slope Protection Act (“SPA”).  
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I. INTRODUCTION 

 
This appeal seeks to save the historic residence of famed architect Ernest 

Coxhead, the father of the First Bay Tradition of architecture. The house is built on a 
steep hill in San Francisco, and dangerous excavation proposed by the Project developer 
(“Developer”) jeopardizes the safety of the historic Coxhead House and its original 1893 
brick foundations.  Coxhead designed the home as his personal residence and it has 
been deemed clearly eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places.  It is 
featured in many texts on American architectural history, along with Frank Lloyd Wright’s 
personal residence near Chicago.  

 
The Project will create a 3-story addition that will extend 17-feet into the shared 

rear-yard open space.  It will involve at least 200 cubic yards of soil removal to more than 
double the size of the underground garage and to create a new 940 square foot 
accessory dwelling unit (ADU).4  The Project will negatively impact light and air to the 
Coxhead House by blocking a central column of 16 windows designed to provide natural 
light and air to the center of the long, narrow home.  It will undermine the very foundations 
of the Coxhead House with potentially catastrophic results.  It will involve excavation of 
potentially contaminated soil on a site listed on the City’s Maher Map of potentially 
contaminated sites.  All of these impacts must be analyzed in an Environmental Impact 
Report (EIR), with binding mitigation measures to minimize impacts. 

 
The entire neighborhood has joined in opposition to the Project, and over two 

dozen letters were filed in opposition to the Project just at the last Planning Commission 
hearing alone.  While the neighbors have consistently stated that they welcome 
improvement of the existing structure, they ask the Developer to do so within the 
envelope of the existing building, in a manner that will not harm the historic Coxhead 
House uphill, the other neighboring home downhill, or the shared rear-yard open space 
area. Three discretionary review applications were filed: one by internationally recognized 
film director Philip Kaufman, one by United States Ninth Circuit Court of Appeals Judge 
Carlos Bea and Louise Bea, and a third by clinical social worker Susan Byrd and 
biotechnology developer Mark Lambert.  While the Planning Commission GRANTED 
discretionary review and required modifications to the Project, over the objections of 
Commission Vice-President Kathrin Moore, it did not require an EIR under CEQA. 

 
When this matter last came before the Board of Supervisors on February 6, 2018, 

the Board was unequivocal, issuing a unanimous 11-0 ruling that the Project “presents 
unusual circumstances relating to historic resources and hazardous materials and 

                                                 
4 The ADU is connected to the upper floors in the Project via an elevator. This raises serious 
questions as to whether this is truly an ADU for a renter, or whether it will be converted to an 
exercise room or family room in the future. It is hard to imagine why an elevator would connect a 
real rented ADU to the bedrooms and living rooms of the main house.   
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it appears as a result of those circumstances the project may have a significant 
effect on the environment.”5   

 
Since that time, the situation has gone from bad to worse.  In response to the 

Board’s ruling the Planning Staff prepared a Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND).  But 
the findings of the MND are startling, to say the least.  The City’s own Final Mitigated 
Negative Declaration (“FMND”) states: 

 
“The proposed project could directly or indirectly cause potential substantial 
adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving rupture 
of a known earthquake fault, seismic ground shaking, ground failure, or 
landslides.” (FMND, p. 60 (emphasis added)).   
 

Take a moment to consider that finding– the City’s own final finding is that the Project 
may cause a “risk of death.”   

 
 The City’s FMND states, "the project construction could compromise the 
structural integrity of the historic adjacent foundation at 2421 Green Street. This 
would be a significant impact." (FMND pp. 63-64).  In other words, the City’s own 
analysis concludes that the Project may result in structural damage to the Coxhead 
House, and even possible death.  Yet, the FMND’s “mitigation measure” is: "if 
unacceptable earth movement or evidence of structural settlement is encountered during 
construction … project excavation shall be halted and the geotechnical engineer shall 
evaluate if additional measures are required to prevent further movement." (FMND p. 63).  
But it is not explained how an earthquake, landslide, or other “unacceptable earth 
movement” can be “halted.”  If “unacceptable earth movement” occurs, it will be too late to 
save the fragile and historically irreplaceable Coxhead House, and too late to prevent 
injury to inhabitants of the home.  Dr. Lawrence Karp warns that the proposed Project will 
seriously undermine the historic foundations and east wall of the Coxhead House, and 
that no adequate protection measures have been proposed to address this existential 
threat regardless of strict pre-development standards (Exhibit D). 
 

This risk is not theoretical.  Planning Staff approved excavation on a home at 125 
Crown Terrace in Twin Peaks, which ultimately, due to lack of proper shoring, collapsed 
down the steep hillside in 2013. (Exhibit E).  Ironically, Mr. Durkin has retained the 
services of the same geologist who was retained for the Crown Terrace debacle.  Mr. 
Kaufman is being subjected to living in the future with the constant fear that his home and 
family will meet a similar, catastrophic fate. 

 
Such a finding in the City’s own CEQA document – that the Project may cause 

severe structural damage to a prized historic resource and may result in death -- should 
at the very least necessitate preparation of an environmental impact report (“EIR”).  An 
EIR is required if there is even a “fair argument” that a project “may have” any adverse 

                                                 
5 Motion M18-012, pp. 3-4 (amended February 6, 2018) (Exhibit A).   
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environmental impact.6  Impacts to human health are significant impacts under CEQA,7 
as are impacts to historic resources.8 Yet, only Vice-President Moore voted to require an 
EIR.  While the Planning Commission voted unanimously to grant discretionary review 
and require modifications to the Project, by failing to require an EIR, the Commission left 
unresolved the Project’s significant environmental and human health impacts.  

 
Exacerbating matters further, despite the Commission’s clear concerns that the 

Project may undermine the foundations of the Coxhead House, the Final MND declared 
that the Project need not comply with the SSPA, despite the fact that the Preliminary 
MND determined that SSPA compliance would be required.  Staff inexplicably and 
unlawfully removed important protections to ensure slope stability.  As discussed below, 
there is no question that the Project must comply with the SSPA since the Project site is 
plainly marked on the City’s maps of parcels with slopes over 25% (Exhibit F), areas of 
‘Earthquake-Induced Landslide’ in the Seismic Hazard Zone Map, (Exhibit G), and the 
City’s 1974 and 1987 landslide maps (Exhibit H).  

 
Finally, despite the Board of Supervisor’s concerns that the Project may involve 

excavation of contaminated soil due to the fact that the Project site is on the City’s Maher 
Map, the Developer has failed to take soil samples to demonstrate compliance.  The 
Developer continues to rely on samples taken from within the existing garage area – an 
area known to be “clean” due to prior addition of the garage in the 1950’s.   
 
 Mr. Kaufman, the owner of the historic Coxhead House at 2421 Green Street, has 
lived there for thirty years and has preserved the historic building intact, as did the 
previous owners.  We respectfully urge you to save his home by voting to follow CEQA 
and demand that the City prepare an Environmental Impact Report (“EIR”) for the 
proposed Project at 2417 Green Street, consistent with the Board of Supervisors 
unanimous decision in February 2018.  All permits for the proposed Project, which have 
been suspended by DBI and now have expired9, must be revoked pending proper CEQA 
review, which will undoubtedly require safety revisions to the plans per San Francisco’s 
Existing and 2019 Building Codes including the SSPA, which will require completely new 
permit applications.  
 

II. PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
 
 A private for-profit Developer, Christopher Durkin (“Developer”), has proposed to 
radically alter the UNOCCUPIED structure at 2417 Green Street, and erect a much larger 
structure on the site (“Project”) that will adversely affect the neighborhood, including the 
historic building located at 2421 Green Street built in 1893 by world-renowned architect 
Ernest Coxhead as his personal residence (“Coxhead House”).  The Coxhead House is 
                                                 
6 Communities for a Better Environment v. South Coast Air Quality Management Dist. 
(ConocoPhillips) (2010) 48 Cal. 4th 310, 319-320. 
7 Sierra Club v. Fresno, 6 Cal. 5th 502, 518 (2018) (CEQA document must analyze “adverse 
effects on human health.”) 
8 Georgetown Pres. Soc'y v. Cty. of El Dorado, 30 Cal. App. 5th 358, 365 (2018). 
9 And with them previous permits based on the suspended and expired permits. 
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clearly eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places, and is featured on 
numerous books on architectural history.  Coxhead designed the home as his personal 
residence and oriented in such a manner to take advantage of natural light through many 
windows, including a central light column placed in the middle of the long, narrow home. 
The Coxhead House is on a steep slope immediately adjacent to, uphill and above the 
proposed Project – so steep that nearby areas of the sidewalk have stairs.  
 

The proposed Project would construct a three-story rear addition; dramatically 
expanding footprint and envelope of the existing single-family dwelling. The floor area 
would increase from approximately 4,118 square feet to approximately 4,470 square feet 
and would include a one-bedroom Accessory Dwelling Unit measuring approximately 913 
square feet on the first floor. The Project also proposes the excavation of the rear yard for 
a sunken terrace, façade alternations, and interior modifications.  The Project will more 
than double the size of the underground garage to accommodate two cars. The Project 
will extend the first through third stories approximately 17 feet into the shared rear-yard 
open space, blocking more than 16 windows with views to and from the Coxhead House, 
and blocking light to the critical central column of windows, crucial to Coxhead’s original 
design.  Finally, the property is on a steep slope, and would require excavation of over 
200 cubic yards of soil and rock below the Coxhead House to a depth of 13 feet below 
grade.10 
 
 The plans approved by the Planning Department show “lateral and subjacent 
support” (Civil Code §832) to 2421 Green will be severely impaired by excavation and 
other construction on 2417 Green allowing gravity and seismic forces to irreparably harm, 
damage, or even destroy 2421 Green.  The developer has refused to show any 
stabilization, excavation, shoring, or underpinning details, and has consistently failed to 
obtain the necessary topographical survey, the basic start to designing the required 
protection measures per San Francisco Existing Building Code section 106.2.6, and San 
Francisco Building Code, Section 3307.1.   
  
 We urge the Board of Supervisors to reject the FMND and direct staff to prepare 
an EIR to properly and professionally, analyze the proposed Project’s significant impacts, 
and to propose feasible and enforceable design and construction measures and 
alternatives to reduce the Project’s impacts.  These safeguards must be developed before 
Project approval and construction – not after.  This is the fundamental purpose of CEQA – 
to “insure the integrity of the process of decision by precluding stubborn problems or 
serious criticism from being swept under the rug.”11  

 
Furthermore in blatant disregard to the decisions of the Board of Supervisors and 

Planning Commission, planning staff issued a Final MND that eliminates the safeguards 
of the SSPA contained in the Preliminary MND.  The FMND states, “the project has the 
potential to result in significant impacts related to protection of the adjacent 
foundation at 2421 Green Street that could become unstable as a result of the 

                                                 
10 Second exemption under CEQA at p. 1-2.  
11 Concerned Citizens of Costa Mesa v. 32nd Dist. Agr. Assn., 42 Cal. 3d 929, 935 (1986). 
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project.” (FMND p. 66).  For this reason, the Planning Commission voted to GRANT 
discretionary review of the Project, and directed the developer to substantially redesign 
the Project to reduce its impacts on the Coxhead House, including eliminating excavation, 
ensuring that the Project would not undermine the foundation of the Coxhead House, 
reducing the size of the Project to reduce impacts to historical features of the Coxhead 
House including access via existing fenestration to light and air, and ensuring compliance 
with the Cow Hollow Neighborhood Design Guidelines (CHNDG).  All this can be done 
simply by keeping the building within its present envelope.  

 
Planning Staff ignored the Commission’s clear directives.  In a document dated 

January 9, 2020, the Planning Staff substantially revised the PMND.  Notably, while the 
PMND stated that the Project would be required to comply with the SSPA, the FMND 
mysteriously, and unlawfully, reversed this conclusion and determined that the Project is 
not subject to the SSPA, and removed or substantially revised many of the mitigation 
measures intended to protect the Coxhead House and ensure stability of the steep slope 
and its foundations. (Compare PMND (Exhibit I) to FMND (Exhibit C)). This egregious 
action flies in the face of the direction of the Planning Commission to revise the Project to 
ensure slope stability.  In fact, Planning Staff did exactly the opposite – eliminating 
necessary crucial safeguards intended to prevent damage to the Coxhead House.   

 
In the face of such renegade staff action, Mr. Kaufman is left with no alternative but 

to appeal again to the Board of Supervisors to protect this unique historic resource from 
potential irreparable harm, to safeguard his health and the health of his family from 
possible risks of injury or even death, as noted in the City’s own MND.   
 

III. PROCEDURAL HISTORY 
 
 The planning staff has twice attempted to exempt the proposed Project entirely 
from CEQA review.  The Board of Supervisors has twice12 unanimously rejected the 
CEQA exemptions, holding:   
 

The proposed project at 2417 Green Street “presents unusual circumstances 
relating to historic resources and hazardous materials and it appears as a result of 
those circumstances the project may have a significant effect on the 
environment.”13 

 
Although the Board of Supervisors did not specify the form of CEQA review 

required (holding only that a Categorical Exemption was not allowed), the legal standard 
is that an environmental impact report (“EIR”) is required if there is a “fair argument” that a 
project “may have” any adverse environmental impact.14  This, of course, was the exact 
finding made by the Board of Supervisors.  Despite the Board of Supervisors’ ruling, the 

                                                 
12 January 9, 2019, February 6, 2018.  
13 Motion M18-012, pp. 3-4 (amended February 6, 2018) (Exhibit A).   
14 Communities for a Better Environment v. South Coast Air Quality Management Dist. 
(ConocoPhillips) (2010) 48 Cal. 4th 310, 319-320.  
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Planning Staff first attempted to issue a third CEQA exemption, and then issued a 
mitigated negative declaration (“MND”) rather than an EIR.  As a matter of law, an EIR is 
required.  City staff is precluded from making factual findings that contradict the Board of 
Supervisors’ findings.15   

 
On January 9, 2020, the Planning Commission voted unanimously (6-0) to GRANT 

discretionary review of the Project.  The Commission directed the developer to 
substantially redesign the Project to reduce impacts to the Coxhead House, including 
risks to seismic stability, and impacts to the historical character of the Coxhead House.  In 
particular, the Commission directed the developer to eliminate excavation in order to 
minimize risk of slope instability or landslides.  Commission President Melgar stated: 

 
 “I would want to not have any excavation, not sinking the whole project by two 
feet.  I think that’s just too big a risk. I also, quite frankly, I’m not sure that I trust 
that someone who had demolished the chimneys without a permit and left the 
structure out to be damaged by the elements will do the right thing if we allow for 
the expansion in the back and also to the excavation, which is a big risk.  And so I 
would want to have, like, a lot more robust conditions for approval and something 
that will assure me that we’re not risking the integrity of this important structure 
next door...”   
 
Commissioner Koppel stated, “I’m not going to be supportive of excavating on this 

project.”  Commissioner Moore stated that excavation poses a risk to the uphill Coxhead 
House, and stated that the project should “stay within its envelope and within its footprint.”  
Commissioner Johnson stated that, “excavation in particular is particularly worrying, and 
so I think a project redesign would have to have lesser or no excavation. I think it has to 
respect the historic character of the house next door and try to mitigate impacts.”  
Commissioner Fung stated that “the excavation creates a large part of the issues with the 
adjacent building… what would be a starting point would be to redesign this building so 
that it would minimize the risk to the adjacent [building], including studying the elimination 
of that massive excavation.”  Ultimately the Commission unanimously approved 
Commissioner Johnson’s motion to “redesign the project with sensitivity to the historic 
resource, eliminating the extra parking and ADU if additional excavation can be avoided, 
and then to meet with one another and talk with staff, and stronger adherence to the Cow 
Hollow Guidelines, including stepping the buildings with each other.”   
                                                 
15 Even if staff were to reach a contrary conclusion, it cannot “unring the bell” of the Board of 
Supervisor’s findings.  At best, this would create a “fair argument” which must be resolved in an 
EIR.  In Stanislaus Audubon Society, Inc. v. County of Stanislaus (1995) 33 Cal.App.4th 144, the 
court rejected a county’s argument that a revised initial study prepared by the county which 
contradicted the findings of the first initial study had not “relegated the first initial study to oblivion.”  
Id. at 154.  The court stated, “We analogize such an untenable position to the unringing of a bell. 
The first initial study is part of the record. The fact that a revised initial study was later prepared 
does not make the first initial study any less a record entry nor does it diminish its significance, 
particularly when the revised study does not conclude that the project would not be growth 
inducing but instead simply proceeds on the assumption that evaluation of future housing can be 
deferred until such housing is proposed.”  Id. at 154.     
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Despite the Commission’s unanimous vote to eliminate excavation to reduce 

foundation movement and seismic risks to the Coxhead House, Planning staff did exactly 
the opposite. Instead, they altered the PMND to reverse its conclusion that the SSPA 
applies to the Project, and eliminated safeguards contained in the PMND and SSPA, such 
as independent expert review of by an appointed independent geotechnical engineer of 
excavation, shoring and underpinning plans.   

 
The Developer revised the Project proposal slightly, but this new plan continues to 

have an ADU, continues to involve at least 200 cubic yards of excavation to enlarge the 
parking garage, and continues to expand the building envelope approximately 17 feet into 
the shared rear-yard open space.  Nevertheless, on July 16, 2020, the Commission voted 
to GRANT discretionary review and to approve the Revised Project.  Notably, the Revised 
Project was never reviewed in any CEQA document and is significantly different than the 
Project analyzed in the PMND or the FMND rendering the CEQA document worthless.   

 
IV. HISTORY OF VIOLATIONS 

 
The Developer has engaged in a shocking history of permit violations leading to at 

least five formal notices of violation (NOVs).   
 

 On December 10, 2017, the developer 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 developer for engaging in 
“WORK WITHOUT PERMIT” and “WORK BEYOND SCOPE OF PERMIT.”  
 

 Undeterred, the very next day, on December 13, 2017, the developer unlawfully 
removed a second exterior chimney at the rear of the house – leaving two gaping 
holes in the roof of the property. The Developer allowed rain to drench the interior 
of the house through the open roof throughout the rainy season, with the probable 
intent of dilapidating the house and creating a teardown 
 

 On Saturday, December 16, 2017, the developer conducted 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 an 
emergency inspector to stop work that day, then DBI issued a formal NOV ordering 
the developer to “STOP ALL WORK” pending the resolution of the earlier CEQA 
appeal.  
 

 On January 8, 2018, the City issued a Notice of Violation directing the developer to 
repair illegal holes made in the roof of the property.   
 

 On January 9, 2018, the City issued a Notice of Violation Final Warning due to the 
developer’s failure to repair the unlawful damage to the home.  
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 On April 13, 2018, the City Department of Building Inspection, Code Enforcement 
Division issued a notice of Order of Abatement that the building is UNSAFE and/or 
a PUBLIC NUISANCE” due to failure to remedy violations.   
 

 On April 13, 2019, the City Department of Building Inspection, Code Enforcement 
Division issued a notice of Order of Abatement that the building was UNSAFE 
and/or a PUBLIC NUISANCE due to failure to remedy past violations.  
 

 Most recently, this year, SFDBI issued a decision that the building was 
“abandoned,” which was not contested by the owner. 
 
Professional geotechnical engineer and architect, Dr. Lawrence Karp has observed 

that the Developer has already excavated beneath the unreinforced red brick foundations 
of the Coxhead house without a proper permit, and has engaged in substantial amounts 
or unpermitted foundation work.  (Exhibit J).  Dr. Karp concludes that this work 
jeopardizes the Coxhead House.  (Exhibit D).  

 
In addition to these clear violations, the Developer has made slanderous attacks 

on Mr. Kaufman and his team.  In an April 11, 2019 letter to the San Francisco Planning 
Department, the Developer accused registered geotechnical engineer and architect, Dr. 
Lawrence Karp, of making “knowing fraudulent claims” that the “project does not comply 
with CEQA.” The Developer accused Dr. Karp of creating, “extremely unreasonable fear 
and anger in his elderly client for the purpose of artificially inflating his invoices.”  The 
Developer calls for “revocation” of Dr. Karp’s license, and even alleges that “this 
deception is a crime and should be investigated as financial exploitation and elder abuse.”  
(Exhibit K).  These are shocking and slanderous accusations made against a highly 
respected registered professional engineer. The statements are also patently false since 
Dr. Karp has performed his services in this matter on a pro bono basis without any 
compensation.  Such desperate and extreme statements only point out the lengths to 
which this Developer is willing to distort the truth to obtain his ultimate objectives of 
obtaining maximum profits at the expense of his neighbors.  

 
The Board of Supervisors took note of this “rap sheet” of violations. On January 9, 

2018, then-District Two Supervisor Mark Farrell stated, “I have never upheld a CEQA 
appeal. This is the first one.”  “There is a pattern of bad behavior here…  It is 
shocking.”  At the same hearing, now-Mayor London Breed stated, “I was surprised that 
this project was still exempt under CEQA when there is a possibility that there is a 
contaminated site underneath that exists.” “I’m just trying to understand how it was 
possible there are numerous violations specifically with this project... this seems to 
be a pattern with a lot of people who purchase homes in the city, violate the law, 
pay the penalties and are still able to move forward with their projects which 
sometimes unfortunately changes the character of the community.  I am just trying 
to understand how that continues to happen in certain cases.”   
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As the Supreme Court has stated, “a project proponent's prior environmental 
record is properly a subject of close consideration in determining the sufficiency of the 
proponent's promises in an EIR."16  As Mayor Breed noted, it is astounding that City staff 
continues to reward such a scofflaw developer. Given this history of violations, it is 
particularly important to have a searching review of the Project and implementation of 
binding mitigation measures through an independent and objective EIR.  

 
V. LEGAL DISCUSSION 

 
A. SLOPE AND SEISMIC HAZARD ZONE PROTECTION ACT (“SSPA”) 
 

1. SSPA Legal Requirements.  
  

 The Board of Supervisors adopted the previous Slope Protection Act (“SPA”) in 
2008 requiring construction of new buildings or structures and certain other construction 
work on properties subject to the SPA to undergo additional review for structural integrity 
and effect on slope stability.  The legislation was strengthened in 2018 and renamed the 
Slope and Seismic Hazard Zone Protection Act (“SSPA”). The SSPA applies to projects 
proposed on a slope of 4 Horizontal to 1 Vertical (4H:1V = 25%) or greater according to 
the Topographic Map of San Francisco, dated July 25, 2018, or that “lies within the areas 
of ‘Earthquake-Induced Landslide’ in the Seismic Hazard Zone Map,” released by the 
California Department of Conservation, Division of Mines and Geology, dated November 
17, 2000, or amendments thereto (SSPA, Sect. 106A.4.1.4.3), and involves grading or 
excavation of over 50 cubic yards of earth.  All other city landslide maps are included. 
 
 Projects subject to the SSPA are subject to “heightened review” to ensure stability 
of San Francisco’s steep slopes and hillsides during construction.  The SSPA states, 
“because landslides, earth movement, ground shaking, drainage issue and subsidence 
are likely to occur on or near steeply sloped properties,” projects subject to the SSPA 
must “be peer-reviewed for structural integrity and effect on hillside slope stability.”  
(SSPA, Sect. 106A.4.1.4.2).  These are also CEQA issues. 
 
 Projects subject to the SSPA must submit reports by both a licensed geotechnical 
engineer and a licensed geologist identifying areas of potential slope and foundation 
instabilities, defining potential risks of development due to geological and geotechnical 
factors, and recommending appropriate pre-construction slope and foundation stability 
protection strategies, subject to review by the City’s Structural Advisory Committee.  
Permits may not be issued until the Departments of Planning and Public Works, and the 
Fire Department visit the site and provide written communication to the Building Official.  
In addition, the Structural Advisory Committee must provide a written report to the 
Building Official “concerning the safety and integrity of the proposed design and 
construction.”  The Structural Advisory Committee must “consider the effect that 
construction activity related to the proposed project will have on the safety and stability of 

                                                 
16 Laurel Heights Improvement Assoc. v. Regents of the Univ. of Calif., 47 Cal.3d 376, 420 (1988).   
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the property subject to the [SSPA] and properties within the vicinity of such property.” 
(SSPA Sect. 106A.4.1.4.4 (emphasis added).   
 

2. The 2417 Green Project is Subject to the SSPA.   
 
 As discussed in the attached opinion of registered civil and geotechnical engineer 
Dr. Lawrence Karp dated July 7, 2020, the Project proposed at 2417 Green Street is 
clearly subject to the SSPA (Exhibit D), which is a crucial life-safety protection Ordinance 
not subject to waiver.  There is no dispute that the Project proposed at 2417 Green Street 
involves far more than 50 cubic yards of earth movement.  The developer’s environmental 
evaluation states that the Project requires over 200 cubic yards of excavation.  More than 
1000 square feet of building is involved.  
 
 The Project site is clearly shown on the July 24, 2018 4H:1V topographical map 
referenced in the SSPA, and found on the Department of Building Inspection’s website 
(https://s3.amazonaws.com/sfplanninggis/Slopes+Poster_lowRes70DPI.pdf) (Exhibit F). 
The Project site is also on the City’s 1987 map of “areas of potential landslide hazard.”  
(Exhibit G) posted at SFDBI’s Permit Approval Department.  Finally, the Project site is on 
the 1974 “Blume map” of landslide locations (Exhibit H)17, which was a previous version 
of the basic protective Act.  The SSPA (Ord. 121-18) incorporates all of San Francisco’s 
maps showing areas of instability, stating twice “….or falls within certain mapped areas of 
the City”.   
 
 Even Mr. Durkin’s own geotechnical engineer, Divis Consulting, concluded that the 
Project is subject to the SPA and City maps.  (Divis Rpt. Jan. 12, 2017) (Exhibit L). 
 

3. The Planning Department’s Curious and Unlawful Reversal of Opinion. 
 

 The Preliminary MND concluded that the Project is subject to the SSPA and 
therefore must comply with its requirements to safeguard the slope, structural support, 
and adjacent properties.  However, mysteriously18, the Final MND reversed this 
conclusion and for the first time stated that the Project is not subject to the SSPA.  As a 
result, the Final MND removed most of the mitigation measures contained in the 

                                                 
17 Despite the fact that the older Blume map was not specifically referenced in the SSPA in 2018, 
the site’s presence on the other maps is sufficient to confirm applicability of the SSPA.   
18 The Planning Department’s action dated July 16, 2020 suddenly refers back to long-replaced 
Permit Application 2017.0428.5244 (Apr. 26, 2017). But that permit application is void. That and 
several other successive permit applications with revised drawings (including structural drawings), 
and Notices of Violation including those permit applications replacing and succeeding 
2017.0428.5244, were suspended and then automatically expired under San Francisco Existing 
Building Code Section 105.5.  This permit progression and its end outcome voids P/A 
2017.0428.5244, so a new permit application with a current date has yet to be issued.  In short, 
Permit Application 2017.0428.5244 has been void since it was superseded shortly after being 
filed. The current drawings referred by the Planning Department have yet to be filed with the City’s 
Central Permit Bureau. The date of the Permit Application will be the date the Permit Application 
is accepted and filed.  
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Preliminary MND – despite the Planning Commission’s unanimous decision that 
additional safeguards were necessary to ensure slope stability.  The PMND clearly stated 
at pages 59-60: 
 

“The project site in a landslide hazard zone and thus is subject to the additional 
requirements of the Slope Protection Act (San Francisco building code section 
106A.4.1.4). The Slope Protection Act states that the final geotechnical report must 
be prepared and signed by both a licensed geologist and a licensed geotechnical 
engineer, which in turn shall undergo design review by a licensed geotechnical or 
civil engineer to verify that appropriate geological and geotechnical issues have 
been considered and that appropriate slope instability mitigation strategies, 
including drainage plans if required, are proposed. 

 
Based on the review of the geotechnical submittal (discussed in more detail 
below), the building department director may also require that the project be 
subject to review by a three-member Structural Advisory Committee that will advise 
the building department on matters pertaining to the building’s design and 
construction. The three committee members must be selected from a list of 
qualified engineers submitted by the Structural Engineers Association of Northern 
California and approved by the building department. One member must be 
selected by the building department, one member shall be selected by the project 
sponsor, and the third member shall be selected jointly.” 

 
 The FMND deleted the above paragraphs in their entirety, and replaced them with 
the exact opposite conclusion below (citing suspended and expired permits):  
 

“The project site is located within an area of potential landslide hazard zone as 
identified on the 1974 Blume map. In 2018, the San Francisco Building Code was 
amended by the Slope and Seismic Hazard Zone Protection Act (Ordinance No. 
121-18) to no longer reference the Blume map. However, Building Permit 
Application No. 20170428524419 for the building expansion is subject to the 
building code provisions in effect on April 28, 2017, before Ordinance No. 121-18 
became effective20. On August 23, 2019, the building department documented that 

                                                 
19 The Planning Department’s action dated July 16, 2020 suddenly refers back to long-replaced 
Permit Application  2017.0428.5244 (April 26, 2017) but that permit application is void.  That and 
several other successive permit applications with revised drawings (including structural drawings; 
the DRA has no associated structural drawings), and Notices of [Permit] Violation including those 
permit applications replacing and succeeding 2017.0428.5244 which were suspended and then 
automatically expired under San Francisco Existing Building Code Section 105.5.  This permit 
progression and its end outcome voids P/A 2017.0428.5244, so a new permit application with a 
current date has yet to be issued.  In short, Permit Application 2017.0428.5244 is void.  The 
current drawings referred by the Planning Department have yet to be filed with San Francisco’s 
Central Permit Bureau; the date of the Permit Application will be the date the Permit Application is 
accepted and filed. 
20 There is no question that the SPA referenced the Blume Map in 2017.  There is also no 
question that the Project site is on the Blume Map.  Therefore, since Planning staff contends that 
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this project site and thus is not subject to the additional requirements of the Slope 
Protection Act (building code section 106A.4.1.4). The building department, during 
its review of the project’s structural plans, may request the assistance of a 
structural design reviewer to provide additional and specialized expertise to 
supplement its plan review. The structural design reviewer would meet with the 
project sponsor’s engineer of record and with building department staff as the need 
arises throughout the design process.” (FMND p. ___ (emphasis added)). 

 
 Similarly, at page 62 the Preliminary MND stated: 
  

“Third-Party Review. Pursuant to the Slope Protection Act, the project’s 
geotechnical investigation report and construction documents will undergo third-
party review by a licensed geotechnical engineer. Such review will verify that 
appropriate geological and geotechnical issues have been considered and that 
appropriate slope instability mitigation strategies have been proposed.” 

 
 The Final MND deleted this critical safeguard entirely.  Thus, even though the 
City’s own Preliminary MND concluded that the SSPA applies to the Project, even though 
the Developer’s own geotechnical engineer concluded that the SPA applies to the Project, 
even though the City’s own maps conclusively demonstrate that the SSPA applies to the 
Project, and even though the Planning Commission voted unanimously that additional 
safeguards are required to ensure seismic stability, the Planning Department staff took it 
upon themselves to ignore the facts and conclude that the Project is miraculously not 
subject to the SSPA, and therefore removed almost all of the gravity and seismic stability 
mitigation measures contained in the Preliminary MND.   
 
 This determination must be reversed and the Project must be found to be subject 
to the SSPA. The SSPA is the bare minimum required to ensure that the Proposed 
Project does not cause irreparable harm to the Coxhead House.   
 
B. CEQA 
 

1. LEGAL STANDARD 

Under CEQA, an environmental impact report (“EIR”) is required rather than a 
mitigated negative declaration (“MND”) if there is even a “fair argument” that a proposed 
project “may have” any adverse environmental impacts   -- even if contrary evidence 
exists to support the agency’s decision.21  Put simply, “if there is a disagreement 
among experts over the significance of an effect, the agency is to treat the effect as 

                                                                                                                                                                
the SPA rather than the newer SSPA applies to the Project, there should be no question that the 
Project is subject to the safeguards of the SPA.  Yet, Planning staff somehow reach the exact 
opposite conclusion.  
21 14 CCR § 15064(f)(1); Stanislaus Audubon Society v. County of Stanislaus (1995) 33 
Cal.App.4th 144, 150-15. 
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significant and prepare an EIR.”22  The purpose of the EIR is to analyze significant 
environmental impacts and to propose feasible, enforceable mitigation measures and 
alternatives to reduce the proposed project’s impacts.   
 

2. SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS 

 The proposed Project has many significant environmental impacts that have not 
been adequately mitigated, including the following: 
 

a. RISK OF DEATH: The City's own FMND states that the "The proposed project 
could directly or indirectly cause potential substantial adverse effects, including the 
risk of loss, injury, or death involving rupture of a known earthquake fault, seismic 
ground shaking, ground failure, or landslides." (FMND, p. 60 (emphasis added)).  
Impacts to human health are significant impacts under CEQA.23  It is beyond cavil 
that there is no greater threat to human health than death.  
 

b. STRUCTURAL INTEGRITY:  After numerous comments from Dr. Lawrence Karp, 
the MND admits that "the project construction could compromise the 
structural integrity of the historic adjacent foundation at 2421 Green Street. 
This would be a significant impact." (FMND pp. 18, 62-63). Harm to historic 
resources is a significant impact under CEQA requiring review in an EIR.24 Dr. 
Karp has reviewed the most recent Project proposal and concludes that it 
continues without any abatement to pose a risk to the structural integrity of the 
Coxhead house.  (Exhibit D).  Dr. Karp has prepared drawings describing how the 
Project would undermine the foundations of the Coxhead House. (Exhibit J). Dr. 
Karp has produced photographs showing illegally started excavations at 2417 
Green Street.  Nevertheless, the city refuses even to require the Project to comply 
with the SSPA.  Instead, the MND merely states: "if unacceptable earth movement 
or evidence of structural settlement is encountered during construction, as 
determined by the geotechnical engineer, project excavation shall be halted and 
the geotechnical engineer shall evaluate if additional measures are required to 
prevent further movement." (FMND p. 63).  The sole mitigation measure, M-GE-1, 
simply requires "ongoing coordination" with the Planning Department and 
Department of Building Inspection during construction. (FMND p. 18). This 
mitigation measure is plainly inadequate to reduce this impact to less than 
significant. The measure allows earth movement to occur first, and then the 
developer would possibly develop a plan after the fact to mitigate the harm.  The 
problem with this is that by the time "unacceptable earth movement" occurs, the 
narrow brick Wythe foundation of the historic Coxhead House may already have 
suffered possibly latent catastrophic irreparable harm.  CEQA prohibits such 

                                                 
22 Sierra Club v. County of Sonoma, 6 Cal.App.4th at pp. 1316–1317; Moss v. Co. of Humboldt 
(2008) 162 Cal. App. 4th 1041, 1049. 
23 Sierra Club v. Fresno, 6 Cal. 5th 502, 518 (2018) (CEQA document must analyze “adverse 
effects on human health.”) 
24 Georgetown Pres. Soc'y v. Cty. of El Dorado, 30 Cal. App. 5th 358, 365 (2018). 
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"deferred" mitigation.25  An EIR is required to analyze this admittedly significant 
impact and to develop enforceable mitigation measures prior to construction -- not 
after irreparable harm occurs. 
 

c. VIOLATION OF SSPA:  As discussed above, the Planning Staff has erroneously 
concluded that the Project is not subject to the SSPA.  As explained by Dr. Karp, 
the staff conclusion is factually wrong, and the SSPA clearly applies to the Project.  
Where a policy of general applicability, such as an ordinance, 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 requiring an EIR.26  
Any inconsistencies between a proposed project and applicable plans must be 
discussed in an EIR27.  A Project’s inconsistencies with local plans and policies 
constitute significant impacts under CEQA.28  Since the Project fails to comply with 
the SSPA, which was adopted to mitigate significant risks of landslide, this creates 
a fair argument that the Project may have an adverse environmental impact and an 
EIR is required.   
 

d. HISTORIC IMPACTS:  The MND admits the historical significance of the Coxhead 
House, as established by Architectural Historian Carol Karp, AIA.  (Exhibit M).  
However, the sole mitigation measure is the above-mentioned M-GE-1 - to require 
ongoing coordination with the Planning Department and DBI during construction.  
As discussed above, this is clearly inadequate to prevent ground movement and 
irreparable structural damage to the Coxhead House given the steep slope and 
fragile historic foundation.   
 
The MND ignores entirely the impact that the 3-story, 17-foot expansion will have 
upon access to light and air to the Coxhead House. The Project will block at least  
16 windows at the Coxhead House, including the central light column, which was 
designed to bring light to the middle of the long, narrow house. Ms. Karp explains 
that this use of natural light is a key component of Coxhead’s design, and its 
elimination will adversely affect the historical significance of the home.  
 
The MND dismisses the fact that the massive project will block public views of the 
Coxhead House from Pierce and Green Streets.  While the MND states that these 
are not the "primary views" of the Coxhead House, even if true, there is no 
distinction in CEQA law between primary and secondary views of historic 
resources.  An EIR is required to analyze the project's impacts to the historic 
Coxhead House, and to propose feasible alternatives and mitigation measures to 

                                                 
25 Sundstrom v. County of Mendocino (1988) 202 Cal.App.3d 296, 308-309. 
26 Pocket Protectors v. Sacramento (2005) 124 Cal.App.4th 903.   
27 14 CCR § 15125(d); City of Long Beach v. Los Angeles Unif. School Dist. (2009) 176 Cal. App. 
4th 889, 918.    
28 Endangered Habitats League, Inc. v. County of Orange (2005) 131 Cal.App.4th 777, 783-4, 32 
Cal.Rptr.3d 177; Georgetown Preservation Society v. County of El Dorado (2018) 30 Cal.App.5th 
358.   
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reduce the impacts.  Ms. Karp concludes that the most recent Project proposal will 
undermine the historic qualities of the Coxhead house. (Exhibit M).  
 

e. SOIL CONTAMINATION:  As discussed by certified hydrogeologist Matthew 
Hagemann, C. Hg., formerly director of the US EPA Western Superfund program, 
the Project site is on the City's Maher Map of potentially contaminated sites. 
(Exhibit N). The developer proposes to excavate over 200 cubic yards of 
potentially contaminated soil. Despite this, neither the city nor the developer has 
conducted any additional soil testing.  The MND continues to rely on 2 "co-located" 
soil samples taken in 2018 from within the garage.  Mr. Hagemann has testified 
that these samples are inadequate because the garage was rebuilt in the 1980s.  
Therefore, this is the one area where the soil would be expected to be clean.  
Instead, soil sampling is required in the areas proposed to be excavated, including 
the rear yard. This has not been done.  Incredibly, there is still no topographical 
survey map of the property that would locate existing improvements at both 2417 
and 2421 Green Street, contrary to San Francisco Existing Building Code section 
106.2.6. An EIR is required to professionally analyze the Project and report to 
avoid environmental impacts.  The San Francisco Chronicle has recently 
highlighted a pattern within the San Francisco Planning Department of illegally 
exempting from CEQA review projects proposed to be constructed on 
contaminated sites.  (Exhibit O). The current Project is one of many similar projects 
allowed to evade proper CEQA review.   
 

f. VIOLATION OF RESIDENTIAL DESIGN GUIDELINES: The Project violates 
numerous provisions of the Cow Hollow Neighborhood Design Guidelines 
(CHNDG), and the San Francisco Residential Design Guidelines (SFRDG).  These 
inconsistencies are significant impacts under CEQA requiring CEQA review. The 
CHNDG was 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.29 The Planning Commission utilizes the CHNDG 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.”30 Importantly, the City has an obligation to verify new projects are 
consistent with the CHNDG when there is evidence of incompatibility.31 The 
proposed Project is incompatible with numerous provisions of the CHNDG and the 
SFRDG, for example:  
 

                                                 
29 CHNDG, at p. 1. 
30 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.” 
31 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).  
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1. Impact to Adjacent Buildings: The CHNDG requires 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.32 As discussed by Carol 
Karp, the Project will impact the Coxhead House significantly, blocking light and 
air that it critical to the architect’s design, as well as views to and from the 
Coxhead House.  
 

2. Volume and Mass:  The Project would not maintain a building envelope 
consistent with neighboring buildings,33 nor would it maintain compatible 
volume and mass as compared to other nearby houses on the same side of 
Green Street.34 The Project would result in a 4,470 square-foot house on a 
2,500-square-foot lot. This would result in an oversized McMansion on a 
particularly small, 25-foot wide, 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.   

 
3. Protection of Architecturally Significant Buildings: Special consideration applies 

to historically or architecturally significant buildings.35 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.  

 
4. Rear-Yard Open Space:  The CHNDG points out that “rear yards not only serve 

the residences to which they are attached, but they are also in a sense public in 
that they contribute to the interior block open space which is shared visually by 
all residents of the block.”36 The Guidelines emphasize that any 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.” The Project violates this provision by extending 
17-feet into the shared rear-yard setback.  Similarly, the SFRDG advises 
against rear yard intrusions in order to “minimize impacts on light and privacy to 
adjacent properties.”37 The Guidelines emphasize that “when expanding a 
building into the rear yard, the impact of that expansion on light and privacy for 
abutting structures must be considered.” (Id. (emph. added)).  The Project 
obliterates windows and eliminates light to the Coxhead House. 

 
5. Invasion of Privacy:  The SFRDG states that the City must consider the impact 

of a Project on privacy of neighbors.38 Yet the Project includes a roof deck that 
looks directly into the owner’s bedroom of the Coxhead House.   

                                                 
32 CHNDG., at p. 11.  
33 CHDG, at p.32. 
34 Id., at p.34.  
35 Id., at p28.  
36 Cow Hollow Neighborhood Design Guidelines at p. 28. 
37 San Francisco Residential Design Guidelines at p. 16.  
38 RDG p. 17. 
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6. Story Poles:  The CHNDG require story poles for story poles for horizontal or 

vertical additions that “increase the existing envelope of a residence.” “Poles 
shall be placed to mark the perimeter corners of the proposed addition.” 
(CHNDG, p. 49). Story poles are necessary to “ascertain the ultimate height 
and bulk of a building, its potential impacts on views, and to make informed 
decisions regarding a proposed project.”  (Id.) Although the Developer erected 
story poles for a prior version of the Project, no story poles were erected for the 
current version, which is substantially different. 

 
7. Good Neighbor:  The Project would violate “good neighbor” design elements to 

preserve access to light and air.39 As shown above, the Project would block 
numerous windows in the Coxhead House, restricting views, light and air and 
undermining its historic characteristics. 

 
The inconsistencies with the Cow Hollow Design Guidelines and the San Francisco 
Residential Design Guidelines are significant impacts that require review under 
CEQA.40   
 

g. BOARD OF SUPERVISORS RESOLUTIONS:  The MND fails even to mention the 
unanimous resolutions of the Board of Supervisors, finding that the proposed 
Project at 2417 Green Street “presents unusual circumstances relating to historic 
resources and hazardous materials and it appears as a result of those 
circumstances the project may have a significant effect on the environment...”  
(Exhibit A).  Since the Board of Supervisors has found that the Project “may have a 
significant effect on the environment,” which is the exact legal finding to require an 
EIR, an EIR is required as a matter of law.   

 An EIR is required because eminently well-qualified experts and the Board of 
Supervisors have concluded that the proposed Project will have adverse impacts on the 
historic Coxhead House.  It is crucial to implement all feasible mitigation measures and 
project alternatives to reduce impacts to the historic Coxhead House, including risks of 
catastrophic ground movement and seismic instability.   
 

3. The Developer Has Taken the Official Position that a Project that Affects an 
Historic Building May not be Exempted from CEQA Review. 

 
The Developer, has taken the official legal position that a project that may 

adversely impact an historic building may not be exempted from CEQA review.  Mr. 
Durkin himself filed a CEQA appeal concerning a project at 1026 Clayton Street in the 
Ashbury Heights neighborhood, located adjacent to Mr. Durkin’s own property.  In that 
appeal, Mr. Durkin argued that the 1026 Clayton Project may affect an historically 
significant building, and that as a result, it may not be exempted from CEQA review.  

                                                 
39 Id., at p. 31. 
40 Kutzke v. City of San Diego, 11 Cal. App. 5th 1034, 1041 (2017).   
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(Exhibit P).  However, unlike in this case, where the Coxhead House has been deemed 
clearly eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places, 1026 Clayton is not 
listed as eligible on any registry. 
 
 Certainly, if Mr. Durkin believes that a project that may affect an unlisted, not truly 
historic building may not be exempted from CEQA review, then he must agree that a 
project that will adversely affect a property that is clearly eligible for the National Register 
of Historic Places may also not be exempted from CEQA.  Mr. Durkin cannot have it both 
ways. He should not be allowed to argue for CEQA review when it suits his interests, but 
not apply the same rule to his own projects. 
 

4. INACCURATE PROJECT DESCRIPTION. 
 
 The Project has been revised substantially since the time of the FMND.  No CEQA 
document has analyzed the current Revised Project, which is significantly different from 
the Project described in the FMND.  Therefore, the Project description in the MND is 
inaccurate as it does not describe or analyze the Project that will actually be approved.  
As such, the MND is inadequate as an informational document and must be set aside. 
 
  A negative declaration must accurately describe the proposed project.41  “An 
accurate, stable and finite project description is the sine qua non of an informative and 
legally sufficient [CEQA document].”42  The MND stated at page 64, “2417 Green Street is 
in NO WAY PHYSICALLY CONNECTED to 2421 Green Street.” (Emphasis in original).  
In fact, they are bonded together in many places.  This fact is of critical importance and 
renders the Project description fundamentally inaccurate.   
 
 The Project described in the MND is not the Project that will be approved.  In the 
case of Washoe Meadows Community v. Department of Parks and Recreation43 the court 
explained that an unstable project description “precludes ‘informed decisionmaking and 
informed public participation.’” The court upheld the lower court’s ruling in favor of the 
petitioners, agreeing with the lower court that “for a project to be stable, the DEIR, the 
FEIR, and the final approval must describe substantially the same project.”44 Here, 
the PMND and FMND describe an entirely different project than was ultimately approved 
by the Planning Commission.  The Revised Project was not described or analyzed in any 
CEQA document.  As a result, the MND fails to meet its basic requirement to accurately 
describe the Project that will ultimately be approved.  The MND must therefore be set 
aside. 
 

                                                 
41 Christward Ministry v. Superior Court (1986) 184 Cal.App.3d 180; CEQA Guidelines §15071(a).  
42 County of Inyo v. City of Los Angeles (1977) 71 Cal.App.3d 185, 193; 
Stopthemillenniumhollywood v. City of Los Angeles (2019) 39 Cal. App. 5th 1, 16.  
43 17 Cal.App.5th 277, 288 (2017). 
44 Washoe, 17 Cal.App.5th at 288 [emphasis added]. 
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VI. CONCLUSION 
 

 For the above reasons, we respectfully request that the Board of Supervisors 
reverse the approval the Mitigated Negative Declaration.  An Environmental Impact 
Report should be required for the proposed Project.  We also ask the Board to reverse 
the staff finding that the SSPA does not apply to the Project, and direct staff to determine 
that the SSPA does apply to the Project and require implementation of all the safeguards 
of the SSPA. Thank you. 
 
      Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
      Richard Drury  
      Lozeau Drury LLP 
 
 
 
 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

EXHIBIT A 



FILE NO. 180123 
AMENDED IN BOARD 

2/6/2018 MOTION NO. M18-012 

1 [Adopting Findings Reversing the Categorical Exemption Determination - 2417 Green Street] 

2 

3 Motion adopting findings reversing the determination by the Planning Department that 

4 the proposed project at 2417 Green Street is categorically exempt from further 

5 environmental review. 

6 

7 WHEREAS, On May 16, 2017, the Planning Department determined that the proposed 

8 project at 2417 Green Street ("Project") is exempt from environmental review under the 

9 California Environmental Quality Act ("CEQA"), the CEQA Guidelines, and San Francisco 

10 Administrative Code, Chapter 31; and 

11 WHEREAS, The proposed Project involves alterations to an existing four-story-over-

12 basement single-family residence with one vehicle parking space, which alterations would 

13 include excavation to add two vehicle parking spaces; a three-story rear addition; facade 

14 alterations and foundation replacement; and lowering the existing building; and 

15 WHEREAS, On May 16, 2017, pursuant to Title 14 of the CEQA Guidelines (California 

16 Code of Regulations, Title 14, Division 6, Chapter 3, Sections 15000-15387), the Planning 

17 Department determined that the Project is exempt from environmental review under Class 1 o 

18 the CEQA Guidelines (14 Cal. Code Reg. Section 15301), which provides an exemption for 

19 minor alterations to existing facilities including demolition of up to three single-family 

20 residences in urban areas; and 

21 WHEREAS, On November 22, 2017, an appeal of the categorical exemption was filed 

22 by Richard Drury and Rebecca Davis of Lozeau Drury LLP on behalf of Philip Kaufman 

23 ("Appellant"); and 

24 

25 
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1 WHEREAS, By memorandum to the Clerk of the Board dated November 30, 2017, the 

2 Planning Department's Environmental Review Officer determined that the appeal was timely 

3 filed; and 

4 WHEREAS, On January 9, 2018, this Board held a duly noticed public hearing to 

5 consider the appeal of the exemption determination filed by Appellant and, following the public 

6 hearing, reversed the exemption determination; and 

7 WHEREAS, In reviewing the appeal of the exemption determination, this Board 

8 reviewed and considered the exemption determination, the appeal letter, the responses to the 

9 appeal documents that the Planning Department prepared, the other written records before 

1 O the Board of Supervisors and all of the public testimony made in support of and opposed to 

11 the exemption determination appeal; and 

12 WHEREAS, At the January 9, 2018, appeal hearing before this Board, Appellant 

13 submitted additional information in support of the appeal, including an engineering report by 

14 Lawrence B. Karp ("Karp Report"); and 

15 WHEREAS, The Karp Report and other information submitted at and prior to the 

16 January 9, 2018, appeal hearing constituted substantial evidence that the Project, if approved, 

17 may result in one or more substantial adverse changes in the significance of the neighboring 

18 historic resource located at 2421 Green Street that have not been sufficiently addressed in the 

19 Categorical Exemption for the Project; and 

20 WHEREAS, At and prior to the January 9, 2018, appeal hearing, Appellant and other 

21 members of the public submitted substantial evidence, including a report by certified 

22 hydrogeologist Matthew Hagemann, C. Hg., that the Project may disturb potentially 

23 contaminated soils at the Project site; and 

24 WHEREAS, Following the conclusion of the public hearing, the Board of Supervisors 

25 conditionally reversed the exemption determination for the Project subject to the adoption of 
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1 these written findings of the Board in support of such determination based on the written 

2 record before the Board of Supervisors as well as all of the testimony at the public hearing in 

3 support of and opposed to the appeal; and 

4 WHEREAS, The Board finds that the Karp Report and other information submitted at 

5 and prior to the January 9, 2018, appeal hearing constituted substantial evidence not 

6 previously identified that affect the CEQA evaluation set forth in the Categorical Exemption 

7 regarding how the Project may impair the significance of an historic resource by causing 

8 impacts to its immediate surroundings; and 

9 WHEREAS, The Board further finds that the public comment provided at and prior to 

1 O the January 9, 2018, hearing, including a report by certified hydrogeologist Matthew 

11 Hagemann, C. Hg., constituted substantial evidence that the Project will disturb potentially 

12 contaminated soils; and 

13 WHEREAS, The written record and oral testimony in support of and opposed to the 

14 appeal and deliberation of the oral and written testimony at the public hearing before the 

15 Board of Supervisors by all parties and the public in support of and opposed to the appeal of 

16 the exemption determination is in the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors File No. 171267, and 

17 is incorporated in this motion as though set forth in its entirety; and 

18 WHEREAS, This Board considered these issues, heard testimony, and shared 

19 concerns that further information and analysis was required regarding the proposed Project at 

20 2417 Green Street; now, therefore be it 

21 MOVED, That In light of this information, the Board finds that there is substantial 

22 evidence in the record before the Board that the Project proposed at 2417 Green Street 

23 presents unusual circumstances relating to historic resources and hazardous materials and it 

24 appears as a result of those circumstances the project may have a significant effect on the 

25 
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1 environment and, based on the facts presented to the Board of Supervisors on the hearing on 
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City and County of San Francisco 

Tails 

Motion: Ml8-012 

City Hall 
I Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 94 102-4689 

File Number: 180123 Date Passed: February 06, 2018 

Motion adopting findings reversing the determination by the Planning Department that the proposed 
project at 2417 Green Street is categorically exempt from further environmental review. 

February 06, 2018 Board of Supervisors -AMENDED, AN AMENDMENT OF THE WHOLE 
BEARING SAME TITLE 

Ayes: 11 - Breed , Cohen, Fewer, Kim, Peskin, Ronen, Safai, Sheehy, Stefani, 
Tang and Yee 

February 06, 2018 Board of Supervisors - APPROVED AS AMENDED 

Ayes: 11 - Breed, Cohen, Fewer, Kim, Peskin, Ronen, Safai, Sheehy, Stefani, 
Tang and Yee 

File No. 180123 I hereby certify that the foregoing Motion 
was APPROVED AS AMENDED on 2/6/2018 
by the Board of Supervisors of the City and 
County of San Francisco . . 

{ 

City and County of San Francisco Page I 

Angela Calvillo 
Clerk of the Board 

Printed at 2:30 pm 011 217118 
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Discretionary Review Action DRA-708 
HEARING DATE: JULY 16, 2020 

 
Case No.: 2017-002545DRP-03 
Project Address: 2417 Green Street 
Permit Application: 2017.0428.5244 
Zoning: RH-1 (Residential, House, One-Family) 
 40-X Height and Bulk District 
Block/Lot: 0560 / 028 
Applicant: Chris Durkin 
 474 Euclid Avenue 
 San Francisco, CA  94118  
Dr Requestors: Philip Kaufman  
 2421 Green Street 
 San Francisco, CA 94118 
 Susan Byrd & Mark Lampert 
 2415 Green Street 
 San Francisco, CA 94118 
 Carlos & Louise Bea 
 2727 Pierce Street 
 San Francisco, CA 94118 
Staff Contact: Christopher May – (415) 575-9087 
 christopher.may@sfgov.org 

 
ADOPTING FINDINGS RELATED TO TAKING DISCRETIONARY REVIEW OF RECORD NO. 2017-
002545DRP-03 AND THE APPROVAL OF BUILDING PERMIT APPLICATION NO. 2017.0428.5244 
PROPOSING HORIZONTAL REAR ADDITIONS, PARTIAL BASEMENT EXCAVATION AND THE 
CREATION OF AN ACCESSORY DWELLING UNIT WITHIN THE EXISTING 4-STORY, SINGLE-
FAMILY DWELLING AT 2417 GREEN STREET WITHIN THE RH-1 (RESIDENTIAL-HOUSE, ONE-
FAMILY) ZONING DISTRICT AND A 40-X HEIGHT AND BULK DISTRICT. 
 
PREAMBLE 
On April 28, 2017, Chris Durkin filed for Building Permit Application No. 2017.0428.5244 proposing one- 
and three-story horizontal rear additions, 3rd and 4th floor vertical additions, and to lower by 
approximately two feet all floor plates within the existing 4-story single-family dwelling at 2417 Green 
Street within the RH-1 (Residential-House, One-Family) Zoning District and a 40-X Height and Bulk 
District. The floor area would increase from approximately 4,118 square feet to approximately 5,115 square 
feet. The project also proposed alterations to the front façade, interior modifications including the 
expansion of the existing basement level garage to accommodate another off-street parking space, and the 
partial excavation and terracing of the rear yard.   
 
On November 17 and 21, 2017, Philip Kaufman, Susan Byrd & Mark Lampert, and Carlos & Louise Bea 
(hereinafter “Discretionary Review (DR) Requestors”) filed applications with the Planning Department 

mailto:christopher.may@sfgov.org
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(hereinafter “Department”) for Discretionary Review (2017-002545DRP-03) of Building Permit Application 
No. 2017.0428.5244.  
 
Following the three subsequent DR filings, the project sponsor revised the project by including a one-
bedroom accessory dwelling unit (ADU) occupying the entire first floor of the project, measuring 
approximately 1,023 square feet.  
 
On June 26, 2019, Environmental Planning staff issued a Preliminary Mitigated Negative Declaration, 
which was subsequently appealed by Richard Drury of Lozeau Drury, LLP, on behalf of the owner of 2421 
Green Street, also one of the DR requestors.  
 
At the January 9, 2020 public hearing, the Planning Commission adopted a motion upholding the MND, 
which included site-specific mitigation measures to ensure that any potential adverse impacts that 
excavation associated with the project might have on the adjacent historic resource at 2421 Green Street 
would be reduced to a less-than-significant level, pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA). After hearing and closing public comment, the Commission continued the requests for 
Discretionary Review and directed Planning staff to mediate between the project sponsor and the DR 
requestors in an attempt to negotiate a mutually-satisfactory modification to the project.  
 
On June 15, 2020 and July 10, 2020, Planning Department staff hosted two virtual mediation meetings with 
the project sponsor and the DR requestors, in accordance with the Commission’s direction. 
 
On July 12, 2020, the Project Sponsor submitted revised plans resulting in a reduction in the depth of the 
horizontal rear addition at all four floors totaling approximately 718 square feet and a reduction in the 
amount of excavation totaling approximately 194 cubic yards. The revised project include a first-floor ADU 
measuring approximately 900 square feet, a second parking space in the basement level, but do not include 
the lowering of any of the existing floor plates as originally proposed.  
 
On July 16, 2020, the San Francisco Planning Commission (hereinafter “Commission”) conducted a duly 
noticed public hearing at a regularly scheduled meeting on Discretionary Review Application 2017-
002545DRP-03. 
 
The Commission has heard and considered the testimony presented to it at the public hearing and has 
further considered written materials and oral testimony presented on behalf of the applicant, Department 
staff, and other interested parties. 
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ACTION 
The Commission reaffirms their January 9, 2020 upholding of the Mitigated Negative Declaration and 
hereby takes Discretionary Review requested in Record No. 2017-002545DRP-03 and approves Building 
Permit Application 2017.0428.5244, as revised in the plans dated July 12, 2020, with the conditions 
enumerated below: 
 

1. The site-specific mitigation measure outlined on pages 81 and 82 of the Mitigated Negative 
Declaration dated January 9, 2020 shall be implemented in order to ensure that any potential 
adverse impacts that excavation associated with the project might have on the adjacent historic 
resource at 2421 Green Street will be reduced to a less-than-significant level. 
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APPEAL AND EFFECTIVE DATE OF ACTION:  Any aggrieved person may appeal this Building Permit 
Application to the Board of Appeals only after the Department of Building Inspection (DBI) takes action 
(issuing or disapproving) the permit. Such appeal must be made within fifteen (15) days of DBI’s action on 
the permit.  For further information, please contact the Board of Appeals at (415) 415-575-6880, 1650 Mission 
Street # 304, San Francisco, CA, 94103-2481.  
 
Protest of Fee or Exaction:  You may protest any fee or exaction subject to Government Code Section 66000 
that is imposed as a condition of approval by following the procedures set forth in Government Code 
Section 66020.  The protest must satisfy the requirements of Government Code Section 66020(a) and must 
be filed within 90 days of the date of the first approval or conditional approval of the development 
referencing the challenged fee or exaction.  For purposes of Government Code Section 66020, the date of 
imposition of the fee shall be the date of the earliest discretionary approval by the City of the subject 
development.   
 
If the City has not previously given Notice of an earlier discretionary approval of the project, the Planning 
Commission’s adoption of this Motion, Resolution, Discretionary Review Action or the Zoning 
Administrator’s Variance Decision Letter constitutes the approval or conditional approval of the 
development and the City hereby gives NOTICE that the 90-day protest period under Government Code 
Section 66020 has begun.  If the City has already given Notice that the 90-day approval period has begun 
for the subject development, then this document does not re-commence the 90-day approval period. 
 
I hereby certify that the Planning Commission took Discretionary Review and approved the building 
permit as referenced in this action memo on July 16, 2020. 
 
 
 
Jonas P. Ionin 
Commission Secretary 
 
 
AYES:  Koppel, Moore, Johnson, Fung, Diamond, Imperial, Chan 
 
NAYS:  None 
 
ABSENT: None  
 
ADOPTED: July 16, 2020 
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Mitigated Negative Declaration 

 
PMND Date: June 26, 2019; amended on January 9, 2020 (amendments to the initial 

study are shown as deletions in strikethrough and additions in double 
underline) 

Case No.: 2017-002545ENV 
Project Title: 2417 Green Street 
BPA Nos.: 201704285244 
Zoning: RH-1 [Residential-House, One Family] Use District 
 40-X Height and Bulk District 
Block/Lot: 0560/028 
Lot Size: 2,500 square feet 
Project Sponsor: Chris Durkin, 2417 Green Street, LLC 
 (415) 407-0486 
Lead Agency: San Francisco Planning Department 
Staff Contact: Jeanie Poling – (415) 575-9072 
 jeanie.poling@sfgov.org 

 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION:  
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 vacant four-story 
single-family residential building constructed circa 1905. The residence encompasses the front (northern) 
two thirds of the lot. The property at its Green Street frontage slopes with an elevation of approximately 
150 feet along the western (up slope) side to 145 feet along eastern (down-slope) side. The project would 
lower building floor plates by approximately 2 feet, construct one- and three-story horizontal rear 
additions, and construct third and fourth floor vertical additions above a portion of the existing building. 
The floor area would increase from approximately 4,118 square feet to approximately 5,115 square feet. A 
one-bedroom accessory dwelling unit measuring approximately 1,023 square feet would be added on the 
first floor. The project also proposes a partial excavation of the rear yard for a sunken terrace, façade 
alterations, interior modifications, and expansion of the existing basement level garage to accommodate 
one additional vehicle, for a total of two vehicle parking spaces. 

 
FINDING:  
This project could not have a significant effect on the environment. This finding is based upon the criteria 
of the Guidelines of the State Secretary for Resources, Sections 15064 (Determining Significant Effect), 15065 
(Mandatory Findings of Significance), and 15070 (Decision to prepare a Negative Declaration), and the 
following reasons as documented in the Initial Evaluation (Initial Study) for the project, which is attached. 
Mitigation measures are included in this project to avoid potentially significant effects. See pages 81–82. 
 
  



Mitigated Negative Declaration 
January 9, 2020 

CASE NO. 2017-002545ENV 
2417 Green Street 

In the independent judgment of the Planning Department, there is no substantial evidence that the project 
could have a significant effect on the environment. 

Lisa Gibson D 

Environmental Review Officer Negative Declaration 

cc: Chris Durkin, Christopher May, M.D.F 

SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 2 
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Initial Study 
2417 Green Street 

Planning Department Case No. 2017-002545ENV 
 

A. INTRODUCTION 

The San Francisco Planning Department (the planning department) published a categorical 
exemption for the proposed project on May 16, 2017. The categorical exemption was appealed and 
heard by the Board of Supervisors on January 9, 2018. The Board of Supervisors upheld the appeal 
and, on February 6, 2018, issued Motion No. M18-12, which stated, “[T]he Board finds that there is 
substantial evidence in the record before the Board that the Project proposed at 2417 Green Street 
presents unusual circumstances relating to historic resources and hazardous materials and it 
appears as a result of those circumstances the project may have a significant effect on the 
environment and, based on the facts presented to the Board of Supervisors at the hearing on 
January 9, 2018, the Project is therefore not Categorically Exempt from CEQA review.” 
Accordingly, the planning department has prepared this initial study to evaluate the potential 
impacts of the 2417 Green Street project. The concerns raised in the appeal and during the appeal 
hearing are addressed below in Sections F.3, Cultural Resources; F.15, Geology and Soils; and F.17, 
Hazardous Materials.  

B. PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

Project Location  
The project site is located on the south side of Green Street on the block bound by Green, Pierce, 
Scott, and Vallejo streets in the Pacific Heights neighborhood (see Figure 1 on page 85  831). The 
2,500-square-foot project site contains a vacant four-story, approximately 45-foot-tall, single-family 
residential building constructed circa 1905. The residence contains a total of approximately 4,450 
square feet of space consisting of approximately 4,120 square feet of habitable space and a 337-
square-foot garage, and encompasses the front (northern) two thirds of the lot. The property slopes 
along its Green Street frontage, with an elevation of approximately 150 feet along the western (up-
slope) property line to 145 feet along the eastern (down‐slope) property line. The rear of the 
property has been landscaped into three terraces with small (less than 3-foot-tall) retaining walls 
separating each terrace, descending from west to east. Each level has been backfilled to create a 
level patio and planting areas. The existing building has one off-street vehicle parking space that 
is accessed via a curb cut and driveway on Green Street. The project site is currently in a state of 
suspended construction, with the site having been partially excavated and some interior 
renovation work started.  

Project Characteristics  
The proposed project would lower all floor plates by approximately 2 feet, construct one- and 
three-story horizontal rear additions, and construct third and fourth floor vertical additions above 
a portion of the existing building. Project construction would also include a full structural and 

                                                      
1  Initial study figures can be found at the end of the document starting on page 83 85. 
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seismic upgrade. Existing and proposed site plans are shown on Figure 2 on page 85 87, and 
proposed plans and elevations are shown on Figures 3 through 12 on pages 86 88 through 96 99. 

The floor area would increase from approximately 4,120 square feet under existing conditions to 
approximately 5,120 square feet under the proposed project. A one-bedroom accessory dwelling 
unit measuring approximately 1,020 square feet would be added on the first floor, for a total of two 
residential units on the site. The project also proposes a partial excavation of the rear yard for a 
sunken terrace, façade alterations such as new window configurations and new windows and door, 
interior modifications, and expansion of the existing basement level garage to accommodate one 
additional vehicle, for a total of two off-street vehicle parking spaces. The size of the garage could 
accommodate more vehicles; however, the project sponsor intends to increase vehicular parking 
spaces from one to two and use the remaining space not designated for parking as storage. A new 
street tree would be added on the Green Street sidewalk. Table 1 summarizes the existing and 
proposed building characteristics. 

Table 1 – Summary of Existing and Proposed Building Characteristics 
 Existing Proposed 

Approximate Floor Area 4,120 square feet 5,120 square feet 

Number of stories 4 4 

Approximate Height 45 feet  45 feet  

Dwelling units 1 2 

Off-street vehicle parking 
spaces 

1 2 

Source: Dumican Mosey Architects, Site Permit/311 Notification Plans, revised June 6, 
2018. 

Construction Schedule and Equipment 
Project construction is anticipated to take approximately three to five months to complete. The 
project would require excavation of approximately 408 cubic yards of soil and rock to a depth of 
13 feet below grade. Some project excavation below the existing building has already occurred (see 
Project History, below). Additional excavation would be conducted using a pneumatic pavement 
breaker (hand-held jackhammer) with a force rating of 90 pounds. Excavation would occur in 
sections for one to two weeks over a period of three to five months. No pile driving would be 
required as part of project construction. The foundation would be reinforced concrete with 
standard retaining walls around the garage and perimeter spread footings around the outside 
walls. 

Project History 
The following bullet points provide a chronological summary of the various actions documented 
in the record related to the proposed project that have occurred since April 2017, when the project 
sponsor filed for a building permit associated with the proposed project. Text provided within 
quotes is verbatim as it appears in official documents and City records (building permit 
applications, complaints, and Board-issued California Environmental Quality Act [CEQA] 
findings). 
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• On April 28, 2017, the project sponsor filed Building Permit Application (BPA) #201704285244 
for the proposed excavation/addition project: “Horizontal addition. Expansion of existing 
garage in basement level, first, second, third, and fourth story horizontal rear yard addition; 
alterations to existing front façade; excavation and full foundation replacement; lowering 
existing building approximately 1’-11”; interior remodel throughout.”  

• On May 16, 2017, the planning department issued a categorical exemption (planning 
department case number 2017-002545ENV) for the proposed excavation/addition project 
covered under BPA #201704285244: “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.”2 

• On May 18, 2017, the Department of Building Inspection (DBI, or the building department) 
issued BPA #201705116316: “Partial deteriorated basement wall and foundation replacement 
with new landscaping site wall at backyard.” DBI Info Sheet G-20 notes that foundation work 
does not require planning department approval, and thus did not route BPA #201705116316 to 
the planning department for review.  

• On September 27, 2017, DBI received complaint no. 201708032: “Working beyond scope of BPA 
#201705116316. Doing horizontal addition.” DBI determined that the scope of work warranted 
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 San Francisco Planning Code section 311 neighborhood 
notification, which had not yet been completed.  

• On September 28, 2017, DBI suspended BPA #201705116316, and on January 5, 2018, DBI closed 
the case, noting, “new permit has been issued to comply with complaint. DCP approved scope 
that was initially not reviewed by their department. kmh.” 

• On October 2, 2017, the planning department opened enforcement action 2017-012992ENF in 
response to complaint no. 201708032. 

• On October 2, 2017, the property owner submitted BPA #201710020114: “To comply [with] 
NOV201708032, administrative permit to facilitate Department of City Planning review, 
revision to BPA #201705116316, delete freestanding retaining wall at rear yard. No work under 
this permit. N/A Maher ordinance.”  

• On October 10, 2017, after determining that the May 16, 2017 categorical exemption covered 
the excavation work, the planning department signed off on BPA #201710020114 for excavation 
below the existing building without the side wall of the proposed rear addition. 

• On October 23, 2017, the planning department issued neighborhood notification pursuant to 
Planning Code section 311 for the proposed horizontal rear expansion under BPA 
#201704285244.  

                                                      
2  The currently proposed project is slightly smaller than the project analyzed in the May 16, 2017, categorical 

exemption. 
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• On October 28 and 30, 2017, three discretionary review requests were filed with the planning 
department (planning case nos. 2017-002545DRP, 2017-002545DRP-02, and 2017-002545DRP-
03). 

• On November 3, 2017, DBI issued BPA #201710020114 for legalization of the excavation work.  

• On November 22, 2017, Richard Toshiyuki Drury of Lozeau Drury LLP filed an appeal of the 
May 16, 2017 categorical exemption with the Board of Supervisors on behalf of the adjacent 
property owner at 2421 Green Street, raising concerns over (1) impacts to historic resources at 
2421 Green Street related to views, air, and light (2) impacts to historic resources at 2421 Green 
Street related to construction methodology, and (3) impacts related to the release of hazardous 
materials (Board of Supervisors File No. 171267). The planning department determined that 
the appeal was timely because the excavation permit (BPA #201710020114) was the approval 
action under CEQA.  

• On December 12, 2017, DBI received complaint no. 201724852: “date last observed: 11-DEC-17; 
identity of person performing the work: Cannot confirm identity, was n; floor: roof; unit: N/A; 
exact location: Main Bldg; building type: Residence/Dwelling WORK W/O PERMIT; WORK 
BEYOND SCOPE OF PERMIT; ; additional information: Chimney has been removed from the 
building without a permit;” 

• On December 20, 2017, DBI received complaint no. 201727021: “Front chimney is unsafe. Also 
refer to Complaint #201724852.” (On June 3, 2019, DBI closed the case.) 

• On January 8, 2018, DBI received complaint no. 201830371: “Penetrations in roof made when 
chimneys were removed. Have not been sealed. Rain water entering building, also 
penetrations in walls at rear. A monthly fee will be assessed on NOV'S.” (On May 22, 2018, DBI 
determined the case abated after penetrations were sealed.)  

• On January 9, 2018, the Board of Supervisors upheld the appeal of the categorical exemption 
issued on May 16, 2017, and on February 6, 2018, the Board issued CEQA findings that 
concluded: 

[T]he Board finds that there is substantial evidence in the record before the Board that the 
Project proposed at 2417 Green Street presents unusual circumstances relating to historic 
resources and hazardous materials and it appears as a result of those circumstances the 
project may have a significant effect on the environment and, based on the facts presented 
to the Board of Supervisors on the hearing on January 9, 2018, the Project is therefore not 
Categorically Exempt from CEQA review.3  

Following the Board hearing, the planning department rescinded the categorical exemption 
issued on May 16, 2017, and resumed environmental analysis, taking into consideration 
documents and oral testimony presented during the appeal period and at the appeal hearing.  

• On May 8, 2018, DBI issued BPA #201804277607 for temporary shoring to comply with NOV 
201727021 to shore up the remaining center brick façade. 

                                                      
3  San Francisco Board of Supervisors, Motion No. M18-012, Adopting Findings Reversing the Categorical Exemption 

Determination – 2417 Green Street, Amended February 6, 2018, File No. 180123, available at 
https://sfgov.legistar.com/View.ashx?M=F&ID=5792879&GUID=75361D57-546D-41F0-B0A3-D11B6083C3D2. 

https://sfgov.legistar.com/View.ashx?M=F&ID=5792879&GUID=75361D57-546D-41F0-B0A3-D11B6083C3D2


Case No. 2017-002545ENV 5 2417 Green Street 
 

• On June 11, 2018, DBI closed complaint no. 201727261 and noted, “Planning Department 
suspended two permits: 201705116316 and 201710020114.”  

• On June 22, 2018, the planning department issued a categorical exemption certificate for a 
revised building expansion project to lower all floor plates by approximately 2 feet; construct 
one- and three-story horizontal rear additions; construct third and fourth floor vertical 
additions; add an accessory dwelling unit; excavate at rear; and expand existing basement level 
garage to accommodate one additional vehicle (planning case no. 2017-002545ENV).  

• On July 20, 2018, the representative of 2421 Green Street filed an appeal of the June 22, 2018 
categorical exemption certificate, raising concerns regarding (1) impacts to historic resources 
at 2421 Green Street related to views, air, and light (2) impacts to historic resources at 2421 
Green Street related to construction methodology, and (3) impacts related to the release of 
hazardous materials.  

• On July 30, 2018, the planning department determined that the July 20, 2018 appeal of the June 
22, 2018 categorical exemption certificate was not timely because the approval action under 
CEQA (i.e., the discretionary review hearing before the Planning Commission) had not yet 
occurred. 

• On August 28, 2018, DBI opened complaint case no. 201888531, “Work being done without 
permits. PA# 201804277607 issued in May for temp.” (DBI closed the case on September 4, 2018, 
stating “work being performed is approved.”) 

• On September 20, 2018, DBI received complaint no. 201804277607, “Beyond scope of work 
$500. Tomporing shoring.” (DBI closed the case on November 14, 2018, noting “work 
complete.”) 

• On September 21, 2018, DBI received complaint case no. 201893553: “date last observed: 20-
SEP-18; time last observed: For the past year; identity of person performing the work: 
Christopher Durkin; exact location: Main Bldg; building type: Residence/Dwelling 
ABANDONED/DERELICT STRUCTURE; WORK W/O PERMIT; WORK BEYOND SCOPE OF 
PERMIT; OTHER BUILDING; additional information: The windows have been left open to the 
elements for over a year; there are animals, mold, asbestos; the building windows are adjacent 
to our home’s windows.” (DBI closed the case on September 25, 2018, noting “Permits for this 
project have been suspended and there is no work taking place on site. Permit for temp shoring 
201804277607 is complete. No windows were open at time of visit. I asked to contractor to make 
sure site is secure.”) 

• On January 15, 2019, the planning department rescinded the categorical exemption issued on 
June 22, 2018 and began preparation of an initial study for the project. 

• On January 18, 2019 DBI received complaint no. 201920322: “date last observed: 17-JAN-19; 
time last observed: Daily x2years; identity of person performing the work: Chris Durkin, 
developer; Eric ; floor: Third; exact location: Main Bldg; building type: Residence/Dwelling 
WATER INTRUSION; VACANT STRUCTURE; ; additional information: Windows on East 
side and at rear of vacant building remain open to rain and animal intrusion past 2 years. 
Neighbors have filed numerous complaints.” (DBI closed the case on January 18, 2019 with the 
note, “Case closed and referred to CES by email per MH; slw.”) 
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• On January 18, 2019, DBI received complaint no. 201920683: “vacant building.” 

• On March 19, 2019, DBI received complaint no. 201937943: “Date last observed: 19-mar-19; time 
last observed: continual; identity of person performing the work: christopher durkin & ; floor: 
all storie; unit: single res; exact location: common area; building type: residence/dwelling water 
intrusion; abandoned/derelict structure; structural problems; work being done in dangerous 
manner; ; additional information: water is pouring out of vacant building making the front 
sidewalk slick and dangerous; *.” (DBI closed the case on March 19, 2019, noting, “Case 
reviewed, to be referred to CES. mh/oh.”) 

Project Approvals 
The proposed project requires issuance of building permits by DBI. A discretionary review hearing 
before the Planning Commission has been requested for BPA #201704285244, which is the building 
permit application that corresponds to the proposed project. The discretionary review decision 
would constitute the Approval Action for the Project that would establish the start of the 30-day 
period for the appeal of the final negative declaration to the Board of Supervisors, pursuant to 
section 31.04(h) of the San Francisco Administrative Code.  

C. PROJECT SETTING 

Project Site and Surrounding Land Uses 
As noted above, the project site is on the south side of Green Street, within a city block bounded 
by Pierce Street to the east, Green Street to the north, Scott Street to the west, and Vallejo Street to 
the south. The immediately surrounding neighborhood is comprised primarily of two- to three-
story single-family homes constructed between 1900 and the 1950s in a wide range of architectural 
styles. Lots on the block and in the vicinity are generally 25 feet wide by 125 feet deep, with some 
wider lots containing larger homes. The project block slopes upward to the southwest, generally 
on a greater than 20 percent slope.  

The project block and immediately surrounding blocks are zoned RH-1 (Residential-House, One-
Family). Nearby zoning districts include RH-3 (Residential-House, Three-Family) and RM-1 
(Residential, Mixed, Low Density) zoning on blocks to the northeast, closer to the Union Street 
Neighborhood Commercial District (NCD). The nearest commercial district, the Union Street NCD, 
is two blocks to the north and two blocks to the east of the project site, and the Upper Fillmore 
NCD is located three blocks east and four blocks south of the project site. One block east of the 
project site on the opposite side of Green Street is St. Vincent de Paul Church and K-8 school. Streets 
in the vicinity are neighborhood residential, generally around 35-40 feet wide, and contain limited 
traffic. The sidewalks along the project site and block are approximately 15 feet wide. The project 
site is well served by public transportation. Within one-quarter mile of the project site, Muni 
operates the following bus lines: the 22 Fillmore, 24 Divisadero, 41 Union and 3 Jackson. 

Cumulative Projects  
The cumulative context for land use development project effects is typically localized, within the 
immediate vicinity of the project site, or at the neighborhood level. Cumulative development in 
the project vicinity (within approximately a quarter-mile radius of the project site) includes the 
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projects listed in Table 2 and illustrated on Figure 13, on page 96 98. These projects are either under 
construction or are projects for which the planning department has a project application on file. 
The areas and the projects relevant to the analysis vary, depending on the topic, as detailed in the 
cumulative analyses presented in subsequent sections of this document. As shown, these projects 
primarily include new residential uses. 
 

Table 2 – Projects within One-Quarter Mile of the Project Site 

Address 
Planning 

Department Case 
No. 

Project Description Project Status 

2301 Lombard St 2015-014040CUA 
New construction of a mixed-use 
building with 22 dwelling units and 
2,600 square feet of retail 

Under construction 

2346-2350 Union 
St 2017-007518PRJ 

Addition of five new accessory 
dwelling units to an apartment 
building 

Under construction 

2637 Union St 2018-000739PRJ 
Modification of a single-family home 
and addition of an accessory dwelling 
unit 

Under planning 
department review 

2831 Pierce St 2018-006138PRJ Modification of a two-unit residential 
building. Addition of fourth floor. 

Under planning 
department review 

2582 Filbert St 2016-008605PRJ New construction of a single-family 
home Under construction 

2237 Union St 2014-001423PRJ Modification of a single-family home Under construction 

2251 Greenwich St 2014-002266PRJ Demolition-reconstruction of Fire 
Station #16 Under construction 

2261 Filbert St 2014-000645PRJ Modification of a single-family home Under construction 

Note: Some projects listed as under construction may have been recently completed. 
Sources: San Francisco Planning Department, 2018 Q4 Development Pipeline and San Francisco 
Property Information Map, reviewed in April 2019. 

 

D. COMPATIBILITY WITH EXISTING ZONING AND PLANS 
 Applicable Not Applicable 

Discuss any variances, special authorizations, or changes proposed 
to the planning code or zoning map, if applicable. 

  

Discuss any conflicts with any adopted plans and goals of the City 
or region, if applicable. 

  

Discuss any approvals and/or permits from city departments other 
than the planning department or the Department of Building 
Inspection, or from regional, state, or federal agencies. 

  

 



Case No. 2017-002545ENV 8 2417 Green Street 
 

San Francisco Planning Code  
The San Francisco Planning Code, which incorporates the Zoning Maps of the City and County of 
San Francisco (the City), governs permitted land uses, densities, and the arrangement of building 
structures within the city. Permits to construct new buildings (or to alter or demolish existing ones) 
may not be issued unless (1) the proposed project conforms to the planning code, (2) allowable 
exceptions are granted pursuant to provisions of the planning code, or (3) amendments to the 
planning code are incorporated into the proposed project.  

Zoning and Density  

The project site is in a Residential-House, One Family (RH-1) zoning district and a 40-X height and 
bulk district. The RH-1 district is occupied almost entirely by single-family houses on lots 25 feet 
in width without side yards. Floor sizes and building styles vary but tend to be uniform within 
tracts developed in distinct time periods. Though built on separate lots, the structures have the 
appearance of small-scale row housing, rarely exceeding 35 feet in height. Front setbacks are 
common, and ground level open space is generous. The 40-X height/bulk district indicates a 
maximum height of 40 feet (with certain allowable exceptions), and “X” indicates that bulk limits 
are not applicable. The proposed project would be consistent with the existing planning code 
zoning and height and bulk designations because it would not exceed the existing zoning and 
density. Specifically, the building would remain a single-family residence as zoned, and would 
add an accessory dwelling unit, as permitted under Planning Code section 207(c)(6). Furthermore, 
the project would not increase the building height beyond the existing height of 45 feet, as 
measured pursuant to Planning Code section 260.4 Thus the proposed project would be consistent 
with the planning code and would not require any variances, special authorizations, or changes to 
the planning code or zoning map. 

Plans and Policies  
San Francisco General Plan  

Development in San Francisco is subject to the San Francisco General Plan. The general plan 
provides general policies and objectives to guide all land use decisions in the City. Any conflicts 
between the proposed project and policies that relate to physical environmental issues are 
discussed in Section F, Evaluation of Environmental Effects. The compatibility of the proposed 
project with general plan policies that do not relate to physical environmental issues would be 
considered by decision-makers as part of their decision to approve or disapprove the proposed 
project. The project is a modification of a single-family home with the addition of an accessory 
dwelling unit. The project would be minor in scope, would not introduce incompatible land uses 
to the neighborhood, and would encourage housing production by adding the accessory dwelling 
unit. It would not otherwise conflict with any general plan policies or objectives. Thus, the project 
would not conflict with the San Francisco General Plan or any other adopted policy.  

                                                      
4   At its highest point, the existing building is almost 45 feet tall. Since it is on an upsloping lot, the height varies along 

with the slope and gradually becomes shorter as the grade increases towards the rear. With the proposed alteration to 
the roofline, the project would result in a decrease in the building height at the front by approximately 3 feet. 
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Proposition M – The Accountable Planning Initiative 

In November 1986, the voters of San Francisco approved Proposition M, the Accountable Planning 
Initiative, which added Section 101.1 to the City’s planning code to establish eight priority policies. 
These policies, and the corresponding sections of this document addressing the environmental 
issues associated with these policies, are as follows: (1) preservation and enhancement of 
neighborhood-serving retail uses; (2) protection of neighborhood character; (3) preservation and 
enhancement of affordable housing (Question 2b, Population and Housing, regarding housing 
displacement); (4) discouragement of commuter automobiles (Question 5a, Transportation and 
Circulation); (5) protection of industrial and service land uses from commercial office development 
and enhancement of resident employment and business ownership; (6) maximization of 
earthquake preparedness (Question 14a, Geology and Soils); (7) landmark and historic building 
preservation (Question 3a, Cultural Resources); and (8) protection of open space (Question 10a, 
Shadow, and Questions 11a and 11b, Recreation).  

Prior to issuing a permit for any project that requires an initial study under CEQA, or for any 
demolition, conversion, or change of use, and prior to taking any action that requires a finding of 
consistency with the general plan, the City is required to find the proposed project or legislation 
consistent with the priority policies. The compatibility of the proposed project with general plan 
objectives and policies that do not relate to physical environmental issues will be considered by 
decision makers as part of their decision whether to approve or disapprove the proposed project. 
Any potential conflicts identified as part of that process would not alter the physical environmental 
effects of the proposed project. 

Regional Plans and Policies 

The principal regional planning agencies and their overarching policies and plans that guide 
planning in the nine-county Bay Area include the Metropolitan Transportation Commission’s and 
Association of Bay Area Governments’ Plan Bay Area 2040,5 which is an integrated long-range 
transportation and land use plan to meet greenhouse gas reduction targets set by the California 
Air Resource Board, the Bay Area Air Quality Management District’s (the air district’s) Bay Area 
2017 Clean Air Plan (2017 Clean Air Plan), the Metropolitan Transportation Commission’s Regional 
Transportation Plan – Transportation 2035, the San Francisco Regional Water Quality Control Board’s 
San Francisco Basin Plan, and the San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission’s 
San Francisco Bay Plan.  

Based on the location, size, and nature of the proposed project, no anticipated conflicts with 
regional plans would occur as a result of the proposed project. 

Required Approvals by Other Agencies 

See Section B, Project Description, for a list of required project approvals. 

  

                                                      
5 Metropolitan Transportation Commission and the Association of Bay Area Governments. 2017. Plan Bay Area 2040 

Final Plan. Available: http://www.2040.planbayarea.org/what-is-plan-bay-area-2040. Accessed: April 24, 2019. 
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SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS 

The proposed project could potentially affect the environmental factor(s) checked below. The 
following pages present a more detailed checklist and discussion of each environmental factor. 

 Land Use/Planning  Greenhouse Gas Emissions  Hydrology/Water Quality 

 Aesthetics  Wind  Hazards & Hazardous Materials 

 Population and Housing  Shadow  Mineral Resources  

 Cultural Resources  Recreation  Energy 

 Tribal Cultural Resources  Utilities/Service Systems  Agriculture and Forestry Resources 

 Transportation and Circulation  Public Services  Wildfire 

 Noise  Biological Resources  Mandatory Findings of Significance 

 Air Quality  Geology/Soils   

 

E. EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS 

All items on the initial study checklist that have been checked “Less than Significant Impact,” “No 
Impact,” or “Not Applicable” indicate that, upon evaluation, staff has determined that the 
proposed project could not have a significant adverse environmental effect relating to that topic. A 
discussion is included for those issues checked “Less than Significant Impact” and for most items 
checked with “No Impact” or “Not Applicable.” For all of the items checked “Not Applicable” or 
“No Impact” without discussion, the conclusions regarding potential significant adverse 
environmental effects are based upon field observation, staff experience and expertise on similar 
projects, and/or standard reference material available within the planning department, such as the 
planning department’s Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines for Environmental Review, and 
the California Natural Diversity Data Base and maps, published by the California Department of 
Fish and Wildlife. For each checklist item, the evaluation has considered the impacts of the 
proposed project both individually and cumulatively. 

Analysis of Topics Raised in the Appeal of the Categorical Exemption 
The following impact analyses address concerns that were raised in both appeals of the categorical 
exemption: Impact CR-1 (historic resources), Impact GE-1 (geology and soils), and Impact HZ-2 
(hazardous materials). 

Public Resources Code Section 21099 – Aesthetics and Parking Analysis  
On September 27, 2013, Governor Brown signed Senate Bill (SB) 743, which became effective on 
January 1, 2014.6 Among other provisions, SB 743 amends CEQA by adding Public Resources 

                                                      
6 SB 743 is available at: http://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtml?bill_id=201320140SB743.  

http://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtml?bill_id=201320140SB743
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section 21099 regarding analysis of aesthetics and parking impacts for urban infill projects.7 The 
CEQA Guidelines8 were amended in 2019 to include a new section 15064.3 that addresses the 
provisions of SB 743. 

Public Resources Code section 21099(d) states, “Aesthetic and parking impacts of a residential, 
mixed- use residential, or employment center project on an infill site located within a transit 
priority area shall not be considered significant impacts on the environment.”9 Accordingly, 
aesthetics and parking are not to be considered in determining whether a project has the potential 
to result in significant environmental effects for projects that meet all of the following three criteria:  

a) The project is in a transit priority area10  
b) The project is on an infill site11  
c) The project is residential, mixed-use residential, or an employment center12  

 
The proposed project meets each of the above three criteria because it (1) is located within one-half 
mile of several bus transit stops that meet the definition in Public Resources Code section 21099(d) 
of a “major transit stop,” (2) is located on an infill site that is already developed with and 
surrounded by other urban development, and (3) is a residential project.13 Thus, this initial study 
does not consider aesthetics and the adequacy of parking in determining the significance of project 
impacts under CEQA.  

Public Resources Code section 21099(e) states that a lead agency maintains the authority to 
consider aesthetic impacts pursuant to local design review ordinances or other discretionary 
powers, and that aesthetics impacts as addressed by the revised Public Resources Code do not 
include impacts on historical or cultural resources. Thus, there is no change in the planning 
department’s methodology related to design and historic review.  

                                                      
7 Public Resources Code section 21099(d).  
8    California Code of Regulations, Title 14, Division 6, Chapter 3. 
9  Public Resources Code section 21099(d)(1). 
10 Public Resources Code section 21099(a) defines a “transit priority area” as an area within one-half mile of an existing 

or planned major transit stop. A "major transit stop" is defined in section 21064.3 of the Public Resources Code as a rail 
transit station, a ferry terminal served by either a bus or rail transit service, or the intersection of two or more major 
bus routes with a frequency of service interval of 15 minutes or less during the morning and afternoon peak commute 
periods.  

11 Public Resources Code section 21099(a) defines an “infill site” as a lot located within an urban area that has been 
previously developed, or a vacant site where at least 75 percent of the perimeter of the site adjoins, or is separated 
only by an improved public right-of-way from, parcels that are developed with qualified urban uses.  

12 Public Resources Code section 21099(a) defines an “employment center” as a project located on property zoned for 
commercial uses with a floor area ratio of no less than 0.75 and located within a transit priority area.  

13 San Francisco Planning Department, Transit-oriented Infill Project Eligibility Checklists for 2417 Green Street, 
February 1, 2019. This document (and all documents cited in this initial study unless otherwise noted) is available for 
review at the San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, as part of Case No. 2017-002545ENV. 
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Topics: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 
Not 

Applicable 

1. LAND USE AND PLANNING. Would the 
project: 

     

a) Physically divide an established community?      

b) Cause a significant environmental impact due to 
a conflict with any land use plan, policy, or 
regulation adopted for the purpose of avoiding or 
mitigating an environmental effect? 

     

 

Impact LU-1: The proposed project would not physically divide an established community. 
(Less than Significant)  

The proposed project involves modification and expansion of an existing single-family home on 
an established lot and the addition of one accessory dwelling unit. The project would not alter the 
established street grid or permanently close any streets or sidewalks. The project would not impede 
the passage of persons through construction of any physical barriers. Although portions of the 
sidewalk adjacent to the project site could be closed for periods of time during project construction 
(approximately three to five months), these closures would be temporary in nature. Therefore, the 
proposed project would not physically divide an established community and this impact would be 
less than significant.  

Impact LU-2: The proposed project would not cause a significant impact due to a conflict with 
any land use plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an 
environmental effect. (Less than Significant)  

Land use impacts could be considered significant if a proposed project conflicts with any plan, 
policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of avoiding an environmental effect. However, a 
conflict with a plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of mitigating an environmental 
effect does not necessarily indicate a significant effect on the environment. The proposed project 
would result in an expansion of an existing (currently vacant) residential unit on the site and an 
addition of one accessory dwelling unit to the city housing stock and would not be expected to 
conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation such that an adverse physical 
change would result. The project would be generally consistent with the land use policies outlined 
in the San Francisco General Plan, including promoting infill development, providing new 
housing, and concentrating more intense development near transit services. Moreover, the 
proposed residential use is permitted by city code and plans applicable to the area, and the project 
would be within the applicable bulk limits. Thus, the proposed project would not result in adverse 
physical changes in the environment related to conflicts with any plan, policy, or regulation 
adopted for the purpose of avoiding an environmental effect.  

Furthermore, the proposed project would not conflict with any adopted environmental plan or 
policy, such as the Metropolitan Transportation Commission’s and the Association of Bay Area 
Governments’ Plan Bay Area 2040 or the air district’s 2017 Clean Air Plan, which directly 
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addresses environmental issues and/or contains targets or standards that must be met in order to 
preserve or improve characteristics of the city’s physical environment. See Section D, 
Compatibility with Existing Zoning and Plans, for a more detailed discussion of the proposed 
project’s general consistency with applicable plans and policies. Thus, the proposed project 
would result in a less-than-significant impact with regard to consistency with existing plans and 
policies adopted for the purpose of avoiding an environmental effect.  

Impact C-LU-1: The proposed project, in combination with past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future projects in the project vicinity, would result in less-than-significant 
cumulative land use impacts. (Less than Significant)  

The cumulative context for land use effects is typically localized, within the immediate vicinity of 
the project site, or at the neighborhood level. Table 2 on page 7 identifies development projects 
within a quarter-mile radius of the project site. All of the nearby cumulative projects would be 
constructed within their individual project sites and would perpetuate the existing land uses and 
land use pattern in the neighborhood (largely, single-family and some multi-family residential). 
None of these cumulative development projects would introduce incompatible uses that would 
adversely impact the existing character of the project vicinity. Thus, the proposed project, in 
combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would result in a less-
than-significant cumulative land use impact.  

  

Topics: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 
Not 

Applicable 

2. POPULATION AND HOUSING. Would the 
project: 

     

a) Induce substantial unplanned population 
growth in an area, either directly (for example, 
by proposing new homes and businesses) or 
indirectly (for example, through extension of 
roads or other infrastructure)? 

     

b) Displace substantial numbers of existing people 
or housing units, necessitating the construction 
of replacement housing? 

 

     

Impact PH-1: The proposed project would not induce substantial unplanned population growth. 
(Less than Significant) 

The project would enlarge one existing (currently vacant) single-family home and add one 
accessory dwelling unit. According to the 2017 America Communities Survey five-year estimates, 
Census Tract 132, where the project site is located, had a reported population of 4,044 residents. 
The U.S. Census population estimate for San Francisco in 2017 was 884,363 residents. Based on San 
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Francisco’s average household size of 2.35,14 the two newly occupied dwelling units would 
accommodate approximately five residents. The five new residents would increase the population 
within the Census Tract 132 by approximately 0.012 percent and would increase the citywide 
population by approximately 0.0005 percent, which would not be considered substantial. Thus, 
population growth associated with the proposed project would not be substantial in relation to the 
overall population of the area, and this impact would be less than significant.  

Impact PH-2: The proposed project would not displace substantial numbers of existing people 
or housing units, necessitating the construction of replacement housing. (No Impact)  

The project site is currently vacant; thus, no residents would be displaced. The project would result 
in construction of one net new dwelling unit on the site. Thus, there would be no impact related to 
displacement of people or housing units. 

Impact C-PH-1: The proposed project, cumulatively with other past, present and reasonably 
foreseeable future development, would not induce substantial population growth or displace 
substantial numbers of people or housing units. (Less than Significant) 

Table 2 on page 7 lists development projects within a quarter-mile radius of the project site. These 
cumulative development projects would not introduce incompatible uses that would adversely 
impact the existing character of the project vicinity. Moreover, projects in the City’s development 
pipeline would result in population growth that is consistent with Association of Bay Area 
Governments’ projections through 2040. Thus, the proposed project, in combination with past, 
present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would result in a less-than-significant 
cumulative land use impact.  

The San Francisco General Plan 2014 Housing Element15 anticipates continuation of the trend of 
residential population growth in San Francisco that has been in progress since at least 2000.16 San 
Francisco Mayor’s Executive Directive 17-0217 calls for construction of “at least 5,000 units of new 
or rehabilitated housing every year for the foreseeable future,” and for the implementation of 
policies to facilitate this construction. Any cumulative growth in the project area therefore is not 
expected to result in a cumulative demand for new housing, since this demand is already 
anticipated. For these reasons, the proposed project, in combination with other past, present, and 
reasonably foreseeable future projects, would increase the population in the area, but would not 
induce substantial population growth beyond that already anticipated to occur and this impact 
would be less than significant.   

                                                      
14  U.S. Census, 2017, 

https://www.census.gov/quickfacts/fact/table/sanfranciscocitycalifornia,sanfranciscocountycalifornia/HSD310217#vie
wtop, accessed January 31, 2019. 

15  City of San Francisco, 2015, San Francisco General Plan 2014 Housing Element, April, http://www.sf-
planning.org/ftp/General_Plan/2014HousingElement-AllParts_ADOPTED_web.pdf, accessed November 6, 2017. 

16  The New York Times. Mapping the US Census 2010.Mapping the 2010 U.S. Census, San Francisco, 
http://www.nytimes.com/projects/census/2010/map.html?view=PopChangeView&l=14&lat=37.77752894957491&lng=-
122.41932345299993, accessed May 2, 2018. 

17  City and County of San Francisco Office of the Mayor, Executive Directive 17-02, http://sfmayor.org/article/executive-
directive-17-02, accessed February 19, 2019. 

https://www.census.gov/quickfacts/fact/table/sanfranciscocitycalifornia,sanfranciscocountycalifornia/HSD310217#viewtop
https://www.census.gov/quickfacts/fact/table/sanfranciscocitycalifornia,sanfranciscocountycalifornia/HSD310217#viewtop
http://www.sf-planning.org/ftp/General_Plan/2014HousingElement-AllParts_ADOPTED_web.pdf
http://www.sf-planning.org/ftp/General_Plan/2014HousingElement-AllParts_ADOPTED_web.pdf
http://www.nytimes.com/projects/census/2010/map.html?view=PopChangeView&l=14&lat=37.77752894957491&lng=-122.41932345299993
http://www.nytimes.com/projects/census/2010/map.html?view=PopChangeView&l=14&lat=37.77752894957491&lng=-122.41932345299993
http://sfmayor.org/article/executive-directive-17-02
http://sfmayor.org/article/executive-directive-17-02
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Topics: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 
Not 

Applicable 

3. CULTURAL RESOURCES. Would the project:      

a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of a historical resource pursuant to 
§15064.5, including those resources listed in 
article 10 or article 11 of the San Francisco 
Planning Code? 

     

b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of an archaeological resource 
pursuant to §15064.5? 

     

c) Disturb any human remains, including those 
interred outside of formal cemeteries? 

     

 

   

Impact CR-1: The proposed project could cause a substantial adverse change in the significance 
of a historical resource pursuant to section 15064.5, including those resources listed in Articles 
10 and 11 of the planning code. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)  

Historical resources are those properties that meet the definitions in section 21084.1 of CEQA and 
section 15064.5 of the CEQA Guidelines. Historical resources include properties listed in, or 
formally determined eligible for listing in, the California Register of Historical Resources 
(California Register) or in an adopted local historic register. Historical resources also include 
resources identified as significant in a historical resource survey, meeting one or more of the 
following criteria.  

• Criterion 1 (Events): Is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the 
broad pattern of California’s history and cultural heritage; 

• Criterion 2 (Persons): Is associated with the lives of persons important in our past; 

• Criterion 3 (Architecture): Embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region, or 
method of construction, or represents the work of an important creative individual, or 
possesses high artistic values; or 

• Criterion 4 (Information Potential): Has yielded, or may be likely to yield, information 
important in prehistory or history. 

Additionally, properties that are not listed but are otherwise determined to be historically 
significant, based on substantial evidence, would also be considered historical resources. 

Potential impacts to historic resources are addressed in section 15064.5(b) of the CEQA Guidelines, 
which states, “A project with an effect that may cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of an historical resource is a project that may have a significant effect on the 
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environment.” A “substantial adverse change” is defined in the CEQA Guidelines as the “physical 
demolition, destruction, relocation, or alteration of the resource or its immediate surroundings 
such that the significance of an historical resource would be materially impaired.”18 CEQA also 
defines “materially impaired” as work that “materially alters, in an adverse manner, those physical 
characteristics that convey the historical resource’s historical significance and justify its inclusion 
in or eligibility for inclusion in the California Register of Historical Resources or in a local register 
of historical resources.”19  

Under CEQA Guidelines section 15064.5(b), a significant impact would occur if the project 
“demolishes or materially alters in an adverse manner those physical characteristics of an historical 
resource that convey its historical significance.” Under these provisions, the significance of a 
historical resource would be materially impaired—that is, a significant impact would occur—if the 
project would result in physical demolition, destruction, relocation, or alteration of the resource 
(which would be considered direct impacts of the project) or its immediate surroundings.  

Project Site 
The planning department evaluated whether the building at 2417 Green Street is a historical 
resource as defined by CEQA. The planning department required the submittal of a historic 
resource evaluation and determined, based on the conclusions of that historic resource evaluation 
and additional independent analysis conducted by qualified planning department staff, that the 
existing structure on the project site is not a historical resource as defined by CEQA. 20,21 The 
following is a summary of the planning department’s findings.  

The building located at 2417 Green Street was built circa 1905 and was first owned by Lonella H. 
Smith. Louis B. Floan was the contractor for the building, but no architect was identified. The 
building 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 was altered in 1954 to 
insert a garage with concrete cladding, in 1972–1973 to replace the front entry porch, and at an 
unknown date to replace upper floor windows. While the building retains some characteristics of 
the First Bay Tradition style, including the simple wall surface, wood shingles, and small-scale 
ornamentation, it has been substantially altered such that it is not considered an outstanding 
example of this architectural style. Thus, the building at the project site is not a historical resource 
as defined by CEQA. 

The planning department found that the existing building on the project site 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 in the historical resource 
evaluation or in the planning department’s background files to indicate that the existing structure 
at 2417 Green Street is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad 

                                                      
18  CEQA Guidelines, section 15064.5(b)(1).  
19  CEQA Guidelines, section 15064.5(b)(2). 
20  Tim Kelley Consulting, LLC, Historical Resource Evaluation Part 1, 2417 Green Street, San Francisco, California, April 

2017.  
21  San Francisco Planning Department, Preservation Team Review Form, 2417 Green Street, May 10, 2017; and San 

Francisco Planning Department, Historic Resource Evaluation Response, 2417 Green Street, May 31, 2018. 
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patterns of local or regional history or the cultural heritage of California or the United States. 
Moreover, no significant historical figures are known to be associated with the existing building. 
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 value. 

Furthermore, the existing building on the project site is not located within a California Register-
eligible historic district. The historical resources evaluation found no cohesive collection of 
buildings in the immediate area that would indicate a possible district. The nearest historic district 
is the California Register-eligible Pacific Heights Historic District, which includes buildings 
immediately south of and 125 feet to the west of the subject building. The 2417 Green Street 
structure was found to 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 building at 2417 
Green Street 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 existing building on 
the project site was found to not contribute to the eligible Pacific Heights Historic District.  

Adjacent Historic Resources 
The project site is located immediately adjacent to and east of an identified-eligible historic resource 
located at 2421 Green Street.22 The rear yard of 2417 Green Street also abuts 2727 Pierce Street (City 
Landmark 51). Due to the proximity of two adjacent historic resources to the project site, potential 
direct and indirect impacts to both were analyzed and are discussed below.  

Potential Direct Impacts to Adjacent Historic Resources  

As discussed in the planning department’s Historic Resource Evaluation Response, the proposed 
project at 2417 Green Street would adhere to all planning department requirements with regard to 
rear yard setbacks and mid-block open space. It is unlikely that the proposed rear addition would 
cause a physical direct impact to the adjacent historic resources at 2421 Green Street or 2727 Pierce 
Street due to the fact that the addition would not physically attach to or require physical alterations 
of any components of these adjacent properties. The proposed project at 2417 Green Street would 
be confined to the boundary of the subject lot. The proposed rear addition would incorporate 3’-4” 
side setbacks at the basement level, 0’-3” side setbacks at the first floor, and 3’-10” side setbacks at 
the second, third, and fourth floors between the addition and the immediately adjacent historic 
resource at 2421 Green Street and would sit below the overall height of the historic resource at 2421 
Green Street.23 The size and location of the addition would not require the removal or infill of 
property line windows at 2421 Green Street.24  

                                                      
22  2421 Green Street was identified in the planning department’s 1976 Survey and given a rating of “4.” The property 

was also discussed in Here Today: San Francisco’s Architectural Heritage, by Roger R. Olmsted and Tom H. Watkins 
(page 270).  

23  At its highest point, the existing building is almost 45 feet tall. Since it is on an upsloping lot, the height varies along 
with the slope and gradually becomes shorter as the grade increases towards the rear. With the proposed alteration to 
the roofline, the project would result in a decrease in the building height at the front by approximately 3 feet. 

24  Property line windows are not protected in the San Francisco Planning Code. 
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During the exemption appeal, the appellant’s engineer cited an elevation detail on the foundation 
replacement permit (BPA #201705116316) drawings that indicated a connection with the 
foundation of 2421 Green Street, discussed in more detail under Impact GE-1 on page 59 60. Given 
the history of this project, as outlined in the Project History section above, combined with the 
concerns raised by the Board of Supervisors at the appeal hearing, this initial study finds that 
project construction could compromise the structural integrity of the historic adjacent foundation 
at 2421 Green Street. As noted in the CEQA findings by the Board of Supervisors during the appeal 
of the categorical exemption,25 such an impact could be considered significant. To address this 
concern, the planning department coordinated with the building department during the 
preparation of this initial study, and had the Plan Review Services Division of the building 
department review the project’s geotechnical investigation in advance of when they would 
typically do so.  

Mitigation Measure M-GE-1, Ongoing Monitoring By and Coordination with the Planning 
Department and the Department of Building Inspections Prior to and During the Construction 
Phase Regarding Compliance with Geotechnical Requirements, provided below for ease of 
reference and also discussed further on pages 643–65, would obligate the project sponsor to 
maintain ongoing coordination with DBI and the planning department, pursuant to a required 
milestone schedule, prior to and over the course of project construction for the specific purposes 
of ensuring the security and stability of the project site and adjacent historic resources.  

Mitigation Measure M-GE-1: Ongoing Monitoring By and Coordination with the 
Planning Department and the Department of Building Inspections Prior to and During 
the Construction Phase Regarding Compliance with Geotechnical Requirements. 
Pursuant to the San Francisco Department of Building Inspection process, the project 
sponsor (and their design and construction team, geotechnical engineer, and contractor, as 
applicable) will shall be subject to ongoing monitoring by and coordination requirements 
with the planning department and the building department regarding plan check reviews 
and building inspections prior to and during construction work. This process will include 
the following requirements: 

 Prior to commencement of construction, the project sponsor shall submit to the 
planning department and building department a report outlining anticipated 
construction milestones with corresponding (approximate) dates of reaching those 
milestones as well and all memoranda and/or reports anticipated to be prepared or 
approved at those milestones. The report shall address how all code requirements 
will be met, including responsible parties and the city agency providing oversight. 
The report shall be reviewed and approved by the planning department and the 
building department prior to commencement of construction.  

 Once construction commences, the sponsor shall notify the planning department 
and the building department (when coordination with the building department is 

                                                      
25  San Francisco Board of Supervisors, Motion No. M18-012, Adopting Findings Reversing the Categorical Exemption 

Determination – 2417 Green Street, Amended February 6, 2018, File No. 180123, available at 
https://sfgov.legistar.com/View.ashx?M=F&ID=5792879&GUID=75361D57-546D-41F0-B0A3-D11B6083C3D2 

https://sfgov.legistar.com/View.ashx?M=F&ID=5792879&GUID=75361D57-546D-41F0-B0A3-D11B6083C3D2
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not already included as typical part of the process) when the above milestones have 
been reached and their outcomes. Specifically, all memoranda and/or reports issued 
at times of those milestones shall be provided to the planning department and the 
building department.26 

In conjunction with its submittal of structural plans, the project sponsor shall submit to 
the building department construction documents that identify anticipated significant 
construction milestones when a field report and/or memorandum by the engineer(s) of 
record shall be submitted to the planning and building departments. The building 
department shall review and determine whether to approve the list of significant 
reporting milestones as part of its approval of structural plans. 

The engineer(s) of record shall notify the planning and building departments when 
milestones indicated on the construction documents have been reached, and their 
outcomes. Specifically, the project sponsor’s engineer of record shall submit field reports 
and/or memoranda documenting each milestone to the planning and building 
departments.  

Pursuant to planning department policy, any memoranda and/or reports prepared by 
the project sponsor and/or a consultant working for the project sponsor shall adhere to 
the planning department’s protocols of objectivity. 

Structural and geotechnical observation and inspection shall be provided onsite during 
construction.  

With implementation of Mitigation Measure M-GE-1, potential significant impacts related to 
historical resources (including construction-related impacts on the adjacent historical resource at 
2721 Green Street) would be reduced to a less-than-significant level. 

Additionally, the rear yard of 2727 Pierce Street (City Landmark 51) that abuts the rear yard of 2417 
Green Street would not be physically impacted by the proposed rear addition, which would be 
entirely located within the buildable area of the lot such that a planning code-compliant 25-foot 
rear yard is maintained. This would provide significant distance between the rear yard of 2727 
Pierce Street and the proposed rear addition at 2417 Green Street such that there would be no 
potential for a direct impact to the landmark building.  

Potential Indirect Impacts to Adjacent Historic Resources 

Construction impacts to the adjacent building at 2421 Green Street are addressed under Impact 
NO-2 (vibration) on page 311 and Impact GE-1 (geology and soils) on page 59 60.  

This section addresses the potential for the project to result in indirect impacts to the historic setting 
of the immediately adjacent historic resource at 2421 Green Street and the nearby 2727 Pierce Street 
(City Landmark 51), including impacts related to public views of the 2421 Green Street structure. 

                                                      
26  Pursuant to Department policy, any memoranda and/or reports prepared by project sponsor and/or a consultant 

working for the project sponsor shall adhere to Planning Department’s protocols of objectivity. 
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The loss of private views does not constitute a significant impact under CEQA and is and therefore 
is not included in this analysis.  

The current setting of the adjacent historic resources at 2421 Green Street and 2727 Pierce Street is 
comprised of standard city lots subject to the restrictions and requirements of the RH-1 
(Residential-House, One Family) zoning district and 40-X height and bulk district. Historically, the 
subject block remained unified and largely undeveloped until the Casebolt House (City Landmark 
51) was constructed at 2727 Pierce Street in 1867. The block was subsequently subdivided, and lots 
were sold for private development that ultimately resulted in the current setting, comprised of 
multi-level single-family residences that adhere to the slope of the land and have a strong pattern 
of mid-block open space.  

The existing footprint of 2417 Green Street is not a precondition for 2421 Green Street or 2727 Pierce 
Street to convey their historic architectural designs, for which they have been found to be 
significant under Article 10 of the planning code and the National Register, respectively. The 
setting of the two historic resources has changed over time to accommodate an ever-changing 
urban environment. Although the 2417 Green Street project includes a rear expansion that would 
be visible from 2421 Green Street and from 2727 Pierce Street, this change would not physically 
impact either resource such that they would no longer be able to convey their architectural 
significance.  

The designating ordinance for 2727 Pierce Street (City Landmark 51) identifies character-defining 
features associated with the significance of the property. These features include architectural 
details that collectively illustrate the property’s high-style Italianate design. Features associated 
with the setting of the landmark (i.e., landscaping, open space, and views) are not identified in the 
designating ordinance as character-defining features. Although there is an extant garden at the rear 
of the property, it is not identified as a character-defining feature in the landmark designation 
report. The proposed project at 2417 Green Street would be visible from the rear yard of 2727 Pierce 
Street but it would not physically touch or materially impair any of the landmark’s character-
defining features such that it would no longer be able to convey its significance. Therefore, the 
proposed project at 2417 Green Street would not cause a significant adverse impact on 2727 Pierce 
Street.  

The adjacent historic resource at 2421 Green Street is currently undergoing consideration for listing 
in the National Register of Historic Places for its association with the life and work of master 
architect Ernest Albert Coxhead and for its representation as an outstanding example of the First 
Bay Tradition architectural style.27 Based on the information presented in the National Register 
nomination form, the intent of the original design of 2421 Green Street was to take advantage of 
the view(s) from the eastern, western, and northern elevations. While this design intent is 
important to understanding the original design, it is only one aspect of the overall design. Other 
aspects that speak to the architectural significance of 2421 Green Street include its exterior shingle 

                                                      
27  Carol L. Karp, Nomination for Listing, National Register of Historic Places, Architect Ernest Coxhead’s Residence & Studio, 

1893, 2421 Green Street, San Francisco, California, August 28, 2017. Submitted with November 22, 2017, CEQA 
Exemption Appeal, Board of Supervisors File No. 171267. Available at 
https://sfgov.legistar.com/View.ashx?M=F&ID=5672392&GUID=AC8156DB-3B1C-4308-AD5D-56087798A95E.  
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cladding, general form and mass, steeply pitched roof forms, and fenestration patterns. The quality 
of view(s) from the windows that would be blocked by the proposed project is not an aspect of 
historic significance and is not character-defining to the architectural significance of the building. 
Rather, these are private views from a private residence, some of which would be noticeably 
affected by the proposed project, but not to the degree that would materially impair the ability of 
this resource to convey its historical importance. Moreover, private views are typically not 
analyzed under CEQA. Additionally, the 2421 Green Street was constructed within an ever-
changing urban environment that saw rapid residential development in the years following 
construction – specifically on adjacent lots – that resulted in the partial obstruction of these views. 
The site also has a “[s]outhern 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.” Although the 
overall setting of 2421 Green Street is described as “park-like” in the National Register Nomination 
Form, it is located within an urban environment of developed city lots.  

The proposed project at 2417 Green Street would not physically touch or alter the exterior features 
of 2421 Green Street, as the project would be confined to the boundaries of the 2417 Green Street 
lot. The proposed rear addition would incorporate 3’-4” side setbacks at the basement level, 0’-3” 
side setbacks at the first floor, and 3’-10” side setbacks at the second, third, and fourth floors to 
allow for space between the addition and the immediately adjacent properties and would sit below 
the overall height of the historic resource at 2421 Green Street such that no existing windows would 
require physical alteration. The proposed rear addition may alter the amount of direct sunlight on 
the rear garden at 2421 Green Street but would not significantly diminish or alter the “park-like” 
setting at the rear. The proposed project would maintain a 25-foot rear yard that would adhere to 
the rear yard requirements of the planning code and would maintain mid-block open space 
consistent with residential design guidelines such that these features would continue to relate to 
adjacent properties. Although the proposed project would be visible from the east-facing windows 
of 2421 Green Street, it would not physically touch or alter any of the historic resource’s character-
defining features. The 2421 Green Street property would continue to convey its historical 
significance. Therefore, the project at 2417 Green Street would not cause a significant adverse 
impact to the setting or surroundings of 2421 Green Street.  

Based on massing studies provided by the project sponsor, views of the proposed project would 
not result in a significant impact due to a change of public views available of the adjacent 2421 
Green Street structure, for the following reasons: 

 The primary view of the 2421 Green Street residence from the closest public right-of-way 
(Green Street) is how most people experience the building and that primary view would not 
change. 

 Views of the 2421 Green Street that would change (specifically, by blocking one of the side 
facades of the building) are from a block or more away. These medium- and long-range view 
show the building within a dense urban context, and the change in these views as a result of 
the proposed project would not compromise the integrity of significance or character-defining 
features of the historic resource. 

 Most public views from sidewalks and roadways of adjacent historic resources would remain 
the same as under the existing conditions.  
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The July 20, 2018 appeal of the June 22, 2018 categorical exemption issued for the project cites a 
report by architect Carol Karp that states that the proposed project would adversely affect the 
historical significance of the adjacent historic resource at 2421 Green Street by blocking light, air, 
and views from the 2421 Green Street structure. Light, air, and private views are not character-
defining features of 2421 Green Street, and effects on light, air, and private views are not considered 
impacts under CEQA; public views of the 2421 Green Street structure are discussed above and 
would not be affected by the proposed project in a way that would result in a significant impact. 

As discussed above, the proposed addition to the existing single-family residence at 2417 Green 
Street would not include any physical alterations or setting impacts to the adjacent historical 
resources at 2421 Green Street or 2727 Pierce Street such that there would be a substantial adverse 
change in the significance of these resources that would no longer make them eligible for inclusion 
in a local, state, or national register of historical resources.  

Potential Impacts to Adjacent Historic District 

The project also would not have the potential to affect any adjacent historic district. The nearest 
historic district is the Pacific Heights Historic District, which captures buildings to the south and 
west of the subject building. The historic district is significant under Criterion 3 (Architecture) for 
its strong collection of late-Victorian (typically Queen Anne), Shingle (First Bay Region), Arts & 
Crafts, Classical Revival, Colonial Revival, Tudor Revival, French Provincial, and Mediterranean 
Revival architecture. The boundaries of the historic district are roughly Pacific, Lyon, Steiner and 
Green Streets and the period of significance is 1895 to 1930. Specifically, the boundaries include 
buildings immediately to the south of the subject property that front on Vallejo Street and buildings 
to the west that front on Scott Street. The subject property and the four adjacent properties to the 
west are not included within the boundaries of the historic district. The 2417 Green Street structure 
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. 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. Therefore, the proposed project would have no 
adverse impact to the historic district.  

In conclusion, the project would not significant adverse impacts to historic resources. 

Impact CR-2: The proposed project would not cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of an archeological resource pursuant to CEQA Guidelines section 15064.5. (Less 
than Significant)  

In March 2017 and in January 2019, planning department staff archeologists conducted preliminary 
archeological review for the project and determined that the potential for resources to be present 
is low based on the steepness of the project site and the fact that the existing residence was 
constructed by terracing into the slope, which removed several feet of near-surface soils. 
Additional excavation would not change this assessment as there is little potential for buried 
resources to be present in this setting.28 Thus, the project would not cause a substantial adverse 

                                                      
28  Sally Salzman Morgan, Planner/Archaeologist, San Francisco Planning Department, email to Jeanie Poling regarding 

2417 Green St archeological review, January 30, 2019.  
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change in the significance of an archeological resource and this impact would be less than 
significant. 

Impact CR-3: The proposed project would not disturb human remains, including those interred 
outside of formal cemeteries (Less than Significant) 

In March 2017 and in January 2019, planning department staff archeologists conducted preliminary 
archeological review for the project. There are no known human remains, including those interred 
outside of formal cemeteries, located in the immediate vicinity of the project site. Thus, this impact 
would be less than significant. 

Impact C-CR-1: The proposed project in combination with past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future projects in the vicinity would not result in cumulative impacts to historic 
resources. (Less than Significant) 

The analysis of cumulative impacts on historical resources considers past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future projects within a 0.25-mile radius of the project site. The planning department 
has identified eight environmental cases within this area associated with projects either under 
construction or for which entitlements have been approved. These projects are listed in Table 2 on 
page 7. 

Those past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects would be constructed in a densely 
developed urban environment and would be minimally visible from locations outside of their 
immediate vicinities. These projects are geographically dispersed and sufficiently removed from 
the project site such that any alteration or demolition of existing buildings and new construction 
in these locations would not act in combination with one another to substantially change the setting 
of any historical resource. Thus, these projects in combination with one another would not 
materially alter the characteristics that qualify any of the historical resources for listing in the 
California Register, and would not contribute to any cumulative impacts on historical resources. 

Impact C-CR-2: The proposed project in combination with past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future projects in the vicinity would not result in cumulative impacts to 
archeological resources or human remains. (Less than Significant) 

Archeological resources and human remains are non-renewable resources of a finite class. All 
adverse effects to archeological resources erode a dwindling cultural/scientific resource base. 
Federal and state laws protect archeological resources in most cases, either through project 
redesign or by requiring that the scientific data present within an archeological resource be 
archeologically recovered. As discussed above, the proposed project would not have a significant 
impact related to archeological resources, and the project’s impact, in combination with other 
projects in the area that would also involve ground disturbance, and that also could encounter 
previously recorded or unrecorded archeological resources or human remains, would not result in 
a cumulatively considerable significant cumulative impact. 
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Topics: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 
Not 

Applicable 

4. TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES. Would the 
project: 

     

a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of a tribal cultural resource, defined 
in Public Resources Code section 21074 as either 
a site, feature, place, or cultural landscape that is 
geographically defined in terms of the size and 
scope of the landscape, sacred place, or object 
with cultural value to a California Native 
American tribe, and that is: 

     

i) Listed or eligible for listing in the California 
Register of Historical Resources, or in a local 
register of historical resources as defined in 
Public Resources Code section 5020.1(k), or 

     

ii) A resource determined by the lead agency, 
in its discretion and supported by 
substantial evidence, to be significant 
pursuant to criteria set forth in subdivision 
(c) of Public Resources Code section 5024.1. 
In applying the criteria set forth in 
subdivision (c) of Public Resource Code 
section 5024.1, the lead agency shall 
consider the significance of the resource to a 
California Native American tribe.  

     

 

Impact TC-1: The proposed project would not cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of a tribal cultural resource as defined in Public Resources Code Section 21074. 
(Less than Significant) 

CEQA section 21074.2 requires the lead agency to consider the effects of a project on tribal cultural 
resources. As defined in CEQA section 21074, tribal cultural resources include sites, features, 
places, cultural landscapes, sacred places, and objects with cultural value to a California Native 
American tribe and that are listed, or determined to be eligible for listing, on a national, state, or 
local register of historical resources. Pursuant to CEQA section 21080.3.1, on January 31, 2019, the 
planning department requested consultation with Native American tribes regarding the potential 
for the proposed project to affect tribal cultural resources. The planning department received no 
response requesting consultation from any representative of a Native American tribe during the 
30-day comment period.  

Based on the background research, there are not known tribal cultural resources in the project area. 
Moreover, the project site is not located in an archeological sensitive area; therefore, the potential 
for the site to contain tribal cultural resources is very low. Based on this, impacts on tribal cultural 
resources would be less than significant. 
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Impact C-TC-1: The proposed project, in combination with past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future projects in the project vicinity, would not cause a substantial adverse change 
in the significance of a tribal cultural resource as defined in Public Resources Code Section 
21074. (Less than Significant) 

Impacts related to tribal cultural resources are typically site-specific and generally limited to the 
immediate construction area. As discussed above, under TC-1, project-level impacts would be less 
than significant. Moreover, there are no other projects that have the potential to be affected by the 
proposed project. Thus, the proposed project, in combination with past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future projects, would result in a less-than-significant cumulative impact on tribal 
cultural resources.  

  

Topics: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 
Not 

Applicable 

5. TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION. 
Would the project: 

     

a) Conflict with a program, plan, ordinance, or 
policy addressing the circulation system, 
including transit, roadway, bicycle and 
pedestrian facilities? 

     

b) Conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA 
Guidelines section 15064.3, subdivision (b)? 

     

c) Substantially increase hazards due to a 
geometric design feature (e.g., sharp curves or 
dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses? 

     

d) Result in inadequate emergency access?      

 

Impact TR-1: The proposed project would not conflict with a program, plan, ordinance, or policy 
addressing circulation systems; would not conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA Guideline 
section 15064.3(b); would not substantially increase hazards due to a design feature or 
incompatible uses; and would not result in an inadequate emergency access (Less than 
Significant) 

Vehicle Miles Traveled in San Francisco and Bay Area 
Many factors affect travel behavior. These factors include density, diversity of land uses, design of 
the transportation network, access to regional destinations, distance to high-quality transit, 
development scale, demographics, and transportation demand management. Typically, low-
density development at great distance from other land uses, located in areas with poor access 
to non-private vehicular modes of travel, generate more automobile travel compared to 
development located in urban areas, where a higher density, mix of land uses, and travel options 
other than private vehicles are available. 
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Given these travel behavior factors, San Francisco has a lower vehicle miles traveled (VMT) ratio 
than the nine-county San Francisco Bay Area region. In addition, some areas of the city have lower 
VMT ratios than other areas of the city. These areas of the city can be expressed geographically 
through transportation analysis zones (TAZs). TAZs are used in transportation planning models 
for transportation analysis and other planning purposes. The zones vary in size from single city 
blocks in the downtown core, multiple blocks in outer neighborhoods, to even larger zones in 
historically industrial areas like the Hunters Point Shipyard. 

The San Francisco County Transportation Authority (the transportation authority) uses the San 
Francisco Chained Activity Model Process (SF-CHAMP) to estimate VMT by private automobiles 
and taxis for different land use types. Travel behavior in SF-CHAMP is calibrated based on 
observed behavior from the California Household Travel Survey 2010-2012, Census data 
regarding automobile ownership rates and county-to-county worker flows, and observed vehicle 
counts and transit boardings. SF-CHAMP uses a synthetic population, which is a set of individual 
actors that represents the Bay Area’s actual population, who make simulated travel decisions for a 
complete day. The transportation authority uses tour-based analysis for office and residential uses, 
which examines the entire chain of trips over the course of a day, not just trips to and from the 
project. For retail uses, the transportation authority uses trip-based analysis, which counts VMT 
from individual trips to and from the project (as opposed to an entire chain of trips). A trip-based 
approach, as opposed to a tour-based approach, is necessary for retail projects because a tour is 
likely to consist of trips stopping in multiple locations, and the summarizing of tour VMT to each 
location would over-estimate VMT.29  

For residential development, the existing regional average daily VMT per capita is 14.6.30 San 
Francisco 2040 cumulative conditions were projected using a SF-CHAMP model run, using the 
same methodology as outlined above for existing conditions, but includes residential and job 
growth estimates and reasonably foreseeable transportation investments through 2040. For 
residential development, the projected 2040 regional average daily VMT per capita is 13.7.  

Vehicle Miles Traveled Analysis 
Land use projects may cause substantial additional VMT. The following identifies thresholds of 
significance and screening criteria used to determine if a land use project would result in significant 
impacts under the VMT metric. 

Per San Francisco Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines,31 for residential projects, a project 
would generate substantial additional VMT if it exceeds the regional household VMT per capita 
minus 15 percent. For office projects, a project would generate substantial additional VMT if it 
exceeds the regional VMT per employee minus 15 percent. As documented in the proposed 

                                                      
29  San Francisco Planning Department, Executive Summary: Resolution Modifying Transportation Impact Analysis, 

Appendix F, Attachment A, March 3, 2016. 
30  Includes the VMT generated by the project. 
31  Updated February 14, 2019. Available at https://sfplanning.org/project/transportation-impact-analysis-guidelines-

environmental-review-update#impact-analysis-guidelines. 
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transportation impact guidelines, a 15 percent threshold below existing development is “both 
reasonably ambitious and generally achievable.”  

California Office of Planning and Research’s (OPR’s) proposed transportation impact guidelines 
provides screening criteria to identify types, characteristics, or locations of land use projects that 
would not exceed these VMT thresholds of significance. OPR recommends that if a project or land 
use proposed as part of the project meets any of the below screening criteria, then VMT impacts 
are presumed to be less than significant for that land use and a detailed VMT analysis is not 
required. These screening criteria and how they are applied in San Francisco are described below: 

• Map-Based Screening for Residential, Office, and Retail Projects. OPR recommends mapping areas 
that exhibit where VMT is less than the applicable threshold for that land use. Accordingly, the 
transportation authority has developed maps depicting existing VMT levels in San Francisco 
for residential, office, and retail land uses based on the SF-CHAMP 2012 base-year model run. 
The planning department uses these maps and associated data to determine whether a 
proposed project is located in an area of the city that is below the VMT threshold. 

• Small Projects. OPR recommends that lead agencies may generally assume that a project would 
not have significant VMT impacts if the project would either: (1) generate fewer trips than the 
level required for studying consistency with the applicable congestion management program; 
or (2) where the applicable congestion management program does not provide such a level, 
fewer than 100 vehicle trips per day. The transportation authority’s 2015 San Francisco 
Congestion Management Program does not include a trip threshold for studying consistency. 
Therefore, the planning department uses the 100 vehicle trip per day screening criterion as a 
level at which projects generally would not generate a substantial increase in VMT. 

• Proximity to Transit Stations. OPR recommends that residential, retail, and office projects, as 
well as projects that are a mix of these uses, proposed within 0.5 miles of an existing major 
transit stop (as defined by CEQA Guidelines section 21064.3) or an existing stop along a high 
quality transit corridor (as defined by CEQA Guidelines section 21155) would not result in a 
substantial increase in VMT. However, this presumption would not apply if the project would: 
(1) have a floor area ratio of less than 0.75; (2) include more parking for use by residents, 
customers, or employees of the project than required or allowed, without a conditional use; or 
(3) is inconsistent with the applicable sustainable communities strategy. 

The existing average daily VMT per capita for the transportation analysis zone the project site is 
located in, TAZ 794, is below the existing regional average daily VMT. In TAZ 794, the average 
daily VMT per capita for residential uses is 6.9, which is 47 percent below the existing regional 
average daily VMT per capita for residential uses of 14.6. Therefore, the project site is located within 
an area of the city where the existing VMT is more than 15 percent below the regional VMT, and 
the proposed project would not generate substantial additional VMT. Future 2040 average daily 
VMT per capita for TAZ 794 is 6.7; this is 49 percent below the future 2040 regional average daily 
VMT per capita of 13.7. Furthermore, the project meets the proximity to transit stations screening 
criterion, which also indicates that the proposed project use would not cause substantial additional 
VMT. 
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Project Travel Demand 
Localized trip generation of the proposed project was calculated using a trip-based analysis and 
information in the 2002 Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines for Environmental Review 
developed by the San Francisco Planning Department.32 

The proposed project would expand an existing (currently vacant) single-family residence and add 
an accessory dwelling unit. It is anticipated that the project would result in an additional five 
residents who would add approximately 18 daily person-trips, 10 daily auto trips, and two PM 
peak-hour auto trips.33  

During the three- to five-month project construction period, trucks would travel to and from the 
project site. It is not anticipated that any construction-related lane closure would be required; 
however, if required, a lane closure permit would be secured to accommodate this work scope. 
Lane and sidewalk closures are subject to review and approval by San Francisco Public Works and 
the Transportation Advisory Staff Committee, which consists of representatives from the Fire 
Department, Police Department, MTA Traffic Engineering Division, and San Francisco Public 
Works. Due to its temporary duration and limited scope, project-related construction impacts on 
traffic generally would not be considered significant.  

No transit lines run along Green Street in front of the project site; the nearest transit lines to the 
project site are the 41 Union line that runs along Union Street, one block north of the project site, 
and the 22 Fillmore line that runs along Fillmore Street, a block and a half east of the project site. 
Pedestrian use is typical of a residential neighborhood. The project would not generate a significant 
number of additional trips and would not change transit, bicycle, or pedestrian conditions in the 
project vicinity. During project construction, truck traffic and any construction activities would be 
noticeable to transit users, bicycle riders, and pedestrians in the project vicinity; however, 
construction-related impacts would be less than significant due to their temporary duration and 
limited scope. 

The project is an infill site as defined under CEQA Guideline section 15064.3(b); thus, as discussed 
above under Public Resources Code section 21099, parking is not considered in determining 
whether a project has the potential to result in significant environmental effects.34 The project 
involves alterations to an existing single-family home and the addition of an accessory dwelling 
unit. All physical changes would be on the project site and not in the public right-of-way (other 
than the addition of a street tree). Thus, the project would not substantially increase hazards due 
to a design feature or incompatible uses and would not result in inadequate emergency access. 
Furthermore, the project would not conflict with any plans, programs, or ordinances addressing 
circulation systems because the project would not modify any roadways in a way that could affect 
circulation. 

                                                      
32  In February 2019, the Planning Department published an update to the 2002 Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines 

for Environmental Review. The guidelines updated some of the transportation significance criteria and methodology but 
would not change the less-than-significant impact conclusions herein.  

33  San Francisco Planning Department, Transportation Calculations for 2417 Green Street, February 1, 2019. 
34  San Francisco Planning Department, Eligibility Checklist: CEQA Section 21099 – Modernization of Transportation 

Analysis, 2417 Green Street, February 1, 2019. 
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In conclusion, project impacts related to transportation and circulation and less than significant. 

Impact C-TR-1: The proposed project, in combination with past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future projects in the project vicinity, would result in less-than-significant 
cumulative impacts related to transportation and circulation. (Less Than Significant) 

Construction of the proposed project could overlap with construction of nearby cumulative 
development projects. For the purposes of transportation analysis, the cumulative setting includes 
development projects within a quarter-mile radius of the project site, as identified in Table 2 on 
page 7. None of these cumulative development projects would introduce incompatible uses that 
would adversely impact transportation and circulation in the project vicinity or combine with 
construction of the proposed project to result in cumulative construction-related impacts. Thus, the 
proposed project, in combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, 
would result in a less-than-significant cumulative impacts related to transportation and circulation.  
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6. NOISE. Would the project result in:      

a) Generation of a substantial temporary or 
permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the 
vicinity of the project in excess of standards 
established in the local general plan or noise 
ordinance, or applicable standards of other 
agencies? 

     

b) Generation of excessive groundborne vibration 
or groundborne noise levels? 

     

c) For a project located within the vicinity of a 
private airstrip or an airport land use plan area, 
or, where such a plan has not been adopted, in 
an area within two miles of a public airport or 
public use airport, would the project expose 
people residing or working in the area to 
excessive noise levels? 

     

The project site is not within the vicinity of an airstrip or airport. Therefore, topic 6c is not 
applicable. 

Impact NO-1: During project construction, the proposed project would not generate substantial 
temporary noise levels in excess of established standards. (Less than Significant) 

The construction period for the proposed project would last approximately three to five months 
and would generally consist of excavation, structural and seismic upgrades, interior renovations, 
and exterior work. Excavation and building construction would temporarily increase noise that 
could be considered an annoyance by occupants of nearby properties. The amount of construction 
noise generated at any one time would vary depending on the types of construction activities 
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underway, numbers and types of pieces of heavy equipment and duration of use of each, distance 
between noise source and listener, and presence or absence of barriers (including subsurface 
barriers) between the noise source and the receptors. Table 3 identifies typical noise levels from 
construction equipment. There would be times when noise could interfere with indoor activities in 
nearby residences and other businesses near the project site.  

Table 3 – Typical Noise Levels from Construction Equipment 

Construction Equipment Noise Level 
(dBA, Leq at 50 feet) 

Noise Level 
(dBA, Leq at 100 feet) 

Jackhammer (Pavement Breaker)1 88 82 

Hoe ram 90 94 
Drill rig truck 79 73 

Loader 79 73 

Dozer 82 76 

Excavator 81 75 

Grader 85 79 

Dump truck 76 70 

Flatbed truck 74 68 

Concrete truck 81 75 

Forklift (gas-powered) 83 77 

Generator 81 75 

Compressor 78 72 

San Francisco Noise Ordinance Limit 86 80 

Source: Federal Highway Administration, Roadway Construction Noise Model User Guide, 2006. 
Notes:  
Leq noise levels are calculated assuming a 100 percent usage factor at full load (i.e., Lmax noise level 100 
percent) for the one-hour measurement period. Noise levels in bold exceed the Noise Ordinance limit, but as 
indicated in note 1, two of the exceedances are exempt from this limit. 
1.  Exempt from the ordinance noise limit of 86 dBA at 50 feet or 80 dBA at 100 feet. 

In San Francisco, construction noise is regulated by the San Francisco Noise Ordinance (San 
Francisco Police Code article 29). The ordinance requires that noise levels from individual pieces 
of construction equipment, other than impact tools, not exceed 80 dBA at a distance of 100 feet 
from the source. To comply with the Noise Ordinance, impact tools (e.g., jackhammers, hoe rams, 
impact wrenches) must have manufacturer-recommended and City-approved mufflers for both 
intake and exhaust. Furthermore, section 2908 of the police code prohibits construction work 
between 8:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. if noise would exceed the ambient noise level by 5 dBA at the 
project property line, unless a special permit is authorized by the Director of the Department of 
Public Works or the Director of Building Inspection.  

As discussed above under Project History, some project excavation below the existing building has 
already occurred. Additional excavation would be conducted using a pneumatic pavement breaker 
(hand-held jackhammer). Excavation would occur in sections for one to two weeks over a period 
of three to five months. No nighttime construction would occur for the proposed project and no 
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pile driving would be necessary. The project would be required to comply with regulations set 
forth in the Noise Ordinance. 

Because the project would not use heavy equipment, and would comply with noise regulations, 
and because noise associated with construction activities would be temporary and intermittent, 
construction noise impacts would be less than significant. 

Impact NO-2: During construction, the proposed project would not generate excessive 
groundborne vibration. (Less than Significant) 

Excavation and building construction would temporarily increase noise and produce groundborne 
vibration in the project vicinity. Construction equipment would generate vibration that could be 
considered an annoyance by occupants of nearby properties.  

The project would require excavation of approximately 408 cubic yards of soil and rock to a depth 
of 13 feet below grade. As discussed under Project Description, above, some project excavation 
below the existing building has already occurred. Additional excavation would be conducted in 
sections for one to two weeks over a period of three to five months using a hand-held jackhammer 
with a force rating of 90 pounds. A vibration assessment was conducted for the proposed project.35 
The vibration assessment determined that if the jackhammer were operating 3 feet from any 
adjacent residence, the estimated ground vibration would be within the range of 0.05 to 0.25 inches 
per second. A conservative limit of 0.5 inches per second is suggested by the U.S. Bureau of Mines 
to help prevent minor cosmetic damage to buildings (i.e., ‘hairline’ cracking of gypsum board or 
plaster finishes). The estimated ground vibration of 0.05 to 0.25 inches per second is below the 
conservative threshold of 0.5 inches per second; thus, project construction would not result in 
vibration that has the potential to cause a significant impact and construction-related vibration 
impacts of the proposed project would be less than significant.  

Construction impacts on adjacent foundations are addressed under Impact GE-1 (geology and 
soils) on page 59 60.  

Impact NO-3: During project operation, the proposed project would not generate excessive 
groundborne vibration or noise levels. (Less than Significant) 

The project site is in an urbanized area with ambient noise levels typical of those in San Francisco’s 
residential neighborhoods. The primary source of ambient noise in the project vicinity is traffic 
flow. San Francisco traffic noise modeling indicates that existing noise levels at the project site 
range from 55 to 60 Ldn.36 

The project proposes alterations to an existing dwelling unit and the addition of a new accessory 
dwelling unit. Vehicular traffic makes the greatest contribution to ambient noise levels throughout 
most of San Francisco. Based on published scientific acoustic studies, the traffic volumes in a given 

                                                      
35  Charles M. Salter Associates Inc., 2417 Green Street Vibration Assessment, June 15, 2018. 
36  San Francisco Planning Department, Traffic Noise Model, May 3, 2017. Ldn is the average equivalent sound level over 

a 24-hour period, with a penalty added for noise during the nighttime hours of 10:00 p.m. to 07:00 a.m. During the 
nighttime period, 10 decibels is added to reflect the impact of the noise. 
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location would need to approximately double to produce an increase in ambient noise levels 
noticeable to most people.37 Implementation of the proposed project would increase the number 
of daily vehicle trips to and from the project site by approximately 10 trips,38 which would 
represent a negligible increase in existing traffic volumes on the surrounding streets and would 
not cause a noticeable increase in the ambient noise level in the project vicinity. 

The proposed project would not require an emergency generator but may include small-scale 
mechanical equipment, specifically an HVAC system, that could produce operational noise. These 
operations would be subject to section 2909 of the City’s Noise Ordinance (Article 29 of the San 
Francisco Police Code). Given its size and scale, the stationary equipment at the proposed two-unit 
residential building is unlikely to generate noise that exceeds established standards or results in a 
substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels. Thus, operational noise and vibration 
impacts would be less than significant. 

Impact C-NO-1: The implementation of the proposed project, in combination with past, present, 
and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would not result in a significant cumulative noise 
or vibration impacts. (Less than Significant) 

Cumulative Construction Noise  
The projects listed in Table 2 on page 7 are located one or more blocks away from the project site 
and therefore would be unlikely to combine in a way that would result in cumulative noise 
impacts. Moreover, construction noise from the proposed project and other nearby projects would 
be temporary and intermittent. Thus, project noise effects would not combine with past, present 
and reasonably foreseeable future projects to result in cumulative construction noise impacts. 

Cumulative Vibration 
Vibration effects associated with construction the projects listed in Table 2 would be far enough 
away from the project site such that they would not combine to result in cumulative vibration 
impacts. Thus, cumulative construction vibration impacts are less than significant. 

Cumulative Operational Noise 
Past and present development in the project vicinity may result in permanent increases in ambient 
noise levels from traffic and temporary and periodic increases from repeated and ongoing episodes 
of major construction. Recently approved and reasonably foreseeable nearby projects listed in 
Table 2, including the proposed project, would be expected to result in continuing increases in 
traffic volumes and associated traffic noise, but traffic would be distributed along local roadways 
and would not result in a doubling of traffic volumes along nearby streets. Moreover, the proposed 
project’s mechanical equipment and mechanical equipment from reasonably foreseeable 
cumulative projects would be required to comply with the Noise Ordinance. Therefore, in 
combination with reasonably foreseeable cumulative projects, the proposed project would not 

                                                      
37  FHWA. Highway Traffic Noise Analysis and Abatement Guidance, 

https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/noise/regulations_and_guidance/analysis_and_abatement_guidance/revguid
ance.pdf, accessed May 11, 2018. 

38  San Francisco Planning Department, Transportation Calculations for 2417 Green Street, February 1, 2019.  

https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/noise/regulations_and_guidance/analysis_and_abatement_guidance/revguidance.pdf
https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/noise/regulations_and_guidance/analysis_and_abatement_guidance/revguidance.pdf
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make a considerable contribution to any significant noise impacts during project operation, and 
cumulative operational noise impacts would be less than significant. 
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7. AIR QUALITY. Would the project:      

a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the 
applicable air quality plan? 

     

b) Result in a cumulatively considerable net 
increase of any criteria pollutant for which the 
project region is non-attainment under an 
applicable federal, state, or regional ambient air 
quality standard? 

     

c) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial 
pollutant concentrations? 

     

d) Result in other emissions (such as those leading 
to odors) adversely affecting a substantial 
number of people? 

     

Overview 
The Bay Area Air Quality Management District (air district) is the regional agency with jurisdiction 
over the nine-county San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin (air basin), which includes San Francisco, 
Alameda, Contra Costa, Marin, San Mateo, Santa Clara, and Napa counties and portions of Sonoma 
and Solano counties. The air district is responsible for attaining and maintaining federal and state 
air quality standards in the air basin, as established by the federal Clean Air Act and the California 
Clean Air Act, respectively. Specifically, the air district has the responsibility to monitor ambient 
air pollutant levels throughout the air basin and to develop and implement strategies to attain the 
applicable federal and state standards. The federal and state Clean Air Acts require plans to be 
developed for areas that do not meet air quality standards, generally. The most recent air quality 
plan, the 2017 Clean Air Plan, was adopted by the air district on April 19, 2017. The 2017 Clean Air 
Plan updates the most recent Bay Area ozone plan, the 2010 Clean Air Plan, in accordance with the 
requirements of the state Clean Air Act to implement all feasible measures to reduce ozone; provide 
a control strategy to reduce ozone, particulate matter, air toxics, and greenhouse gases in a single, 
integrated plan; and establish emission control measures to be adopted or implemented. The 2017 
Clean Air Plan contains the following primary goals:  

• Protect air quality and health at the regional and local scale: Attain all state and national air 
quality standards, and eliminate disparities among Bay Area communities in cancer health risk 
from toxic air contaminants; and 

• Protect the climate: Reduce Bay Area greenhouse gas emissions to 40 percent below 1990 levels 
by 2030 and 80 percent below 1990 levels by 2050. 
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The 2017 Clean Air Plan is the most current applicable air quality plan for the air basin. Consistency 
with this plan is the basis for determining whether the proposed project would conflict with or 
obstruct implementation of an air quality plan. 

Criteria Air Pollutants 

In accordance with the state and federal Clean Air Acts, air pollutant standards are identified for 
the following six criteria air pollutants: ozone, carbon monoxide (CO), particulate matter (PM), 
nitrogen dioxide (NO2), sulfur dioxide (SO2), and lead. These air pollutants are termed criteria air 
pollutants because they are regulated by developing specific public health- and welfare-based 
criteria as the basis for setting permissible levels. In general, the air basin experiences low 
concentrations of most pollutants when compared to federal or state standards. The air basin is 
designated as either in attainment39 or unclassified for most criteria air pollutants with the 
exception of ozone, PM2.5, and PM10, for which these pollutants are designated as non-attainment 
for either the state or federal standards. By its very nature, regional air pollution is largely a 
cumulative impact in that no single project is sufficient in size to, by itself, result in non-attainment 
of air quality standards. Instead, a project’s individual emissions contribute to existing cumulative 
air quality impacts. If a project’s contribution to cumulative air quality impacts is considerable, 
then the project’s impact on air quality would be considered significant.40 

Land use projects may contribute to regional criteria air pollutants during the construction and 
operational phases of a project. Table 4 identifies air quality significance thresholds followed by a 
discussion of each threshold. Projects that would result in criteria air pollutant emissions below 
these significance thresholds would not violate an air quality standard, contribute substantially to 
an air quality violation, or result in a cumulatively considerable net increase in criteria air 
pollutants within the air basin.  

                                                      
39  “Attainment” status refers to those regions that are meeting federal and/or state standards for a specified criteria 

pollutant. “Non-attainment” refers to regions that do not meet federal and/or state standards for a specified criteria 
pollutant. “Unclassified” refers to regions where there is not enough data to determine the region’s attainment status 
for a specified criteria air pollutant. 

40  Bay Area Air Quality Management District, CEQA Air Quality Guidelines, page 2-1, May, 2017, 
http://www.baaqmd.gov/~/media/files/planning-and-research/ceqa/ceqa_guidelines_may2017-pdf.pdf?la=en, 
accessed November 15, 2017. 

http://www.baaqmd.gov/%7E/media/files/planning-and-research/ceqa/ceqa_guidelines_may2017-pdf.pdf?la=en
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 Table 4 – Criteria Air Pollutant Significance Thresholds 

Pollutant 
Construction Thresholds Operational Thresholds 
Average Daily Emissions 

(lbs./day) 
Average Daily 

Emissions (lbs./day) 
Maximum Annual 

Emissions (tons/year) 

ROG 54 54 10 

NOx 54 54 10 

PM10 82 (exhaust) 82 15 

PM2.5 54 (exhaust) 54 10 

Fugitive 
dust 

Construction Dust Ordinance or 
other best management practices Not applicable 

Source: Bay Area Air Quality Management District, CEQA Air Quality Guidelines, May 2017, page 
2-1. 

Ozone Precursors. As discussed previously, the air basin is currently designated as non-attainment 
for ozone and particulate matter. Ozone is a secondary air pollutant produced in the atmosphere 
through a complex series of photochemical reactions involving reactive organic gases (ROG) and 
oxides of nitrogen (NOx). The potential for a project to result in a cumulatively considerable net 
increase in criteria air pollutants, which may contribute to an existing or projected air quality 
violation, are based on the state and federal Clean Air Acts emissions limits for stationary sources. 
To ensure that new stationary sources do not cause or contribute to a violation of an air quality 
standard, air district regulation 2, rule 2 requires that any new source that emits criteria air 
pollutants above a specified emissions limit must offset those emissions. For ozone precursors ROG 
and NOx, the offset emissions level is an annual average of 10 tons per year (or 54 pounds (lbs.) 
per day).41 These levels represent emissions below which new sources are not anticipated to 
contribute to an air quality violation or result in a considerable net increase in criteria air pollutants.  

Although this regulation applies to new or modified stationary sources, land use development 
projects result in ROG and NOx emissions as a result of increases in vehicle trips, architectural 
coating, and construction activities. Therefore, the above thresholds can be applied to the 
construction and operational phases of land use projects and those projects that result in emissions 
below these thresholds would not be considered to contribute to an existing or projected air quality 
violation or result in a considerable net increase in ROG and NOx emissions. Due to the temporary 
nature of construction activities, only the average daily thresholds are applicable to construction 
phase emissions.  

Particulate Matter (PM10 and PM2.5).42 The air district has not established an offset limit for 
PM2.5. However, the emissions limit in the federal New Source Review for stationary sources in 
nonattainment areas is an appropriate significance threshold. For PM10 and PM2.5, the emissions 
limit under New Source Review is 15 tons per year (82 lbs. per day) and 10 tons per year (54 lbs. 
per day), respectively. These emissions limits represent levels below which a source is not expected 

                                                      
41 Bay Area Air Quality Management District 2009, Revised Draft Options and Justification Report, CEQA Thresholds of 

Significance, page 17, http://sfmea.sfplanning.org/2014.0653E_Revised_FND.pdf, accessed February 19, 2019. 
42  PM10 is often termed “coarse” particulate matter and is made of particulates that are 10 microns in diameter or 

smaller. PM2.5, termed “fine” particulate matter, is composed of particles that are 2.5 microns or less in diameter. 

http://sfmea.sfplanning.org/2014.0653E_Revised_FND.pdf
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to have an impact on air quality.43 Similar to ozone precursor thresholds identified above, land use 
development projects typically result in particulate matter emissions as a result of increases in 
vehicle trips, space heating and natural gas combustion, landscape maintenance, and construction 
activities. Therefore, the above thresholds can be applied to the construction and operational 
phases of a land use project. Again, because construction activities are temporary in nature, only 
the average daily thresholds are applicable to construction-phase emissions.  

Fugitive Dust. Fugitive dust emissions are typically generated during construction phases. Studies 
have shown that the application of best management practices at construction sites significantly 
control fugitive dust44 and individual measures have been shown to reduce fugitive dust by 
anywhere from 30 to 90 percent.45 The air district has identified a number of best management 
practices to control fugitive dust emissions from construction activities.46 The City’s Construction 
Dust Control Ordinance (ordinance 176-08, effective July 30, 2008) requires a number of measures 
to control fugitive dust and the best management practices employed in compliance with the 
ordinance are an effective strategy for controlling construction-related fugitive dust. 

Other Criteria Pollutants. Regional concentrations of CO in the Bay Area have not exceeded the 
state standards in the past 11 years and SO2 concentrations have never exceeded the standards. The 
primary source of CO emissions from development projects is vehicle traffic. Construction-related 
SO2 emissions represent a negligible portion of the total basin-wide emissions and construction-
related CO emissions represent less than five percent of the Bay Area total basin-wide CO 
emissions. As discussed previously, the Bay Area is in attainment for both CO and SO2. 
Furthermore, the air district has demonstrated, based on modeling, that to exceed the California 
ambient air quality standard of 9.0 ppm (parts per million) (8-hour average) or 20.0 ppm (1-hour 
average) for CO, project traffic in addition to existing traffic would need to exceed 44,000 vehicles 
per hour at affected intersections (or 24,000 vehicles per hour where vertical and/or horizontal 
mixing is limited). Therefore, given the Bay Area’s attainment status and the limited CO and SO2 
emissions that could result from development projects, development projects would not result in 
a cumulatively considerable net increase in CO or SO2 emissions, and quantitative analysis is not 
required. 

Local Health Risks and Hazards 

In addition to criteria air pollutants, individual projects may emit toxic air contaminants (TACs). 
TACs collectively refer to a diverse group of air pollutants that are capable of causing chronic (i.e., 
of long-duration) and acute (i.e., severe but short-term) adverse effects to human health, including 
carcinogenic effects. Human health effects of TACs include birth defects, neurological damage, 
cancer, and mortality. There are hundreds of different types of TACs with varying degrees of 
toxicity. Individual TACs vary greatly in the health risk they present; at a given level of exposure, 
one TAC may pose a hazard that is many times greater than another.  

                                                      
43  Ibid. Footnote 63, page 16. 
44  Western Regional Air Partnership, 2006, WRAP Fugitive Dust Handbook, September 7, 

http://www.wrapair.org/forums/dejf/fdh/content/FDHandbook_Rev_06.pdf, accessed May 11, 2018. 
45  Bay Area Air Quality Management District, CEQA Air Quality Guidelines, page D-47, May, 2017. 
46  Ibid.  

http://www.wrapair.org/forums/dejf/fdh/content/FDHandbook_Rev_06.pdf
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Unlike criteria air pollutants, TACs do not have ambient air quality standards but are regulated by 
the air district using a risk-based approach to determine which sources and pollutants to control 
as well as the degree of control. A health risk assessment is an analysis in which human health 
exposure to toxic substances is estimated, and considered together with information regarding the 
toxic potency of the substances, to provide quantitative estimates of health risks.47  

Air pollution does not affect every individual in the population in the same way, and some groups 
are more sensitive to adverse health effects than others. Land uses such as residences, schools, 
children’s day care centers, hospitals, and nursing and convalescent homes are considered to be 
the most sensitive to poor air quality because the population groups associated with these uses 
have increased susceptibility to respiratory distress or, as in the case of residential receptors, their 
exposure time is greater than that for other land uses. Therefore, these groups are referred to as 
sensitive receptors. Exposure assessment guidance typically assumes that residences would be 
exposed to air pollution 24 hours per day, seven days a week, for 30 years.48 Therefore, assessments 
of air pollutant exposure to residents typically result in the greatest adverse health outcomes of all 
population groups. 

Exposures to fine particulate matter (PM2.5) are strongly associated with mortality, respiratory 
diseases, and lung development in children, and other endpoints such as hospitalization for 
cardiopulmonary disease.49 In addition to PM2.5, diesel particulate matter is also of concern. The 
California Air Resources Board (California air board) identified diesel particulate matter as a TAC 
in 1998, primarily based on evidence demonstrating cancer effects in humans.50 The estimated 
cancer risk from exposure to diesel exhaust is much higher than the risk associated with any other 
TAC routinely measured in the region. 

In an effort to identify areas of San Francisco most adversely affected by sources of TACs, San 
Francisco partnered with the air district to conduct a citywide health risk assessment based on an 
inventory and assessment of air pollution and exposures from mobile, stationary, and area sources 
within San Francisco. Areas with poor air quality, termed the “Air Pollutant Exposure Zone,” were 
identified based on health-protective criteria that consider estimated cancer risk, exposures to fine 
particulate matter, proximity to freeways, and locations with particularly vulnerable populations. 
The project site is not located within the Air Pollutant Exposure Zone. Each of the Air Pollutant 
Zone criteria is discussed below. 

Excess Cancer Risk. The Air Pollution Exposure Zone includes areas where modeled cancer risk 
exceeds 100 incidents per million persons exposed. This criterion is based on United States 
Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) guidance for conducting air toxic analyses and 

                                                      
47  In general, a health risk assessment is required if the air district concludes that projected emissions of a specific air 

toxic compound from a proposed new or modified source suggest a potential public health risk. The applicant is then 
subject to a health risk assessment for the source in question. Such an assessment generally evaluates chronic, long-
term effects, estimating the increased risk of cancer as a result of exposure to one or more toxic air contaminants. 

48  California Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment, 2015, Air Toxics Hot Spot Program Risk Assessment 
Guidelines, Pg. 4-44, 8-6, February, https://oehha.ca.gov/media/downloads/crnr/2015guidancemanual.pdf. 

49  San Francisco Department of Public Health, 2014, Assessment and Mitigation of Air Pollutant Health Effects from 
Intra-Urban Roadways: Guidance for Land Use Planning and Environmental Review.  

50  California Air Resources Board (ARB), Fact Sheet, The Toxic Air Contaminant Identification Process: Toxic Air 
Contaminant Emissions from Diesel-fueled Engines, October, 1998. 

https://oehha.ca.gov/media/downloads/crnr/2015guidancemanual.pdf
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making risk management decisions at the facility and community-scale level.51 As described by 
the air district, the U.S. EPA considers a cancer risk of 100 per million to be within the “acceptable” 
range of cancer risk. Furthermore, in the 1989 preamble to the benzene National Emissions 
Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants rulemaking,52 the U.S. EPA states that it “…strives to 
provide maximum feasible protection against risks to health from hazardous air pollutants by (1) 
protecting the greatest number of persons possible to an individual lifetime risk level no higher 
than approximately one in one million and (2) limiting to no higher than approximately one in ten 
thousand (100 in one million) the estimated risk that a person living near a plant would have if he 
or she were exposed to the maximum pollutant concentrations for 70 years.” The 100 per one 
million excess cancer cases is also consistent with the ambient cancer risk in the most pristine 
portions of the Bay Area based on air district regional modeling.53  

Fine Particulate Matter. U.S. EPA staff’s 2011 review of the federal PM2.5 standard concluded that 
the then current federal annual PM2.5 standard of 15 µg/m3 (micrograms per cubic meter) should 
be revised to a level within the range of 13 to 11 µg/m3, with evidence strongly supporting a 
standard within the range of 12 to 11 µg/m3.54 The Air Pollutant Exposure Zone for San Francisco 
is based on the health protective PM2.5 standard of 11 µg/m3, as supported by the U.S. EPA’s 
assessment, although lowered to 10 µg/m3 to account for uncertainty in accurately predicting air 
pollutant concentrations using emissions modeling programs.  

Proximity to Freeways. According to the California air board, studies have shown an association 
between the proximity of sensitive land uses to freeways and a variety of respiratory symptoms, 
asthma exacerbations, and decreases in lung function in children. Siting sensitive uses in close 
proximity to freeways increases both exposure to air pollution and the potential for adverse health 
effects. As evidence shows that sensitive uses in an area within a 500-foot buffer of any freeway 
are at an increased health risk from air pollution,55 parcels that are within 500 feet of freeways are 
included in the Air Pollutant Exposure Zone. 

Health Vulnerable Locations. Based on the air district’s evaluation of health vulnerability in the 
Bay Area, those ZIP codes (94102, 94103, 94105, 94124, and 94130) in the worst quintile of Bay Area 
health vulnerability scores as a result of air pollution-related causes were afforded additional 
protection by lowering the standards for identifying parcels in the Air Pollutant Exposure Zone to: 
(1) an excess cancer risk greater than 90 per one million persons exposed, and/or (2) PM2.5 
concentrations in excess of 9 µg/m3.56 

                                                      
51  Ibid. Footnote 63, page 67. 
52  54 Federal Register 38044, September 14, 1989. 
53  Bay Area Air Quality Management District, 2017, Clean Air Plan, page D-43. 
54  U.S. EPA, Policy Assessment for the Review of the Particulate Matter National Ambient Air Quality Standards. 

“Particulate Matter Policy Assessment,” April, 2011, 
https://www3.epa.gov/ttn/naaqs/standards/pm/data/20110419pmpafinal.pdf, accessed February 19, 2019.  

55  California Air Resources Board, 2005 Air Quality and Land Use Handbook: A Community Health Perspective. April, 
http://www.arb.ca.gov/ch/landuse.htm.  

56  San Francisco Planning Department and San Francisco Department of Public Health, Air Pollutant Exposure Zone 
Map (Memo and Map), April 9, 2014. These documents are part of San Francisco Board of Supervisors File No. 14806, 
Ordinance No. 224-14; Amendment to Health Code Article 38. 

https://www3.epa.gov/ttn/naaqs/standards/pm/data/20110419pmpafinal.pdf
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The above citywide health risk modeling was also used as the basis in approving amendments to 
the San Francisco Building and Health Codes, referred to as the Enhanced Ventilation Required 
for Urban Infill Sensitive Use Developments or Health Code Article 38 (ordinance 224-14, 
effective December 8, 2014) (article 38). The purpose of article 38 is to protect the public health 
and welfare by establishing an Air Pollutant Exposure Zone and imposing an enhanced 
ventilation requirement for all urban infill sensitive use development within the Air Pollutant 
Exposure Zone. In addition, projects within the Air Pollutant Exposure Zone require special 
consideration to determine whether the project’s activities would add a substantial amount of 
emissions to areas already adversely affected by poor air quality.  

Impact AQ-1: The project would not conflict with, or obstruct implementation of, the 2017 
Clean Air Plan. (Less than Significant) 

The most recently adopted air quality plan for the air basin is the 2017 Clean Air Plan. The 2017 
Clean Air Plan is a road map that demonstrates how the San Francisco Bay Area will achieve 
compliance with the state ozone standards as expeditiously as practicable and how the region will 
reduce the transport of ozone and ozone precursors to neighboring air basins. In determining 
consistency with the plan, this analysis considers whether the project would: (1) support the 
primary goals of the plan, (2) include applicable control measures from the plan, and (3) avoid 
disrupting or hindering implementation of control measures identified in the plan. 

The primary goals of the plan are to (1) protect air quality and health at the regional and local scale; 
(2) eliminate disparities among Bay Area communities in cancer health risk from toxic air 
contaminants; and (3) protect the climate by reducing greenhouse gas emissions. To meet the 
primary goals, the plan recommends specific control measures and actions. These control measures 
are grouped into various categories and include stationary and area source measures, mobile 
source measures, transportation control measures, land use measures, and energy and climate 
measures. The plan recognizes that to a great extent, community design dictates individual travel 
mode, and that a key long‐term control strategy to reduce emissions of criteria pollutants, air toxics, 
and greenhouse gases from motor vehicles is to channel future Bay Area growth into vibrant urban 
communities where goods and services are close at hand, and people have a range of viable 
transportation options. To this end, the plan includes 85 control measures aimed at reducing air 
pollution in the air basin. 

The measures applicable to the proposed project site are in the transportation sector (bicycle 
parking requirement), energy efficiency sector (water and energy conservation requirements), 
waste reduction sector (mandatory recycling and composting and demolition debris recycling 
requirements) and environment/conservation sector (tree planting requirements, construction site 
runoff prevention best management practices, and the use of low-emission building materials). The 
proposed project’s impact with respect to greenhouse gases are discussed in Section F.8, 
Greenhouse Gas Emissions, which demonstrates that the proposed project would comply with the 
applicable provisions of the City’s greenhouse gas reduction strategy. 

The compact development of the proposed project and high availability of viable transportation 
options ensure that residents could bicycle, walk, and ride transit to and from the project site 
instead of taking trips via private automobile. These features ensure that the project would avoid 
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substantial growth in automobile trips and vehicle miles traveled. The proposed project’s 
anticipated 10 daily vehicle trips would result in a negligible increase in air pollutant emissions. 
Furthermore, the proposed project would be generally consistent with the San Francisco General 
Plan, as discussed in Section D above under Plans and Policies. Transportation control measures 
that are identified in the 2017 Clean Air Plan are implemented by the San Francisco General Plan 
and the planning code, for example, through the city’s Transit First Policy, bicycle parking 
requirements, and transit impact development fees. Compliance with these requirements would 
ensure the project includes relevant transportation control measures specified in the 2017 Clean 
Air Plan. Therefore, the proposed project would include applicable control measures identified in 
the 2017 Clean Air Plan to the meet the 2017 Clean Air Plan’s primary goals. 

Examples of a project that could cause the disruption or delay of 2017 Clean Air Plan control 
measures are projects that would preclude the extension of a transit line or bike path, or projects 
that propose excessive parking beyond parking requirements. The proposed project would expand 
an existing, vacant single-family home and add an accessory dwelling unit in a dense, walkable 
urban area near a concentration of regional and local transit service. It would not preclude the 
extension of a transit line or a bike path or any other transit improvement, and thus would not 
disrupt or hinder implementation of control measures identified in the 2017 Clean Air Plan. 

For the reasons described above, the proposed project would not interfere with implementation of 
the 2017 Clean Air Plan, and because the proposed project would be consistent with the applicable 
air quality plan that demonstrates how the region will improve ambient air quality and achieve the 
state and federal ambient air quality standards, this impact would be less than significant.  

Construction Air Quality Impacts 
Project-related air quality impacts fall into two categories: short-term impacts from construction 
and long-term impacts from project operation. The following addresses construction-related air 
quality impacts resulting from the proposed project. 

Impact AQ-2: The project’s construction activities would generate fugitive dust and criteria air 
pollutants but would not result in a cumulatively considerable net increase in criteria air 
pollutants. (Less than Significant)  

Construction activities (short-term) typically result in emissions of ozone precursors and fine 
particulate matter in the form of dust (fugitive dust) and exhaust (e.g., vehicle tailpipe emissions). 
Emissions of ozone precursors and fine particular matter are primarily a result of the combustion 
of fuel from on-road and off-road vehicles. However, ROGs are also emitted from activities that 
involve painting, other types of architectural coatings, or asphalt paving. The proposed project 
would expand an existing single-family home and add an accessory dwelling unit. During the 
project’s approximately three- to five-month construction period, construction activities would 
have the potential to result in emissions of ozone precursors and fine particulate matter, as 
discussed below.  
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Fugitive Dust  

Project-related demolition, excavation, grading, and other construction activities may cause wind-
blown dust that could contribute particulate matter into the local atmosphere. Depending on 
exposure, adverse health effects can occur due to this particulate matter in general and also due to 
specific contaminants such as lead or asbestos that may be constituents of soil. Although there are 
federal standards for air pollutants and implementation of state and regional air quality control 
plans, air pollutants continue to have impacts on human health throughout the country. California 
has found that particulate matter exposure can cause health effects at lower levels than national 
standards. The current health burden of particulate matter demands that, where possible, public 
agencies take feasible available actions to reduce sources of particulate matter exposure. According 
to the California air board, reducing PM2.5 concentrations to state and federal standards of 12 
µg/m3 in the San Francisco Bay Area would prevent between 200 and 1,300 premature deaths.57  

In response, the San Francisco Board of Supervisors approved the Construction Dust Control 
Ordinance (ordinance 176-08, effective July 30, 2008) with the intent of reducing the quantity of 
dust generated during site preparation, demolition and construction work in order to protect the 
health of the general public and of onsite workers, minimize public nuisance complaints, and to 
avoid orders to stop work by the Department of Building Inspection.  

The Construction Dust Control Ordinance requires that all site preparation work, demolition, or 
other construction activities within San Francisco that have the potential to create dust or to expose 
or disturb more than 10 cubic yards or 500 square feet of soil comply with specified dust control 
measures whether or not the activity requires a permit from the Department of Building Inspection. 
The Director of the Department of Building Inspection may waive this requirement for activities 
on sites less than one half-acre that are unlikely to result in any visible wind-blown dust.  

In compliance with the Construction Dust Control Ordinance, the project sponsor and the 
contractor responsible for construction activities at the project site would be required to use the 
following practices to control construction dust on the site or other practices that result in 
equivalent dust control that are acceptable to the director. Dust suppression activities may include 
watering all active construction areas sufficiently to prevent dust from becoming airborne; 
increased watering frequency may be necessary whenever wind speeds exceed 15 miles per hour. 
During excavation and dirt-moving activities, contractors shall wet sweep or vacuum the streets, 
sidewalks, paths, and intersections where work is in progress at the end of the workday. Inactive 
stockpiles (where no disturbance occurs for more than seven days) greater than 10 cubic yards or 
500 square feet of excavated material, backfill material, import material, gravel, sand, road base, 
and soil shall be covered with a 10 mil (0.01 inch) polyethylene plastic (or equivalent) tarp, braced 
down, or use other equivalent soil stabilization techniques. San Francisco ordinance 175-91 restricts 
the use of potable water for soil compaction and dust control activities undertaken in conjunction 
with any construction or demolition project occurring within the boundaries of San Francisco, 
unless permission is obtained from the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission. Non-potable 
water must be used for soil compaction and dust control activities during project construction and 

                                                      
57  ARB, Methodology for Estimating Premature Deaths Associated with Long-term Exposure to Fine Airborne 

Particulate Matter in California, Staff Report, Table 4c, October 24, 2008. 
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demolition. The San Francisco Public Utilities Commission operates a recycled water truck-fill 
station at the Southeast Water Pollution Control Plant that provides recycled water for these 
activities at no charge. 

Compliance with the regulations and procedures set forth by the Dust Control Ordinance would 
ensure that fugitive dust generated by the project’s construction activities would not result in a 
cumulatively considerable net increase in criteria air pollutants. 

Criteria Air Pollutants 

As discussed above, construction activities would result in emissions of criteria air pollutants from 
the use of off- and on-road vehicles and equipment. To assist lead agencies in determining whether 
short-term construction-related air pollutant emissions require further analysis as to whether the 
project may exceed the criteria air pollutant significance thresholds shown in Table 4 on page 34 
35, the air district, in its CEQA Air Quality Guidelines (May 2017), developed screening criteria. If a 
proposed project meets the screening criteria, then construction of the project would result in less-
than-significant criteria air pollutant impacts. A project that exceeds the screening criteria may 
require a detailed air quality assessment to determine whether criteria air pollutant emissions 
would exceed significance thresholds. The CEQA Air Quality Guidelines note that the screening 
levels are generally representative of new development on greenfield58 sites without any form of 
mitigation measures taken into consideration. In addition, the screening criteria do not account for 
project design features, attributes, or local development requirements that could also result in 
lower emissions.  

The proposed project would expand an existing single-family home and add an accessory dwelling 
unit. The size of proposed construction activities would be well below the criteria air pollutant 
screening sizes identified in the air district’s CEQA Air Quality Guidelines. Thus, quantification of 
construction-related criteria air pollutant emissions is not required, and the proposed project’s 
construction activities would result in a less-than-significant criteria air pollutant impact. 

In conclusion, the project would not result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any 
criteria pollutant for which the project region is non-attainment under an applicable federal, state, 
or regional ambient air quality standard.  

Impact AQ-3: The project’s construction activities would not expose sensitive receptors to 
substantial pollutant concentrations. (Less than Significant)  

As discussed above, the project site is not within an Air Pollutant Exposure Zone. During project 
construction, emissions would be temporary and variable in nature and would not be expected to 
expose sensitive receptors to substantial air pollutants. Furthermore, the project would be required 
to comply with California regulations limiting idling to no more than five minutes.59 Thus, the 
proposed project a would not generate toxic air contaminants, including diesel particulate matter, 

                                                      
58  A greenfield site refers to agricultural or forest land or an undeveloped site earmarked for commercial, residential, or 

industrial projects. 
59  California Code of Regulations, Title 13, Division 3, § 2485 (on-road) and § 2449(d)(2) (off-road). 
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exposing sensitive receptors to substantial air pollutant concentrations, and this impact would be 
less than significant. 

Operational Air Quality Impacts 

Land use projects typically result in emissions of criteria air pollutants and toxic air contaminants 
primarily from an increase in motor vehicle trips. However, land use projects may also result in 
criteria air pollutants and toxic air contaminants from combustion of natural gas, landscape 
maintenance, use of consumer products, and architectural coating. The following addresses air 
quality impacts resulting from operation of the proposed project. 

Impact AQ-4: Project operations would not result in a cumulatively considerable net increase in 
criteria air pollutants and would not expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant 
concentrations. (Less than Significant) 

As discussed above in Impact AQ-2, the air district, in its CEQA Air Quality Guidelines (May 2017), 
has developed screening criteria to determine whether a project requires an analysis of project-
generated criteria air pollutants. If all the screening criteria are met by a proposed project, then the 
lead agency or applicant does not need to perform a detailed air quality assessment.  

The proposed project would expand an existing single-family home and add an accessory dwelling 
unit. The proposed project would be well below the criteria air pollutant screening sizes for 
construction and operation of low- and mid-rise apartments identified in the air district’s CEQA 
Air Quality Guidelines. Thus, the proposed project would not result in a cumulatively considerable 
net increase in criteria air pollutants. 

Vehicle trips are the primary source of toxic air contaminants that could result in health risk 
impacts to sensitive receptors (i.e., people exposed to the toxic air contaminants). The proposed 
project’s estimated 10 daily vehicle trips would be well below the 10,0000 vehicle-per-day ‘minor, 
low-impact’ source of toxic air contaminants that the Bay Area Air Quality Management District 
estimates could pose a significant health risk. Also, as noted above, the proposed project would 
not require an emergency generator. Therefore, the proposed project would not exposure sensitive 
receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations, and this impact is less than significant. 

Impact AQ-5: The proposed project would not create objectionable odors that would affect a 
substantial number of people. (Less than Significant) 

Typical odor sources of concern include wastewater treatment plants, sanitary landfills, transfer 
stations, composting facilities, petroleum refineries, asphalt batch plants, chemical manufacturing 
facilities, fiberglass manufacturing facilities, auto body shops, rendering plants, and coffee roasting 
facilities. During construction, diesel exhaust from construction equipment would generate some 
odors; however, construction-related odors would be temporary and would not persist upon 
project completion. The proposed project’s new residential use would not be a significant source 
of new odors. Therefore, odor impacts would be less than significant. 
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Cumulative Air Quality Impacts 

Impact C-AQ-1: The proposed project, in combination with past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future development in the project area would not contribute to cumulative air 
quality impacts. (Less than Significant)  

As discussed above, regional air pollution is by its very nature largely a cumulative impact. 
Emissions from past, present, and future projects contribute to the region’s adverse air quality on 
a cumulative basis. No single project by itself would be sufficient in size to result in regional 
nonattainment of ambient air quality standards. Instead, a project’s individual emissions 
contribute to existing cumulative adverse air quality impacts.60 The project-level thresholds for 
criteria air pollutants are based on levels by which new sources are not anticipated to contribute to 
an air quality violation or result in a considerable net increase in criteria air pollutants. Therefore, 
because the proposed project’s construction (Impact AQ-2) and operational (Impact AQ-4) 
emissions would not exceed the project-level thresholds for criteria air pollutants, the proposed 
project would not be considered to result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to regional 
air quality impacts. Furthermore, as discussed above, the project site is not located in an area that 
already experiences poor air quality and project operations would not contribute to substantial 
pollutant concentrations or other emissions. Thus, cumulative air quality impacts would be less 
than significant. 
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8. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS. Would the 
project: 

     

a) Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either 
directly or indirectly, that may have a significant 
impact on the environment? 

     

b) Conflict with any applicable plan, policy or 
regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing 
the emissions of greenhouse gases? 

     

 

Greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions and global climate change represent cumulative impacts. GHG 
emissions cumulatively contribute to the significant adverse environmental impacts of global 
climate change. No single project could generate enough GHG emissions to noticeably change the 
global average temperature; instead, the combination of GHG emissions from past, present, and 
future projects have contributed and will continue to contribute to global climate change and its 
associated environmental impacts.  

The Bay Area Air Quality Management District (air district) has prepared guidelines and 
methodologies for analyzing GHGs. These guidelines are consistent with CEQA Guidelines 
                                                      
60  Bay Area Air Quality Management District, CEQA Air Quality Guidelines, page 2-1, May 2017. 
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sections 15064.4 and 15183.5, which address the analysis and determination of significant impacts 
from a proposed project’s GHG emissions. CEQA Guidelines section 15064.4 allows lead agencies 
to rely on a qualitative analysis to describe GHG emissions resulting from a project. CEQA 
Guidelines section 15183.5 allows for public agencies to analyze and mitigate GHG emissions as 
part of a larger plan for the reduction of GHGs and describes the required contents of such a plan. 
Accordingly, San Francisco has prepared Strategies to Address Greenhouse Gas Emissions61 which 
presents a comprehensive assessment of policies, programs, and ordinances that collectively 
represent San Francisco’s qualified GHG reduction strategy in compliance with the CEQA 
Guidelines. These GHG reduction actions have resulted in a 28 percent reduction in GHG 
emissions in 2015 compared to 1990 levels,62 exceeding the year 2020 reduction goals outlined in 
the air district’s 2017 Clean Air Plan, Executive Order S-3-05, and Assembly Bill 32 (also known as 
the Global Warming Solutions Act).63  

Given that the City has met the state and region’s 2020 GHG reduction targets and San Francisco’s 
GHG reduction goals are consistent with, or more aggressive than, the long-term goals established 
under order S-3-05,64 order B-30-15,65,66 and Senate Bill 32,67,68 the City’s GHG reduction goals are 
consistent with order S-3-05, order B-30-15, Assembly Bill 32, Senate Bill 32 and the 2017 Clean Air 
Plan. Therefore, proposed projects that are consistent with the City’s GHG reduction strategy 
would be consistent with the aforementioned GHG reduction goals, would not conflict with these 
plans or result in significant GHG emissions, and would therefore not exceed San Francisco’s 
applicable GHG threshold of significance.  

                                                      
61  San Francisco Planning Department, 2017, Strategies to Address Greenhouse Gas Emissions in San Francisco, 2017, 

https://sfplanning.org/project/greenhouse-gas-reduction-strategies, accessed February 19, 2019. 
62  San Francisco Department of the Environment, San Francisco’s Carbon Footprint, https://sfenvironment.org/carbon-

footprint, accessed July 19, 2017.  
63  Executive Order S-3-05, Assembly Bill 32, and the air district’s 2017 Clean Air Plan (continuing the trajectory set in the 

2010 Clean Air Plan) set a target of reducing GHG emissions to below 1990 levels by year 2020. 
64  Office of the Governor, Executive Order S-3-05, 2005, 

http://www.pcl.org/projects/2008symposium/proceedings/Coatsworth12.pdf, accessed March 16, 2016. Executive 
Order S-3-05 sets forth a series of target dates by which statewide emissions of GHGs need to be progressively 
reduced, as follows: by 2010, reduce GHG emissions to 2000 levels (approximately 457 million metric tons of carbon 
dioxide equivalents (MTCO2E)); by 2020, reduce emissions to 1990 levels (approximately 427 million MTCO2E); and 
by 2050 reduce emissions to 80 percent below 1990 levels (approximately 85 million MTCO2E). Because of the 
differential heat absorption potential of various GHGs, GHG emissions are frequently measured in “carbon dioxide-
equivalents,” which present a weighted average based on each gas’s heat absorption (or “global warming”) potential. 

65  Office of the Governor, Executive Order B-30-15, April 29, 2015. https://www.gov.ca.gov/news.php?id=18938, 
accessed November 15, 2017. Executive Order B-30-15, issued on April 29, 2015, sets forth a target of reducing GHG 
emissions to 40 percent below 1990 levels by 2030 (estimated at 2.9 million MTCO2E). 

66  San Francisco’s GHG reduction goals are codified in section 902 of the Environment Code and include: (i) by 2008, 
determine City GHG emissions for year 1990; (ii) by 2017, reduce GHG emissions by 25 percent below 1990 levels; (iii) 
by 2025, reduce GHG emissions by 40 percent below 1990 levels; and by 2050, reduce GHG emissions by 80 percent 
below 1990 levels.  

67  Senate Bill 32 amends California Health and Safety Code Division 25.5 (also known as the California Global Warming 
Solutions Act of 2006) by adding section 38566, which directs that statewide greenhouse gas emissions to be reduced 
by 40 percent below 1990 levels by 2030. 

68  Senate Bill 32 was paired with Assembly Bill 197, which would modify the structure of the State Air Resources Board; 
institute requirements for the disclosure of greenhouse gas emissions criteria pollutants, and toxic air contaminants; 
and establish requirements for the review and adoption of rules, regulations, and measures for the reduction of 
greenhouse gas emissions. 

https://sfplanning.org/project/greenhouse-gas-reduction-strategies
https://sfenvironment.org/carbon-footprint
https://sfenvironment.org/carbon-footprint
http://www.pcl.org/projects/2008symposium/proceedings/Coatsworth12.pdf
https://www.gov.ca.gov/news.php?id=18938
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The following analysis of the proposed project’s impact on climate change focuses on the project’s 
contribution to cumulatively significant GHG emissions. Because no individual project could emit 
GHGs at a level that could result in a significant impact on the global climate, this analysis is in a 
cumulative context, and this section does not include an individual project-specific impact 
statement.  

Impact C-GG-1: The proposed project would generate greenhouse gas emissions, but not at 
levels that would result in a significant impact on the environment or conflict with any policy, 
plan, or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing greenhouse gas emissions. (Less than 
Significant) 

Individual projects contribute to the cumulative effects of climate change by directly or indirectly 
emitting GHGs during construction and operational phases. Direct operational emissions include 
GHG emissions from new vehicle trips and area sources (natural gas combustion). Indirect 
emissions include emissions from electricity providers; energy required to pump, treat, and convey 
water; and emissions associated with waste removal, disposal, and landfill operations.  

The proposed project involves the expansion of an existing single-family home and the addition of 
an accessory dwelling unit. Therefore, the proposed project would contribute to annual long-term 
increases in GHGs as a result of increased vehicle trips (mobile sources) and residential operations 
that result in an increase in energy use, water use, wastewater treatment, and solid waste disposal. 
Construction activities would also result in temporary increases in GHG emissions. The proposed 
project would be subject to regulations adopted to reduce GHG emissions as identified in the GHG 
reduction strategy. As discussed below, compliance with the applicable regulations would reduce 
the project’s GHG emissions related to transportation, energy efficiency, waste reduction, and 
conservation.  

Compliance with the City’s bicycle parking requirements would reduce the proposed project’s 
transportation-related emissions by reducing GHG emissions from single-occupancy vehicles and 
promoting the use of alternative transportation modes with zero GHG emissions. The City’s energy 
efficiency requirements that are applicable to the project include residential water conservation 
measures (showerhead and faucet replacement) and residential energy conservation measures 
(attic insulation).  

The City’s waste-reduction requirements that are applicable to the project include mandatory 
recycling and composting and construction and demolition debris recycling. Compliance with 
these measures would reduce the amount of materials sent to a landfill, thus reducing GHGs 
emitted by landfill operations, and promoting the reuse of materials, which conserves their 
embodied energy69 and reduces the energy required to produce new materials. In the 
environment/conservation sector, the project would comply with the City’s street tree planting 
requirements (which increase carbon sequestration), wood-burning device restrictions (which 

                                                      
69  Embodied energy is the total energy required for the extraction, processing, manufacture and delivery of building 

materials to the building site.  
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reduce emissions of GHGs and black carbon), and use low-emitting finishes (which limits the 
release of volatile organic compounds70).  

Thus, the proposed project was determined to be consistent with San Francisco’s GHG reduction 
strategy.71 These regulations have proven effective, as San Francisco’s GHG emissions have 
measurably decreased when compared to 1990 emissions levels, demonstrating that the City has 
met and exceeded Executive Order S-3-05, Assembly Bill 32, and the 2017 Clean Air Plan GHG 
reduction goals for the year 2020. Furthermore, the City has met its 2017 GHG reduction goal of 
reducing GHG emissions to 25 percent below 1990 levels by 2017. Other existing regulations, such 
as those implemented through Assembly Bill 32, will continue to reduce a proposed project’s 
contribution to climate change. In addition, San Francisco’s local GHG reduction targets are 
consistent with the long-term GHG reduction goals of Executive Order S-3-05, Executive Order B-
30-15, Assembly Bill 32, Senate Bill 32 and the 2017 Clean Air Plan. Therefore, because the proposed 
project is consistent with the City’s GHG reduction strategy, it is also consistent with the GHG 
reduction goals of Executive Order S-3-05, Executive Order B-30-15, Assembly Bill 32, Senate Bill 
32 and the 2017 Clean Air Plan, would not conflict with these plans, and would therefore not exceed 
San Francisco’s applicable GHG threshold of significance. As such, the proposed project would 
result in a less-than-significant impact with respect to GHG emissions.  
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9. WIND. Would the project:      

a) Create wind hazards in publicly accessible areas 
of substantial pedestrian use? 

     

 

Impact WI-1: The proposed project would not create wind hazards in publicly accessible areas 
of substantial pedestrian use. (Less than Significant)  

In San Francisco, average winds speeds are the highest in the summer and lowest in winter. 
However, the strongest peak wind speeds occur in winter. The highest average wind speeds occur 
in mid-afternoon and the lowest in the early morning. Based on over 40 years of recordkeeping, 
the highest mean hourly wind speeds (approximately 20 mph) occur midafternoon in July, while 
the lowest mean hourly wind speeds (in the range of 6 to 9 mph) occur throughout the day in 
November. Meteorological data collected at the old San Francisco Federal Building at 50 United 

                                                      
70  While not a GHG, volatile organic compounds are precursor pollutants that form ground level ozone. Increased 

ground level ozone is an anticipated effect of future global warming that would result in added health effects locally. 
Reducing volatile organic compound emissions would reduce the anticipated local effects of global warming.  

71  San Francisco Planning Department, Greenhouse Gas Analysis: Compliance Checklist for 2417 Green Street, January 
31, 2019. 



Case No. 2017-002545ENV 48 2417 Green Street 
 

Nations Plaza over a six-year period72 show that westerly73 through northwesterly winds are the 
most frequent and strongest winds during all seasons. Of the 16 primary wind directions, four have 
the greatest frequency of occurrence: these are northwest, west-northwest, west, and southwest 
(referred to as prevailing winds).  

Analysis of the Federal Building wind data shows that during the hours from 6:00 a.m. to 8:00 p.m., 
about 70 percent of the winds blow from five adjacent directions of the 16 directions as follows: 
northwest (10 percent of all winds), west-northwest (14 percent of all winds), west (35 percent of 
all winds), west-southwest (accounting for 2 percent of all winds), and southwest (9 percent of all 
winds). In San Francisco, over 90 percent of all measured winds with speeds over 13 mph blow 
from these five directions. The other 10 percent of winds over 13 mph are from storms and can 
come from any other direction.  

Section 148 of the San Francisco Planning Code establishes wind comfort and wind hazard criteria 
used to evaluate new development in four areas of the city. Section 148 provides that any new 
building or addition in these areas of the city that would cause wind speeds to exceed the hazard 
level of 26-mph-equivalent wind speed (as defined in the planning code) more than one hour of 
any year must be modified to meet this criterion. (The 26 mph standard accounts for short-term—
three-minute averaged—wind observations at 36 mph as equivalent to the frequency of an hourly 
averaged wind of 26 mph. As noted above, winds over 34 mph make it difficult for a person to 
maintain balance, and gusts can blow a person over.) While the proposed project is not subject to 
section 148, the planning department uses the wind hazard criterion as the CEQA significance 
threshold to determine whether a proposed project would substantially alter ground-level winds 
in public areas in an adverse manner. 

Building structures near or greater than 100 feet in height could create pedestrian level conditions 
such that the wind hazard criterion of 26-mph-equivalent wind speed for a single hour of the year 
would be exceeded. There is no threshold height that triggers the need for wind-tunnel testing to 
determine whether the building design would result in street-level winds that exceed the standard. 
It is generally understood, however, from many prior wind-tunnel tests on a variety of projects 
throughout San Francisco that most, if not all, buildings under 80 feet do not result in adverse wind 
effects at street level, barring unusual circumstances.  

The proposed project would construct one- and three-story horizontal rear additions, and third 
and fourth floor vertical additions that would not exceed the existing approximately 45-foot-tall 
building. Because the project elements would all be well below 100 feet tall and because the 
project site is not located near any other tall buildings, the project would not alter wind in a 
manner that creates wind hazards in publicly accessible areas. Therefore, impacts related to wind 
hazards in publicly accessible areas of substantial pedestrian use would be less than significant. 

                                                      
72  Arens, E. et al., “Developing the San Francisco Wind Ordinance and its Guidelines for Compliance,” Building and 

Environment, Vol. 24, No. 4, pages 297-303, 1989. 
73  Wind directions are reported as directions from which the winds blow. 



Case No. 2017-002545ENV 49 2417 Green Street 
 

Impact C-WI-1: The proposed project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable projects, would not result in cumulatively considerable impacts related to wind. 
(Less than Significant)  

As discussed above, the proposed modification to the building would be less than 100 feet tall and 
would not alter wind in a manner that substantially affects public areas. For this reason, the project 
would not combine with cumulative development projects to create or contribute to a cumulative 
wind impact.  
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10. SHADOW. Would the project:      

a) Create new shadow that substantially and 
adversely affects the use and enjoyment of 
publicly accessible open space? 

     

 

Impact SH-1: The proposed project would not create new shadow that substantially and 
adversely affects the use and enjoyment of publicly accessible open space. (Less than 
Significant)  

In an urban environment, shadow is a function of the height, size, and massing of buildings and 
other elements of the built environment, and the angle of the sun. The angle of the sun varies due 
to the time of day (from rotation of the earth) and the change in seasons (due to the earth’s elliptical 
orbit around the sun and the earth’s tilted axis). Morning and afternoon shadows are typically 
longer because the sun is lower in the sky. The longer mid-day shadows are cast during the winter, 
when the mid-day sun is lowest in the sky, and the shorter mid-day shadows are cast during the 
summer, when the mid-day sun is higher in the sky. At the time of the summer solstice (which falls 
on approximately June 21 of every year), the mid-day sun is highest in the sky, and the longest day 
and shortest night occur on this date. Conversely, the shortest day and longest night occur on the 
winter solstice (which falls on approximately December 21 of every year). The vernal and fall 
equinoxes (when day and night are equal in length) represent the halfway point between solstices.  

San Francisco Planning Code section 295, which was adopted in response to Proposition K (passed 
November 1984), mandates that new structures above 40 feet in height that would cast additional 
shadows on properties under the jurisdiction of, or designated to be acquired by, the Recreation 
and Parks Department cannot be approved by the Planning Commission (based on 
recommendation from the Recreation and Park Commission) if the shadow “will have any adverse 
impact on the use” of the park, unless the impact is determined to be insignificant. The proposed 
project would expand an existing four-story 45-foot-tall single-family home and add one accessory 
dwelling unit but would not have the potential to cast new shadow on nearby parks or open spaces. 
Section 295(a)(4) exempts “structures of the same height and in the same location as structures in 
place on June 6, 1984.” In any event, a 43-foot shadow fan illustrates that project would not cast 
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shadow on Recreation & Parks land or publicly accessible open space.74 The park and recreational 
facilities closest to the project site are the 11.9-acre Alta Plaza located four blocks south of the 
project site, and the 1,480-acre Presidio of San Francisco, located five blocks west of the project site. 
Given the distance between the project site and these parks, as well as the existing and proposed 
height of the building (approximately 45 feet tall), the proposed project would not result in new 
shadow on nearby publicly accessible open spaces.  

The proposed project would shade portions of streets, sidewalks, and private properties in the 
project vicinity at various times of the day throughout the year. Shadows on streets and sidewalks 
would not exceed levels commonly expected in urban areas and would be considered a less‐than‐
significant effect under CEQA. Although occupants of nearby properties may regard the increase 
in shadow as undesirable, the limited increase in shading of private properties as a result of the 
proposed project would not be considered a significant impact under CEQA. For these reasons, the 
proposed project would not create new shadow that substantially and adversely affects the use 
and enjoyment of publicly accessible open space. 

Impact C-SH-1: The proposed project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable projects, would not result in cumulatively considerable impacts related to shadow. 
(Less than Significant)  

As discussed above, the proposed building would not result in any net new shadow on any 
publicly accessible open spaces, and thus would not combine with cumulative development 
projects to create or contribute to a cumulative shadow impact.  
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11. RECREATION. Would the project:      

a) Increase the use of existing neighborhood and 
regional parks or other recreational facilities such 
that substantial physical deterioration of the 
facilities would occur or be accelerated? 

     

b) Include recreational facilities or require the 
construction or expansion of recreational 
facilities that might have an adverse physical 
effect on the environment? 

     

 

                                                      
74  San Francisco Planning Department, 2417 Green Street Shadow fan modeled from proposed 43-foot tall building, May 

30, 2019. At its highest point, the existing building is almost 45 feet tall. Since it is on an upsloping lot, the height 
varies along with the slope and gradually becomes shorter as the grade increases towards the rear. With the proposed 
alteration to the roofline, the project would result in a decrease in the building height at the front by approximately 3 
feet. 
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Impact RE-1: The proposed project would not increase the use of existing parks and recreational 
facilities, would not deteriorate any such facilities, and would not require the expansion of such 
facilities. (Less than Significant)  

As noted above, the park and recreational facilities closest to the project site are the 11.9-acre Alta 
Plaza located four blocks south of the project site, and the 1,480-acre Presidio of San Francisco, 
located five blocks west of the project site. The project site would provide passive recreational uses 
onsite for the residents through the approximately 600-square-foot backyard. In addition, residents 
of the proposed units would be within walking distance of the above-noted open spaces. 

The projected five new permanent residents on the project site would not substantially increase 
demand for, or use of, neighborhood parks or recreational facilities such that substantial physical 
deterioration would be expected. Also, the new residents would not require the construction of 
new recreational facilities or the expansion of existing facilities. For these reasons, the proposed 
project would have a less-than-significant impact on recreational facilities and resources. 

Impact C-RE-1: The proposed project, in combination with past, present and reasonably 
foreseeable future projects, would not result in cumulative impacts on recreational facilities or 
resources. (Less than Significant) 

Cumulative residential development in the project vicinity would result in an intensification of 
land uses and a cumulative increase in the demand for recreational facilities and resources in the 
project vicinity and in the city overall. The City has accounted for such growth in the 2014 update 
of the Recreation and Open Space Element of the San Francisco General Plan.75 In addition, San 
Francisco voters passed two bond measures, in 2008 and 2012, to fund the acquisition, planning, 
and renovation of City recreational resources. For these reasons, the proposed project would not 
combine with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects in the project vicinity to 
create a significant cumulative impact on recreational facilities or resources. 

  

Topics: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 
Not 

Applicable 

12. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS.  
Would the project: 

     

a) Require or result in the relocation or construction 
of new or expanded water, wastewater 
treatment, or stormwater drainage, electric 
power, natural gas, or telecommunications 
facilities, the construction or relocation of which 
could cause significant environmental effects? 

     

                                                      
75 San Francisco Planning Department, San Francisco General Plan, Recreation and Open Space Element, April 2014, 

pp. 20-36, http://www.sf-planning.org/ftp/General_Plan/Recreation_OpenSpace_Element_ADOPTED.pdf, accessed 
May 20, 2016. 

http://www.sf-planning.org/ftp/General_Plan/Recreation_OpenSpace_Element_ADOPTED.pdf
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b) Have sufficient water supplies available to serve 
the project and reasonably foreseeable future 
development during normal, dry, and multiple 
dry years? 

     

c) Result in a determination by the wastewater 
treatment provider which serves or may serve 
the project that it has inadequate capacity to 
serve the project’s projected demand in addition 
to the provider’s existing commitments? 

     

d) Generate solid waste in excess of state or local 
standards, or in excess of the capacity of local 
infrastructure, or otherwise impair the 
attainment of solid waste reduction goals? 

     

e) Comply with federal, state, and local 
management and reduction statutes and 
regulations related to solid waste? 

     

 

Impact UT-1: Implementation of the proposed project would not exceed the wastewater 
treatment capacity of the provider that would serve the project and would not require or result 
in the relocation or construction of new or expanded water, wastewater treatment, or stormwater 
drainage, electric power, natural gas, or telecommunications facilities. (Less than Significant) 

Most of San Francisco, including the project site, is served by a combined wastewater system. 
Under such a system, sewage and stormwater flows are captured by a single collection system and 
the combined flows are treated through the same wastewater treatment plants. The San Francisco 
Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC) provides and operates water supply and wastewater 
treatment facilities for the city. Pacific Gas and Electric Company provides electricity and natural 
gas to the project site, and various private companies provide telecommunications facilities. 

The proposed project would add an estimated five new residents to the currently vacant project 
site; this would result in an incremental increase in the demand for water and wastewater 
treatment, but not in excess of amounts expected and provided for in the project area by the SFPUC. 
Further, the proposed project would incorporate water-conserving design features, such as low-
flush toilets and showerheads, which would reduce both water demand and wastewater 
production. Wastewater and water lines that serve the project site have sufficient capacity to serve 
the population added to the area by the project. The SFPUC’s treatment facilities have adequate 
capacity to serve the growth anticipated in the general plan. The project would not cause collection 
treatment capacity of the sewer system in the city to be exceeded. 

The project would result in an incremental increase in the demand for electricity, natural gas, and 
telecommunications, which is not in excess of amounts expected and provided for in the project 
area by utility service providers. 



Case No. 2017-002545ENV 53 2417 Green Street 
 

For the reasons discussed above, the utilities demand associated with the project-related residential 
population increase would not exceed the service capacity of the existing providers and would not 
require the construction of new facilities or expansion of existing facilities. Therefore, this impact 
would be less than significant.  

Impact UT-2: Sufficient water supplies are available to serve the proposed project and 
reasonably foreseeable future development in normal, dry, and multiple dry years; therefore, 
the proposed project would not require or result in the relocation or construction of new or 
expanded water facilities the construction or relocation of which could cause significant 
environmental effects.  

Water would be supplied to the proposed project from the SFPUC’s Hetch-Hetchy regional water 
supply system. Under sections 10910 through 10915 of the California Water Code, urban water 
suppliers like the SFPUC must prepare water supply assessments for certain large “water demand” 
projects, as defined in CEQA Guidelines section 15155.76 The proposed project does not qualify as 
a “water-demand” project as defined by CEQA Guidelines section 15155(a)(1); therefore, a water 
supply assessment has not been prepared for the project. However, the SFPUC estimates that a 
typical development project in San Francisco comprised of either 100 dwelling units, 100,000 
square feet of commercial use, 50,000 square feet of office, 100 hotel rooms, or 130,000 square feet 
of PDR use would generate demand for approximately 10,000 gallons of water per day, which is 
the equivalent of 0.011 percent of the total water demand anticipated for San Francisco in 2040 of 
89.9 million gallons per day.77 Because it would expand an existing single-family home and add 
one accessory dwelling unit, the proposed project would generate less than 0.011 percent of water 
demand for the city as a whole in 2040, which would constitute a negligible increase in anticipated 
water demand. 

The SFPUC uses population growth projections provided by the planning department to develop 
the water demand projections contained in the urban water management plan. As discussed in 
Section F.2, Population and Housing, above, the proposed project would be encompassed within 
planned growth in San Francisco and is therefore also accounted for in the water demand 
projections contained in the urban water management plan. Because the proposed project would 
comprise a small fraction of future water demand that has been accounted for in the city’s urban 
water management plan, sufficient water supplies would be available to serve the proposed project 
in normal, dry, and multiple dry years, and the project would not require or result in the relocation 
or construction of new or expanded water supply facilities the construction or relocation of which 

                                                      
76  Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines section 15155(1), “a water-demand project” means: (A) A residential development of 

more than 500 dwelling units; (B) A shopping center or business establishment employing more than 1,000 persons or 
having more than 500,000 square feet of floor space; (C) A commercial office building employing more than 1,000 
persons or having more than 250,000 square feet of floor area; (D) A hotel or motel, or both, having more than 500 
rooms, (e) an industrial, manufacturing, or processing plant, or industrial park planned to house more than 1,000 
persons, occupying more than 40 acres of land, or having more than 650,000 square feet of floor area; (F) a mixed-use 
project that includes one or more of the projects specified in subdivisions (a)(1)(A), (a)(1)(B), (a)(1)(C), (a)(1)(D), 
(a)(1)(E), and (a)(1)(G) of this section; (G) A project that would demand an amount of water equivalent to, or greater 
than, the amount of water required by a 500 dwelling unit project.  

77  San Francisco Public Utilities Commission, 2015 Urban Water Management Plan for the City and County of San 
Francisco, June 2016. This document is available at https://sfwater.org/index.aspx?page=75 

https://sfwater.org/index.aspx?page=75
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could cause significant environmental effects. This impact would be less than significant, and no 
mitigation measures are necessary. 

Impact UT-3: The proposed project would not generate solid waste in excess of state or local 
standards, would not impair the attainment of solid waste reduction goals, and would comply 
with statutes, regulations, and reduction goals concerning solid waste. (Less than Significant) 

In September 2015, the City entered into a landfill disposal agreement with Recology, Inc. for 
disposal of all solid waste collected in San Francisco, at the Recology Hay Road Landfill in Solano 
County, through September 2024 or until 3.4 million tons have been disposed, whichever occurs 
first. The City would have an option to renew the agreement for a period of six years or until an 
additional 1.6 million tons have been disposed, whichever occurs first.78 The Recology Hay Road 
Landfill is permitted to accept up to 2,400 tons per day of solid waste. At that maximum permitted 
rate, the landfill has the capacity to accommodate solid waste until approximately 2034. Under 
existing conditions, the landfill receives an average of approximately 1,850 tons per day from all 
sources, with approximately 1,200 tons per day from San Francisco, which includes residential and 
commercial waste and demolition and construction debris that cannot be reused or recycled79 (see 
discussion below). At the current rate of disposal, the landfill closure has operating capacity until 
2041. The City’s contract with the Recology Hay Road Landfill will extend until 2031 or when the 
City has disposed 5 million tons of solid waste, whichever occurs first. At that point, the City would 
either further extend the landfill contract or find and entitle an alternative landfill site. 

The project’s population is part of the population growth taken into account in the San Francisco 
General Plan 2014 Housing Element Update, as discussed under Section F.2, Population and 
Housing, and therefore can be assumed to have been taken into account in waste management 
planning. Further, the project would be required to implement the City’s Mandatory Recycling and 
Composting Ordinance (No. 100-09), the objective of which is to minimize the City’s landfill trash 
generation. In compliance with this ordinance, the project would be required to provide convenient 
facilities for the separation of recyclables, compostables and landfill trash for its users. Occupants 
of the project site would be required to separate disposed material.  

Project construction also would generate demolition and construction waste. The City’s 
Construction and Demolition Debris Recovery Ordinance prohibits construction and demolition 
material from being taken to landfill or placed in the garbage. All mixed debris must be transported 
by a registered hauler to a registered facility to be processed for recycling, and source separated 
material must be taken to a facility that recycles or reuses those materials. As discussed above, the 
City has access to adequate landfill capacity at least through 2031 and potentially through 2041 and 
anticipates that an adequate alternative site will be identified at that point. On this basis, the City 
has adequate solid waste capacity to serve the proposed project, and the project’s impact with 
respect to landfill capacity would be less than significant.  

                                                      
78  San Francisco Planning Department, Agreement for Disposal of San Francisco Municipal Solid Waste at Recology Hay 

Road Landfill in Solano Count, Final Negative Declaration, Planning Department Case No. 2014.0653, May 21, 2015, 
http://sfmea.sfplanning.org/2014.0653E_Revised_FND.pdf, accessed February 19, 2019. 

79 CalRecycle, 2010, Jurisdiction diversion/disposal rate detail. http://www.calrecycle.ca.gov/LGCentral/ reports/ 
diversionprogram/JurisdictionDiversionDetail.aspx?JurisdictionID=438&Year=2010, accessed October 23, 2017. 

http://sfmea.sfplanning.org/2014.0653E_Revised_FND.pdf
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Impact C-UT-1: The proposed project, in combination with past, present and reasonably 
foreseeable future projects, would not result in cumulative impacts on utilities and service 
systems. (Less than Significant) 

Cumulative development in the project vicinity would incrementally increase demand for utilities 
and service systems within the city, but not beyond levels anticipated and planned for by the City’s 
public service providers. The SFPUC has accounted for the anticipated growth in its wastewater 
service projections. The City also has implemented various programs to minimize generation of 
solid waste disposed to landfills from all projects, as discussed above. All development projects in 
the city, including development that contributes to demand for utility service in the immediate 
vicinity of the proposed project, as well as projects throughout the city that contribute to water 
demand and the demand for wastewater treatment and for solid waste disposal, are required to 
comply with the City’s water conservation, wastewater minimization, and solid waste reduction 
ordinances and policies.  

As explained in Impact UT-2 above, no single development project alone in San Francisco would 
require the development of new or expanded water supply facilities. The analysis provided in 
Impact UT-2 considers whether the proposed project in combination with both existing 
development and projected growth through 2040 would require new or expanded water supply 
facilities, the construction or relocation of which could have significant cumulative impacts on the 
environment. Therefore, no separate cumulative analysis is required.  

Compliance with City ordinances would reduce the effects of cumulative demand for utility 
capacity and services such that service capacities would not be exceeded. In addition, electricity, 
natural gas, and telecommunications companies provide adequate services for the proposed 
project in combination with reasonably foreseeable future project; therefore, the proposed project, 
in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, has been 
accounted for in these plans and would not result in a cumulative utilities and service systems 
impact.  
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13. PUBLIC SERVICES. Would the project:      

a) Result in substantial adverse physical impacts 
associated with the provision of new or 
physically altered governmental facilities, need 
for new or physically altered governmental 
facilities, the construction of which could cause 
significant environmental impacts, in order to 
maintain acceptable service ratios, response 
times, or other performance objectives for any of 
the public services such as fire protection, police 
protection, schools, parks, or other public 
facilities? 
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Impact PS-1: The proposed project would increase demand for police and fire protection 
services but would not require construction of new or physically altered facilities, associated 
with the provision of such services, that could cause significant environmental impacts. (Less 
than Significant) 

The project site receives police protection services from the San Francisco Police Department. The 
Northern Police Station, located at 1125 Fillmore Street, approximately a mile south of the project 
site, serves the project site.80 The station underwent seismic, structural, electrical and plumbing 
improvements in 2016 and no expansions of the station are proposed. Fire Station 16, located at 
2251 Greenwich Street, is about a quarter mile northeast of the project site is being replaced and is 
currently under construction. The next closest fire station that currently provides first responder 
service to the project site is Fire Station 38 at 2150 California Street, about a mile southeast of the 
project site. A new public safety building, which serves as citywide police and fire headquarters, 
was completed in 2016. There are no current plans to construct or expand additional police or fire 
stations that serve the project area. 

The project would add an estimated five residents to the project site. The project would comply 
with the regulations of the 2016 California Fire Code, which includes requirements for fire 
protection systems, such as the provision of smoke alarms and fire extinguishers, adequate 
building access, and emergency response systems.  

For these reasons, the proposed project would not require the construction or alteration of a police 
or fire station or affect response times, service ratios, or other performance objectives related to 
police and fire protection services, and these impacts would be less than significant.  

Impact PS-2: The proposed project would not result in a substantial increased demand for school 
facilities and would not require new or expanded school facilities. (Less than Significant)  

The proposed project would add an estimated five new residents, which may include school‐aged 
children who might attend schools operated by the San Francisco Unified School District (SFUSD). 
SFUSD ongoing enrollment forecasting allows the district to plan for additional expansion of its 
facilities if determined necessary. Given the SFUSD’s overall capacity of almost 64,000 students,81 
the increase of one or two students associated with the project would not substantially change the 
demand for schools, nor would the project result in the need for construction of new school 
facilities. The impact would be less than significant. 

Impact PS-3: The proposed project would not substantially increase the demand for other 
government services, and would not necessitate the need for new or physically altered 
government facilities to meet service performance objectives. (Less than Significant) 

The proposed project would increase the population of the city by approximately five residents. 
Population increase in the area from development of the proposed project would be nominal 

                                                      
80  San Francisco Police Department, http://sanfranciscopolice.org/police-district-maps, accessed April 30, 2018. 
81  San Francisco Unified School District. Growing Population, Growing Schools. SPUR Forum Presentation, Slide 14. 

August 31, 2016, https://www.spur.org/sites/default/files/events_pdfs/SPUR%20Forum_August%2031%202016.pptx_.pdf, 
accessed May 23, 2018. 

http://sanfranciscopolice.org/police-district-maps
https://www.spur.org/sites/default/files/events_pdfs/SPUR%20Forum_August%2031%202016.pptx_.pdf
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compared to population growth for the city overall. The project area is adequately served by 
government facilities. The population of the proposed project would not generate the need for new 
or physically altered government facilities. Therefore, the proposed project would have a less-than-
significant impact on governmental facilities.  

In addition, the proposed project, in combination with the other residential and mixed-use projects 
proposed in the area, would incrementally increase demand for public services, which include fire 
and police protection, school services, and other governmental services. The Fire Department, the 
Police Department, other City agencies, and SFUSD have accounted for such growth in providing 
other public services to the residents of San Francisco. For these reasons, the proposed project 
would not combine with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects in the project 
vicinity to create a significant cumulative impact related to public services. 

Impact C-PS-1: The proposed project, in combination with past, present and reasonably 
foreseeable future projects, would not result in cumulative impacts on public services. (Less 
than Significant) 

The proposed project, in combination with other residential projects proposed in the area, would 
incrementally increase the demand for public services, which include fire and police protection, 
and other governmental services. The Fire Department, the Police Department, and other city 
agencies have accounted for such growth in providing other public services to the residents of 
San Francisco. For these reasons, the proposed project would not combine with past, present, and 
reasonably foreseeable future projects in the project vicinity to create a significant cumulative 
impact related to public services. 
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14. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES.  
Would the project: 

     

a) Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly 
or through habitat modifications, on any species 
identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special-
status species in local or regional plans, policies, 
or regulations, or by the California Department 
of Fish and Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service? 

     

b) Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian 
habitat or other sensitive natural community 
identified in local or regional plans, policies, 
regulations or by the California Department of 
Fish and Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service? 
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c) Have a substantial adverse effect on state or 
federally protected wetlands (including, but not 
limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) 
through direct removal, filling, hydrological 
interruption, or other means? 

     

d) Interfere substantially with the movement of any 
native resident or migratory fish or wildlife 
species or with established native resident or 
migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use 
of native wildlife nursery sites? 

     

e) Conflict with any local policies or ordinances 
protecting biological resources, such as a tree 
preservation policy or ordinance? 

     

f) Conflict with the provisions of an adopted 
habitat conservation plan, natural community 
conservation plan, or other approved local, 
regional, or state habitat conservation plan? 

     

 

Impact BI‐1: The proposed project would not have a substantial adverse effect, either directly 
or through habitat modifications, on any special-status species. Would not interfere with the 
movement of species, and would not conflict with the City’s tree ordinance. (Less than 
Significant) 

The project site is located in a developed area of San Francisco. It provides no habitat for special 
status plants or wildlife and does not include any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural 
communities as defined by the California Department of Fish and Wildlife and the United States 
Fish and Wildlife Service, or any state or federally protected wetlands. No trees are proposed for 
removal as part of the proposed project, and the proposed project does not fall within any local, 
regional or state habitat conservation plan areas. The project would not remove any trees protected 
by the City’s Urban Forestry Ordinance (Public Works Code section 801 et seq.) and would plant a 
new street tree, in compliance with the public works code. Therefore, project-related biological 
impacts of the proposed project would be less than significant.  

Impact C-BI-1: The proposed project, in combination with past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future projects, would not result in a cumulative impact related to biological 
resources. (Less than Significant) 

As with the proposed project, nearby cumulative development projects would also be subject to 
federal, state, and local regulations related to biological resources. As with the proposed project, 
compliance with these ordinances would reduce the effects of development projects to less-than-
significant levels. 
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The proposed project would not modify any natural habitat and would have no impact on any 
candidate, sensitive, or special-status species, any riparian habitat, or other sensitive natural 
community; and/or would not conflict with any local policy or ordinance protecting biological 
resources or an approved conservation plan. For these reasons, the proposed project would not 
have the potential to combine with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects in the 
project vicinity to result in a significant cumulative impact related to biological resources. 
Therefore, there would be no cumulative impacts on biological resources.  
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15. GEOLOGY AND SOILS. Would the project:      

a) Directly or indirectly cause potential substantial 
adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, 
or death involving: 

     

i) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as 
delineated on the most recent Alquist-
Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued 
by the State Geologist for the area or based 
on other substantial evidence of a known 
fault? Refer to Division of Mines and 
Geology Special Publication 42. 

     

ii) Strong seismic ground shaking?      

iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including 
liquefaction? 

     

iv) Landslides?      

b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of 
topsoil? 

     

c) Be located on geologic unit or soil that is 
unstable, or that would become unstable as a 
result of the project, and potentially result in on- 
or off-site landslide, lateral spreading, 
subsidence, liquefaction or collapse? 

     

d) Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 
18-1-B of the Uniform Building Code (1994), 
creating substantial direct or indirect risks to life 
or property? 

     

e) Have soils incapable of adequately supporting 
the use of septic tanks or alternative wastewater 
disposal systems where sewers are not available 
for the disposal of waste water? 

     

f) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique 
paleontological resource or site or unique 
geologic feature? 
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The proposed project would connect to San Francisco’s sewer and stormwater collection and 
treatment system. It would not use a septic water disposal system. Therefore, Topic 15e is not 
applicable to the project. 

Impact GE-1: The proposed project could directly or indirectly cause potential substantial 
adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving rupture of a known 
earthquake fault, seismic ground shaking, ground failure, or landslides. (Less than Significant 
with Mitigation)  

San Francisco Permit Review Process  
To ensure that the potential for adverse effects related to geology and soils is adequately addressed, 
San Francisco relies on the state and local regulatory process for review and approval of building 
permits pursuant to the California Building Code (state building code, California Code of 
Regulations, Title 24); the San Francisco Building Code (local building code), which is the state 
building code plus local amendments that supplement the state code, including the building 
department’s administrative bulletins and information sheets.  

The project site is located within an area of potential landslide hazard zone as identified on the 
1974 Blume map. In 2018, the San Francisco Building Code was amended by the Slope and Seismic 
Hazard Zone Protection Act (Ordinance No. 121-18) to no longer reference the Blume map. 
However, Building Permit Application No. 201704285244 for the building expansion is subject to 
the building code provisions in effect on April 28, 2017, before Ordinance No. 121-18 became 
effective. On August 23, 2019, the building department documented that this project site and thus 
is not subject to the additional requirements of the Slope Protection Act (building code section 
106A.4.1.4).8283,84 The building department, during its review of the project’s structural plans, may 
request the assistance of a structural design reviewer to provide additional and specialized 
expertise to supplement its plan review. The structural design reviewer would meet with the 
project sponsor’s engineer of record and with building department staff as the need arises 
throughout the design process. The Slope Protection Act states that the final geotechnical report 
must be prepared and signed by both a licensed geologist and a licensed geotechnical engineer, 
which in turn shall undergo design review by a licensed geotechnical or civil engineer to verify 
that appropriate geological and geotechnical issues have been considered and that appropriate 
slope instability mitigation strategies, including drainage plans if required, are proposed.  

Based on the review of the geotechnical submittal (discussed in more detail below), the building 
department director may also require that the project be subject to review by a three-member 
Structural Advisory Committee that will advise the building department on matters pertaining to 
the building’s design and construction. The three committee members must be selected from a list 

                                                      
82  The project site is located within an area of potential landslide hazard as identified on the 1974 Blume map. In 2018, 

the San Francisco Building Code was amended by the Slope and Seismic Hazard Zone Protection Act (Ordinance No. 
121-18) to no longer reference the Blume map. However, Building Permit Application 201704285244 for the building 
expansion was submitted before Ordinance No. 121-18 became effective, and thus the project is subject to DBI 
regulations in place before Ordinance No. 121-18 became effective. 

83  Cyril Yu, Supervisor, Permit Services, San Francisco Department of Building Inspection, email to Jeanie Poling 
regarding 2417 Green St PMND appeal, August 23, 2019. 

84  San Francisco Planning Department, 2417 Green St on Blume Map, August 28, 2019. 
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of qualified engineers submitted by the Structural Engineers Association of Northern California 
and approved by the building department. One member must be selected by the building 
department, one member shall be selected by the project sponsor, and the third member shall be 
selected jointly. 

Existing Subsurface Conditions  
The analysis in this section relies on the information and findings provided in the geotechnical 
investigation conducted for the proposed project.85 The geotechnical investigation includes a 
review of available geologic and geotechnical data for the site vicinity, an engineering analysis of 
the proposed project in the context of geologic and geotechnical site conditions, subsurface 
exploration including soil borings, and preparation of project-specific design and construction 
recommendations.  

In February 2017 (prior to excavation), two soil borings were taken in the back yard, at the location 
of the proposed building expansion. The borings encountered 2.6 to 2.7 feet of soft to medium stiff 
sandy clay with gravel and debris (fill), overlying 1 to 2 feet of very stiff sandy clay with gravel 
(residual soil) overlying friable to weak sandstone at 3.75 to 4.25 feet below ground surface. One 
dynamic penetration test/hand auger taken within the building encountered 0.5 feet of medium 
dense gravel (fill) overlying friable to weak sandstone at 1 foot below ground surface. 
Groundwater was not observed during field investigations. In April 2019, the geotechnical 
engineer and geologist visited the site to observe the partial excavation in the existing garage and 
two exploratory foundation pits along existing exterior foundations.  

While groundwater was not observed during the field investigation, groundwater levels vary 
seasonally depending on factors such as landscaping activities and seasonal rainfall. Groundwater 
is typically encountered at the interface between geologic contacts (i.e., between the soil and 
bedrock) and within sand lenses in the native clays. Seasonal springs may be encountered in the 
sands above the native clays.  

Proposed Excavation and Foundation Construction Activities 
Based on soil samples taken, the geotechnical report anticipates that the majority of site grading 
would consist of cuts in undocumented fill, native clays and bedrock, and that the foundation 
subgrade would consist of bedrock. The geotechnical report concludes that the site can be 
developed as planned, provided the recommendations presented in the geotechnical report are 
incorporated into the project plans and specifications and are implemented during construction. 
The geotechnical engineer anticipates that the proposed building alterations would be supported 
on shallow foundations bearing on bedrock. Depending on the final development plans, 
excavation of up to 10 feet below the ground level of the adjacent site to the west (2421 Green Street) 
would be required to construct the proposed basement expansion. It is anticipated that this 
excavation would be kept about 2 to 3 feet from the property line. Where the excavation would 
abut an adjacent building, and the adjacent foundations bear on soil, the foundation adjacent to the 
excavation would be shored using at-rest pressures and adding any surcharge loads; however, it 

                                                      
85  Divis Consulting, Inc., Geotechnical Report and Geologic Hazard Study, 2417 Green Street, San Francisco, California, 

April 25, 2019. 



Case No. 2017-002545ENV 62 2417 Green Street 
 

is anticipated that adjacent foundations bear on bedrock. Excavation may be performed in non-
sequential sections with a maximum length (along the adjacent property line) of 5 feet.  

Preliminary Building Department Review of the Proposed Project 
The July 20, 2018 appeal of the June 22, 2018 categorical exemption for the proposed project and 
subsequent correspondence from the 2421 Green Street representative cited multiple concerns by 
engineer Lawrence Karp concerning BPA#201705116316 (for the garage expansion and foundation 
replacement) and BPA #201710020114 (to legalize the excavation work). The Board of Supervisors 
upheld the appeal and noted,  

The Karp Report and other information submitted at and prior to the January 9, 2018, 
appeal hearing constituted substantial evidence that the Project, if approved, may result in 
one or more substantial adverse changes in the significance of the neighboring historic 
resource located at 2421 Green Street that have not been sufficiently addressed in the 
Categorical Exemption for the Project…The Board finds that the Karp Report and other 
information submitted at and prior to the January 9, 2018, appeal hearing constituted 
substantial evidence not previously identified that affect the CEQA evaluation set forth in 
the Categorical Exemption regarding how the Project may impair the significance of an 
historic resource by causing impacts to its immediate surroundings.86  

To address these concerns raised in the appeal and in response to the CEQA findings by the Board 
of Supervisors, the planning department coordinated with the building department to obtain 
preliminary review of the geotechnical report and geologic hazard study prepared for the 
proposed project. The building department’s Plan Review Services Division staff reviewed a 2017 
geotechnical investigation and made recommendations to revise the report; these 
recommendations are reflected in the geotechnical report dated April 25, 2019.87 The Plan Review 
Services Division staff reviewed the revised report and found that the report generally meets the 
standards for professional practice of geotechnical engineering.88  

Pursuant to City code requirements, the project sponsor will be required to undertake the following 
actions:  

• Final Structural Plan Development. The sponsor’s geotechnical engineer will be required 
to consult with the design team during the development of the structural plans and will 
review the structural plans and calculations, shoring plans, and civil plans as required by 
the Department of Building Inspection, and submittals by the foundation contractor. The 

                                                      
86  San Francisco Board of Supervisors, Motion No. M18-012, Adopting Findings Reversing the Categorical Exemption 

Determination – 2417 Green Street, Amended February 6, 2018, File No. 180123, available at 
https://sfgov.legistar.com/View.ashx?M=F&ID=5792879&GUID=75361D57-546D-41F0-B0A3-D11B6083C3D2. 

87  Divis Consulting, Inc., Geotechnical Report and Geologic Hazard Study, 2417 Green Street, San Francisco, California, 
April 25, 2019. 

88  Stephan Leung. G.E., Plan Review Services Division, San Francisco Department of Building Inspection, Preliminary 
Review of Geotechnical Report for 2417 Green Street, San Francisco, Block/Lot: 0560/028, DBI Permit Numbers: 2017-
0428-5244, May 16, 2019. 

https://sfgov.legistar.com/View.ashx?M=F&ID=5792879&GUID=75361D57-546D-41F0-B0A3-D11B6083C3D2
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final building design will be required to comply with all recommendations of the 
geotechnical engineer as well as DBI requirements.  

• Control of Groundwater. The final design will include measures to intercept groundwater 
where it may impact the proposed construction, using methods such as drainage behind 
retaining walls, under-slab-drainage, French drains and area drains, and waterproofing. 
Any required waterproofing system will be designed and inspected by the architect and/or 
engineer of record and shall be reviewed and approved by the building department. If 
groundwater, or evidence of groundwater, is encountered during construction, the 
contractor will notify the geotechnical consultant to evaluate whether additional measures 
are required to control the flow of groundwater at the site. Where collected, groundwater 
will be discharged to a suitable collection point.  

• Third-Party Review. Pursuant to the Slope Protection Act, the project’s geotechnical 
investigation report and construction documents will undergo third-party review by a 
licensed geotechnical engineer. Such review will verify that appropriate geological and 
geotechnical issues have been considered and that appropriate slope instability mitigation 
strategies have been proposed. 

• Unexpected Conditions During Construction. If the contractor encounters any adjacent 
foundations not shown on the project documents or unexpected materials during 
excavation, project excavation will be halted, and the project geotechnical engineer will be 
contacted immediately to provide additional consultation on site due to different site 
conditions. The geotechnical engineer’s recommendation shall be reviewed and approved 
by DBI staff prior to resuming of construction activities.  

• Construction Monitoring. The contractor will notify the geotechnical engineer and the 
building department five days prior to any excavation, and the geotechnical engineer shall 
periodically be present during excavation to observe the actual soil/rock conditions and to 
evaluate the stability of the cut. The contractor shall establish survey points on the shoring 
and on adjacent buildings and streets within twice the height of the proposed excavation 
prior to the start of excavation and where access permits and shall submit the proposed 
survey points to the building department for review and approval. These survey points 
shall be used to monitor the vertical and horizontal movements of the shoring and 
surrounding structures and streets during construction. The contractor shall survey and 
take photographs of the adjacent buildings prior to the start of excavation and immediately 
after its completion. If unacceptable earth movement or evidence of structural settlement 
is encountered during construction, as determined by the geotechnical engineer, project 
excavation shall be halted and the geotechnical engineer shall evaluate if additional 
measures are required to prevent further movement. In this event, the geotechnical 
engineer shall notify the building department that unacceptable earth movement has 
occurred and of the additional measures proposed to prevent further movement. 

Given the history of this project, as outlined in the Project History section, above, combined with 
the concerns raised by the Board of Supervisors at the appeal hearing, this initial study finds that 
project construction could compromise the structural integrity of the adjacent foundation at 2421 



Case No. 2017-002545ENV 64 2417 Green Street 
 

Green Street. This would be a significant impact. Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-GE-1, 
Ongoing Monitoring By and Coordination with the Planning Department and the Department 
of Building Inspections Prior to and During the Construction Phase Regarding Compliance with 
Geotechnical Requirements, would reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level. The 
mitigation measure would ensure ongoing monitoring by and coordination between the project 
sponsor’s team, the planning department, and the department of building inspection regarding 
geotechnical issues that could arise during the course of plan review and project construction.  

Mitigation Measure M-GE-1: Ongoing Monitoring by and Coordination with the 
Planning Department and the Department of Building Inspections Prior to and During 
the Construction Phase Regarding Compliance with Geotechnical Requirements. 
Pursuant to the San Francisco Department of Building Inspection process, the project 
sponsor (and their design and construction team, geotechnical engineer, and contractor, as 
applicable) will shall be subject to ongoing monitoring by and coordination requirements 
with the planning department and the building department regarding plan check reviews 
and building inspections prior to and during construction work. This process will include 
the following requirements: 

In conjunction with its submittal of structural plans, the project sponsor shall 
submit to the building department construction documents that identify 
anticipated significant construction milestones when a field report and/or 
memorandum by engineer(s) of record shall be submitted to the planning and 
building departments. The building department shall review and determine 
whether to approve the list of significant reporting milestones as part of its 
approval of structural plans. 

The engineer(s) of record shall notify the planning and building departments 
when milestones indicated on the construction documents have been reached, and 
their outcomes. Specifically, the project sponsor’s engineer of record shall submit 
field reports and/or memoranda documenting each milestone to the planning and 
building departments.  

Pursuant to planning department policy, any memoranda and/or reports prepared 
by project sponsor and/or a consultant working for the project sponsor shall 
adhere to the planning department’s protocols of objectivity. 

Structural and geotechnical observation and inspection shall be provided onsite 
during construction.     

 Prior to commencement of construction, the project sponsor shall submit to the 
planning department and building department a report outlining anticipated 
construction milestones with corresponding (approximate) dates of reaching those 
milestones as well and all memoranda and/or reports anticipated to be prepared or 
approved at those milestones. The report shall address how all code requirements 
will be met, including responsible parties and the city agency providing oversight. 
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The report shall be reviewed and approved by the planning department and the 
building department prior to commencement of construction.  

 Once construction commences, the sponsor shall notify the planning department 
and the building department (when coordination with the building department is 
not already included as typical part of the process) when the above milestones have 
been reached and their outcomes. Specifically, all memoranda and/or reports issued 
at times of those milestones shall be provided to the planning department and the 
building department.89 

Compliance with Mitigation Measure M-GE-1 would ensure the security and stability of the project 
site and adjacent properties. Furthermore, as addressed under Impact CR-1, compliance with this 
mitigation measure would avoid any potential impacts to historic resources.  

Other Geotechnical Issues Raised in the Exemption Appeal  
The July 20, 2018 appeal of the June 22, 2018 categorical exemption states, among other assertions, 
that no topographic and boundary survey has been performed for the proposed project, and that 
without land survey data, it would be impossible for the project sponsor to provide protection of 
adjacent properties. Project approval by the planning department concerns consistency with the 
planning code and does not require a survey or final structural plans. 

The July 20, 2018 appeal of the June 22, 2018 categorical exemption also states that the brick 
foundation of 2421 Green Street would be damaged by the project:  

Fundamentally, all that is needed to know is that the drawings (e.g. Detail 3, Sheet S4.1) 
show a critical new foundation on 2417 Green that crosses the property line to be anchored 
in the 125 year old brick foundation. 

A subsequent letter from Lawrence B. Karp dated January 17, 2019, also states that the proposed 
project cannot be accomplished without construction that would “compromise the lateral and 
subjacent support” of 2421 Green Street. The letter further states that Detail 3 on Sheet S4.1 of BPA 
#201705116316 (the foundation replacement permit) shows a connection with the adjacent 
foundation (see red arrow on Figure 14). The project sponsor subsequently clarified that the lines 
on the plans are call outs for longitudinal reinforcement in the wall footing and do not show a 
connection to the adjacent foundation. The sponsor’s letter of clarification further states, “For the 
avoidance of any further misunderstanding by any city department or board, the proposed project 
at 2417 Green Street is in NO WAY PHYSICALLY CONNECTED to 2421 Green Street and does 
not require any work whatsoever to be performed at 2421 Green Street.”90 DBI staff reviewed this 
plan sheet and concurred with the project sponsor that “[t]here is no physical connections between 
the new footings and the neighbor’s existing masonry footings.”91 Nevertheless, the foundation 

                                                      
89  Pursuant to Department policy, any memoranda and/or reports prepared by project sponsor and/or a consultant 

working for the project sponsor shall adhere to Planning Department’s protocols of objectivity. 
90  Christopher F. Durkin, P.E., Clarification Letter, 2417 Green Street – Exposing of Fraud in Reports prepared by Larry 

Karp, April 11, 2019. 
91  Stephen Leung, Department of Building Inspection, email to Tania Sheyner, Planner Department. June 13, 2019. 
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replacement permit (BPA #201705116316) has been suspended and would be superseded by the 
building expansion permit (BPA #201704285244). 

Impact GE-2: The proposed project would not result in substantial loss of topsoil or erosion. 
(Less than Significant) 

The 2,500-square-foot project site is covered with a building and a landscaped backyard. Grading 
and excavation would expose topsoil and could potentially result in erosion. Construction-related 
activities would be required to comply with San Francisco Public Works Code section 146, which 
requires all land-disturbing activities to implement and maintain best management practices to 
minimize surface runoff, erosion and sedimentation to prevent construction site runoff discharges 
into the City’s combined stormwater/sewer system.92 The project site’s relatively small landscaped 
area and compliance with section 146’s best management practices during construction activities 
would ensure that the project would not result in the loss of topsoil or erosion. This impact would 
be less than significant. 

Impact GE-3: The proposed project would not be located on a geologic unit that is unstable, or 
that could become unstable as a result of the project, and would not result in landslide, lateral 
spreading, subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse. (Less than Significant with Mitigation) 

As discussed under Impact GE-1, the project site is located within a landslide hazard zone and, 
thus, may be subject to landslide hazard. This hazard potential would be highest during site 
excavation and construction, which would last between three and five months, and the project has 
the potential to result in significant impacts related to protection of the adjacent foundation at 2421 
Green Street that could become unstable as a result of the project. As discussed above under Impact 
GE-1, oversight by DBI and implementation of Mitigation Measure M-GE-1 would ensure the 
security and stability of the project site and adjacent properties, and would reduce to less than 
significant any potential impacts related to earthquake fault, seismic ground shaking, ground 
failure, or landslide. Compliance with this mitigation measure would also reduce to less-than-
significant any effects related to landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse.  

Impact GE-4: The proposed project would not create substantial risks to life or property as a 
result of being located on expansive soil. (Less than Significant) 

Soils located beneath fully developed urban areas are generally not highly susceptible to the effects 
of expansive soils, which are characterized by their ability to undergo significant volume change 
(i.e., to shrink and swell) due to variations in moisture content. The presence of expansive soils is 
typically associated with high clay content. Expansive soils can damage structures and buried 
utilities and increase maintenance requirements. Section 1803 of the state building code states that 
in areas likely to have expansive soil, the building official shall require soil tests to determine where 
such soils do exist, and if so, the geotechnical report must include recommendations and special 
design and construction provisions for foundations of structures on expansive soils, as necessary.  

                                                      
92  Ordinance No. 260-13, Public Works Code - Control of Construction Site Runoff, November 5, 2013. 
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Subsurface exploration at the project site identified undocumented artificial fill overlying residual 
soils resting on friable to weak sandstone bedrock.93 Because soils with high clay content were not 
encountered, the project site is unlikely to contain expansive soil, and impacts related to expansive 
soils would be less than significant. 

Impact GE-5: The project would not directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological 
resource or site or unique geologic feature. (Less than Significant) 

Paleontological resources, or fossils, are the remains, imprints, or traces of mammals, plants, and 
invertebrates from a previous geological period. Such fossil remains as well as the geological 
formations that contain them are also considered a paleontological resource. Together, they 
represent a limited, non-renewable scientific and educational resource. The potential to affect 
fossils varies with the depth of disturbance, construction activities, and previous disturbance. 

Ground-disturbing activities would occur to a depth of 13 feet and be confined to the sandy clay and 
Franciscan Complex bedrock underlying the site. These geologic units are considered to have low 
potential to contain significant fossils or paleontological resources.94 Thus, the project site has a low 
potential to contain significant fossils due to the geologic units that would be affected by project 
construction. Thus, the proposed project would result in less-than-significant impacts to a unique 
paleontological resource or site. 

A unique geologic or physical feature embodies distinctive characteristics of any regional or local 
geologic principles, provides a key piece of information important to geologic history, contains 
minerals not known to occur elsewhere in the county, and/or is used as a teaching tool. No unique 
geologic features exist at the project site; therefore, no impacts on unique geological features would 
occur.  

Impact C-GE-1: The proposed project, in combination with past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future projects in the site vicinity, would not have a substantial cumulative impact 
on geology and soils. (Less than Significant) 

Environmental impacts related to geology and soils are generally site-specific. Nearby cumulative 
development projects identified in Table 2 on page 7 would be subject to the same seismic safety 
standards and design review procedures applicable to the proposed project. Compliance with the 
seismic safety standards and the design review procedures would ensure that the effects from 
nearby cumulative development projects would be reduced to less-than-significant levels. For 
these reasons, the proposed project would not combine with past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future projects in the project vicinity to create a significant cumulative impact related 
to geology and soils. 

                                                      
93  Divis Consulting, Inc., Geotechnical Investigation Report for 2417 Green Street, April 25, 2019. 
94  California Academy of Sciences Invertebrate, Zoology, and Geology Fossil Collection Database, 

http://researcharchive.calacademy.org/research/izg/fossil/index.asp?xAction=ShowForm&PageStyle=Single&PageSize
=0&OrderBy=AccessionNo&County=san+francisco&RecStyle=Full, accessed June 6, 2018. 
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Impact C-GE-2: The project, in combination with cumulative projects, would not directly or 
indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique geologic feature. (Less 
than Significant) 

Paleontological impacts are generally site specific and highly localized. Therefore, the potential for 
the proposed project to combine with reasonably foreseeable future projects and create a 
cumulative impact related to paleontological resources would be low. Therefore, the proposed 
project would have a less-than-significant cumulative impact on paleontological resources.  
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16. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY.  
 Would the project: 

     

a) Violate any water quality standards or waste 
discharge requirements or otherwise 
substantially degrade surface or groundwater 
quality? 

     

b) Substantially decrease groundwater supplies or 
interfere substantially with groundwater 
recharge such that the project may impede 
sustainable groundwater management of the 
basin? 

     

c) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern 
of the site or area, including through the 
alteration of the course of a stream or river or 
through the addition of impervious surfaces, in a 
manner that would:  

     

(i) Result in substantial erosion or 
siltation on- or off-site; 

     

(ii) Substantially increase the rate or 
amount of surface runoff in a manner 
which would result in flooding on or 
offsite; 

     

(iii) Create or contribute runoff water 
which would exceed the capacity of 
existing or planned stormwater 
drainage systems or provide 
substantial additional sources of 
polluted runoff; or  

     

(iv) Impede or redirect flood flows?      

d) In flood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zones, risk 
release of pollutants due to project inundation? 

     

e) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of a 
water quality control plan or sustainable 
groundwater management plan? 
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The project site does not contain any streams or water courses, and the proposed project would not 
alter the course of a stream or river or alter the existing drainage pattern of the project site or area. 
Thus, Question 15c is not applicable to the proposed project. 

In 2018, the SFPUC developed a Draft 100-Year Storm Flood Risk Map that shows areas of San 
Francisco where significant flooding from storm runoff is highly likely to occur during a 100-year 
storm. A “100-year storm” means a storm with a 1 percent chance of occurring in a given year. The 
project site is not on the Draft 100-Year Storm Flood Risk Map.95 At an elevation of approximately 
140 feet above mean sea level, the project site has no potential to be affected by sea level rise by the 
year 2100 as projected by the City of San Francisco.96 Because of its elevation, distance from the 
nearest potential sources of flooding, and intervening topography, the project site is not susceptible 
to the potential effects of a tsunami or seiche.97 For these reasons, there is no potential for project 
impacts with respect to flood hazard, tsunami or seiche zones, and Question 15d is not applicable.  

Impact HY-1: The proposed project would not violate any water quality standards or waste 
discharge requirements or otherwise substantially degrade surface or groundwater quality. 
(Less than Significant) 

The project site is located within the area of the city served by a combined stormwater and sewer 
system. Under such a system, wastewater (sewage) and stormwater are collected and comingled 
in underground piping and tunnels for conveyance to the City’s wastewater treatment plants, 
operated by the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC). The project site is less than 
5,000 square feet and thus does not require submittal of a stormwater control plan per San 
Francisco Public Works Code article 4.2, section 147. Nevertheless, the project sponsor would be 
required to maintain construction best management practices to minimize surface runoff, erosion, 
and sedimentation from the construction site. During project operation, combined stormwater and 
wastewater from the project site would be treated pursuant to the City’s National Pollutant 
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit prior to discharge to receiving waters. This would 
ensure that the proposed project would not degrade surface or groundwater quality during 
construction or operations. Therefore, impacts related to water quality from development of the 
proposed project would be less than significant.  

Impact HY-2: The proposed project would not substantially deplete groundwater supplies or 
interfere substantially with groundwater recharge such that there would be a net deficit in 
aquifer volume or lowering of the local groundwater table. (Less than Significant) 

                                                      
95  San Francisco Water Power Sewer, Draft 100-Year Storm Flood Risk Map, http://www.sfwater.org/index.aspx?page=1229, 

accessed February 11, 2019. 
96  The City projects a sea level rise of 66 inches by the year 2100 in City and County of San Francisco, 2016, San Francisco 

Sea Level Rise Action Plan, http://default.sfplanning.org/plans-and-programs/planning-for-the-city/sea-level-
rise/160309_SLRAP_Final_ED.pdf, accessed February 19, 2019. 

97  California Emergency Management Agency (CalEMA), Tsunami Inundation Map for Emergency Planning, State of 
California – City and County of San Francisco, San Francisco North Quadrangle, San Francisco South Quadrangle 
(San Francisco Bay), June 15, 2009, 
http://www.conservation.ca.gov/cgs/geologic_hazards/Tsunami/Inundation_Maps/SanFrancisco/Documents/Tsunami_Inundatio
n_SouthSFNorthSF_PacificCoast_SanFrancisco.pdf, accessed April 30, 2018. 

http://www.sfwater.org/index.aspx?page=1229
http://default.sfplanning.org/plans-and-programs/planning-for-the-city/sea-level-rise/160309_SLRAP_Final_ED.pdf
http://default.sfplanning.org/plans-and-programs/planning-for-the-city/sea-level-rise/160309_SLRAP_Final_ED.pdf
http://www.conservation.ca.gov/cgs/geologic_hazards/Tsunami/Inundation_Maps/SanFrancisco/Documents/Tsunami_Inundation_SouthSFNorthSF_PacificCoast_SanFrancisco.pdf
http://www.conservation.ca.gov/cgs/geologic_hazards/Tsunami/Inundation_Maps/SanFrancisco/Documents/Tsunami_Inundation_SouthSFNorthSF_PacificCoast_SanFrancisco.pdf
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The project site is covered with impervious surfaces except for the rear yard. Impervious surfaces 
greatly limit the amount of surface water that can infiltrate a site to recharge the groundwater. The 
proposed building expansion into the rear yard would result in a slight increase in impervious 
surface but not enough to interfere with groundwater recharge.  

If dewatering is required during project construction, any effects related to lowering the water table 
would be temporary and would not be expected to substantially deplete groundwater resources in 
any underlying aquifers. In addition, the proposed project does not include any groundwater wells 
to extract groundwater supplies.  

Project operation would not result in the use of groundwater and the project would not otherwise 
be expected to adversely affect groundwater supplies or quality.  

For these reasons, the proposed project would not substantially deplete groundwater supplies or 
interfere substantially with groundwater recharge, and impacts would be less than significant. 

Impact HY-3: The proposed project would not conflict with or obstruct implementation of a 
water quality control plan or sustainable groundwater management plan. (Less than Significant) 

As discussed under HY-1, above, during construction, the project sponsor would be required to 
maintain construction best management practices to minimize surface runoff, erosion, and 
sedimentation from the construction site, and during project operation, combined stormwater and 
wastewater from the project site would be treated pursuant to the City’s NPDES permit prior to 
discharge to receiving waters. Therefore, the project would not conflict with or obstruct 
implementation of a water quality control plan or sustainable groundwater management plan, and 
this impact would be less than significant.  

Impact C-HY-1: The proposed project, in combination with other past, present, or reasonably 
foreseeable projects, would not substantially deplete groundwater supplies, alter existing 
drainages, or otherwise degrade water quality. (Less than Significant) 

The proposed project and all future projects within San Francisco would be required to comply 
with the water quality and drainage control requirements discussed above that apply to all land 
use development projects within the city. Since all development projects would be required to 
follow the same regulations as the proposed project, the implementation of new, conforming 
development projects, peak stormwater drainage rates and volumes resulting from design storms 
would be expected to decrease gradually over time relative to existing peak flows. Moreover, all 
development projects would be required to comply with the same drainage, dewatering, and water 
quality regulations as the proposed project. As a result, cumulative effects related to drainage 
patterns, water quality, stormwater runoff, stormwater capacity of the combined sewer system and 
groundwater supply and quality would be less than significant. 
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17. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS. 
Would the project: 

     

a) Create a significant hazard to the public or the 
environment through the routine transport, use, 
or disposal of hazardous materials? 

     

b) Create a significant hazard to the public or the 
environment through reasonably foreseeable 
upset and accident conditions involving the 
release of hazardous materials into the 
environment? 

     

c) Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous 
or acutely hazardous materials, substances, or 
waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or 
proposed school? 

     

d) Be located on a site which is included on a list of 
hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to 
Government Code section 65962.5 and, as a 
result, would it create a significant hazard to the 
public or the environment? 

     

e) For a project located within an airport land use 
plan or, where such a plan has not been adopted, 
within two miles of a public airport or public use 
airport, would the project result in a safety 
hazard or excessive noise for people residing or 
working in the project area? 

     

f) Impair implementation of or physically interfere 
with an adopted emergency response plan or 
emergency evacuation plan? 

     

g) Expose people or structures, either directly or 
directly, to a significant risk of loss, injury or 
death involving wildland fires? 

     

 

The project site is not located within an airport land use plan area, nor is it within two miles of a 
public use airport or a private airstrip. There are no areas that would be classified as wildlands in 
the project vicinity. The closest heavily vegetated area to the project is the Presidio of San Francisco, 
about a half-mile west of the project site and separated from it by extensive urban infrastructure 
that is not intermixed with wildlands. Therefore, criteria 16e and 16h are not applicable.  

Impact HZ-1: The proposed project would not create a significant hazard to the public or the 
environment through the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials. (Less than 
Significant) 

Neither construction nor operation of the proposed project would involve the routine transport, 
use, or disposal of significant quantities of hazardous materials. Small quantities of commercially 
available hazardous materials such as household cleaning, paints, and landscaping supplies may 
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be used; however, these materials would not be expected to be used in sufficient quantities or 
contrary to normal use, and therefore would not pose a threat to human health or the environment. 

Based on the above, the impact of the proposed development on the public and the environment 
related to the routine transport, use, and handling of hazardous materials therefore would be less 
than significant. 

Impact HZ-2: The proposed project would not create a significant hazard to the public or the 
environment through the release of hazardous materials. (Less than Significant) 

The proposed project would disturb at least 50 cubic yards of soil in an area that the San Francisco 
Health Department (the health department), pursuant to San Francisco Building Code section 
106A.3.2.4, identified as likely containing hazardous substances in the soil or groundwater. 
Therefore, before the project may obtain a building permit, it must comply with the requirements 
of article 22A of the San Francisco Health Code (also known as the Maher Ordinance), which the 
health department administers and oversees.  

Per San Francisco Health Code section 22A.4, the health department may waive the requirements 
imposed by the Maher Ordinance if the applicant demonstrates that the property has been 
continuously zoned as residential under the 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 health department 
will provide the applicant with a waiver, which is a written notification that the requirements of 
article 22A have been waived and no further oversight by the health department is required for the 
project.  

The health department issued two Maher waivers for the proposed project because the property 
has been continuously zoned as residential under the 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. The first waiver, issued on 
March 28, 2017 for the excavation/addition building permit (#201704285244), recommends that 
construction activities follow a work health and safety plan and dust control measures.98 The 
second Maher waiver, issued on October 31, 2017 for the excavation-only building permit 
(#201705116316), recommends that construction activities follow a work health and safety plan and 
dust control measures, and determined that 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 publicly available state databases 
and health department files.99 The October 31, 2017 Maher waiver also recommends that excavated 
fill soils be segregated, stored on plastic sheeting, and analyzed for contaminants prior to reuse or 
disposal. 

                                                      
98  San Francisco Department of Public Health, Waiver from San Francisco Health Code Article 22A (Maher Ordinance), 

2417 Green Street, March 28, 2017. 
99  San Francisco Department of Public Health, Waiver from San Francisco Health Code Article 22A (Maher Ordinance), 

2417 Green Street, October 31, 2017. 
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On October 31, 2017, when the health department staff issued the second Maher waiver, and 
consistent with normal procedures for building permit approvals, staff also signed the back of 
building permit #201705116316 and added a stamp that stated the following: 

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. 

During a meeting with health department on January 17, 2018, to discuss the 2417 Green Street 
project, Stephanie Cushing, Director of Environmental Health, noted that the health department 
had one approval stamp that it used both for projects that have approved site mitigation plans and 
for projects that receive Maher waivers. Ms. Cushing noted that the language on the Maher waiver 
form and the language on the approval stamp could be misconstrued to indicate that further health 
department oversight is required.100 However, Ms. Cushing confirmed that the Maher waiver was 
appropriate for the 2417 Green Street project and that no further oversight by the health 
department was required.  

The July 20, 2018 appeal of the June 22, 2018 categorical exemption issued for the proposed project 
cited a report from hydrogeologist Matthew Hagemann that states that the project requires a 
remediation plan to ensure safe testing and removal of any contaminated soil. This assessment was 
based on an interpretation that the language on the approval stamp implied that the project was 
not eligible for a waiver. As discussed above, this is an understandable but incorrect reading of the 
facts concerning the case.  

On February 11, 2018, out of an abundance of caution, the health department requested that the 
project sponsor submit a work plan for soil and/or groundwater sampling and testing.101 On 
February 12, 2018 the project sponsor submitted a work plan to the health department that 
proposed two sample locations within the existing garage.102 The work plan proposed laboratory 
analysis for total petroleum hydrocarbons (TPH) as gasoline (TPHg), as diesel (TPHd), and as 
motor oil (TPHmo); volatile organic compounds (VOCs); semi-VOCs; organochlorine pesticides; 
polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs); reactivity, corrosivity, and ignitability; CAM 17 metals; and 
asbestos. On February 18, 2018, the health department approved the work plan.103 

On February 27, 2018, the sponsor’s consultant, ICES, submitted a site characterization report,104 
and on February 28, 2018, the health department issued a letter that agreed with the report’s 
conclusion that that the soil sediments within the foundation and garage expansion excavation are 
non-hazardous: 

                                                      
100 The health department has subsequently purchased and begun using a stamp that reads “MAHER WAIVER.” when 

such a waiver has been granted.  
101 San Francisco Department of Public Health, Environmental Health, SFHC Article 22A, 2417 Green Street Residence, 

EHB-SAM Case Number: 1534, February 11, 2018. 
102 ICES, Work Plan, Site Characterization, 2417 Green Street, San Francisco, California, February 12, 2018. 
103 San Francisco Department of Public Health, Environmental Health, SFHC Article 22A, 2417 Green Street Residence, 

EHB-SAM Case Number: 1534, February 18, 2018. 
104 ICES, Site Characterization, 2417 Green Street, San Francisco, California, February 27, 2018. 
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Results from the soil samples indicated that the samples contained TPHg, TPHd, TPHmo, 
VOC, SVOC, organochlorine pesticide, and PCB concentrations that were below the 
Regional Water Quality Control Board's Direct Exposure Human Health Risk Screening 
Levels (DE HHRSLs) for residential land use. Results of other analysis indicated that the 
samples were non-flammable and non-reactive; and contained pH values (corrosivity) 
ranging from 7.58 to 7.71. The asbestos concentrations contained in the samples were non-
detectable (less than 0.25%). The metal concentrations detected in the samples were below 
their respective residential DE HHRLs and/or within background levels for San Francisco 
Bay Area soils, with the exception of arsenic. The arsenic concentrations detected in 
[samples] S-l and S-2 ranging from 3.1 mg/kg to 3.5 mg/kg exceeded the residential DE 
HHRL of 0.067 mg/kg but were below the background level of 11 mg/kg. The Regional 
Water Quality Control Board considers background levels to be acceptable for 
contaminants where their respective DE HHRLs are less than typical background levels.105 

Based on review of the documents, health department staff found the project in compliance with 
San Francisco Health Code article 22A and required no further investigation.106  

In the appeal of the June 22, 2018 categorical exemption, the appellant raised the concern that the 
soil samples taken from under the garage would be clean and not contaminated soil. This concern 
is not valid for the following reasons. The two soil samples were collected from the proposed 
excavation area within the existing garage: one sidewall sample taken at a depth of 3 feet below 
ground surface to test the fill material and the other collected at a depth of 9 feet below ground 
surface to test the underlying soils. The samples were taken approximately 25 to 30 feet south of 
the front property line, and project excavation would extend no further than 55 feet south of the 
front property line. The health department allows for sampling locations to be spaced 150 feet 
apart, so the location of the sampling is appropriate and consistent with health department 
protocols. Also, as these samples represent the fill and the underlying soil, they were also taken at 
the appropriate depth.107 

In conclusion, the project would not result in a significant hazard to the public or the environment 
through the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials. 

Impact HZ-3: The proposed project would not emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous 
or acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste within 0.25 miles of an existing or 
proposed school. (Less than Significant) 

Three schools are located within 0.25 miles of the project site: St. Vincent de Paul School, Hillwood 
Academic Day School, and Town School for Boys. Any hazardous waste at the project site would 
be remediated and handled in accordance with local, state and federal law. Furthermore, the 
proposed project would include the use of common household items in quantities too small to 

                                                      
105 San Francisco Department of Public Health, Environmental Health, SFHC Article 22A Compliance, 2417 Green Street 

Residence, San Francisco, EHB-SAM Case Number: 1534, February 28, 2018. 
106 Ibid. 
107 Stephanie Cushing, Department of Public Health memo to Jeanie Poling, Planning Department regarding 2417 Green 

Street, March 13, 2019. 
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create a significant hazard to the public or the environment. Based on this, this impact would be 
less than significant. 

Impact HZ-4: The proposed project would not be located on a site that is included on a list of 
hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to Government Code section 65962.5 and not create 
a significant hazard to the public or the environment. (Less than Significant) 

Pursuant to section 65962.5 of the Government Code, the Secretary for Environmental Protection 
maintains a list of sites with potentially hazardous wastes, commonly referred to as the Cortese 
list. The Cortese list includes hazardous waste sites from the Department of Toxic Substances 
Control’s (DTSC’s) EnviroStor database, hazardous facilities identified by DTSC that are subject to 
corrective action pursuant to Health and Safety Code section 25187.5, leaking underground storage 
tank sites from the State Water Resources Control Board’s (state board’s) Geotracker database, solid 
waste disposal sites maintained by the state board, and sites with active cease and desist orders 
and clean up and abatement orders. The project site is not on the Cortese List and thus would not 
create a significant hazard to the public or environment. The impact would be less than significant. 

Impact HZ-5: The proposed project would not impair implementation of or physically interfere 
with an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan. (Less than Significant)  

No changes are proposed to the public right-of-way and the proposed project would continue the 
existing residential uses within the boundaries of the project site. Thus, the project would not 
substantially increase hazards due to a design feature or incompatible uses and would not result 
in an inadequate emergency access. The impact would be less than significant. 

Impact C-HZ-1: The proposed project, in conjunction with other past, present and reasonably 
foreseeable project, would not make a cumulatively considerable contribution to significant 
impacts with respect to hazards to people or the environment. (Less than Significant) 

Development in the city is subject to city, regional, and state controls designed to protect the public 
and the environment from risks associated with hazards and hazardous materials, and to ensure 
that emergency access routes are maintained. Any future development in the project vicinity would 
be subject to these same laws and regulations. For these reasons, the proposed project would not 
combine with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects in the project vicinity to 
create a significant cumulative impact related to hazards and hazardous materials. 
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18. MINERAL RESOURCES. Would the project:      

a) Result in the loss of availability of a known 
mineral resource that would be of value to the 
region and the residents of the state? 

     

b) Result in the loss of availability of a locally-
important mineral resource recovery site 
delineated on a local general plan, specific plan 
or other land use plan? 

     

Impact MI-1: The proposed project would have no impact with respect to the availability of 
known or locally important mineral resources. (No Impact) 

All land in San Francisco, including the project site, is designated by the California Geological 
Survey as Mineral Resource Zone 4 under the Surface Mining and Reclamation Act of 1975.108 The 
Zone 4 designation indicates that adequate information does not exist to assign the area to any 
other zone: the area has not been designated as having significant mineral deposits. Specifically, 
the project site is underlain by deep sand deposits that have not been designated as important at 
the state or local level. 

The project site is within a densely developed urban area and has been developed with residential 
use since 1905. Even were the underlying sand considered to contain marketable minerals, it would 
not be feasible to conduct sand extraction activities in the midst of urban development. The 
development and operation of the proposed project would not have an impact on any off-site 
operational mineral resource recovery sites, as there are no such operations in the vicinity, and the 
project site is not and has never been used in any way in mineral resources recovery. The proposed 
project therefore would have no impact with respect to the availability of mineral resources. 

Impact C-ME-1: The proposed project in combination with other past, present or reasonably 
foreseeable projects would have no impact with respect to the availability of known or locally 
important mineral resources. (No Impact) 

The proposed project has no potential to result in an impact to mineral resources. Therefore, the 
project would not contribute to a cumulative impact on these resources.  

   

                                                      
108 California Division of Mines and Geology, 1996, Open File Report 96-03 and Special Report 146 Parts I and II. 
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19. ENERGY. Would the project:      

a) Result in a potentially significant environmental 
impact due to wasteful, inefficient, or 
unnecessary consumption of energy resources, 
during project construction or operation? 

     

b) Conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan for 
renewable energy or energy efficiency? 

     

 

Impact EN-1: The proposed project would result in increased energy consumption but would 
not encourage activities that result in the use of large amounts of fuel, water, or energy or use 
these in a wasteful manner. (Less than Significant) 

The proposed project would increase the population and intensity of use of the project site but 
would not exceed anticipated growth in the area. The proposed project would be subject to the 
energy conservation standards included in the San Francisco Green Building Ordinance. 
Documentation showing compliance with the ordinance would be required to be submitted with 
the applications of the building permits, and compliance would be enforced by the Department of 
Building Inspection. The project also, by its character, would conserve fuel and energy use because 
it would provide housing in an urban area that is accessible by transit and is bicycle and pedestrian 
friendly. Therefore, the proposed project would not cause a wasteful use of energy, and effects 
related to use of fuel, water, and energy would be less than significant. 

 
Impact C-EN-1: The proposed project in combination with other past, present or reasonably 
foreseeable projects would increase the use of energy, fuel and water resources, but not in a 
wasteful manner. (Less than Significant) 

The demand for energy created by the proposed project would be insubstantial in the cumulative 
context of citywide demand and would not require an expansion of power facilities. While overall 
energy demand in California is increasing commensurate with increasing population, the state also 
is making concerted energy conservation efforts. While the city produces a substantial demand for 
energy and fuel, both city and state policies seek to minimize increases in demand through 
conservation and energy efficiency regulations and policies such that energy is not used in a 
wasteful manner, and the cumulative impacts with respect to energy and fuel use would be less 
than significant. Because San Francisco is substantially built out, development in the city’s urban 
core focuses on densification, which effectively reduces per capita use of energy and fuel by 
concentrating utilities and services in locations where they can be used efficiently. Similarly, the 
City recognizes the need for water conservation and has instituted programs and policies to 
maximize water conservation. San Francisco has one of the lowest per capita water use rates in the 
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state109 and routinely implements water conservation measures through code requirements and 
policy. Therefore, the proposed project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future projects, would not result in a cumulatively considerable impact related to 
mineral and energy resources.  
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20. AGRICULTURE AND FORESTRY RESOURCES: In determining whether impacts to agricultural resources are significant 
environmental effects, lead agencies may refer to the California Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site Assessment Model 
(1997) prepared by the California Department of Conservation as an optional model to use in assessing impacts on agriculture 
and farmland. In determining whether impacts to forest resources, including timberland, are significant environmental effects, 
lead agencies may refer to information compiled by the California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection regarding the 
state’s inventory of forest land, including the Forest and Range Assessment Project and the Forest Legacy Assessment project; 
and forest carbon measurement methodology provided in Forest Protocols adopted by the California Air Resources Board. 
Would the project: 

a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or 
Farmland of Statewide Importance, as shown on 
the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland 
Mapping and Monitoring Program of the 
California Resources Agency, to non-agricultural 
use?  

     

b) Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, 
or a Williamson Act contract? 

     

c) Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause 
rezoning of, forest land (as defined in Public 
Resources Code section 12220(g)) , timberland 
(as defined by Public Resources Code section 
4526), or timberland zoned Timberland 
Production (as defined by Government Code 
section 51104(g))? 

     

d) Result in the loss of forest land or conversion of 
forest land to non-forest use? 

     

e) Involve other changes in the existing 
environment which, due to their location or 
nature, could result in conversion of farmland to 
non-agricultural use or forest land to non-forest 
use? 

     

 

The project site is located within an urbanized area of San Francisco. No land in San Francisco 
County has been designated by the California Department of Conservation’s Farmland Mapping 
and Monitoring Program as agricultural land. Because the project site does not contain agricultural 
uses and is not zoned for such uses, the proposed project would not require the conversion of any 

                                                      
109 San Francisco Public Utilities Commission, Water Resources Division Annual Report, Fiscal Year 2017-18, 

https://view.joomag.com/water-resources-division-annual-report-fiscal-year-2017-18-waterresourcesar-fy17-
18/0863377001542310828, accessed February 20, 2019. 
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land designated as prime farmland, unique farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance to non-
agricultural use. The proposed project would not conflict with any existing agricultural zoning or 
Williamson Act contracts, as no lands in San Francisco are zoned agricultural or are under 
Williamson Act contracts.110 No land in San Francisco is designated as forest land or as Timberland 
Production by the California Public Resources Code or Government Code. Therefore, the proposed 
project would not conflict with zoning for forest land, cause a loss of forest land, or convert forest 
land to a different use. For these reasons, Questions 18a, 18b, 18c, 18d, and 18e are not applicable 
to the proposed project. 
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21. WILDFIRE. If located in or near state 
responsibility areas or lands classified as 
very high fire hazard severity zones, would 
the project: 

     

a) Substantially impair an adopted emergency 
response plan or emergency evacuation plans? 

     

b) Due to slope, prevailing winds, and other 
factors, exacerbate wildfire risks, and thereby 
expose project occupants to, pollutant 
concentrations from a wildfire or the 
uncontrolled spread of a wildfire? 

     

c) Require the installation or maintenance of 
associated infrastructure (such as roads, fuel 
breaks, emergency water sources, power lines or 
other utilities) that may exacerbate fire risk or 
that may result in temporary or ongoing impacts 
to the environment? 

     

d) Expose people or structure to significant risks 
including downslope or downstream flooding or 
landslides, as a result of runoff, post-fire slope 
instability, or drainage changes? 

     

 

The City and County of San Francisco and bordering areas within San Mateo County do not have 
any state responsibility areas for fire prevention or lands classified as very high fire hazard severity 
zones,111 therefore, this topic is not applicable. Refer to topic C.17, Hazards and Hazardous 
Materials, for a discussion of wildland fire risks. 

                                                      
110 San Francisco is identified as “Urban and Built-Up Land” on California Department of Conservation, 2008, Important 

Farmland in California Map, www.consrv.ca.gov, accessed October 23, 2017. 
111CALFIRE Fire and Resource Assessment Program, San Francisco County Draft Fire Hazard Severity Zones in Local 

Responsibility Areas Map, October 5, 2007; San Mateo County Fire Hazard Severity Zones in State Responsibility 
Areas Map, November 7, 2007; and San Mateo County Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zones in Local Responsibility 
Areas Map, November 24, 2008. Available at: 
http://www.fire.ca.gov/fire_prevention/fire_prevention_wildland_zones_maps. 
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22. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE. 
Does the project: 

     

a) Have the potential to substantially degrade the 
quality of the environment, substantially reduce 
the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a 
fish or wildlife population to drop below self-
sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or 
animal community, substantially reduce the 
number or restrict the range of a rare or 
endangered plant or animal, or eliminate 
important examples of the major periods of 
California history or prehistory? 

     

b) Have impacts that are individually limited, but 
cumulatively considerable? (“Cumulatively 
considerable” means that the incremental effects 
of a project are considerable when viewed in 
connection with the effects of past projects, the 
effects of other current projects, and the effects of 
probable future projects.) 

     

c) Have environmental effects which will cause 
substantial adverse effects on human beings, 
either directly or indirectly? 

     

 

Note: Authority cited: Sections 21083 and 21083.05, Public Resources Code. Reference: Section 65088.4, Gov. Code; 
Sections 21080(c), 21080.1, 21080.3, 21083, 21083.05, 21083.3, 21093, 21094, 21095, and 21151, Public Resources Code; 
Sundstrom v. County of Mendocino,(1988) 202 Cal.App.3d 296; Leonoff v. Monterey Board of Supervisors, (1990) 222 
Cal.App.3d 1337; Eureka Citizens for Responsible Govt. v. City of Eureka (2007) 147 Cal.App.4th 357; Protect the Historic 
Amador Waterways v. Amador Water Agency (2004) 116 Cal.App.4th at 1109; San Franciscans Upholding the Downtown 
Plan v. City and County of San Francisco (2002) 102 Cal.App.4th 656. 

The proposed project would not substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause 
a fish or wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or 
animal community, or reduce the number or restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant or 
animal. As discussed in Section F.3, Cultural Resources, implementation of the proposed project 
would not result in a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archeological resource or 
a tribal cultural resource and would not disturb human remains. As discussed in Section F.15, 
Geology and Soils, implementation of the proposed project would not directly or indirectly destroy 
a unique paleontological resource or site. For these reasons, the proposed project would not result 
in the elimination of important examples of major periods of California history or prehistory.  

The proposed project would not combine with past, present, or reasonably foreseeable future 
projects to create significant cumulative impacts related to any of the topics discussed in Section F, 
Evaluation of Environmental Effects. There would be no significant cumulative impacts to which 
the proposed project would make cumulatively considerable contributions. 
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As discussed in Section F.15, Geology and Soils, the proposed project would result in potentially 
significant impacts related to seismic hazards. The foregoing analysis identifies Mitigation 
Measure M-GE-1, which would reduce these impact to less than significant impacts related to 
geology and soils. With implementation of this mitigation measure, the proposed project would 
not result in environmental effects that would cause substantial adverse effects on human beings. 

  

G. MITIGATION MEASURE  

Mitigation Measure M-GE-1: Ongoing Monitoring By and Coordination with the Planning 
Department and the Department of Building Inspections Prior to and During the Construction 
Phase Regarding Compliance with Geotechnical Requirements. Pursuant to the San Francisco 
Department of Building Inspection process, the project sponsor (and their design and construction 
team, geotechnical engineer, and contractor, as applicable) will shall be subject to ongoing 
monitoring by and coordination requirements with the planning department and the building 
department regarding plan check reviews and building inspections prior to and during 
construction work. This process will include the following requirements: 

• Prior to commencement of construction, the project sponsor shall submit to the planning 
department and building department a report outlining anticipated construction milestones 
with corresponding (approximate) dates of reaching those milestones as well and all 
memoranda and/or reports anticipated to be prepared or approved at those milestones. The 
report shall address how all code requirements will be met, including responsible parties and 
the city agency providing oversight. The report shall be reviewed and approved by the 
planning department and the building department prior to commencement of construction.  

• Once construction commences, the sponsor shall notify the planning department and the 
building department (when coordination with the building department is not already 
included as typical part of the process) when the above milestones have been reached and 
their outcomes. Specifically, all memoranda and/or reports issued at times of those milestones 
shall be provided to the planning department and the building department. 

In conjunction with its submittal of structural plans, the project sponsor shall submit to the building 
department construction documents that identify anticipated significant construction milestones 
when a field report and/or memorandum by the engineer(s) of record shall be submitted to the 
planning and building departments. The building department shall review and determine whether 
to approve the list of significant reporting milestones as part of its approval of structural plans. 

The engineer(s) of record shall notify the planning and building departments when milestones 
indicated on the construction documents have been reached, and their outcomes. Specifically, the 
project sponsor’s engineer of record shall submit field reports and/or memoranda documenting 
each milestone to the planning and building departments.  

Pursuant to planning department policy, any memoranda and/or reports prepared by the project 
sponsor and/or a consultant working for the project sponsor shall adhere to the planning 
department’s protocols of objectivity. 



Case No. 2017-002545ENV 82 2417 Green Street 
 

Structural and geotechnical observation and inspection shall be provided onsite during 
construction.  

 

H.  PUBLIC NOTICE AND COMMENT 

Comments on Notification of Environmental Review 

On February 14, 2019, the planning department mailed a notification of project receiving 
environmental review to owners of properties within 300 feet of the project site, adjacent occupants, 
neighborhood groups, and other interested parties. In response to the notification, the planning 
department received three letters from the representative of 2421 Green Street and four letters from 
other neighbors. Comments included concerns about impacts to historic resources related to views, 
air, and light (addressed under Impact CR-1 on page 15), impacts to the historic resource at 2421 
Green Street related to construction methodology (addressed under Impacts GE-1 through GE-3 
on pages 59 60 through 65 66), impacts related to the release of hazardous matter (addressed under 
Impact HZ-2 on page 71 72), and the accuracy of the project description (see Project Characteristics 
on page 1).  

Comments were also raised concerning the scale of development, consistency with the planning 
code and with Cow Hollow design guidelines, and neighborhood notification for the discretionary 
review hearing. These issues are not related to impacts on the environment and will be addressed 
during the planning department’s review of the building permit. 

One commenter raised concern that the project was being piecemealed (divided into smaller 
projects to qualify for one or more exemptions, which is prohibited under state CEQA statute). This 
initial study (and the two categorical exemptions for the project that were previously issued and 
rescinded) appropriately covered the whole of the project – both the excavation and the expansion 
of the building. In other words, the sponsor did correctly obtain CEQA clearance for the entirety 
of his project. Subsequently, however, the sponsor exceeded the scope of work of a foundation 
permit, which is constitutes a permitting (not CEQA) violation. 

Other comments concerned permits that were suspended and not revoked and notices of violation 
concerning the safety and condition of the vacant building. These issues will be addressed as part 
of project approvals or through the permit enforcement process. 

Comments on the Preliminary Mitigated Negative Declaration 

On June 26, 2019, the planning department issued a notice of availability of and intent to adopt a 
mitigated negative declaration to owners and residents of properties within 300 feet of the project site, 
neighborhood groups, and interested parties. On July 15, 2015, the planning department received a 
comment letter on the preliminary mitigated negative declaration from a neighbor voicing concerns 
about the project’s impacts related to geological stability and subterranean water flows in combination 
with a proposed development project across the street at 2452 Green Street.  
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As discussed under Impact GE-1 on pages 60–66, to ensure that the potential for adverse effects related 
to geology and soils is adequately addressed, San Francisco relies on the state and local regulatory 
process for review and approval of building permits pursuant to the California Building Code and the 
San Francisco Building Code, which is the state building code plus local amendments that supplement 
the state code. Furthermore, compliance with Mitigation Measure M-GE-1 would ensure the security 
and stability of the project site and adjacent properties. 

As addressed under Impact C-GE-1 on page 67, environmental impacts related to geology and soils are 
generally site-specific. Nearby cumulative development projects would be subject to the same seismic 
safety standards and design review procedures applicable to the proposed project. Thus, the proposed 
project would not combine with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects in the project 
vicinity to create a significant cumulative impact related to geology and soils. 

 As discussed under “Control of Groundwater” on page 63, pursuant to City code requirements, the 
final design will include measures to intercept groundwater where it may impact the proposed 
construction, using methods such as drainage behind retaining walls, under-slab-drainage, French 
drains and area drains, and waterproofing. Any required waterproofing system will be designed and 
inspected by the architect and/or engineer of record and shall be reviewed and approved by the 
building department. If groundwater, or evidence of groundwater, is encountered during construction, 
the contractor will notify the geotechnical consultant to evaluate whether additional measures are 
required to control the flow of groundwater at the site. Where collected, groundwater will be 
discharged to a suitable collection point. 

As addressed under Impact C-HY-1 on page 70, the proposed project and all future projects within San 
Francisco would be required to comply with the water quality and drainage control requirements that 
apply to all land use development projects within the city. Since all development projects would be 
required to follow the same regulations as the proposed project, the implementation of new, 
conforming development projects, peak stormwater drainage rates and volumes resulting from design 
storms would be expected to decrease gradually over time relative to existing peak flows. Moreover, 
all development projects would be required to comply with the same drainage, dewatering, and water 
quality regulations as the proposed project. As a result, cumulative effects related to drainage patterns, 
water quality, stormwater runoff, stormwater capacity of the combined sewer system and groundwater 
supply and quality would be less than significant. 
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I. DETERMINATION

On the basis of this Initial Study: 

I find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment, and 
a NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared. 

I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, 
there will not be a significant effect in this case because revisions in the project have been 
made by or agreed to by the project proponent. A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION 
will be prepared.  

I find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required. 

I find that the proposed project MAY have a “potentially significant impact” or “potentially 
significant unless mitigated” impact on the environment, but at least one effect 1) has been 
adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and 2) has 
been addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis as described on attached 
sheets. An ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required, but it must analyze only the 
effects that remain to be addressed.  

I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, 
because all potentially significant effects (a) have been analyzed adequately in an earlier EIR or 
NEGATIVE DECLARATION pursuant to applicable standards, and (b) have been avoided or 
mitigated pursuant to that earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION, including revisions or 
mitigation measures that are imposed upon the proposed project, no further environmental 
documentation is required.  

___________________________________ 
Lisa Gibson 
Environmental Review Officer 
 for  
John Rahaim 

DATE_______________ Director of Planning 

J. INITIAL STUDY PREPARERS

Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco 
Environmental Planning Division 
165 Mission Street, Suite 400 
San Francisco, CA 94103 

Environmental Review Officer: Lisa Gibson 
Principal Environmental Planner: Tania Sheyner, AICP 
Senior Environmental Planner: Jeanie Poling 
Preservation Planner: Stephanie Cisneros 

K. FIGURES – See the following pages.



□ I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment,
because all potentially significant effects (a) have been analyzed adequately in an earlier EIR or
NEGATIVE DECLARATION pursuant to applicable standards, and (b) have been avoided or
mitigated pursuant to that earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION, including revisions or
mitigation measures that are imposed upon the proposed ·project, no further environmental
documentation is required.

Lisa Gibson 

Environmental Review Officer 

for 

J. INITIAL STUDY PREPARERS

John Rahaim 

Director of Planning 

Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco 

Environmental Planning Division 

165 Mission Street, Suite 400 

San Francisco, CA 94103 

Environmental Review Officer: Lisa Gibson 

Principal Environmental Planner: Tania Sheyner, AICP 

Senior Environmental Planner: Jeanie Poling 

Preservation Planner: Stephanie Cisneros 

K. FIGURES - See the following pages.
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[Page 84A of the FMND is the signature page of the PMND]
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Figure 1 – Project Site Location 
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Figure 2 – Existing and Proposed Site Plans 



88 
 

 
Figure 3 – Proposed Basement Plan 
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Figure 4 – Proposed First Floor Plan 
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Figure 5 – Proposed Second Floor Plan 
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Figure 6 – Proposed Third Floor Plan 



92 
 

 
Figure 7 – Proposed Fourth Floor Plan 
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Figure 8 – Proposed Roof Plan 
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Figure 9 – Proposed North (Front) Elevation 
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Figure 10 – Proposed South (Rear) Elevation 



96 
 

 
Figure 11– Proposed East Elevation 
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Figure 12 – Proposed West Elevation 
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Figure 13 – Projects within One-Quarter Mile of the Project Site  
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Figure 14 – Detail 3 on Sheet S4.1 of Building Permit Application No. 201705116316 
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LAWRENCE B. KARP 
CONSUL TING GEO TECHNICAL ENGINEER 

July 7, 2020 

C&CSF Planning Department 
Rich Hillis, Director 
1650 Mission Street, 4th Floor 
San Francisco, CA 94103 

Subject: 2417 Green Street Project [Block 560 - Lot 028] 
Lateral and Subjacent Support Loss for 2421 Green Street 
Excavation Without Valid Permits, Missing Documents 
Architect Specifies Full Foundation Replacement 

Dear Mr. Hillis: 

FOUNDATIONS, WALLS, PILES 
UNDERPINNING, TIEBACKS 

DEEP RETAINED EXCAVATIONS 
SHORING & BULKHEADS 

CEQA, EARTHWORK & SLOPES 
CAISSONS, COFFERDAMS 

COASTAL & MARINE STRUCTURES 

SOIL MECHANICS, GEOLOGY 
GROUNDWATER HYDROLOGY 

CONCRETE TECHNOLOGY 

Submitted herewith is a briefletter-report concerning the subject Project's certain effect on the 
upslope building, the historic Coxhead House & Residence at 2421 Green, constructed in 1892-93. 
Tlie Project residence, at 2417 Green, built in 1906, unoccupied for years, is situated below the tall 
common brick foundations of its upslope zero setback neighbor at 2421 Green. The undersigned 
has reviewed public documents on file with the City, and has conducted on-site inspections of 
2421 Green as well as the 2417 Green Project site (Civil Code §846.5). The undersigned has 
Written six reports to SF City Planning and the SF Board of Supervisors; list appears on page 5. 

Background to Proposed Project 

The design and construction of the 2417 Green Project, owned by Christopher Durkin, had its 
effective start with preparation of 7 drawings by Durkin dated 4115117. Without any consideration 
of the neighboring well known historical resource First Bay Tradition hillside residence of ma,ster 
architect Ernest Coxhead, 2421 Green, including its common brick foundations and its CEQA status 
(Karp 2019, Exhibit 7), Slope Protection Act mapping by the City showing the Lots are irl ~. 
landslide area (Karp 2018., Exhibit J), the San Francisco Existing Building Code.,(SFEBC) and the 
San Francisco Building Code (SFBC) prohibiting excavations near the foundations of adjacent 
buildings, SFBC [§1804.1] and §1803.5.7, (Karp 2019, Exhibit 5), and Code foundation stability 
requirements, SFBC §3307 (Karp 2019, Exhibit 6) requiring lateral and subjacent support and 
protection of adjoining buildings, Durkin or his lawyers had City Planning (Christopher May) 
approve the Durkin drawings to circumvent building department scrutiny (Karp 2019, Exhibits 2 & 4). 

The drawings, following City Planning (May) full signatures of approval on 10/10/17, were initialed 
on 10/13/17 by Cyril Yu of SFDBI who also rubber stamped them with the Director's pass on 
11/3/17 for Permit Application 2017.10.02.0114 (Karp 2018, Exhibit H), suspended on 12/20/17 
and now cancelled (SFEBC § 105.5), After observing the excavations at 2417 below 2421 Green 
(Karp 2018, Exhibit G), the undersigned visited Yu and asked him why he approved permit 
application 0114; he said each drawing had been approved by City Planning so SFDBI could not 
obstruct their approval and had to approve because City Planning are the zoning investigators not 
DBI and they had before approved the Project and the prior Permit Application 2017.05.11.6316 
(which was also suspended on 12/20/17) thereby becoming invalid 6 months later. 

100 TRES MESAS, ORINDA CA 94563 (415) 860-0791 fax: (925) 253-0101 e-mail: lbk@berkeley.edu 
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Missing Project Information 

The following information does not exist although all of it is required to prepare and evaluate any 
architectural design, environmental impact, and determination of the extent of expected damage to the 
historic resource, the Coxhead House & Residence at 2421 Green. 

1. "Topographical & Boundary Survey, 2417 Green Street SF", map prepared/stamped by LLS 
(per Ord. 121-18; SSPA Information Sheet No. S-15 10/2/18, SFEBC §106.25, SFBC §§107.2.5, 
1804.1, 3307.1). 

2. "Elevation Survey - East Wall, 2421 Green Street, SF", detailed map prepared/stamped by LLS. 

3. "Structural Design - Foundation & Superstructure - Seismic Upgrade, 2417 Green Street, SF" 

4. "Protection Details, Foundations at 2417 Green SF Property Line" (Excavations were approved by 
City Planning, no valid permit or compliance w/Code, in 2017); SFBC §§1804.1, 1803,5.7, 3307.1. 

5. Slope & Seismic Protection Act 2018" geotechnical engineering questionaire certified under oath. 

All the above information is missing but they are vital requirements for evaluation of the current drawings. 

Architect Specifies Full Foundation Replacement 

Recent drawings submitted to City Planning by the developer indicate nothing significant has improved 
since the 1/9/20 Planning Commission hearing where the undersigned submitted a report (Karp 2020) 
concerning a grossly inadequate mitigated negative declaration. The developer is still arguing for [more] 
excavations below 2421 Green for further underground expansion, refuses to admit that windows at 2421 
Green will be obliterated by the enlarged 2417 western wall heightened by a new fourth story requiring 
rebuilding of the wall, and that there must be an Accessory Dwelling Unit (ADU); all the things the 
Planning Commission said "NO" to when they ordered a severe scaling back of the 2417 Project. 

Recent, during the last month, drawings for 2417 Green show expansion of the building envelope which 
indicates [additional] underground excavation, addition of a fourth story that will block more windows at 
2421 Green and add loads to the west wall of 2417 and its foundations which will require excavations and 
enlarged foundations. The architect's ~pecification for a full foundation replacement is p~ of the Project. . 
Basically, at this point the neighbor to the Project, at 2421 Green Street, the Cmmead House & Residence, a 
well known historical resource. will be severely. irreparably, damaged if the developer's plans are allowed to 
proceed. Cover Sheet 1 of 42 states that Holmes is the part of the team that will provide structural engineering, 
but that is impossible without a topographical land survey and a Site Plan derived from the survey and a proper 
geotechni~al report. More than two years ago the owner and his engineer were promised drawings by Holmes, 
but there is nothing and probably never will be because of the withholding of site information. 

Proper Site Plan Required By Law 

SFEBC § 106.25 states: "Site plan ..... documents .... shall be accompanied by a site plan showing to scale 
the size and location of new construction and existing structures on the site, distances from lot lines 
..... proposed finish grades, and it shall be drawn in accordance with an accurate boundary line survey." 
In June 2020 larid surveyor Westover did what he called a "Partial" survey of the back yard, leaving out 
everything to do with the building. A proper, essential, survey will show existing excavations and existing 
foundation elevations as well as bonding of the buildings with respect to the common property line. 

LAWRENCE B. KARP CONSUL TING ENGINEER 
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SFCPD Pretends the Slope Protection Ordinances Do Not Exist 

The Slope & Seismic Protection Act, SSPA, (Karp 2020, Exhibit E) is a San Francisco ordinance that 
updates previous iterations of the Slope Protection Act, SP A, an ordinance assembled and updated by 
the Board of Supervisors as the need arises so they understand the Acts even though City Planning 
does not. First, an overview of how the City Planning Department (CPD) and developers operate is 
necessary, taken from my experience in design/construction in San Francisco since the 1950s, 
particularly foundation underpinning and shoring in San Francisco, where some Project's interface 
with both SFCPD and SFDBI. 

CPD is staffed by full time employees who are not California licensed design professionals (architects and 
engineers) as would occur with those who prepare EIRs (Environmental Impact Reports). CPD avoids 
EIRs like the plague because it takes approval of Projects out of their hands with no side benefits. To that 
end, with these conditions, CPD employees have made statements for the 2417 Project that distort written 
Code requirements and facts which mimic what developers and their attorneys tell them. 

To begin with, basically, the Project area has long been designated as being within one of the sections of 
the City that has been illustrated by maps contained for many years in the Slope Protection Act (SPA). 
When the State of California began, in 2000, mapping seismic hazard (landslide and liquefaction) areas in 
San Francisco as part of a statewide program they did not void local mapping by (1) pretending the areas 
were mistakenly identified; (2) pretending the areas have been stabilized; (3) voiding the 5/20/15 
"Geotechnical Report Requirements"; Bulletin No. S-05 (Karp 2020, Exhibit E) is currently in full force 
and effect; and (4) waiving calculations and detailing necessary for permits under SFBC §§1804.1 & 
1803.5.7 (excavations near property line foundations) and compliance with SFBC §3307.l (protection of 
ll.eighboring property and maintenance oflateral and subjacent support to neighboring foundations). 

For the above reasons, and per civil/geotechnical engineering standards, stability mapping does not 
become obsolete unless so publically declared. The operative wording (in order of the attached 
portions to the report (Karp 2020) of the 2018 SSPA is " ... or falls within certain mapped areas of the 
City .... " ("Slope Protection" cover sheet, Exhibit E); " ... Map is posted near 1660 Mission St. 2nd Floor 
Counter (C&CSF 1987): "Landslide Hazard Areas are colored 'Red"' (Information Sheet No. S-05, 
page 1, report (Karp 2020, Exhibit E [and maps illustrated in report (Karp 2020, Exhibit C)]);,and 
" ... or faUs within certain mapped areas of the City .... " (Ordinance No. 121-18 Amended by Board 
5/8/18, SFBC §106A.4.l.4.l "Creation4

', page 2 in report, Karp 2020, Exhibit E). 

The next issue that affects use of the SSPA is topography. References to property that slopes at an 
inclination of 4 units horizontal to 1 unit vertical ( 4h: 1 v) uses the word "average" which can be 
argued forever as the Project's advocates will do as distraction. But the SSPA Ordinance refers to a 
topographical "map dated 7 /25/18". It is important to understand this map; it shows 2417 Green is 
within an average area equal to or steeper than 4h: 1 v. It was published as a wall poster for the CPD 
offices. In the reproduction of the attached SSPA Ordinance (Karp 2020, Exhibit E) the map is 
unintelligible, however enlarged it shows, with brown shading, average 4h: 1 v areas. It can be 
accessed on the City's website. The CPD slope map shows about the same oblong area for Green Street 
shaded brown as the maps reproduced in the 1987 mapping by SFDBI (Karp 2020, Exhibit C). 

The final issue concerns applicability of the SSPA to projects that include excavation of more than 50 
cubic yards of material, shoring, underpinning, and SFBC Chapter 18. The most critical aspect of the 
201 7 Green Project is that there has never been a topographic survey ("orthocontour map") of the 
Project and its affected contiguous neighbors. 

LAWRENCE B. KARP CONSUL TING ENGINEER 
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Such surveying would give relative elevations of all improvements on the ground including depths of 
the neighboring foundations especially those uphill (at 2421 Green) which could be compared with 
information supposed to be in the geotechnical report (deliberately omitted). More than 50 CY have 
already been excavated (Karp 2018, Exhibit G) in order to conceal the Project's extent which clearly 
explains why the developer continues to r~fuse to obtain an instrumented land survey. 

Applicable to 2417 Green is the following paragraph: The project site is located within an area of potential · 
landslide hazard zone as identified by the well known 1987 map posted on the 2"d Floor of the Building 
Department which is a "successor" to the origiilal 1974 Blume map and listed as a reference in DBI's 5/20115 
BUnetin S-05 "Geotechnical Report Requirements" which is in full force and effect. In 2018, the San 
Francisco Building Code was amended by the Slope and Seismic Hazard Zone Protection Act (Ordinance No. 
121-18) to include sloped areas to be protected that average 4h:lv (25%) shown on the Planning Department's 
topographical poster map of7/25/18 " .... or fall within certain mapped areas of the City .... " which also appears 
in SFBC §106A.4.l.4.1 (described on page 2 of the Ordinance), and landslides shown on the 2000 State of 
California earthquake induced landslides and liquefaction hazard map. 

Note that Ordinance No. 121-18, on page 1(Karp2020, Exhibit E) is also tied to CEQA so the SSPA 
should have been fully covered in a proper Initial Study for 2417 Greej but it was ignored. Non
compliance with the SSPA will eventually be corrected in an EIR because of the following case law: 

(Quote:) "[i]fthere is disagreement among expert opinion supported by facts ... . the Lead Agency shall treat 
the effect as significant and shall prepare an EIR" (citing 14 Cal. Code Regs., §15064(b), (g)). Reviewed and 
cited was the applicable "fair argument" standard: "An EIR is required whenever "'substantial evidence in the 
record supports a 'fair argument' sign ificant impacts or effects may occur. "'" (emphasis added) [quoting City 
of Arcadia v. State Water Resources Control Bd. (2006) 135 Cal.App.4th 1392, 142 l.)" (End quote.) 

(Quote:) "An MND is permitted only " if 'the initial study identified potential significant effects on the 
environment but revisions in the project plans "would avoid or mitigate the effects to a point where clearly no 
significant effect on the environment would occur" and [iflthere is no substantial ev idence that the project as 
revised may have a signifi cant effect on the environment . .. . ""' (emphasis added) [quoting Architectural 
Heritage Assn. v. County of Monterey (2004) 122 Cal.App.4th 1095, 1101.]" (End quote.) 

CPD has glossed over the results of the 1 /9/20 hearing before the PC. Writings produced by CPD that are not 
signed and stamped by licensed engineers as required by Business & Professions Code §6735. There is no 
survey and no structural drawings becaus~ those would reveal circumvented information. With an EIR qualified 
design professionals will review the Project and ask for, to begin with, a topographical ~urvey (orthocontour 
map). The neighbors will have input to the EIR which, although the PC indicated they would with an MND, it 
will never happen. With no EIR all neighbors will ever see is what the developer gives them until the Board of 

. Supervisors returns the Project to CPD for an EIR or directly orders. Ultimately, if that fails, and the developer 
is allowed to proceed with his existing plans or similar, a restraining order due to irreparable harm to a historic 
resource and its hillside foundations will be necessary. In sum, the SSPA strengthens the SSA, not weakens it 
as the developer and CPD allege in not allowing it to be included in the already very weak geotechnical 
reporting for the Project (Karp 2019b). Especially important now, in the SSPA (Karp 2020, Exhibit E), the 
civil/geotechnical Engineer of Record must complete under oath, penalty of perjury, a questionaire about 
excavation, shoring, and underpinning. This of course has not been provided by the developer of 2417 Green. 
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Preliminary Mitigated Negative Declaration 

 
Date: June 26, 2019 
Case No.: 2017-002545ENV 
Project Title: 2417 Green Street 
BPA No.: 201704285244 
Zoning: RH-1 [Residential-House, One Family] Use District 
 40-X Height and Bulk District 
Block/Lot: 0560/028 
Lot Size: 2,500 square feet 
Project Sponsor Chris Durkin, 2417 Green Street, LLC 
 (415) 407-0486 
Lead Agency: San Francisco Planning Department 
Staff Contact: Jeanie Poling – (415) 575-9072 
 jeanie.poling@sfgov.org 

 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION:  
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 vacant four-story 
single-family residential building constructed circa 1905. The residence encompasses the front (northern) 
two thirds of the lot. The property at its Green Street frontage slopes with an elevation of approximately 
150 feet along the western (up slope) side to 145 feet along eastern (down-slope) side. The project would 
lower building floor plates by approximately 2 feet, construct one- and three-story horizontal rear 
additions, and construct third and fourth floor vertical additions above a portion of the existing building. 
The floor area would increase from approximately 4,118 square feet to approximately 5,115 square feet. A 
one-bedroom accessory dwelling unit measuring approximately 1,023 square feet would be added on the 
first floor. The project also proposes a partial excavation of the rear yard for a sunken terrace, façade 
alterations, interior modifications, and expansion of the existing basement level garage to accommodate 
one additional vehicle, for a total of two vehicle parking spaces. 

FINDING:  
This project could not have a significant effect on the environment.  This finding is based upon the criteria 
of the Guidelines of the State Secretary for Resources, Sections 15064 (Determining the Significance of the 
Environmental Effects Caused by a Project), 15065 (Mandatory Findings of Significance), and 15070 
(Decision to Prepare a Negative or Mitigated Negative Declaration), and the following reasons as 
documented in the initial evaluation (initial study) for the project, which is attached. 
 
A mitigation measure is included in this project to avoid potentially significant effects.  See page 80. 
 
cc: Chris Durkin, Project Sponsor Distribution List 
 Christopher May, Current Planning Division Interested Parties 
 Supervisor Catherine Stefani, District 2 Virna Byrd, M.D.F. 
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Initial Study 
2417 Green Street 

Planning Department Case No. 2017-002545ENV 
 

A. INTRODUCTION 

The San Francisco Planning Department (the planning department) published a categorical 
exemption for the proposed project on May 16, 2017. The categorical exemption was appealed and 
heard by the Board of Supervisors on January 9, 2018. The Board of Supervisors upheld the appeal 
and, on February 6, 2018, issued Motion No. M18-12, which stated, “[T]he Board finds that there is 
substantial evidence in the record before the Board that the Project proposed at 2417 Green Street 
presents unusual circumstances relating to historic resources and hazardous materials and it 
appears as a result of those circumstances the project may have a significant effect on the 
environment and, based on the facts presented to the Board of Supervisors at the hearing on 
January 9, 2018, the Project is therefore not Categorically Exempt from CEQA review.” 
Accordingly, the planning department has prepared this initial study to evaluate the potential 
impacts of the 2417 Green Street project. The concerns raised in the appeal and during the appeal 
hearing are addressed below in Sections F.3, Cultural Resources; F.15, Geology and Soils; and F.17, 
Hazardous Materials.  

B. PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

Project Location  
The project site is located on the south side of Green Street on the block bound by Green, Pierce, 
Scott, and Vallejo streets in the Pacific Heights neighborhood (see Figure 1 on page 831). The 2,500-
square-foot project site contains a vacant four-story, approximately 45-foot-tall, single-family 
residential building constructed circa 1905. The residence contains a total of approximately 4,450 
square feet of space consisting of approximately 4,120 square feet of habitable space and a 337-
square-foot garage, and encompasses the front (northern) two thirds of the lot. The property slopes 
along its Green Street frontage, with an elevation of approximately 150 feet along the western (up-
slope) property line to 145 feet along the eastern (down‐slope) property line. The rear of the 
property has been landscaped into three terraces with small (less than 3-foot-tall) retaining walls 
separating each terrace, descending from west to east. Each level has been backfilled to create a 
level patio and planting areas. The existing building has one off-street vehicle parking space that 
is accessed via a curb cut and driveway on Green Street. The project site is currently in a state of 
suspended construction, with the site having been partially excavated and some interior 
renovation work started.  

Project Characteristics  
The proposed project would lower all floor plates by approximately 2 feet, construct one- and 
three-story horizontal rear additions, and construct third and fourth floor vertical additions above 
a portion of the existing building. Project construction would also include a full structural and 

                                                      
1  Initial study figures can be found at the end of the document starting on page 83. 
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seismic upgrade. Existing and proposed site plans are shown on Figure 2 on page 85, and proposed 
plans and elevations are shown on Figures 3 through 12 on pages 83 through 96. 

The floor area would increase from approximately 4,120 square feet under existing conditions to 
approximately 5,120 square feet under the proposed project. A one-bedroom accessory dwelling 
unit measuring approximately 1,020 square feet would be added on the first floor, for a total of two 
residential units on the site. The project also proposes a partial excavation of the rear yard for a 
sunken terrace, façade alterations such as new window configurations and new windows and door, 
interior modifications, and expansion of the existing basement level garage to accommodate one 
additional vehicle, for a total of two off-street vehicle parking spaces. A new street tree would be 
added on the Green Street sidewalk. Table 1 summarizes the existing and proposed building 
characteristics. 

Table 1 – Summary of Existing and Proposed Building Characteristics 
 Existing Proposed 

Approximate Floor Area 4,120 square feet 5,120 square feet 

Number of stories 4 4 

Approximate Height 45 feet  45 feet  

Dwelling units 1 2 

Off-street vehicle parking 
spaces 

1 2 

Source: Dumican Mosey Architects, Site Permit/311 Notification Plans, revised June 6, 
2018. 

Construction Schedule and Equipment 
Project construction is anticipated to take approximately three to five months to complete. The 
project would require excavation of approximately 408 cubic yards of soil and rock to a depth of 
13 feet below grade. Some project excavation below the existing building has already occurred (see 
Project History, below). Additional excavation would be conducted using a pneumatic pavement 
breaker (hand-held jackhammer) with a force rating of 90 pounds. Excavation would occur in 
sections for one to two weeks over a period of three to five months. No pile driving would be 
required as part of project construction. The foundation would be reinforced concrete with 
standard retaining walls around the garage and perimeter spread footings around the outside 
walls. 

Project History 
The following bullet points provide a chronological summary of the various actions documented 
in the record related to the proposed project that have occurred since April 2017, when the project 
sponsor filed for a building permit associated with the proposed project. Text provided within 
quotes is verbatim as it appears in official documents and City records (building permit 
applications, complaints, and Board-issued California Environmental Quality Act [CEQA] 
findings). 

• On April 28, 2017, the project sponsor filed Building Permit Application (BPA) #201704285244 
for the proposed excavation/addition project: “Horizontal addition. Expansion of existing 
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garage in basement level, first, second, third, and fourth story horizontal rear yard addition; 
alterations to existing front façade; excavation and full foundation replacement; lowering 
existing building approximately 1’-11”; interior remodel throughout.”  

• On May 16, 2017, the planning department issued a categorical exemption (planning 
department case number 2017-002545ENV) for the proposed excavation/addition project 
covered under BPA #201704285244: “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.”2 

• On May 18, 2017, the Department of Building Inspection (DBI, or the building department) 
issued BPA #201705116316: “Partial deteriorated basement wall and foundation replacement 
with new landscaping site wall at backyard.” DBI Info Sheet G-20 notes that foundation work 
does not require planning department approval, and thus did not route BPA #201705116316 to 
the planning department for review.  

• On September 27, 2017, DBI received complaint no. 201708032: “Working beyond scope of BPA 
#201705116316. Doing horizontal addition.” DBI determined that the scope of work warranted 
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 San Francisco Planning Code section 311 neighborhood 
notification, which had not yet been completed.  

• On September 28, 2017, DBI suspended BPA #201705116316, and on January 5, 2018, DBI closed 
the case, noting, “new permit has been issued to comply with complaint. DCP approved scope 
that was initially not reviewed by their department. kmh.” 

• On October 2, 2017, the planning department opened enforcement action 2017-012992ENF in 
response to complaint no. 201708032. 

• On October 2, 2017, the property owner submitted BPA #201710020114: “To comply [with] 
NOV201708032, administrative permit to facilitate Department of City Planning review, 
revision to BPA #201705116316, delete freestanding retaining wall at rear yard. No work under 
this permit. N/A Maher ordinance.”  

• On October 10, 2017, after determining that the May 16, 2017 categorical exemption covered 
the excavation work, the planning department signed off on BPA #201710020114 for excavation 
below the existing building without the side wall of the proposed rear addition. 

• On October 23, 2017, the planning department issued neighborhood notification pursuant to 
Planning Code section 311 for the proposed horizontal rear expansion under BPA 
#201704285244.  

• On October 28 and 30, 2017, three discretionary review requests were filed with the planning 
department (planning case nos. 2017-002545DRP, 2017-002545DRP-02, and 2017-002545DRP-
03). 

                                                      
2  The currently proposed project is slightly smaller than the project analyzed in the May 16, 2017, categorical 

exemption. 
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• On November 3, 2017, DBI issued BPA #201710020114 for legalization of the excavation work.  

• On November 22, 2017, Richard Toshiyuki Drury of Lozeau Drury LLP filed an appeal of the 
May 16, 2017 categorical exemption with the Board of Supervisors on behalf of the adjacent 
property owner at 2421 Green Street, raising concerns over (1) impacts to historic resources at 
2421 Green Street related to views, air, and light (2) impacts to historic resources at 2421 Green 
Street related to construction methodology, and (3) impacts related to the release of hazardous 
materials (Board of Supervisors File No. 171267). The planning department determined that 
the appeal was timely because the excavation permit (BPA #201710020114) was the approval 
action under CEQA.  

• On December 12, 2017, DBI received complaint no. 201724852: “date last observed: 11-DEC-17; 
identity of person performing the work: Cannot confirm identity, was n; floor: roof; unit: N/A; 
exact location: Main Bldg; building type: Residence/Dwelling WORK W/O PERMIT; WORK 
BEYOND SCOPE OF PERMIT; ; additional information: Chimney has been removed from the 
building without a permit;” 

• On December 20, 2017, DBI received complaint no. 201727021: “Front chimney is unsafe. Also 
refer to Complaint #201724852.” (On June 3, 2019, DBI closed the case.) 

• On January 8, 2018, DBI received complaint no. 201830371: “Penetrations in roof made when 
chimneys were removed. Have not been sealed. Rain water entering building, also 
penetrations in walls at rear. A monthly fee will be assessed on NOV'S.” (On May 22, 2018, DBI 
determined the case abated after penetrations were sealed.)  

• On January 9, 2018, the Board of Supervisors upheld the appeal of the categorical exemption 
issued on May 16, 2017, and on February 6, 2018, the Board issued CEQA findings that 
concluded: 

[T]he Board finds that there is substantial evidence in the record before the Board that the 
Project proposed at 2417 Green Street presents unusual circumstances relating to historic 
resources and hazardous materials and it appears as a result of those circumstances the 
project may have a significant effect on the environment and, based on the facts presented 
to the Board of Supervisors on the hearing on January 9, 2018, the Project is therefore not 
Categorically Exempt from CEQA review.3  

Following the Board hearing, the planning department rescinded the categorical exemption 
issued on May 16, 2017, and resumed environmental analysis, taking into consideration 
documents and oral testimony presented during the appeal period and at the appeal hearing.  

• On May 8, 2018, DBI issued BPA #201804277607 for temporary shoring to comply with NOV 
201727021 to shore up the remaining center brick façade. 

• On June 11, 2018, DBI closed complaint no. 201727261 and noted, “Planning Department 
suspended two permits: 201705116316 and 201710020114.”  

                                                      
3  San Francisco Board of Supervisors, Motion No. M18-012, Adopting Findings Reversing the Categorical Exemption 

Determination – 2417 Green Street, Amended February 6, 2018, File No. 180123, available at 
https://sfgov.legistar.com/View.ashx?M=F&ID=5792879&GUID=75361D57-546D-41F0-B0A3-D11B6083C3D2. 

https://sfgov.legistar.com/View.ashx?M=F&ID=5792879&GUID=75361D57-546D-41F0-B0A3-D11B6083C3D2
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• On June 22, 2018, the planning department issued a categorical exemption certificate for a 
revised building expansion project to lower all floor plates by approximately 2 feet; construct 
one- and three-story horizontal rear additions; construct third and fourth floor vertical 
additions; add an accessory dwelling unit; excavate at rear; and expand existing basement level 
garage to accommodate one additional vehicle (planning case no. 2017-002545ENV).  

• On July 20, 2018, the representative of 2421 Green Street filed an appeal of the June 22, 2018 
categorical exemption certificate, raising concerns regarding (1) impacts to historic resources 
at 2421 Green Street related to views, air, and light (2) impacts to historic resources at 2421 
Green Street related to construction methodology, and (3) impacts related to the release of 
hazardous materials.  

• On July 30, 2018, the planning department determined that the July 20, 2018 appeal of the June 
22, 2018 categorical exemption certificate was not timely because the approval action under 
CEQA (i.e., the discretionary review hearing before the Planning Commission) had not yet 
occurred. 

• On August 28, 2018, DBI opened complaint case no. 201888531, “Work being done without 
permits. PA# 201804277607 issued in May for temp.” (DBI closed the case on September 4, 2018, 
stating “work being performed is approved.”) 

• On September 20, 2018, DBI received complaint no. 201804277607, “Beyond scope of work 
$500. Tomporing shoring.” (DBI closed the case on November 14, 2018, noting “work 
complete.”) 

• On September 21, 2018, DBI received complaint case no. 201893553: “date last observed: 20-
SEP-18; time last observed: For the past year; identity of person performing the work: 
Christopher Durkin; exact location: Main Bldg; building type: Residence/Dwelling 
ABANDONED/DERELICT STRUCTURE; WORK W/O PERMIT; WORK BEYOND SCOPE OF 
PERMIT; OTHER BUILDING; additional information: The windows have been left open to the 
elements for over a year; there are animals, mold, asbestos; the building windows are adjacent 
to our home’s windows.” (DBI closed the case on September 25, 2018, noting “Permits for this 
project have been suspended and there is no work taking place on site. Permit for temp shoring 
201804277607 is complete. No windows were open at time of visit. I asked to contractor to make 
sure site is secure.”) 

• On January 15, 2019, the planning department rescinded the categorical exemption issued on 
June 22, 2018 and began preparation of an initial study for the project. 

• On January 18, 2019 DBI received complaint no. 201920322: “date last observed: 17-JAN-19; 
time last observed: Daily x2years; identity of person performing the work: Chris Durkin, 
developer; Eric ; floor: Third; exact location: Main Bldg; building type: Residence/Dwelling 
WATER INTRUSION; VACANT STRUCTURE; ; additional information: Windows on East 
side and at rear of vacant building remain open to rain and animal intrusion past 2 years. 
Neighbors have filed numerous complaints.” (DBI closed the case on January 18, 2019 with the 
note, “Case closed and referred to CES by email per MH; slw.”) 

• On January 18, 2019, DBI received complaint no. 201920683: “vacant building.” 
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• On March 19, 2019, DBI received complaint no. 201937943: “Date last observed: 19-mar-19; time 
last observed: continual; identity of person performing the work: christopher durkin & ; floor: 
all storie; unit: single res; exact location: common area; building type: residence/dwelling water 
intrusion; abandoned/derelict structure; structural problems; work being done in dangerous 
manner; ; additional information: water is pouring out of vacant building making the front 
sidewalk slick and dangerous; *.” (DBI closed the case on March 19, 2019, noting, “Case 
reviewed, to be referred to CES. mh/oh.”) 

Project Approvals 
The proposed project requires issuance of building permits by DBI. A discretionary review hearing 
before the Planning Commission has been requested for BPA #201704285244, which is the building 
permit application that corresponds to the proposed project. The discretionary review hearing 
constitutes the Approval Action for the Project that would establish the start of the 30-day period 
for the appeal of the final negative declaration to the Board of Supervisors, pursuant to section 
31.04(h) of the San Francisco Administrative Code.  

C. PROJECT SETTING 

Project Site and Surrounding Land Uses 
As noted above, the project site is on the south side of Green Street, within a city block bounded 
by Pierce Street to the east, Green Street to the north, Scott Street to the west, and Vallejo Street to 
the south. The immediately surrounding neighborhood is comprised primarily of two- to three-
story single-family homes constructed between 1900 and the 1950s in a wide range of architectural 
styles. Lots on the block and in the vicinity are generally 25 feet wide by 125 feet deep, with some 
wider lots containing larger homes. The project block slopes upward to the southwest, generally 
on a greater than 20 percent slope.  

The project block and immediately surrounding blocks are zoned RH-1 (Residential-House, One-
Family). Nearby zoning districts include RH-3 (Residential-House, Three-Family) and RM-1 
(Residential, Mixed, Low Density) zoning on blocks to the northeast, closer to the Union Street 
Neighborhood Commercial District (NCD). The nearest commercial district, the Union Street NCD, 
is two blocks to the north and two blocks to the east of the project site, and the Upper Fillmore 
NCD is located three blocks east and four blocks south of the project site. One block east of the 
project site on the opposite side of Green Street is St. Vincent de Paul Church and K-8 school. Streets 
in the vicinity are neighborhood residential, generally around 35-40 feet wide, and contain limited 
traffic. The sidewalks along the project site and block are approximately 15 feet wide. The project 
site is well served by public transportation. Within one-quarter mile of the project site, Muni 
operates the following bus lines: the 22 Fillmore, 24 Divisadero, 41 Union and 3 Jackson. 

Cumulative Projects  
The cumulative context for land use development project effects is typically localized, within the 
immediate vicinity of the project site, or at the neighborhood level. Cumulative development in 
the project vicinity (within approximately a quarter-mile radius of the project site) includes the 
projects listed in Table 2 and illustrated on Figure 13, on page 96. These projects are either under 
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construction or are projects for which the planning department has a project application on file. 
The areas and the projects relevant to the analysis vary, depending on the topic, as detailed in the 
cumulative analyses presented in subsequent sections of this document. As shown, these projects 
primarily include new residential uses. 
 

Table 2 – Projects within One-Quarter Mile of the Project Site 

Address 
Planning 

Department Case 
No. 

Project Description Project Status 

2301 Lombard St 2015-014040CUA 
New construction of a mixed-use 
building with 22 dwelling units and 
2,600 square feet of retail 

Under construction 

2346-2350 Union 
St 2017-007518PRJ 

Addition of five new accessory 
dwelling units to an apartment 
building 

Under construction 

2637 Union St 2018-000739PRJ 
Modification of a single-family home 
and addition of an accessory dwelling 
unit 

Under planning 
department review 

2831 Pierce St 2018-006138PRJ Modification of a two-unit residential 
building. Addition of fourth floor. 

Under planning 
department review 

2582 Filbert St 2016-008605PRJ New construction of a single-family 
home Under construction 

2237 Union St 2014-001423PRJ Modification of a single-family home Under construction 

2251 Greenwich St 2014-002266PRJ Demolition-reconstruction of Fire 
Station #16 Under construction 

2261 Filbert St 2014-000645PRJ Modification of a single-family home Under construction 

Note: Some projects listed as under construction may have been recently completed. 
Sources: San Francisco Planning Department, 2018 Q4 Development Pipeline and San Francisco 
Property Information Map, reviewed in April 2019. 

 

D. COMPATIBILITY WITH EXISTING ZONING AND PLANS 
 Applicable Not Applicable 

Discuss any variances, special authorizations, or changes proposed 
to the planning code or zoning map, if applicable. 

  

Discuss any conflicts with any adopted plans and goals of the City 
or region, if applicable. 

  

Discuss any approvals and/or permits from city departments other 
than the planning department or the Department of Building 
Inspection, or from regional, state, or federal agencies. 

  

 
San Francisco Planning Code  
The San Francisco Planning Code, which incorporates the Zoning Maps of the City and County of 
San Francisco (the City), governs permitted land uses, densities, and the arrangement of building 
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structures within the city. Permits to construct new buildings (or to alter or demolish existing ones) 
may not be issued unless (1) the proposed project conforms to the planning code, (2) allowable 
exceptions are granted pursuant to provisions of the planning code, or (3) amendments to the 
planning code are incorporated into the proposed project.  

Zoning and Density  

The project site is in a Residential-House, One Family (RH-1) zoning district and a 40-X height and 
bulk district. The RH-1 district is occupied almost entirely by single-family houses on lots 25 feet 
in width without side yards. Floor sizes and building styles vary but tend to be uniform within 
tracts developed in distinct time periods. Though built on separate lots, the structures have the 
appearance of small-scale row housing, rarely exceeding 35 feet in height. Front setbacks are 
common, and ground level open space is generous. The 40-X height/bulk district indicates a 
maximum height of 40 feet (with certain allowable exceptions), and “X” indicates that bulk limits 
are not applicable. The proposed project would be consistent with the existing planning code 
zoning and height and bulk designations because it would not exceed the existing zoning and 
density. Specifically, the building would remain a single-family residence as zoned, and would 
add an accessory dwelling unit, as permitted under Planning Code section 207(c)(6). Furthermore, 
the project would not increase the building height beyond the existing height of 45 feet, as 
measured pursuant to Planning Code section 260.4 Thus the proposed project would be consistent 
with the planning code and would not require any variances, special authorizations, or changes to 
the planning code or zoning map. 

Plans and Policies  
San Francisco General Plan  

Development in San Francisco is subject to the San Francisco General Plan. The general plan 
provides general policies and objectives to guide all land use decisions in the City. Any conflicts 
between the proposed project and policies that relate to physical environmental issues are 
discussed in Section F, Evaluation of Environmental Effects. The compatibility of the proposed 
project with general plan policies that do not relate to physical environmental issues would be 
considered by decision-makers as part of their decision to approve or disapprove the proposed 
project. The project is a modification of a single-family home with the addition of an accessory 
dwelling unit. The project would be minor in scope, would not introduce incompatible land uses 
to the neighborhood, and would encourage housing production by adding the accessory dwelling 
unit. It would not otherwise conflict with any general plan policies or objectives. Thus, the project 
would not conflict with the San Francisco General Plan or any other adopted policy.  

Proposition M – The Accountable Planning Initiative 

In November 1986, the voters of San Francisco approved Proposition M, the Accountable Planning 
Initiative, which added Section 101.1 to the City’s planning code to establish eight priority policies. 
These policies, and the corresponding sections of this document addressing the environmental 

                                                      
4   At its highest point, the existing building is almost 45 feet tall. Since it is on an upsloping lot, the height varies along 

with the slope and gradually becomes shorter as the grade increases towards the rear. With the proposed alteration to 
the roofline, the project would result in a decrease in the building height at the front by approximately 3 feet. 
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issues associated with these policies, are as follows: (1) preservation and enhancement of 
neighborhood-serving retail uses; (2) protection of neighborhood character; (3) preservation and 
enhancement of affordable housing (Question 2b, Population and Housing, regarding housing 
displacement); (4) discouragement of commuter automobiles (Question 5a, Transportation and 
Circulation); (5) protection of industrial and service land uses from commercial office development 
and enhancement of resident employment and business ownership; (6) maximization of 
earthquake preparedness (Question 14a, Geology and Soils); (7) landmark and historic building 
preservation (Question 3a, Cultural Resources); and (8) protection of open space (Question 10a, 
Shadow, and Questions 11a and 11b, Recreation).  

Prior to issuing a permit for any project that requires an initial study under CEQA, or for any 
demolition, conversion, or change of use, and prior to taking any action that requires a finding of 
consistency with the general plan, the City is required to find the proposed project or legislation 
consistent with the priority policies. The compatibility of the proposed project with general plan 
objectives and policies that do not relate to physical environmental issues will be considered by 
decision makers as part of their decision whether to approve or disapprove the proposed project. 
Any potential conflicts identified as part of that process would not alter the physical environmental 
effects of the proposed project. 

Regional Plans and Policies 

The principal regional planning agencies and their overarching policies and plans that guide 
planning in the nine-county Bay Area include the Metropolitan Transportation Commission’s and 
Association of Bay Area Governments’ Plan Bay Area 2040,5 which is an integrated long-range 
transportation and land use plan to meet greenhouse gas reduction targets set by the California 
Air Resource Board, the Bay Area Air Quality Management District’s (the air district’s) Bay Area 
2017 Clean Air Plan (2017 Clean Air Plan), the Metropolitan Transportation Commission’s Regional 
Transportation Plan – Transportation 2035, the San Francisco Regional Water Quality Control Board’s 
San Francisco Basin Plan, and the San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission’s 
San Francisco Bay Plan.  

Based on the location, size, and nature of the proposed project, no anticipated conflicts with 
regional plans would occur as a result of the proposed project. 

Required Approvals by Other Agencies 

See Section B, Project Description, for a list of required project approvals. 

  

                                                      
5 Metropolitan Transportation Commission and the Association of Bay Area Governments. 2017. Plan Bay Area 2040 

Final Plan. Available: http://www.2040.planbayarea.org/what-is-plan-bay-area-2040. Accessed: April 24, 2019. 
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SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS 

The proposed project could potentially affect the environmental factor(s) checked below. The 
following pages present a more detailed checklist and discussion of each environmental factor. 

 Land Use/Planning  Greenhouse Gas Emissions  Hydrology/Water Quality 

 Aesthetics  Wind  Hazards & Hazardous Materials 

 Population and Housing  Shadow  Mineral Resources  

 Cultural Resources  Recreation  Energy 

 Tribal Cultural Resources  Utilities/Service Systems  Agriculture and Forestry Resources 

 Transportation and Circulation  Public Services  Wildfire 

 Noise  Biological Resources  Mandatory Findings of Significance 

 Air Quality  Geology/Soils   

 

E. EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS 

All items on the initial study checklist that have been checked “Less than Significant Impact,” “No 
Impact,” or “Not Applicable” indicate that, upon evaluation, staff has determined that the 
proposed project could not have a significant adverse environmental effect relating to that topic. A 
discussion is included for those issues checked “Less than Significant Impact” and for most items 
checked with “No Impact” or “Not Applicable.” For all of the items checked “Not Applicable” or 
“No Impact” without discussion, the conclusions regarding potential significant adverse 
environmental effects are based upon field observation, staff experience and expertise on similar 
projects, and/or standard reference material available within the planning department, such as the 
planning department’s Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines for Environmental Review, and 
the California Natural Diversity Data Base and maps, published by the California Department of 
Fish and Wildlife. For each checklist item, the evaluation has considered the impacts of the 
proposed project both individually and cumulatively. 

Analysis of Topics Raised in the Appeal of the Categorical Exemption 
The following impact analyses address concerns that were raised in both appeals of the categorical 
exemption: Impact CR-1 (historic resources), Impact GE-1 (geology and soils), and Impact HZ-2 
(hazardous materials). 

Public Resources Code Section 21099 – Aesthetics and Parking Analysis  
On September 27, 2013, Governor Brown signed Senate Bill (SB) 743, which became effective on 
January 1, 2014.6 Among other provisions, SB 743 amends CEQA by adding Public Resources 

                                                      
6 SB 743 is available at: http://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtml?bill_id=201320140SB743.  

http://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtml?bill_id=201320140SB743
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section 21099 regarding analysis of aesthetics and parking impacts for urban infill projects.7 The 
CEQA Guidelines8 were amended in 2019 to include a new section 15064.3 that addresses the 
provisions of SB 743. 

Public Resources Code section 21099(d) states, “Aesthetic and parking impacts of a residential, 
mixed- use residential, or employment center project on an infill site located within a transit 
priority area shall not be considered significant impacts on the environment.”9 Accordingly, 
aesthetics and parking are not to be considered in determining whether a project has the potential 
to result in significant environmental effects for projects that meet all of the following three criteria:  

a) The project is in a transit priority area10  
b) The project is on an infill site11  
c) The project is residential, mixed-use residential, or an employment center12  

 
The proposed project meets each of the above three criteria because it (1) is located within one-half 
mile of several bus transit stops that meet the definition in Public Resources Code section 21099(d) 
of a “major transit stop,” (2) is located on an infill site that is already developed with and 
surrounded by other urban development, and (3) is a residential project.13 Thus, this initial study 
does not consider aesthetics and the adequacy of parking in determining the significance of project 
impacts under CEQA.  

Public Resources Code section 21099(e) states that a lead agency maintains the authority to 
consider aesthetic impacts pursuant to local design review ordinances or other discretionary 
powers, and that aesthetics impacts as addressed by the revised Public Resources Code do not 
include impacts on historical or cultural resources. Thus, there is no change in the planning 
department’s methodology related to design and historic review.  

                                                      
7 Public Resources Code section 21099(d).  
8    California Code of Regulations, Title 14, Division 6, Chapter 3. 
9  Public Resources Code section 21099(d)(1). 
10 Public Resources Code section 21099(a) defines a “transit priority area” as an area within one-half mile of an existing 

or planned major transit stop. A "major transit stop" is defined in section 21064.3 of the Public Resources Code as a rail 
transit station, a ferry terminal served by either a bus or rail transit service, or the intersection of two or more major 
bus routes with a frequency of service interval of 15 minutes or less during the morning and afternoon peak commute 
periods.  

11 Public Resources Code section 21099(a) defines an “infill site” as a lot located within an urban area that has been 
previously developed, or a vacant site where at least 75 percent of the perimeter of the site adjoins, or is separated 
only by an improved public right-of-way from, parcels that are developed with qualified urban uses.  

12 Public Resources Code section 21099(a) defines an “employment center” as a project located on property zoned for 
commercial uses with a floor area ratio of no less than 0.75 and located within a transit priority area.  

13 San Francisco Planning Department, Transit-oriented Infill Project Eligibility Checklists for 2417 Green Street, 
February 1, 2019. This document (and all documents cited in this initial study unless otherwise noted) is available for 
review at the San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, as part of Case No. 2017-002545ENV. 
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Topics: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 
Not 

Applicable 

1. LAND USE AND PLANNING. Would the 
project: 

     

a) Physically divide an established community?      

b) Cause a significant environmental impact due to 
a conflict with any land use plan, policy, or 
regulation adopted for the purpose of avoiding or 
mitigating an environmental effect? 

     

 

Impact LU-1: The proposed project would not physically divide an established community. 
(Less than Significant)  

The proposed project involves modification and expansion of an existing single-family home on 
an established lot and the addition of one accessory dwelling unit. The project would not alter the 
established street grid or permanently close any streets or sidewalks. The project would not impede 
the passage of persons through construction of any physical barriers. Although portions of the 
sidewalk adjacent to the project site could be closed for periods of time during project construction 
(approximately three to five months), these closures would be temporary in nature. Therefore, the 
proposed project would not physically divide an established community and this impact would be 
less than significant.  

Impact LU-2: The proposed project would not cause a significant impact due to a conflict with 
any land use plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an 
environmental effect. (Less than Significant)  

Land use impacts could be considered significant if a proposed project conflicts with any plan, 
policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of avoiding an environmental effect. However, a 
conflict with a plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of mitigating an environmental 
effect does not necessarily indicate a significant effect on the environment. The proposed project 
would result in an expansion of an existing (currently vacant) residential unit on the site and an 
addition of one accessory dwelling unit to the city housing stock and would not be expected to 
conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation such that an adverse physical 
change would result. The project would be generally consistent with the land use policies outlined 
in the San Francisco General Plan, including promoting infill development, providing new 
housing, and concentrating more intense development near transit services. Moreover, the 
proposed residential use is permitted by city code and plans applicable to the area, and the project 
would be within the applicable bulk limits. Thus, the proposed project would not result in adverse 
physical changes in the environment related to conflicts with any plan, policy, or regulation 
adopted for the purpose of avoiding an environmental effect.  

Furthermore, the proposed project would not conflict with any adopted environmental plan or 
policy, such as the Metropolitan Transportation Commission’s and the Association of Bay Area 
Governments’ Plan Bay Area 2040 or the air district’s 2017 Clean Air Plan, which directly 



Case No. 2017-002545ENV 13 2417 Green Street 
 

addresses environmental issues and/or contains targets or standards that must be met in order to 
preserve or improve characteristics of the city’s physical environment. See Section D, 
Compatibility with Existing Zoning and Plans, for a more detailed discussion of the proposed 
project’s general consistency with applicable plans and policies. Thus, the proposed project 
would result in a less-than-significant impact with regard to consistency with existing plans and 
policies adopted for the purpose of avoiding an environmental effect.  

Impact C-LU-1: The proposed project, in combination with past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future projects in the project vicinity, would result in less-than-significant 
cumulative land use impacts. (Less than Significant)  

The cumulative context for land use effects is typically localized, within the immediate vicinity of 
the project site, or at the neighborhood level. Table 2 on page 7 identifies development projects 
within a quarter-mile radius of the project site. All of the nearby cumulative projects would be 
constructed within their individual project sites and would perpetuate the existing land uses and 
land use pattern in the neighborhood (largely, single-family and some multi-family residential). 
None of these cumulative development projects would introduce incompatible uses that would 
adversely impact the existing character of the project vicinity. Thus, the proposed project, in 
combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would result in a less-
than-significant cumulative land use impact.  

  

Topics: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 
Not 

Applicable 

2. POPULATION AND HOUSING. Would the 
project: 

     

a) Induce substantial unplanned population 
growth in an area, either directly (for example, 
by proposing new homes and businesses) or 
indirectly (for example, through extension of 
roads or other infrastructure)? 

     

b) Displace substantial numbers of existing people 
or housing units, necessitating the construction 
of replacement housing? 

 

     

Impact PH-1: The proposed project would not induce substantial unplanned population growth. 
(Less than Significant) 

The project would enlarge one existing (currently vacant) single-family home and add one 
accessory dwelling unit. According to the 2017 America Communities Survey five-year estimates, 
Census Tract 132, where the project site is located, had a reported population of 4,044 residents. 
The U.S. Census population estimate for San Francisco in 2017 was 884,363 residents. Based on San 
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Francisco’s average household size of 2.35,14 the two newly occupied dwelling units would 
accommodate approximately five residents. The five new residents would increase the population 
within the Census Tract 132 by approximately 0.012 percent and would increase the citywide 
population by approximately 0.0005 percent, which would not be considered substantial. Thus, 
population growth associated with the proposed project would not be substantial in relation to the 
overall population of the area, and this impact would be less than significant.  

Impact PH-2: The proposed project would not displace substantial numbers of existing people 
or housing units, necessitating the construction of replacement housing. (No Impact)  

The project site is currently vacant; thus, no residents would be displaced. The project would result 
in construction of one net new dwelling unit on the site. Thus, there would be no impact related to 
displacement of people or housing units. 

Impact C-PH-1: The proposed project, cumulatively with other past, present and reasonably 
foreseeable future development, would not induce substantial population growth or displace 
substantial numbers of people or housing units. (Less than Significant) 

Table 2 on page 7 lists development projects within a quarter-mile radius of the project site. These 
cumulative development projects would not introduce incompatible uses that would adversely 
impact the existing character of the project vicinity. Moreover, projects in the City’s development 
pipeline would result in population growth that is consistent with Association of Bay Area 
Governments’ projections through 2040. Thus, the proposed project, in combination with past, 
present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would result in a less-than-significant 
cumulative land use impact.  

The San Francisco General Plan 2014 Housing Element15 anticipates continuation of the trend of 
residential population growth in San Francisco that has been in progress since at least 2000.16 San 
Francisco Mayor’s Executive Directive 17-0217 calls for construction of “at least 5,000 units of new 
or rehabilitated housing every year for the foreseeable future,” and for the implementation of 
policies to facilitate this construction. Any cumulative growth in the project area therefore is not 
expected to result in a cumulative demand for new housing, since this demand is already 
anticipated. For these reasons, the proposed project, in combination with other past, present, and 
reasonably foreseeable future projects, would increase the population in the area, but would not 
induce substantial population growth beyond that already anticipated to occur and this impact 
would be less than significant.   

                                                      
14  U.S. Census, 2017, 

https://www.census.gov/quickfacts/fact/table/sanfranciscocitycalifornia,sanfranciscocountycalifornia/HSD310217#vie
wtop, accessed January 31, 2019. 

15  City of San Francisco, 2015, San Francisco General Plan 2014 Housing Element, April, http://www.sf-
planning.org/ftp/General_Plan/2014HousingElement-AllParts_ADOPTED_web.pdf, accessed November 6, 2017. 

16  The New York Times. Mapping the US Census 2010.Mapping the 2010 U.S. Census, San Francisco, 
http://www.nytimes.com/projects/census/2010/map.html?view=PopChangeView&l=14&lat=37.77752894957491&lng=-
122.41932345299993, accessed May 2, 2018. 

17  City and County of San Francisco Office of the Mayor, Executive Directive 17-02, http://sfmayor.org/article/executive-
directive-17-02, accessed February 19, 2019. 

https://www.census.gov/quickfacts/fact/table/sanfranciscocitycalifornia,sanfranciscocountycalifornia/HSD310217#viewtop
https://www.census.gov/quickfacts/fact/table/sanfranciscocitycalifornia,sanfranciscocountycalifornia/HSD310217#viewtop
http://www.sf-planning.org/ftp/General_Plan/2014HousingElement-AllParts_ADOPTED_web.pdf
http://www.sf-planning.org/ftp/General_Plan/2014HousingElement-AllParts_ADOPTED_web.pdf
http://www.nytimes.com/projects/census/2010/map.html?view=PopChangeView&l=14&lat=37.77752894957491&lng=-122.41932345299993
http://www.nytimes.com/projects/census/2010/map.html?view=PopChangeView&l=14&lat=37.77752894957491&lng=-122.41932345299993
http://sfmayor.org/article/executive-directive-17-02
http://sfmayor.org/article/executive-directive-17-02
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Topics: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 
Not 

Applicable 

3. CULTURAL RESOURCES. Would the project:      

a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of a historical resource pursuant to 
§15064.5, including those resources listed in 
article 10 or article 11 of the San Francisco 
Planning Code? 

     

b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of an archaeological resource 
pursuant to §15064.5? 

     

c) Disturb any human remains, including those 
interred outside of formal cemeteries? 

     

 

   

Impact CR-1: The proposed project could cause a substantial adverse change in the significance 
of a historical resource pursuant to section 15064.5, including those resources listed in Articles 
10 and 11 of the planning code. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)  

Historical resources are those properties that meet the definitions in section 21084.1 of CEQA and 
section 15064.5 of the CEQA Guidelines. Historical resources include properties listed in, or 
formally determined eligible for listing in, the California Register of Historical Resources 
(California Register) or in an adopted local historic register. Historical resources also include 
resources identified as significant in a historical resource survey, meeting one or more of the 
following criteria.  

• Criterion 1 (Events): Is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the 
broad pattern of California’s history and cultural heritage; 

• Criterion 2 (Persons): Is associated with the lives of persons important in our past; 

• Criterion 3 (Architecture): Embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region, or 
method of construction, or represents the work of an important creative individual, or 
possesses high artistic values; or 

• Criterion 4 (Information Potential): Has yielded, or may be likely to yield, information 
important in prehistory or history. 

Additionally, properties that are not listed but are otherwise determined to be historically 
significant, based on substantial evidence, would also be considered historical resources. 

Potential impacts to historic resources are addressed in section 15064.5(b) of the CEQA Guidelines, 
which states, “A project with an effect that may cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of an historical resource is a project that may have a significant effect on the 
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environment.” A “substantial adverse change” is defined in the CEQA Guidelines as the “physical 
demolition, destruction, relocation, or alteration of the resource or its immediate surroundings 
such that the significance of an historical resource would be materially impaired.”18 CEQA also 
defines “materially impaired” as work that “materially alters, in an adverse manner, those physical 
characteristics that convey the historical resource’s historical significance and justify its inclusion 
in or eligibility for inclusion in the California Register of Historical Resources or in a local register 
of historical resources.”19  

Under CEQA Guidelines section 15064.5(b), a significant impact would occur if the project 
“demolishes or materially alters in an adverse manner those physical characteristics of an historical 
resource that convey its historical significance.” Under these provisions, the significance of a 
historical resource would be materially impaired—that is, a significant impact would occur—if the 
project would result in physical demolition, destruction, relocation, or alteration of the resource 
(which would be considered direct impacts of the project) or its immediate surroundings.  

Project Site 
The planning department evaluated whether the building at 2417 Green Street is a historical 
resource as defined by CEQA. The planning department required the submittal of a historic 
resource evaluation and determined, based on the conclusions of that historic resource evaluation 
and additional independent analysis conducted by qualified planning department staff, that the 
existing structure on the project site is not a historical resource as defined by CEQA. 20,21 The 
following is a summary of the planning department’s findings.  

The building located at 2417 Green Street was built circa 1905 and was first owned by Lonella H. 
Smith. Louis B. Floan was the contractor for the building, but no architect was identified. The 
building 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 was altered in 1954 to 
insert a garage with concrete cladding, in 1972–1973 to replace the front entry porch, and at an 
unknown date to replace upper floor windows. While the building retains some characteristics of 
the First Bay Tradition style, including the simple wall surface, wood shingles, and small-scale 
ornamentation, it has been substantially altered such that it is not considered an outstanding 
example of this architectural style. Thus, the building at the project site is not a historical resource 
as defined by CEQA. 

The planning department found that the existing building on the project site 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 in the historical resource 
evaluation or in the planning department’s background files to indicate that the existing structure 
at 2417 Green Street is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad 

                                                      
18  CEQA Guidelines, section 15064.5(b)(1).  
19  CEQA Guidelines, section 15064.5(b)(2). 
20  Tim Kelley Consulting, LLC, Historical Resource Evaluation Part 1, 2417 Green Street, San Francisco, California, April 

2017.  
21  San Francisco Planning Department, Preservation Team Review Form, 2417 Green Street, May 10, 2017; and San 

Francisco Planning Department, Historic Resource Evaluation Response, 2417 Green Street, May 31, 2018. 
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patterns of local or regional history or the cultural heritage of California or the United States. 
Moreover, no significant historical figures are known to be associated with the existing building. 
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 value. 

Furthermore, the existing building on the project site is not located within a California Register-
eligible historic district. The historical resources evaluation found no cohesive collection of 
buildings in the immediate area that would indicate a possible district. The nearest historic district 
is the California Register-eligible Pacific Heights Historic District, which includes buildings 
immediately south of and 125 feet to the west of the subject building. The 2417 Green Street 
structure was found to 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 building at 2417 
Green Street 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 existing building on 
the project site was found to not contribute to the eligible Pacific Heights Historic District.  

Adjacent Historic Resources 
The project site is located immediately adjacent to and east of an identified-eligible historic resource 
located at 2421 Green Street.22 The rear yard of 2417 Green Street also abuts 2727 Pierce Street (City 
Landmark 51). Due to the proximity of two adjacent historic resources to the project site, potential 
direct and indirect impacts to both were analyzed and are discussed below.  

Potential Direct Impacts to Adjacent Historic Resources  

As discussed in the planning department’s Historic Resource Evaluation Response, the proposed 
project at 2417 Green Street would adhere to all planning department requirements with regard to 
rear yard setbacks and mid-block open space. It is unlikely that the proposed rear addition would 
cause a physical direct impact to the adjacent historic resources at 2421 Green Street or 2727 Pierce 
Street due to the fact that the addition would not physically attach to or require physical alterations 
of any components of these adjacent properties. The proposed project at 2417 Green Street would 
be confined to the boundary of the subject lot. The proposed rear addition would incorporate 3’-4” 
side setbacks at the basement level, 0’-3” side setbacks at the first floor, and 3’-10” side setbacks at 
the second, third, and fourth floors between the addition and the immediately adjacent historic 
resource at 2421 Green Street and would sit below the overall height of the historic resource at 2421 
Green Street.23 The size and location of the addition would not require the removal or infill of 
property line windows at 2421 Green Street.24  

                                                      
22  2421 Green Street was identified in the planning department’s 1976 Survey and given a rating of “4.” The property 

was also discussed in Here Today: San Francisco’s Architectural Heritage, by Roger R. Olmsted and Tom H. Watkins 
(page 270).  

23  At its highest point, the existing building is almost 45 feet tall. Since it is on an upsloping lot, the height varies along 
with the slope and gradually becomes shorter as the grade increases towards the rear. With the proposed alteration to 
the roofline, the project would result in a decrease in the building height at the front by approximately 3 feet. 

24  Property line windows are not protected in the San Francisco Planning Code. 
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Furthermore, during the exemption appeal, the appellant’s engineer cited an elevation detail on 
the foundation replacement permit (BPA #201705116316) drawings that indicated a connection 
with the foundation of 2421 Green Street, discussed in more detail under Impact GE-1 on page 59. 
Given the history of this project, as outlined in the Project History section above, combined with 
the concerns raised by the Board of Supervisors at the appeal hearing, this initial study finds that 
project construction could compromise the structural integrity of the historic adjacent foundation 
at 2421 Green Street. As noted in the CEQA findings by the Board of Supervisors during the appeal 
of the categorical exemption,25 such an impact could be considered significant. To address this 
concern, the planning department coordinated with the building department during the 
preparation of this initial study, and had the Plan Review Services Division of the building 
department review the project’s geotechnical investigation in advance of when they would 
typically do so. Nevertheless, given the Board’s concerns and the fact that the project sponsor has, 
in the past, directed work on the project site beyond what was permitted by the building 
department, Mitigation Measure M-GE-1, Ongoing Coordination with the Planning Department 
and the Department of Building Inspections Prior to and During the Construction Phase 
Regarding Compliance with Geotechnical Requirements, provided below for ease of reference 
and also discussed further on page 63, would obligate the project sponsor to maintain ongoing 
coordination with DBI and the planning department, pursuant to a required milestone schedule, 
prior to and over the course of project construction for the specific purposes of ensuring the 
security and stability of the project site and adjacent historic resources.  

Mitigation Measure M-GE-1: Ongoing Coordination with the Planning Department and 
the Department of Building Inspections Prior to and During the Construction Phase 
Regarding Compliance with Geotechnical Requirements. Pursuant to the San Francisco 
Department of Building Inspection process, the project sponsor (and their design team, 
geotechnical engineer, and contractor, as applicable) will be subject to ongoing 
coordination requirements with the planning department and the building department 
regarding plan check reviews and building inspections prior to and during construction 
work. This process will include the following requirements: 

 Prior to commencement of construction, the project sponsor shall submit to the 
planning department and building department a report outlining anticipated 
construction milestones with corresponding (approximate) dates of reaching those 
milestones as well and all memoranda and/or reports anticipated to be prepared or 
approved at those milestones. The report shall address how all code requirements 
will be met, including responsible parties and the city agency providing oversight. 
The report shall be reviewed and approved by the planning department and the 
building department prior to commencement of construction.  

 Once construction commences, the sponsor shall notify the planning department 
and the building department (when coordination with the building department is 
not already included as typical part of the process) when the above milestones have 

                                                      
25  San Francisco Board of Supervisors, Motion No. M18-012, Adopting Findings Reversing the Categorical Exemption 

Determination – 2417 Green Street, Amended February 6, 2018, File No. 180123, available at 
https://sfgov.legistar.com/View.ashx?M=F&ID=5792879&GUID=75361D57-546D-41F0-B0A3-D11B6083C3D2 

https://sfgov.legistar.com/View.ashx?M=F&ID=5792879&GUID=75361D57-546D-41F0-B0A3-D11B6083C3D2
Richard
Highlight
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been reached and their outcomes. Specifically, all memoranda and/or reports issued 
at times of those milestones shall be provided to the planning department and the 
building department.26 

With implementation of Mitigation Measure M-GE-1, potential significant impacts related to 
historical resources (including construction-related impacts on the adjacent historical resource at 
2721 Green Street) would be reduced to a less-than-significant level. 

Additionally, the rear yard of 2727 Pierce Street (City Landmark 51) that abuts the rear yard of 2417 
Green Street would not be physically impacted by the proposed rear addition, which would be 
entirely located within the buildable area of the lot such that a planning code-compliant 25-foot 
rear yard is maintained. This would provide significant distance between the rear yard of 2727 
Pierce Street and the proposed rear addition at 2417 Green Street such that there would be no 
potential for a direct impact to the landmark building.  

Potential Indirect Impacts to Adjacent Historic Resources 

Construction impacts to the adjacent building at 2421 Green Street are addressed under Impact 
NO-2 (vibration) on page 311 and Impact GE-1 (geology and soils) on page 59.  

This section addresses the potential for the project to result in indirect impacts to the historic setting 
of the immediately adjacent historic resource at 2421 Green Street and the nearby 2727 Pierce Street 
(City Landmark 51), including impacts related to public views of the 2421 Green Street structure. 
The loss of private views does not constitute a significant impact under CEQA and is and therefore 
is not included in this analysis.  

The current setting of the adjacent historic resources at 2421 Green Street and 2727 Pierce Street is 
comprised of standard city lots subject to the restrictions and requirements of the RH-1 
(Residential-House, One Family) zoning district and 40-X height and bulk district. Historically, the 
subject block remained unified and largely undeveloped until the Casebolt House (City Landmark 
51) was constructed at 2727 Pierce Street in 1867. The block was subsequently subdivided, and lots 
were sold for private development that ultimately resulted in the current setting, comprised of 
multi-level single-family residences that adhere to the slope of the land and have a strong pattern 
of mid-block open space.  

The existing footprint of 2417 Green Street is not a precondition for 2421 Green Street or 2727 Pierce 
Street to convey their historic architectural designs, for which they have been found to be 
significant under Article 10 of the planning code and the National Register, respectively. The 
setting of the two historic resources has changed over time to accommodate an ever-changing 
urban environment. Although the 2417 Green Street project includes a rear expansion that would 
be visible from 2421 Green Street and from 2727 Pierce Street, this change would not physically 
impact either resource such that they would no longer be able to convey their architectural 
significance.  

                                                      
26  Pursuant to Department policy, any memoranda and/or reports prepared by project sponsor and/or a consultant 

working for the project sponsor shall adhere to Planning Department’s protocols of objectivity. 
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The designating ordinance for 2727 Pierce Street (City Landmark 51) identifies character-defining 
features associated with the significance of the property. These features include architectural 
details that collectively illustrate the property’s high-style Italianate design. Features associated 
with the setting of the landmark (i.e., landscaping, open space, and views) are not identified in the 
designating ordinance as character-defining features. Although there is an extant garden at the rear 
of the property, it is not identified as a character-defining feature in the landmark designation 
report. The proposed project at 2417 Green Street would be visible from the rear yard of 2727 Pierce 
Street but it would not physically touch or materially impair any of the landmark’s character-
defining features such that it would no longer be able to convey its significance. Therefore, the 
proposed project at 2417 Green Street would not cause a significant adverse impact on 2727 Pierce 
Street.  

The adjacent historic resource at 2421 Green Street is currently undergoing consideration for listing 
in the National Register of Historic Places for its association with the life and work of master 
architect Ernest Albert Coxhead and for its representation as an outstanding example of the First 
Bay Tradition architectural style.27 Based on the information presented in the National Register 
nomination form, the intent of the original design of 2421 Green Street was to take advantage of 
the view(s) from the eastern, western, and northern elevations. While this design intent is 
important to understanding the original design, it is only one aspect of the overall design. Other 
aspects that speak to the architectural significance of 2421 Green Street include its exterior shingle 
cladding, general form and mass, steeply pitched roof forms, and fenestration patterns. The quality 
of view(s) from the windows that would be blocked by the proposed project is not an aspect of 
historic significance and is not character-defining to the architectural significance of the building. 
Rather, these are private views from a private residence, some of which would be noticeably 
affected by the proposed project, but not to the degree that would materially impair the ability of 
this resource to convey its historical importance. Moreover, private views are typically not 
analyzed under CEQA. Additionally, the 2421 Green Street was constructed within an ever-
changing urban environment that saw rapid residential development in the years following 
construction – specifically on adjacent lots – that resulted in the partial obstruction of these views. 
The site also has a “[s]outhern 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.” Although the 
overall setting of 2421 Green Street is described as “park-like” in the National Register Nomination 
Form, it is located within an urban environment of developed city lots.  

The proposed project at 2417 Green Street would not physically touch or alter the exterior features 
of 2421 Green Street, as the project would be confined to the boundaries of the 2417 Green Street 
lot. The proposed rear addition would incorporate 3’-4” side setbacks at the basement level, 0’-3” 
side setbacks at the first floor, and 3’-10” side setbacks at the second, third, and fourth floors to 
allow for space between the addition and the immediately adjacent properties and would sit below 
the overall height of the historic resource at 2421 Green Street such that no existing windows would 
require physical alteration. The proposed rear addition may alter the amount of direct sunlight on 

                                                      
27  Carol L. Karp, Nomination for Listing, National Register of Historic Places, Architect Ernest Coxhead’s Residence & Studio, 

1893, 2421 Green Street, San Francisco, California, August 28, 2017. Submitted with November 22, 2017, CEQA 
Exemption Appeal, Board of Supervisors File No. 171267. Available at 
https://sfgov.legistar.com/View.ashx?M=F&ID=5672392&GUID=AC8156DB-3B1C-4308-AD5D-56087798A95E.  
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the rear garden at 2421 Green Street but would not significantly diminish or alter the “park-like” 
setting at the rear. The proposed project would maintain a 25-foot rear yard that would adhere to 
the rear yard requirements of the planning code and would maintain mid-block open space 
consistent with residential design guidelines such that these features would continue to relate to 
adjacent properties. Although the proposed project would be visible from the east-facing windows 
of 2421 Green Street, it would not physically touch or alter any of the historic resource’s character-
defining features. The 2421 Green Street property would continue to convey its historical 
significance. Therefore, the project at 2417 Green Street would not cause a significant adverse 
impact to the setting or surroundings of 2421 Green Street.  

Based on massing studies provided by the project sponsor, views of the proposed project would 
not result in a significant impact due to a change of public views available of the adjacent 2421 
Green Street structure, for the following reasons: 

 The primary view of the 2421 Green Street residence from the closest public right-of-way 
(Green Street) is how most people experience the building and that primary view would not 
change. 

 Views of the 2421 Green Street that would change (specifically, by blocking one of the side 
facades of the building) are from a block or more away. These medium- and long-range view 
show the building within a dense urban context, and the change in these views as a result of 
the proposed project would not compromise the integrity of significance or character-defining 
features of the historic resource. 

 Most public views from sidewalks and roadways of adjacent historic resources would remain 
the same as under the existing conditions.  

The July 20, 2018 appeal of the June 22, 2018 categorical exemption issued for the project cites a 
report by architect Carol Karp that states that the proposed project would adversely affect the 
historical significance of the adjacent historic resource at 2421 Green Street by blocking light, air, 
and views from the 2421 Green Street structure. Light, air, and private views are not character-
defining features of 2421 Green Street, and effects on light, air, and private views are not considered 
impacts under CEQA; public views of the 2421 Green Street structure are discussed above and 
would not be affected by the proposed project in a way that would result in a significant impact. 

As discussed above, the proposed addition to the existing single-family residence at 2417 Green 
Street would not include any physical alterations or setting impacts to the adjacent historical 
resources at 2421 Green Street or 2727 Pierce Street such that there would be a substantial adverse 
change in the significance of these resources that would no longer make them eligible for inclusion 
in a local, state, or national register of historical resources.  

Potential Impacts to Adjacent Historic District 

The project also would not have the potential to affect any adjacent historic district. The nearest 
historic district is the Pacific Heights Historic District, which captures buildings to the south and 
west of the subject building. The historic district is significant under Criterion 3 (Architecture) for 
its strong collection of late-Victorian (typically Queen Anne), Shingle (First Bay Region), Arts & 
Crafts, Classical Revival, Colonial Revival, Tudor Revival, French Provincial, and Mediterranean 
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Revival architecture. The boundaries of the historic district are roughly Pacific, Lyon, Steiner and 
Green Streets and the period of significance is 1895 to 1930. Specifically, the boundaries include 
buildings immediately to the south of the subject property that front on Vallejo Street and buildings 
to the west that front on Scott Street. The subject property and the four adjacent properties to the 
west are not included within the boundaries of the historic district. The 2417 Green Street structure 
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. 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. Therefore, the proposed project would have no 
adverse impact to the historic district.  

In conclusion, the project would not significant adverse impacts to historic resources. 

Impact CR-2: The proposed project would not cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of an archeological resource pursuant to CEQA Guidelines section 15064.5. (Less 
than Significant)  

In March 2017 and in January 2019, planning department staff archeologists conducted preliminary 
archeological review for the project and determined that the potential for resources to be present 
is low based on the steepness of the project site and the fact that the existing residence was 
constructed by terracing into the slope, which removed several feet of near-surface soils. 
Additional excavation would not change this assessment as there is little potential for buried 
resources to be present in this setting.28 Thus, the project would not cause a substantial adverse 
change in the significance of an archeological resource and this impact would be less than 
significant. 

Impact CR-3: The proposed project would not disturb human remains, including those interred 
outside of formal cemeteries (Less than Significant) 

In March 2017 and in January 2019, planning department staff archeologists conducted preliminary 
archeological review for the project. There are no known human remains, including those interred 
outside of formal cemeteries, located in the immediate vicinity of the project site. Thus, this impact 
would be less than significant. 

Impact C-CR-1: The proposed project in combination with past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future projects in the vicinity would not result in cumulative impacts to historic 
resources. (Less than Significant) 

The analysis of cumulative impacts on historical resources considers past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future projects within a 0.25-mile radius of the project site. The planning department 
has identified eight environmental cases within this area associated with projects either under 
construction or for which entitlements have been approved. These projects are listed in Table 2 on 
page 7. 

                                                      
28  Sally Salzman Morgan, Planner/Archaeologist, San Francisco Planning Department, email to Jeanie Poling regarding 

2417 Green St archeological review, January 30, 2019.  
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Those past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects would be constructed in a densely 
developed urban environment and would be minimally visible from locations outside of their 
immediate vicinities. These projects are geographically dispersed and sufficiently removed from 
the project site such that any alteration or demolition of existing buildings and new construction 
in these locations would not act in combination with one another to substantially change the setting 
of any historical resource. Thus, these projects in combination with one another would not 
materially alter the characteristics that qualify any of the historical resources for listing in the 
California Register, and would not contribute to any cumulative impacts on historical resources. 

Impact C-CR-2: The proposed project in combination with past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future projects in the vicinity would not result in cumulative impacts to 
archeological resources or human remains. (Less than Significant) 

Archeological resources and human remains are non-renewable resources of a finite class. All 
adverse effects to archeological resources erode a dwindling cultural/scientific resource base. 
Federal and state laws protect archeological resources in most cases, either through project 
redesign or by requiring that the scientific data present within an archeological resource be 
archeologically recovered. As discussed above, the proposed project would not have a significant 
impact related to archeological resources, and the project’s impact, in combination with other 
projects in the area that would also involve ground disturbance, and that also could encounter 
previously recorded or unrecorded archeological resources or human remains, would not result in 
a cumulatively considerable significant cumulative impact. 

Topics: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
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Less Than 
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Impact 
No 

Impact 
Not 
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4. TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES. Would the 
project: 

     

a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of a tribal cultural resource, defined 
in Public Resources Code section 21074 as either 
a site, feature, place, or cultural landscape that is 
geographically defined in terms of the size and 
scope of the landscape, sacred place, or object 
with cultural value to a California Native 
American tribe, and that is: 

     

i) Listed or eligible for listing in the California 
Register of Historical Resources, or in a local 
register of historical resources as defined in 
Public Resources Code section 5020.1(k), or 
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ii) A resource determined by the lead agency, 
in its discretion and supported by 
substantial evidence, to be significant 
pursuant to criteria set forth in subdivision 
(c) of Public Resources Code section 5024.1. 
In applying the criteria set forth in 
subdivision (c) of Public Resource Code 
section 5024.1, the lead agency shall 
consider the significance of the resource to a 
California Native American tribe.  

     

 

Impact TC-1: The proposed project would not cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of a tribal cultural resource as defined in Public Resources Code Section 21074. 
(Less than Significant) 

CEQA section 21074.2 requires the lead agency to consider the effects of a project on tribal cultural 
resources. As defined in CEQA section 21074, tribal cultural resources include sites, features, 
places, cultural landscapes, sacred places, and objects with cultural value to a California Native 
American tribe and that are listed, or determined to be eligible for listing, on a national, state, or 
local register of historical resources. Pursuant to CEQA section 21080.3.1, on January 31, 2019, the 
planning department requested consultation with Native American tribes regarding the potential 
for the proposed project to affect tribal cultural resources. The planning department received no 
response requesting consultation from any representative of a Native American tribe during the 
30-day comment period.  

Based on the background research, there are not known tribal cultural resources in the project area. 
Moreover, the project site is not located in an archeological sensitive area; therefore, the potential 
for the site to contain tribal cultural resources is very low. Based on this, impacts on tribal cultural 
resources would be less than significant. 

Impact C-TC-1: The proposed project, in combination with past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future projects in the project vicinity, would not cause a substantial adverse change 
in the significance of a tribal cultural resource as defined in Public Resources Code Section 
21074. (Less than Significant) 

Impacts related to tribal cultural resources are typically site-specific and generally limited to the 
immediate construction area. As discussed above, under TC-1, project-level impacts would be less 
than significant. Moreover, there are no other projects that have the potential to be affected by the 
proposed project. Thus, the proposed project, in combination with past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future projects, would result in a less-than-significant cumulative impact on tribal 
cultural resources.  
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5. TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION. 
Would the project: 

     

a) Conflict with a program, plan, ordinance, or 
policy addressing the circulation system, 
including transit, roadway, bicycle and 
pedestrian facilities? 

     

b) Conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA 
Guidelines section 15064.3, subdivision (b)? 

     

c) Substantially increase hazards due to a 
geometric design feature (e.g., sharp curves or 
dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses? 

     

d) Result in inadequate emergency access?      

 

Impact TR-1: The proposed project would not conflict with a program, plan, ordinance, or policy 
addressing circulation systems; would not conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA Guideline 
section 15064.3(b); would not substantially increase hazards due to a design feature or 
incompatible uses; and would not result in an inadequate emergency access (Less than 
Significant) 

Vehicle Miles Traveled in San Francisco and Bay Area 
Many factors affect travel behavior. These factors include density, diversity of land uses, design of 
the transportation network, access to regional destinations, distance to high‐quality transit, 
development scale, demographics, and transportation demand management. Typically, low‐
density development at great distance from other land uses, located in areas with poor access 
to non‐private vehicular modes of travel, generate more automobile travel compared to 
development located in urban areas, where a higher density, mix of land uses, and travel options 
other than private vehicles are available. 

Given these travel behavior factors, San Francisco has a lower vehicle miles traveled (VMT) ratio 
than the nine‐county San Francisco Bay Area region. In addition, some areas of the city have lower 
VMT ratios than other areas of the city. These areas of the city can be expressed geographically 
through transportation analysis zones (TAZs). TAZs are used in transportation planning models 
for transportation analysis and other planning purposes. The zones vary in size from single city 
blocks in the downtown core, multiple blocks in outer neighborhoods, to even larger zones in 
historically industrial areas like the Hunters Point Shipyard. 

The San Francisco County Transportation Authority (the transportation authority) uses the San 
Francisco Chained Activity Model Process (SF‐CHAMP) to estimate VMT by private automobiles 
and taxis for different land use types. Travel behavior in SF‐CHAMP is calibrated based on 
observed behavior from the California Household Travel Survey 2010‐2012, Census data regarding 
automobile ownership rates and county‐to‐county worker flows, and observed vehicle counts and 
transit boardings. SF‐CHAMP uses a synthetic population, which is a set of individual actors that 



Case No. 2017-002545ENV 26 2417 Green Street 
 

represents the Bay Area’s actual population, who make simulated travel decisions for a complete 
day. The transportation authority uses tour‐based analysis for office and residential uses, which 
examines the entire chain of trips over the course of a day, not just trips to and from the project. 
For retail uses, the transportation authority uses trip‐based analysis, which counts VMT from 
individual trips to and from the project (as opposed to an entire chain of trips). A trip‐based 
approach, as opposed to a tour‐based approach, is necessary for retail projects because a tour is 
likely to consist of trips stopping in multiple locations, and the summarizing of tour VMT to each 
location would over‐estimate VMT.29  

For residential development, the existing regional average daily VMT per capita is 14.6.30 San 
Francisco 2040 cumulative conditions were projected using a SF-CHAMP model run, using the 
same methodology as outlined above for existing conditions, but includes residential and job 
growth estimates and reasonably foreseeable transportation investments through 2040. For 
residential development, the projected 2040 regional average daily VMT per capita is 13.7.  

Vehicle Miles Traveled Analysis 
Land use projects may cause substantial additional VMT. The following identifies thresholds of 
significance and screening criteria used to determine if a land use project would result in significant 
impacts under the VMT metric. 

Per San Francisco Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines,31 for residential projects, a project 
would generate substantial additional VMT if it exceeds the regional household VMT per capita 
minus 15 percent. For office projects, a project would generate substantial additional VMT if it 
exceeds the regional VMT per employee minus 15 percent. As documented in the proposed 
transportation impact guidelines, a 15 percent threshold below existing development is “both 
reasonably ambitious and generally achievable.”  

California Office of Planning and Research’s (OPR’s) proposed transportation impact guidelines 
provides screening criteria to identify types, characteristics, or locations of land use projects that 
would not exceed these VMT thresholds of significance. OPR recommends that if a project or land 
use proposed as part of the project meets any of the below screening criteria, then VMT impacts 
are presumed to be less than significant for that land use and a detailed VMT analysis is not 
required. These screening criteria and how they are applied in San Francisco are described below: 

• Map-Based Screening for Residential, Office, and Retail Projects. OPR recommends mapping areas 
that exhibit where VMT is less than the applicable threshold for that land use. Accordingly, the 
transportation authority has developed maps depicting existing VMT levels in San Francisco 
for residential, office, and retail land uses based on the SF‐CHAMP 2012 base‐year model run. 
The planning department uses these maps and associated data to determine whether a 
proposed project is located in an area of the city that is below the VMT threshold. 

                                                      
29  San Francisco Planning Department, Executive Summary: Resolution Modifying Transportation Impact Analysis, 

Appendix F, Attachment A, March 3, 2016. 
30  Includes the VMT generated by the project. 
31  Updated February 14, 2019. Available at https://sfplanning.org/project/transportation-impact-analysis-guidelines-

environmental-review-update#impact-analysis-guidelines. 
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• Small Projects. OPR recommends that lead agencies may generally assume that a project would 
not have significant VMT impacts if the project would either: (1) generate fewer trips than the 
level required for studying consistency with the applicable congestion management program; 
or (2) where the applicable congestion management program does not provide such a level, 
fewer than 100 vehicle trips per day. The transportation authority’s 2015 San Francisco 
Congestion Management Program does not include a trip threshold for studying consistency. 
Therefore, the planning department uses the 100 vehicle trip per day screening criterion as a 
level at which projects generally would not generate a substantial increase in VMT. 

• Proximity to Transit Stations. OPR recommends that residential, retail, and office projects, as 
well as projects that are a mix of these uses, proposed within 0.5 miles of an existing major 
transit stop (as defined by CEQA Guidelines section 21064.3) or an existing stop along a high 
quality transit corridor (as defined by CEQA Guidelines section 21155) would not result in a 
substantial increase in VMT. However, this presumption would not apply if the project would: 
(1) have a floor area ratio of less than 0.75; (2) include more parking for use by residents, 
customers, or employees of the project than required or allowed, without a conditional use; or 
(3) is inconsistent with the applicable sustainable communities strategy. 

The existing average daily VMT per capita for the transportation analysis zone the project site is 
located in, TAZ 794, is below the existing regional average daily VMT. In TAZ 794, the average 
daily VMT per capita for residential uses is 6.9, which is 47 percent below the existing regional 
average daily VMT per capita for residential uses of 14.6. Therefore, the project site is located within 
an area of the city where the existing VMT is more than 15 percent below the regional VMT, and 
the proposed project would not generate substantial additional VMT. Future 2040 average daily 
VMT per capita for TAZ 794 is 6.7; this is 49 percent below the future 2040 regional average daily 
VMT per capita of 13.7. Furthermore, the project meets the proximity to transit stations screening 
criterion, which also indicates that the proposed project use would not cause substantial additional 
VMT. 

Project Travel Demand 
Localized trip generation of the proposed project was calculated using a trip-based analysis and 
information in the 2002 Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines for Environmental Review 
developed by the San Francisco Planning Department.32 

The proposed project would expand an existing (currently vacant) single-family residence and add 
an accessory dwelling unit. It is anticipated that the project would result in an additional five 
residents who would add approximately 18 daily person-trips, 10 daily auto trips, and two PM 
peak-hour auto trips.33  

During the three- to five-month project construction period, trucks would travel to and from the 
project site. It is not anticipated that any construction-related lane closure would be required; 
however, if required, a lane closure permit would be secured to accommodate this work scope. 

                                                      
32  In February 2019, the Planning Department published an update to the 2002 Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines 

for Environmental Review. The guidelines updated some of the transportation significance criteria and methodology but 
would not change the less-than-significant impact conclusions herein.  

33  San Francisco Planning Department, Transportation Calculations for 2417 Green Street, February 1, 2019. 
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Lane and sidewalk closures are subject to review and approval by San Francisco Public Works and 
the Transportation Advisory Staff Committee, which consists of representatives from the Fire 
Department, Police Department, MTA Traffic Engineering Division, and San Francisco Public 
Works. Due to its temporary duration and limited scope, project-related construction impacts on 
traffic generally would not be considered significant.  

No transit lines run along Green Street in front of the project site; the nearest transit lines to the 
project site are the 41 Union line that runs along Union Street, one block north of the project site, 
and the 22 Fillmore line that runs along Fillmore Street, a block and a half east of the project site. 
Pedestrian use is typical of a residential neighborhood. The project would not generate a significant 
number of additional trips and would not change transit, bicycle, or pedestrian conditions in the 
project vicinity. During project construction, truck traffic and any construction activities would be 
noticeable to transit users, bicycle riders, and pedestrians in the project vicinity; however, 
construction-related impacts would be less than significant due to their temporary duration and 
limited scope. 

The project is an infill site as defined under CEQA Guideline section 15064.3(b); thus, as discussed 
above under Public Resources Code section 21099, parking is not considered in determining 
whether a project has the potential to result in significant environmental effects.34 The project 
involves alterations to an existing single-family home and the addition of an accessory dwelling 
unit. All physical changes would be on the project site and not in the public right-of-way (other 
than the addition of a street tree). Thus, the project would not substantially increase hazards due 
to a design feature or incompatible uses and would not result in inadequate emergency access. 
Furthermore, the project would not conflict with any plans, programs, or ordinances addressing 
circulation systems because the project would not modify any roadways in a way that could affect 
circulation. 

In conclusion, project impacts related to transportation and circulation and less than significant. 

Impact C-TR-1: The proposed project, in combination with past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future projects in the project vicinity, would result in less-than-significant 
cumulative impacts related to transportation and circulation. (Less Than Significant) 

Construction of the proposed project could overlap with construction of nearby cumulative 
development projects. For the purposes of transportation analysis, the cumulative setting includes 
development projects within a quarter-mile radius of the project site, as identified in Table 2 on 
page 7. None of these cumulative development projects would introduce incompatible uses that 
would adversely impact transportation and circulation in the project vicinity or combine with 
construction of the proposed project to result in cumulative construction-related impacts. Thus, the 
proposed project, in combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, 
would result in a less-than-significant cumulative impacts related to transportation and circulation.  

                                                      
34  San Francisco Planning Department, Eligibility Checklist: CEQA Section 21099 – Modernization of Transportation 

Analysis, 2417 Green Street, February 1, 2019. 
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6. NOISE. Would the project result in:      

a) Generation of a substantial temporary or 
permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the 
vicinity of the project in excess of standards 
established in the local general plan or noise 
ordinance, or applicable standards of other 
agencies? 

     

b) Generation of excessive groundborne vibration 
or groundborne noise levels? 

     

c) For a project located within the vicinity of a 
private airstrip or an airport land use plan area, 
or, where such a plan has not been adopted, in 
an area within two miles of a public airport or 
public use airport, would the project expose 
people residing or working in the area to 
excessive noise levels? 

     

The project site is not within the vicinity of an airstrip or airport. Therefore, topic 6c is not 
applicable. 

Impact NO-1: During project construction, the proposed project would not generate substantial 
temporary noise levels in excess of established standards. (Less than Significant) 

The construction period for the proposed project would last approximately three to five months 
and would generally consist of excavation, structural and seismic upgrades, interior renovations, 
and exterior work. Excavation and building construction would temporarily increase noise that 
could be considered an annoyance by occupants of nearby properties. The amount of construction 
noise generated at any one time would vary depending on the types of construction activities 
underway, numbers and types of pieces of heavy equipment and duration of use of each, distance 
between noise source and listener, and presence or absence of barriers (including subsurface 
barriers) between the noise source and the receptors. Table 3 identifies typical noise levels from 
construction equipment. There would be times when noise could interfere with indoor activities in 
nearby residences and other businesses near the project site.  
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Table 3 – Typical Noise Levels from Construction Equipment 

Construction Equipment Noise Level 
(dBA, Leq at 50 feet) 

Noise Level 
(dBA, Leq at 100 feet) 

Jackhammer (Pavement Breaker)1 88 82 

Hoe ram 90 94 
Drill rig truck 79 73 

Loader 79 73 

Dozer 82 76 

Excavator 81 75 

Grader 85 79 

Dump truck 76 70 

Flatbed truck 74 68 

Concrete truck 81 75 

Forklift (gas-powered) 83 77 

Generator 81 75 

Compressor 78 72 

San Francisco Noise Ordinance Limit 86 80 

Source: Federal Highway Administration, Roadway Construction Noise Model User Guide, 2006. 
Notes:  
Leq noise levels are calculated assuming a 100 percent usage factor at full load (i.e., Lmax noise level 100 
percent) for the one-hour measurement period. Noise levels in bold exceed the Noise Ordinance limit, but as 
indicated in note 1, two of the exceedances are exempt from this limit. 
1.  Exempt from the ordinance noise limit of 86 dBA at 50 feet or 80 dBA at 100 feet. 

In San Francisco, construction noise is regulated by the San Francisco Noise Ordinance (San 
Francisco Police Code article 29). The ordinance requires that noise levels from individual pieces 
of construction equipment, other than impact tools, not exceed 80 dBA at a distance of 100 feet 
from the source. To comply with the Noise Ordinance, impact tools (e.g., jackhammers, hoe rams, 
impact wrenches) must have manufacturer‐recommended and City‐approved mufflers for both 
intake and exhaust. Furthermore, section 2908 of the police code prohibits construction work 
between 8:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. if noise would exceed the ambient noise level by 5 dBA at the 
project property line, unless a special permit is authorized by the Director of the Department of 
Public Works or the Director of Building Inspection.  

As discussed above under Project History, some project excavation below the existing building has 
already occurred. Additional excavation would be conducted using a pneumatic pavement breaker 
(hand-held jackhammer). Excavation would occur in sections for one to two weeks over a period 
of three to five months. No nighttime construction would occur for the proposed project and no 
pile driving would be necessary. The project would be required to comply with regulations set 
forth in the Noise Ordinance. 

Because the project would not use heavy equipment, and would comply with noise regulations, 
and because noise associated with construction activities would be temporary and intermittent, 
construction noise impacts would be less than significant. 
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Impact NO-2: During construction, the proposed project would not generate excessive 
groundborne vibration. (Less than Significant) 

Excavation and building construction would temporarily increase noise and produce groundborne 
vibration in the project vicinity. Construction equipment would generate vibration that could be 
considered an annoyance by occupants of nearby properties.  

The project would require excavation of approximately 408 cubic yards of soil and rock to a depth 
of 13 feet below grade. As discussed under Project Description, above, some project excavation 
below the existing building has already occurred. Additional excavation would be conducted in 
sections for one to two weeks over a period of three to five months using a hand-held jackhammer 
with a force rating of 90 pounds. A vibration assessment was conducted for the proposed project.35 
The vibration assessment determined that if the jackhammer were operating 3 feet from any 
adjacent residence, the estimated ground vibration would be within the range of 0.05 to 0.25 inches 
per second. A conservative limit of 0.5 inches per second is suggested by the U.S. Bureau of Mines 
to help prevent minor cosmetic damage to buildings (i.e., ‘hairline’ cracking of gypsum board or 
plaster finishes). The estimated ground vibration of 0.05 to 0.25 inches per second is below the 
conservative threshold of 0.5 inches per second; thus, project construction would not result in 
vibration that has the potential to cause a significant impact and construction-related vibration 
impacts of the proposed project would be less than significant.  

Construction impacts on adjacent foundations are addressed under Impact GE-1 (geology and 
soils) on page 59.  

Impact NO-3: During project operation, the proposed project would not generate excessive 
groundborne vibration or noise levels. (Less than Significant) 

The project site is in an urbanized area with ambient noise levels typical of those in San Francisco’s 
residential neighborhoods. The primary source of ambient noise in the project vicinity is traffic 
flow. San Francisco traffic noise modeling indicates that existing noise levels at the project site 
range from 55 to 60 Ldn.36 

The project proposes alterations to an existing dwelling unit and the addition of a new accessory 
dwelling unit. Vehicular traffic makes the greatest contribution to ambient noise levels throughout 
most of San Francisco. Based on published scientific acoustic studies, the traffic volumes in a given 
location would need to approximately double to produce an increase in ambient noise levels 
noticeable to most people.37 Implementation of the proposed project would increase the number 
of daily vehicle trips to and from the project site by approximately 10 trips,38 which would 

                                                      
35  Charles M. Salter Associates Inc., 2417 Green Street Vibration Assessment, June 15, 2018. 
36  San Francisco Planning Department, Traffic Noise Model, May 3, 2017. Ldn is the average equivalent sound level over 

a 24-hour period, with a penalty added for noise during the nighttime hours of 10:00 p.m. to 07:00 a.m. During the 
nighttime period, 10 decibels is added to reflect the impact of the noise. 

37  FHWA. Highway Traffic Noise Analysis and Abatement Guidance, 
https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/noise/regulations_and_guidance/analysis_and_abatement_guidance/revguid
ance.pdf, accessed May 11, 2018. 

38  San Francisco Planning Department, Transportation Calculations for 2417 Green Street, February 1, 2019.  

https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/noise/regulations_and_guidance/analysis_and_abatement_guidance/revguidance.pdf
https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/noise/regulations_and_guidance/analysis_and_abatement_guidance/revguidance.pdf
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represent a negligible increase in existing traffic volumes on the surrounding streets and would 
not cause a noticeable increase in the ambient noise level in the project vicinity. 

The proposed project would not require an emergency generator but may include small-scale 
mechanical equipment, specifically an HVAC system, that could produce operational noise. These 
operations would be subject to section 2909 of the City’s Noise Ordinance (Article 29 of the San 
Francisco Police Code). Given its size and scale, the stationary equipment at the proposed two-unit 
residential building is unlikely to generate noise that exceeds established standards or results in a 
substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels. Thus, operational noise and vibration 
impacts would be less than significant. 

Impact C-NO-1: The implementation of the proposed project, in combination with past, present, 
and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would not result in a significant cumulative noise 
or vibration impacts. (Less than Significant) 

Cumulative Construction Noise  
The projects listed in Table 2 on page 7 are located one or more blocks away from the project site 
and therefore would be unlikely to combine in a way that would result in cumulative noise 
impacts. Moreover, construction noise from the proposed project and other nearby projects would 
be temporary and intermittent. Thus, project noise effects would not combine with past, present 
and reasonably foreseeable future projects to result in cumulative construction noise impacts. 

Cumulative Vibration 
Vibration effects associated with construction the projects listed in Table 2 would be far enough 
away from the project site such that they would not combine to result in cumulative vibration 
impacts. Thus, cumulative construction vibration impacts are less than significant. 

Cumulative Operational Noise 
Past and present development in the project vicinity may result in permanent increases in ambient 
noise levels from traffic and temporary and periodic increases from repeated and ongoing episodes 
of major construction. Recently approved and reasonably foreseeable nearby projects listed in 
Table 2, including the proposed project, would be expected to result in continuing increases in 
traffic volumes and associated traffic noise, but traffic would be distributed along local roadways 
and would not result in a doubling of traffic volumes along nearby streets. Moreover, the proposed 
project’s mechanical equipment and mechanical equipment from reasonably foreseeable 
cumulative projects would be required to comply with the Noise Ordinance. Therefore, in 
combination with reasonably foreseeable cumulative projects, the proposed project would not 
make a considerable contribution to any significant noise impacts during project operation, and 
cumulative operational noise impacts would be less than significant. 
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7. AIR QUALITY. Would the project:      

a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the 
applicable air quality plan? 

     

b) Result in a cumulatively considerable net 
increase of any criteria pollutant for which the 
project region is non-attainment under an 
applicable federal, state, or regional ambient air 
quality standard? 

     

c) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial 
pollutant concentrations? 

     

d) Result in other emissions (such as those leading 
to odors) adversely affecting a substantial 
number of people? 

     

Overview 
The Bay Area Air Quality Management District (air district) is the regional agency with jurisdiction 
over the nine-county San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin (air basin), which includes San Francisco, 
Alameda, Contra Costa, Marin, San Mateo, Santa Clara, and Napa counties and portions of Sonoma 
and Solano counties. The air district is responsible for attaining and maintaining federal and state 
air quality standards in the air basin, as established by the federal Clean Air Act and the California 
Clean Air Act, respectively. Specifically, the air district has the responsibility to monitor ambient 
air pollutant levels throughout the air basin and to develop and implement strategies to attain the 
applicable federal and state standards. The federal and state Clean Air Acts require plans to be 
developed for areas that do not meet air quality standards, generally. The most recent air quality 
plan, the 2017 Clean Air Plan, was adopted by the air district on April 19, 2017. The 2017 Clean Air 
Plan updates the most recent Bay Area ozone plan, the 2010 Clean Air Plan, in accordance with the 
requirements of the state Clean Air Act to implement all feasible measures to reduce ozone; provide 
a control strategy to reduce ozone, particulate matter, air toxics, and greenhouse gases in a single, 
integrated plan; and establish emission control measures to be adopted or implemented. The 2017 
Clean Air Plan contains the following primary goals:  

• Protect air quality and health at the regional and local scale: Attain all state and national air 
quality standards, and eliminate disparities among Bay Area communities in cancer health risk 
from toxic air contaminants; and 

• Protect the climate: Reduce Bay Area greenhouse gas emissions to 40 percent below 1990 levels 
by 2030 and 80 percent below 1990 levels by 2050. 

The 2017 Clean Air Plan is the most current applicable air quality plan for the air basin. Consistency 
with this plan is the basis for determining whether the proposed project would conflict with or 
obstruct implementation of an air quality plan. 
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Criteria Air Pollutants 

In accordance with the state and federal Clean Air Acts, air pollutant standards are identified for 
the following six criteria air pollutants: ozone, carbon monoxide (CO), particulate matter (PM), 
nitrogen dioxide (NO2), sulfur dioxide (SO2), and lead. These air pollutants are termed criteria air 
pollutants because they are regulated by developing specific public health- and welfare-based 
criteria as the basis for setting permissible levels. In general, the air basin experiences low 
concentrations of most pollutants when compared to federal or state standards. The air basin is 
designated as either in attainment39 or unclassified for most criteria air pollutants with the 
exception of ozone, PM2.5, and PM10, for which these pollutants are designated as non-attainment 
for either the state or federal standards. By its very nature, regional air pollution is largely a 
cumulative impact in that no single project is sufficient in size to, by itself, result in non-attainment 
of air quality standards. Instead, a project’s individual emissions contribute to existing cumulative 
air quality impacts. If a project’s contribution to cumulative air quality impacts is considerable, 
then the project’s impact on air quality would be considered significant.40 

Land use projects may contribute to regional criteria air pollutants during the construction and 
operational phases of a project. Table 4 identifies air quality significance thresholds followed by a 
discussion of each threshold. Projects that would result in criteria air pollutant emissions below 
these significance thresholds would not violate an air quality standard, contribute substantially to 
an air quality violation, or result in a cumulatively considerable net increase in criteria air 
pollutants within the air basin.  

 Table 4 – Criteria Air Pollutant Significance Thresholds 

Pollutant 
Construction Thresholds Operational Thresholds 
Average Daily Emissions 

(lbs./day) 
Average Daily 

Emissions (lbs./day) 
Maximum Annual 

Emissions (tons/year) 

ROG 54 54 10 

NOx 54 54 10 

PM10 82 (exhaust) 82 15 

PM2.5 54 (exhaust) 54 10 

Fugitive 
dust 

Construction Dust Ordinance or 
other best management practices Not applicable 

Source: Bay Area Air Quality Management District, CEQA Air Quality Guidelines, May 2017, page 
2-1. 

Ozone Precursors. As discussed previously, the air basin is currently designated as non-attainment 
for ozone and particulate matter. Ozone is a secondary air pollutant produced in the atmosphere 
through a complex series of photochemical reactions involving reactive organic gases (ROG) and 

                                                      
39  “Attainment” status refers to those regions that are meeting federal and/or state standards for a specified criteria 

pollutant. “Non-attainment” refers to regions that do not meet federal and/or state standards for a specified criteria 
pollutant. “Unclassified” refers to regions where there is not enough data to determine the region’s attainment status 
for a specified criteria air pollutant. 

40  Bay Area Air Quality Management District, CEQA Air Quality Guidelines, page 2-1, May, 2017, 
http://www.baaqmd.gov/~/media/files/planning-and-research/ceqa/ceqa_guidelines_may2017-pdf.pdf?la=en, 
accessed November 15, 2017. 

http://www.baaqmd.gov/%7E/media/files/planning-and-research/ceqa/ceqa_guidelines_may2017-pdf.pdf?la=en


Case No. 2017-002545ENV 35 2417 Green Street 
 

oxides of nitrogen (NOx). The potential for a project to result in a cumulatively considerable net 
increase in criteria air pollutants, which may contribute to an existing or projected air quality 
violation, are based on the state and federal Clean Air Acts emissions limits for stationary sources. 
To ensure that new stationary sources do not cause or contribute to a violation of an air quality 
standard, air district regulation 2, rule 2 requires that any new source that emits criteria air 
pollutants above a specified emissions limit must offset those emissions. For ozone precursors ROG 
and NOx, the offset emissions level is an annual average of 10 tons per year (or 54 pounds (lbs.) 
per day).41 These levels represent emissions below which new sources are not anticipated to 
contribute to an air quality violation or result in a considerable net increase in criteria air pollutants.  

Although this regulation applies to new or modified stationary sources, land use development 
projects result in ROG and NOx emissions as a result of increases in vehicle trips, architectural 
coating, and construction activities. Therefore, the above thresholds can be applied to the 
construction and operational phases of land use projects and those projects that result in emissions 
below these thresholds would not be considered to contribute to an existing or projected air quality 
violation or result in a considerable net increase in ROG and NOx emissions. Due to the temporary 
nature of construction activities, only the average daily thresholds are applicable to construction 
phase emissions.  

Particulate Matter (PM10 and PM2.5).42 The air district has not established an offset limit for 
PM2.5. However, the emissions limit in the federal New Source Review for stationary sources in 
nonattainment areas is an appropriate significance threshold. For PM10 and PM2.5, the emissions 
limit under New Source Review is 15 tons per year (82 lbs. per day) and 10 tons per year (54 lbs. 
per day), respectively. These emissions limits represent levels below which a source is not expected 
to have an impact on air quality.43 Similar to ozone precursor thresholds identified above, land use 
development projects typically result in particulate matter emissions as a result of increases in 
vehicle trips, space heating and natural gas combustion, landscape maintenance, and construction 
activities. Therefore, the above thresholds can be applied to the construction and operational 
phases of a land use project. Again, because construction activities are temporary in nature, only 
the average daily thresholds are applicable to construction-phase emissions.  

Fugitive Dust. Fugitive dust emissions are typically generated during construction phases. Studies 
have shown that the application of best management practices at construction sites significantly 
control fugitive dust44 and individual measures have been shown to reduce fugitive dust by 
anywhere from 30 to 90 percent.45 The air district has identified a number of best management 
practices to control fugitive dust emissions from construction activities.46 The City’s Construction 
Dust Control Ordinance (ordinance 176-08, effective July 30, 2008) requires a number of measures 

                                                      
41 Bay Area Air Quality Management District 2009, Revised Draft Options and Justification Report, CEQA Thresholds of 

Significance, page 17, http://sfmea.sfplanning.org/2014.0653E_Revised_FND.pdf, accessed February 19, 2019. 
42  PM10 is often termed “coarse” particulate matter and is made of particulates that are 10 microns in diameter or 

smaller. PM2.5, termed “fine” particulate matter, is composed of particles that are 2.5 microns or less in diameter. 
43  Ibid. Footnote 63, page 16. 
44  Western Regional Air Partnership, 2006, WRAP Fugitive Dust Handbook, September 7, 

http://www.wrapair.org/forums/dejf/fdh/content/FDHandbook_Rev_06.pdf, accessed May 11, 2018. 
45  Bay Area Air Quality Management District, CEQA Air Quality Guidelines, page D-47, May, 2017. 
46  Ibid.  

http://sfmea.sfplanning.org/2014.0653E_Revised_FND.pdf
http://www.wrapair.org/forums/dejf/fdh/content/FDHandbook_Rev_06.pdf
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to control fugitive dust and the best management practices employed in compliance with the 
ordinance are an effective strategy for controlling construction-related fugitive dust. 

Other Criteria Pollutants. Regional concentrations of CO in the Bay Area have not exceeded the 
state standards in the past 11 years and SO2 concentrations have never exceeded the standards. The 
primary source of CO emissions from development projects is vehicle traffic. Construction-related 
SO2 emissions represent a negligible portion of the total basin-wide emissions and construction-
related CO emissions represent less than five percent of the Bay Area total basin-wide CO 
emissions. As discussed previously, the Bay Area is in attainment for both CO and SO2. 
Furthermore, the air district has demonstrated, based on modeling, that to exceed the California 
ambient air quality standard of 9.0 ppm (parts per million) (8-hour average) or 20.0 ppm (1-hour 
average) for CO, project traffic in addition to existing traffic would need to exceed 44,000 vehicles 
per hour at affected intersections (or 24,000 vehicles per hour where vertical and/or horizontal 
mixing is limited). Therefore, given the Bay Area’s attainment status and the limited CO and SO2 
emissions that could result from development projects, development projects would not result in 
a cumulatively considerable net increase in CO or SO2 emissions, and quantitative analysis is not 
required. 

Local Health Risks and Hazards 

In addition to criteria air pollutants, individual projects may emit toxic air contaminants (TACs). 
TACs collectively refer to a diverse group of air pollutants that are capable of causing chronic (i.e., 
of long-duration) and acute (i.e., severe but short-term) adverse effects to human health, including 
carcinogenic effects. Human health effects of TACs include birth defects, neurological damage, 
cancer, and mortality. There are hundreds of different types of TACs with varying degrees of 
toxicity. Individual TACs vary greatly in the health risk they present; at a given level of exposure, 
one TAC may pose a hazard that is many times greater than another.  

Unlike criteria air pollutants, TACs do not have ambient air quality standards but are regulated by 
the air district using a risk-based approach to determine which sources and pollutants to control 
as well as the degree of control. A health risk assessment is an analysis in which human health 
exposure to toxic substances is estimated, and considered together with information regarding the 
toxic potency of the substances, to provide quantitative estimates of health risks.47  

Air pollution does not affect every individual in the population in the same way, and some groups 
are more sensitive to adverse health effects than others. Land uses such as residences, schools, 
children’s day care centers, hospitals, and nursing and convalescent homes are considered to be 
the most sensitive to poor air quality because the population groups associated with these uses 
have increased susceptibility to respiratory distress or, as in the case of residential receptors, their 
exposure time is greater than that for other land uses. Therefore, these groups are referred to as 
sensitive receptors. Exposure assessment guidance typically assumes that residences would be 

                                                      
47  In general, a health risk assessment is required if the air district concludes that projected emissions of a specific air 

toxic compound from a proposed new or modified source suggest a potential public health risk. The applicant is then 
subject to a health risk assessment for the source in question. Such an assessment generally evaluates chronic, long-
term effects, estimating the increased risk of cancer as a result of exposure to one or more toxic air contaminants. 
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exposed to air pollution 24 hours per day, seven days a week, for 30 years.48 Therefore, assessments 
of air pollutant exposure to residents typically result in the greatest adverse health outcomes of all 
population groups. 

Exposures to fine particulate matter (PM2.5) are strongly associated with mortality, respiratory 
diseases, and lung development in children, and other endpoints such as hospitalization for 
cardiopulmonary disease.49 In addition to PM2.5, diesel particulate matter is also of concern. The 
California Air Resources Board (California air board) identified diesel particulate matter as a TAC 
in 1998, primarily based on evidence demonstrating cancer effects in humans.50 The estimated 
cancer risk from exposure to diesel exhaust is much higher than the risk associated with any other 
TAC routinely measured in the region. 

In an effort to identify areas of San Francisco most adversely affected by sources of TACs, San 
Francisco partnered with the air district to conduct a citywide health risk assessment based on an 
inventory and assessment of air pollution and exposures from mobile, stationary, and area sources 
within San Francisco. Areas with poor air quality, termed the “Air Pollutant Exposure Zone,” were 
identified based on health-protective criteria that consider estimated cancer risk, exposures to fine 
particulate matter, proximity to freeways, and locations with particularly vulnerable populations. 
The project site is not located within the Air Pollutant Exposure Zone. Each of the Air Pollutant 
Zone criteria is discussed below. 

Excess Cancer Risk. The Air Pollution Exposure Zone includes areas where modeled cancer risk 
exceeds 100 incidents per million persons exposed. This criterion is based on United States 
Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) guidance for conducting air toxic analyses and 
making risk management decisions at the facility and community-scale level.51 As described by 
the air district, the U.S. EPA considers a cancer risk of 100 per million to be within the “acceptable” 
range of cancer risk. Furthermore, in the 1989 preamble to the benzene National Emissions 
Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants rulemaking,52 the U.S. EPA states that it “…strives to 
provide maximum feasible protection against risks to health from hazardous air pollutants by (1) 
protecting the greatest number of persons possible to an individual lifetime risk level no higher 
than approximately one in one million and (2) limiting to no higher than approximately one in ten 
thousand (100 in one million) the estimated risk that a person living near a plant would have if he 
or she were exposed to the maximum pollutant concentrations for 70 years.” The 100 per one 
million excess cancer cases is also consistent with the ambient cancer risk in the most pristine 
portions of the Bay Area based on air district regional modeling.53  

Fine Particulate Matter. U.S. EPA staff’s 2011 review of the federal PM2.5 standard concluded that 
the then current federal annual PM2.5 standard of 15 µg/m3 (micrograms per cubic meter) should 
                                                      
48  California Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment, 2015, Air Toxics Hot Spot Program Risk Assessment 

Guidelines, Pg. 4-44, 8-6, February, https://oehha.ca.gov/media/downloads/crnr/2015guidancemanual.pdf. 
49  San Francisco Department of Public Health, 2014, Assessment and Mitigation of Air Pollutant Health Effects from 

Intra-Urban Roadways: Guidance for Land Use Planning and Environmental Review.  
50  California Air Resources Board (ARB), Fact Sheet, The Toxic Air Contaminant Identification Process: Toxic Air 

Contaminant Emissions from Diesel-fueled Engines, October, 1998. 
51  Ibid. Footnote 63, page 67. 
52  54 Federal Register 38044, September 14, 1989. 
53  Bay Area Air Quality Management District, 2017, Clean Air Plan, page D-43. 

https://oehha.ca.gov/media/downloads/crnr/2015guidancemanual.pdf
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be revised to a level within the range of 13 to 11 µg/m3, with evidence strongly supporting a 
standard within the range of 12 to 11 µg/m3.54 The Air Pollutant Exposure Zone for San Francisco 
is based on the health protective PM2.5 standard of 11 µg/m3, as supported by the U.S. EPA’s 
assessment, although lowered to 10 µg/m3 to account for uncertainty in accurately predicting air 
pollutant concentrations using emissions modeling programs.  

Proximity to Freeways. According to the California air board, studies have shown an association 
between the proximity of sensitive land uses to freeways and a variety of respiratory symptoms, 
asthma exacerbations, and decreases in lung function in children. Siting sensitive uses in close 
proximity to freeways increases both exposure to air pollution and the potential for adverse health 
effects. As evidence shows that sensitive uses in an area within a 500-foot buffer of any freeway 
are at an increased health risk from air pollution,55 parcels that are within 500 feet of freeways are 
included in the Air Pollutant Exposure Zone. 

Health Vulnerable Locations. Based on the air district’s evaluation of health vulnerability in the 
Bay Area, those ZIP codes (94102, 94103, 94105, 94124, and 94130) in the worst quintile of Bay Area 
health vulnerability scores as a result of air pollution-related causes were afforded additional 
protection by lowering the standards for identifying parcels in the Air Pollutant Exposure Zone to: 
(1) an excess cancer risk greater than 90 per one million persons exposed, and/or (2) PM2.5 
concentrations in excess of 9 µg/m3.56 

The above citywide health risk modeling was also used as the basis in approving amendments to 
the San Francisco Building and Health Codes, referred to as the Enhanced Ventilation Required 
for Urban Infill Sensitive Use Developments or Health Code Article 38 (ordinance 224-14, 
effective December 8, 2014) (article 38). The purpose of article 38 is to protect the public health 
and welfare by establishing an Air Pollutant Exposure Zone and imposing an enhanced 
ventilation requirement for all urban infill sensitive use development within the Air Pollutant 
Exposure Zone. In addition, projects within the Air Pollutant Exposure Zone require special 
consideration to determine whether the project’s activities would add a substantial amount of 
emissions to areas already adversely affected by poor air quality.  

Impact AQ-1: The project would not conflict with, or obstruct implementation of, the 2017 
Clean Air Plan. (Less than Significant) 

The most recently adopted air quality plan for the air basin is the 2017 Clean Air Plan. The 2017 
Clean Air Plan is a road map that demonstrates how the San Francisco Bay Area will achieve 
compliance with the state ozone standards as expeditiously as practicable and how the region will 
reduce the transport of ozone and ozone precursors to neighboring air basins. In determining 
consistency with the plan, this analysis considers whether the project would: (1) support the 
                                                      
54  U.S. EPA, Policy Assessment for the Review of the Particulate Matter National Ambient Air Quality Standards. 

“Particulate Matter Policy Assessment,” April, 2011, 
https://www3.epa.gov/ttn/naaqs/standards/pm/data/20110419pmpafinal.pdf, accessed February 19, 2019.  

55  California Air Resources Board, 2005 Air Quality and Land Use Handbook: A Community Health Perspective. April, 
http://www.arb.ca.gov/ch/landuse.htm.  

56  San Francisco Planning Department and San Francisco Department of Public Health, Air Pollutant Exposure Zone 
Map (Memo and Map), April 9, 2014. These documents are part of San Francisco Board of Supervisors File No. 14806, 
Ordinance No. 224-14; Amendment to Health Code Article 38. 

https://www3.epa.gov/ttn/naaqs/standards/pm/data/20110419pmpafinal.pdf
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primary goals of the plan, (2) include applicable control measures from the plan, and (3) avoid 
disrupting or hindering implementation of control measures identified in the plan. 

The primary goals of the plan are to (1) protect air quality and health at the regional and local scale; 
(2) eliminate disparities among Bay Area communities in cancer health risk from toxic air 
contaminants; and (3) protect the climate by reducing greenhouse gas emissions. To meet the 
primary goals, the plan recommends specific control measures and actions. These control measures 
are grouped into various categories and include stationary and area source measures, mobile 
source measures, transportation control measures, land use measures, and energy and climate 
measures. The plan recognizes that to a great extent, community design dictates individual travel 
mode, and that a key long‐term control strategy to reduce emissions of criteria pollutants, air toxics, 
and greenhouse gases from motor vehicles is to channel future Bay Area growth into vibrant urban 
communities where goods and services are close at hand, and people have a range of viable 
transportation options. To this end, the plan includes 85 control measures aimed at reducing air 
pollution in the air basin. 

The measures applicable to the proposed project site are in the transportation sector (bicycle 
parking requirement), energy efficiency sector (water and energy conservation requirements), 
waste reduction sector (mandatory recycling and composting and demolition debris recycling 
requirements) and environment/conservation sector (tree planting requirements, construction site 
runoff prevention best management practices, and the use of low-emission building materials). The 
proposed project’s impact with respect to greenhouse gases are discussed in Section F.8, 
Greenhouse Gas Emissions, which demonstrates that the proposed project would comply with the 
applicable provisions of the City’s greenhouse gas reduction strategy. 

The compact development of the proposed project and high availability of viable transportation 
options ensure that residents could bicycle, walk, and ride transit to and from the project site 
instead of taking trips via private automobile. These features ensure that the project would avoid 
substantial growth in automobile trips and vehicle miles traveled. The proposed project’s 
anticipated 10 daily vehicle trips would result in a negligible increase in air pollutant emissions. 
Furthermore, the proposed project would be generally consistent with the San Francisco General 
Plan, as discussed in Section D above under Plans and Policies. Transportation control measures 
that are identified in the 2017 Clean Air Plan are implemented by the San Francisco General Plan 
and the planning code, for example, through the city’s Transit First Policy, bicycle parking 
requirements, and transit impact development fees. Compliance with these requirements would 
ensure the project includes relevant transportation control measures specified in the 2017 Clean 
Air Plan. Therefore, the proposed project would include applicable control measures identified in 
the 2017 Clean Air Plan to the meet the 2017 Clean Air Plan’s primary goals. 

Examples of a project that could cause the disruption or delay of 2017 Clean Air Plan control 
measures are projects that would preclude the extension of a transit line or bike path, or projects 
that propose excessive parking beyond parking requirements. The proposed project would expand 
an existing, vacant single-family home and add an accessory dwelling unit in a dense, walkable 
urban area near a concentration of regional and local transit service. It would not preclude the 
extension of a transit line or a bike path or any other transit improvement, and thus would not 
disrupt or hinder implementation of control measures identified in the 2017 Clean Air Plan. 
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For the reasons described above, the proposed project would not interfere with implementation of 
the 2017 Clean Air Plan, and because the proposed project would be consistent with the applicable 
air quality plan that demonstrates how the region will improve ambient air quality and achieve the 
state and federal ambient air quality standards, this impact would be less than significant.  

Construction Air Quality Impacts 
Project-related air quality impacts fall into two categories: short-term impacts from construction 
and long-term impacts from project operation. The following addresses construction-related air 
quality impacts resulting from the proposed project. 

Impact AQ-2: The project’s construction activities would generate fugitive dust and criteria air 
pollutants but would not result in a cumulatively considerable net increase in criteria air 
pollutants. (Less than Significant)  

Construction activities (short-term) typically result in emissions of ozone precursors and fine 
particulate matter in the form of dust (fugitive dust) and exhaust (e.g., vehicle tailpipe emissions). 
Emissions of ozone precursors and fine particular matter are primarily a result of the combustion 
of fuel from on-road and off-road vehicles. However, ROGs are also emitted from activities that 
involve painting, other types of architectural coatings, or asphalt paving. The proposed project 
would expand an existing single-family home and add an accessory dwelling unit. During the 
project’s approximately three- to five-month construction period, construction activities would 
have the potential to result in emissions of ozone precursors and fine particulate matter, as 
discussed below.  

Fugitive Dust  

Project-related demolition, excavation, grading, and other construction activities may cause wind-
blown dust that could contribute particulate matter into the local atmosphere. Depending on 
exposure, adverse health effects can occur due to this particulate matter in general and also due to 
specific contaminants such as lead or asbestos that may be constituents of soil. Although there are 
federal standards for air pollutants and implementation of state and regional air quality control 
plans, air pollutants continue to have impacts on human health throughout the country. California 
has found that particulate matter exposure can cause health effects at lower levels than national 
standards. The current health burden of particulate matter demands that, where possible, public 
agencies take feasible available actions to reduce sources of particulate matter exposure. According 
to the California air board, reducing PM2.5 concentrations to state and federal standards of 12 
µg/m3 in the San Francisco Bay Area would prevent between 200 and 1,300 premature deaths.57  

In response, the San Francisco Board of Supervisors approved the Construction Dust Control 
Ordinance (ordinance 176-08, effective July 30, 2008) with the intent of reducing the quantity of 
dust generated during site preparation, demolition and construction work in order to protect the 

                                                      
57  ARB, Methodology for Estimating Premature Deaths Associated with Long-term Exposure to Fine Airborne 

Particulate Matter in California, Staff Report, Table 4c, October 24, 2008. 
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health of the general public and of onsite workers, minimize public nuisance complaints, and to 
avoid orders to stop work by the Department of Building Inspection.  

The Construction Dust Control Ordinance requires that all site preparation work, demolition, or 
other construction activities within San Francisco that have the potential to create dust or to expose 
or disturb more than 10 cubic yards or 500 square feet of soil comply with specified dust control 
measures whether or not the activity requires a permit from the Department of Building Inspection. 
The Director of the Department of Building Inspection may waive this requirement for activities 
on sites less than one half-acre that are unlikely to result in any visible wind-blown dust.  

In compliance with the Construction Dust Control Ordinance, the project sponsor and the 
contractor responsible for construction activities at the project site would be required to use the 
following practices to control construction dust on the site or other practices that result in 
equivalent dust control that are acceptable to the director. Dust suppression activities may include 
watering all active construction areas sufficiently to prevent dust from becoming airborne; 
increased watering frequency may be necessary whenever wind speeds exceed 15 miles per hour. 
During excavation and dirt-moving activities, contractors shall wet sweep or vacuum the streets, 
sidewalks, paths, and intersections where work is in progress at the end of the workday. Inactive 
stockpiles (where no disturbance occurs for more than seven days) greater than 10 cubic yards or 
500 square feet of excavated material, backfill material, import material, gravel, sand, road base, 
and soil shall be covered with a 10 mil (0.01 inch) polyethylene plastic (or equivalent) tarp, braced 
down, or use other equivalent soil stabilization techniques. San Francisco ordinance 175-91 restricts 
the use of potable water for soil compaction and dust control activities undertaken in conjunction 
with any construction or demolition project occurring within the boundaries of San Francisco, 
unless permission is obtained from the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission. Non-potable 
water must be used for soil compaction and dust control activities during project construction and 
demolition. The San Francisco Public Utilities Commission operates a recycled water truck-fill 
station at the Southeast Water Pollution Control Plant that provides recycled water for these 
activities at no charge. 

Compliance with the regulations and procedures set forth by the Dust Control Ordinance would 
ensure that fugitive dust generated by the project’s construction activities would not result in a 
cumulatively considerable net increase in criteria air pollutants. 

Criteria Air Pollutants 

As discussed above, construction activities would result in emissions of criteria air pollutants from 
the use of off- and on-road vehicles and equipment. To assist lead agencies in determining whether 
short-term construction-related air pollutant emissions require further analysis as to whether the 
project may exceed the criteria air pollutant significance thresholds shown in Table 4 on page 34, 
the air district, in its CEQA Air Quality Guidelines (May 2017), developed screening criteria. If a 
proposed project meets the screening criteria, then construction of the project would result in less-
than-significant criteria air pollutant impacts. A project that exceeds the screening criteria may 
require a detailed air quality assessment to determine whether criteria air pollutant emissions 
would exceed significance thresholds. The CEQA Air Quality Guidelines note that the screening 
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levels are generally representative of new development on greenfield58 sites without any form of 
mitigation measures taken into consideration. In addition, the screening criteria do not account for 
project design features, attributes, or local development requirements that could also result in 
lower emissions.  

The proposed project would expand an existing single-family home and add an accessory dwelling 
unit. The size of proposed construction activities would be well below the criteria air pollutant 
screening sizes identified in the air district’s CEQA Air Quality Guidelines. Thus, quantification of 
construction-related criteria air pollutant emissions is not required, and the proposed project’s 
construction activities would result in a less-than-significant criteria air pollutant impact. 

In conclusion, the project would not result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any 
criteria pollutant for which the project region is non-attainment under an applicable federal, state, 
or regional ambient air quality standard.  

Impact AQ-3: The project’s construction activities would not expose sensitive receptors to 
substantial pollutant concentrations. (Less than Significant)  

As discussed above, the project site is not within an Air Pollutant Exposure Zone. During project 
construction, emissions would be temporary and variable in nature and would not be expected to 
expose sensitive receptors to substantial air pollutants. Furthermore, the project would be required 
to comply with California regulations limiting idling to no more than five minutes.59 Thus, the 
proposed project a would not generate toxic air contaminants, including diesel particulate matter, 
exposing sensitive receptors to substantial air pollutant concentrations, and this impact would be 
less than significant. 

Operational Air Quality Impacts 

Land use projects typically result in emissions of criteria air pollutants and toxic air contaminants 
primarily from an increase in motor vehicle trips. However, land use projects may also result in 
criteria air pollutants and toxic air contaminants from combustion of natural gas, landscape 
maintenance, use of consumer products, and architectural coating. The following addresses air 
quality impacts resulting from operation of the proposed project. 

Impact AQ-4: Project operations would not result in a cumulatively considerable net increase in 
criteria air pollutants and would not expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant 
concentrations. (Less than Significant) 

As discussed above in Impact AQ-2, the air district, in its CEQA Air Quality Guidelines (May 2017), 
has developed screening criteria to determine whether a project requires an analysis of project-
generated criteria air pollutants. If all the screening criteria are met by a proposed project, then the 
lead agency or applicant does not need to perform a detailed air quality assessment.  

                                                      
58  A greenfield site refers to agricultural or forest land or an undeveloped site earmarked for commercial, residential, or 

industrial projects. 
59  California Code of Regulations, Title 13, Division 3, § 2485 (on-road) and § 2449(d)(2) (off-road). 



Case No. 2017-002545ENV 43 2417 Green Street 
 

The proposed project would expand an existing single-family home and add an accessory dwelling 
unit. The proposed project would be well below the criteria air pollutant screening sizes for 
construction and operation of low- and mid-rise apartments identified in the air district’s CEQA 
Air Quality Guidelines. Thus, the proposed project would not result in a cumulatively considerable 
net increase in criteria air pollutants. 

Vehicle trips are the primary source of toxic air contaminants that could result in health risk 
impacts to sensitive receptors (i.e., people exposed to the toxic air contaminants). The proposed 
project’s estimated 10 daily vehicle trips would be well below the 10,0000 vehicle-per-day ‘minor, 
low-impact’ source of toxic air contaminants that the Bay Area Air Quality Management District 
estimates could pose a significant health risk. Also, as noted above, the proposed project would 
not require an emergency generator. Therefore, the proposed project would not exposure sensitive 
receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations, and this impact is less than significant. 

Impact AQ-5: The proposed project would not create objectionable odors that would affect a 
substantial number of people. (Less than Significant) 

Typical odor sources of concern include wastewater treatment plants, sanitary landfills, transfer 
stations, composting facilities, petroleum refineries, asphalt batch plants, chemical manufacturing 
facilities, fiberglass manufacturing facilities, auto body shops, rendering plants, and coffee roasting 
facilities. During construction, diesel exhaust from construction equipment would generate some 
odors; however, construction-related odors would be temporary and would not persist upon 
project completion. The proposed project’s new residential use would not be a significant source 
of new odors. Therefore, odor impacts would be less than significant. 

Cumulative Air Quality Impacts 

Impact C-AQ-1: The proposed project, in combination with past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future development in the project area would not contribute to cumulative air 
quality impacts. (Less than Significant)  

As discussed above, regional air pollution is by its very nature largely a cumulative impact. 
Emissions from past, present, and future projects contribute to the region’s adverse air quality on 
a cumulative basis. No single project by itself would be sufficient in size to result in regional 
nonattainment of ambient air quality standards. Instead, a project’s individual emissions 
contribute to existing cumulative adverse air quality impacts.60 The project-level thresholds for 
criteria air pollutants are based on levels by which new sources are not anticipated to contribute to 
an air quality violation or result in a considerable net increase in criteria air pollutants. Therefore, 
because the proposed project’s construction (Impact AQ-2) and operational (Impact AQ-4) 
emissions would not exceed the project-level thresholds for criteria air pollutants, the proposed 
project would not be considered to result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to regional 
air quality impacts. Furthermore, as discussed above, the project site is not located in an area that 
already experiences poor air quality and project operations would not contribute to substantial 

                                                      
60  Bay Area Air Quality Management District, CEQA Air Quality Guidelines, page 2-1, May 2017. 
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pollutant concentrations or other emissions. Thus, cumulative air quality impacts would be less 
than significant. 
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8. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS. Would the 
project: 

     

a) Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either 
directly or indirectly, that may have a significant 
impact on the environment? 

     

b) Conflict with any applicable plan, policy or 
regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing 
the emissions of greenhouse gases? 

     

 

Greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions and global climate change represent cumulative impacts. GHG 
emissions cumulatively contribute to the significant adverse environmental impacts of global 
climate change. No single project could generate enough GHG emissions to noticeably change the 
global average temperature; instead, the combination of GHG emissions from past, present, and 
future projects have contributed and will continue to contribute to global climate change and its 
associated environmental impacts.  

The Bay Area Air Quality Management District (air district) has prepared guidelines and 
methodologies for analyzing GHGs. These guidelines are consistent with CEQA Guidelines 
sections 15064.4 and 15183.5, which address the analysis and determination of significant impacts 
from a proposed project’s GHG emissions. CEQA Guidelines section 15064.4 allows lead agencies 
to rely on a qualitative analysis to describe GHG emissions resulting from a project. CEQA 
Guidelines section 15183.5 allows for public agencies to analyze and mitigate GHG emissions as 
part of a larger plan for the reduction of GHGs and describes the required contents of such a plan. 
Accordingly, San Francisco has prepared Strategies to Address Greenhouse Gas Emissions61 which 
presents a comprehensive assessment of policies, programs, and ordinances that collectively 
represent San Francisco’s qualified GHG reduction strategy in compliance with the CEQA 
Guidelines. These GHG reduction actions have resulted in a 28 percent reduction in GHG 
emissions in 2015 compared to 1990 levels,62 exceeding the year 2020 reduction goals outlined in 
the air district’s 2017 Clean Air Plan, Executive Order S-3-05, and Assembly Bill 32 (also known as 
the Global Warming Solutions Act).63  

                                                      
61  San Francisco Planning Department, 2017, Strategies to Address Greenhouse Gas Emissions in San Francisco, 2017, 

https://sfplanning.org/project/greenhouse-gas-reduction-strategies, accessed February 19, 2019. 
62  San Francisco Department of the Environment, San Francisco’s Carbon Footprint, https://sfenvironment.org/carbon-

footprint, accessed July 19, 2017.  
63  Executive Order S-3-05, Assembly Bill 32, and the air district’s 2017 Clean Air Plan (continuing the trajectory set in the 

2010 Clean Air Plan) set a target of reducing GHG emissions to below 1990 levels by year 2020. 

https://sfplanning.org/project/greenhouse-gas-reduction-strategies
https://sfenvironment.org/carbon-footprint
https://sfenvironment.org/carbon-footprint
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Given that the City has met the state and region’s 2020 GHG reduction targets and San Francisco’s 
GHG reduction goals are consistent with, or more aggressive than, the long-term goals established 
under order S-3-05,64 order B-30-15,65,66 and Senate Bill 32,67,68 the City’s GHG reduction goals are 
consistent with order S-3-05, order B-30-15, Assembly Bill 32, Senate Bill 32 and the 2017 Clean Air 
Plan. Therefore, proposed projects that are consistent with the City’s GHG reduction strategy 
would be consistent with the aforementioned GHG reduction goals, would not conflict with these 
plans or result in significant GHG emissions, and would therefore not exceed San Francisco’s 
applicable GHG threshold of significance.  

The following analysis of the proposed project’s impact on climate change focuses on the project’s 
contribution to cumulatively significant GHG emissions. Because no individual project could emit 
GHGs at a level that could result in a significant impact on the global climate, this analysis is in a 
cumulative context, and this section does not include an individual project-specific impact 
statement.  

Impact C-GG-1: The proposed project would generate greenhouse gas emissions, but not at 
levels that would result in a significant impact on the environment or conflict with any policy, 
plan, or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing greenhouse gas emissions. (Less than 
Significant) 

Individual projects contribute to the cumulative effects of climate change by directly or indirectly 
emitting GHGs during construction and operational phases. Direct operational emissions include 
GHG emissions from new vehicle trips and area sources (natural gas combustion). Indirect 
emissions include emissions from electricity providers; energy required to pump, treat, and convey 
water; and emissions associated with waste removal, disposal, and landfill operations.  

The proposed project involves the expansion of an existing single-family home and the addition of 
an accessory dwelling unit. Therefore, the proposed project would contribute to annual long-term 
                                                      
64  Office of the Governor, Executive Order S-3-05, 2005, 

http://www.pcl.org/projects/2008symposium/proceedings/Coatsworth12.pdf, accessed March 16, 2016. Executive 
Order S-3-05 sets forth a series of target dates by which statewide emissions of GHGs need to be progressively 
reduced, as follows: by 2010, reduce GHG emissions to 2000 levels (approximately 457 million metric tons of carbon 
dioxide equivalents (MTCO2E)); by 2020, reduce emissions to 1990 levels (approximately 427 million MTCO2E); and 
by 2050 reduce emissions to 80 percent below 1990 levels (approximately 85 million MTCO2E). Because of the 
differential heat absorption potential of various GHGs, GHG emissions are frequently measured in “carbon dioxide-
equivalents,” which present a weighted average based on each gas’s heat absorption (or “global warming”) potential. 

65  Office of the Governor, Executive Order B-30-15, April 29, 2015. https://www.gov.ca.gov/news.php?id=18938, 
accessed November 15, 2017. Executive Order B-30-15, issued on April 29, 2015, sets forth a target of reducing GHG 
emissions to 40 percent below 1990 levels by 2030 (estimated at 2.9 million MTCO2E). 

66  San Francisco’s GHG reduction goals are codified in section 902 of the Environment Code and include: (i) by 2008, 
determine City GHG emissions for year 1990; (ii) by 2017, reduce GHG emissions by 25 percent below 1990 levels; (iii) 
by 2025, reduce GHG emissions by 40 percent below 1990 levels; and by 2050, reduce GHG emissions by 80 percent 
below 1990 levels.  

67  Senate Bill 32 amends California Health and Safety Code Division 25.5 (also known as the California Global Warming 
Solutions Act of 2006) by adding section 38566, which directs that statewide greenhouse gas emissions to be reduced 
by 40 percent below 1990 levels by 2030. 

68  Senate Bill 32 was paired with Assembly Bill 197, which would modify the structure of the State Air Resources Board; 
institute requirements for the disclosure of greenhouse gas emissions criteria pollutants, and toxic air contaminants; 
and establish requirements for the review and adoption of rules, regulations, and measures for the reduction of 
greenhouse gas emissions. 

http://www.pcl.org/projects/2008symposium/proceedings/Coatsworth12.pdf
https://www.gov.ca.gov/news.php?id=18938
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increases in GHGs as a result of increased vehicle trips (mobile sources) and residential operations 
that result in an increase in energy use, water use, wastewater treatment, and solid waste disposal. 
Construction activities would also result in temporary increases in GHG emissions. The proposed 
project would be subject to regulations adopted to reduce GHG emissions as identified in the GHG 
reduction strategy. As discussed below, compliance with the applicable regulations would reduce 
the project’s GHG emissions related to transportation, energy efficiency, waste reduction, and 
conservation.  

Compliance with the City’s bicycle parking requirements would reduce the proposed project’s 
transportation-related emissions by reducing GHG emissions from single-occupancy vehicles and 
promoting the use of alternative transportation modes with zero GHG emissions. The City’s energy 
efficiency requirements that are applicable to the project include residential water conservation 
measures (showerhead and faucet replacement) and residential energy conservation measures 
(attic insulation).  

The City’s waste-reduction requirements that are applicable to the project include mandatory 
recycling and composting and construction and demolition debris recycling. Compliance with 
these measures would reduce the amount of materials sent to a landfill, thus reducing GHGs 
emitted by landfill operations, and promoting the reuse of materials, which conserves their 
embodied energy69 and reduces the energy required to produce new materials. In the 
environment/conservation sector, the project would comply with the City’s street tree planting 
requirements (which increase carbon sequestration), wood-burning device restrictions (which 
reduce emissions of GHGs and black carbon), and use low-emitting finishes (which limits the 
release of volatile organic compounds70).  

Thus, the proposed project was determined to be consistent with San Francisco’s GHG reduction 
strategy.71 These regulations have proven effective, as San Francisco’s GHG emissions have 
measurably decreased when compared to 1990 emissions levels, demonstrating that the City has 
met and exceeded Executive Order S-3-05, Assembly Bill 32, and the 2017 Clean Air Plan GHG 
reduction goals for the year 2020. Furthermore, the City has met its 2017 GHG reduction goal of 
reducing GHG emissions to 25 percent below 1990 levels by 2017. Other existing regulations, such 
as those implemented through Assembly Bill 32, will continue to reduce a proposed project’s 
contribution to climate change. In addition, San Francisco’s local GHG reduction targets are 
consistent with the long-term GHG reduction goals of Executive Order S-3-05, Executive Order B-
30-15, Assembly Bill 32, Senate Bill 32 and the 2017 Clean Air Plan. Therefore, because the proposed 
project is consistent with the City’s GHG reduction strategy, it is also consistent with the GHG 
reduction goals of Executive Order S-3-05, Executive Order B-30-15, Assembly Bill 32, Senate Bill 
32 and the 2017 Clean Air Plan, would not conflict with these plans, and would therefore not exceed 

                                                      
69  Embodied energy is the total energy required for the extraction, processing, manufacture and delivery of building 

materials to the building site.  
70  While not a GHG, volatile organic compounds are precursor pollutants that form ground level ozone. Increased 

ground level ozone is an anticipated effect of future global warming that would result in added health effects locally. 
Reducing volatile organic compound emissions would reduce the anticipated local effects of global warming.  

71  San Francisco Planning Department, Greenhouse Gas Analysis: Compliance Checklist for 2417 Green Street, January 
31, 2019. 
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San Francisco’s applicable GHG threshold of significance. As such, the proposed project would 
result in a less-than-significant impact with respect to GHG emissions.  
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9. WIND. Would the project:      

a) Create wind hazards in publicly accessible areas 
of substantial pedestrian use? 

     

 

Impact WI-1: The proposed project would not create wind hazards in publicly accessible areas 
of substantial pedestrian use. (Less than Significant)  

In San Francisco, average winds speeds are the highest in the summer and lowest in winter. 
However, the strongest peak wind speeds occur in winter. The highest average wind speeds occur 
in mid-afternoon and the lowest in the early morning. Based on over 40 years of recordkeeping, 
the highest mean hourly wind speeds (approximately 20 mph) occur midafternoon in July, while 
the lowest mean hourly wind speeds (in the range of 6 to 9 mph) occur throughout the day in 
November. Meteorological data collected at the old San Francisco Federal Building at 50 United 
Nations Plaza over a six-year period72 show that westerly73 through northwesterly winds are the 
most frequent and strongest winds during all seasons. Of the 16 primary wind directions, four have 
the greatest frequency of occurrence: these are northwest, west-northwest, west, and southwest 
(referred to as prevailing winds).  

Analysis of the Federal Building wind data shows that during the hours from 6:00 a.m. to 8:00 p.m., 
about 70 percent of the winds blow from five adjacent directions of the 16 directions as follows: 
northwest (10 percent of all winds), west-northwest (14 percent of all winds), west (35 percent of 
all winds), west-southwest (accounting for 2 percent of all winds), and southwest (9 percent of all 
winds). In San Francisco, over 90 percent of all measured winds with speeds over 13 mph blow 
from these five directions. The other 10 percent of winds over 13 mph are from storms and can 
come from any other direction.  

Section 148 of the San Francisco Planning Code establishes wind comfort and wind hazard criteria 
used to evaluate new development in four areas of the city. Section 148 provides that any new 
building or addition in these areas of the city that would cause wind speeds to exceed the hazard 
level of 26-mph-equivalent wind speed (as defined in the planning code) more than one hour of 
any year must be modified to meet this criterion. (The 26 mph standard accounts for short-term—
three-minute averaged—wind observations at 36 mph as equivalent to the frequency of an hourly 
averaged wind of 26 mph. As noted above, winds over 34 mph make it difficult for a person to 

                                                      
72  Arens, E. et al., “Developing the San Francisco Wind Ordinance and its Guidelines for Compliance,” Building and 

Environment, Vol. 24, No. 4, pages 297-303, 1989. 
73  Wind directions are reported as directions from which the winds blow. 
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maintain balance, and gusts can blow a person over.) While the proposed project is not subject to 
section 148, the planning department uses the wind hazard criterion as the CEQA significance 
threshold to determine whether a proposed project would substantially alter ground-level winds 
in public areas in an adverse manner. 

Building structures near or greater than 100 feet in height could create pedestrian level conditions 
such that the wind hazard criterion of 26-mph-equivalent wind speed for a single hour of the year 
would be exceeded. There is no threshold height that triggers the need for wind-tunnel testing to 
determine whether the building design would result in street-level winds that exceed the standard. 
It is generally understood, however, from many prior wind-tunnel tests on a variety of projects 
throughout San Francisco that most, if not all, buildings under 80 feet do not result in adverse wind 
effects at street level, barring unusual circumstances.  

The proposed project would construct one- and three-story horizontal rear additions, and third 
and fourth floor vertical additions that would not exceed the existing approximately 45-foot-tall 
building. Because the project elements would all be well below 100 feet tall and because the 
project site is not located near any other tall buildings, the project would not alter wind in a 
manner that creates wind hazards in publicly accessible areas. Therefore, impacts related to wind 
hazards in publicly accessible areas of substantial pedestrian use would be less than significant. 

Impact C-WI-1: The proposed project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable projects, would not result in cumulatively considerable impacts related to wind. 
(Less than Significant)  

As discussed above, the proposed modification to the building would be less than 100 feet tall and 
would not alter wind in a manner that substantially affects public areas. For this reason, the project 
would not combine with cumulative development projects to create or contribute to a cumulative 
wind impact.  
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10. SHADOW. Would the project:      

a) Create new shadow that substantially and 
adversely affects the use and enjoyment of 
publicly accessible open space? 

     

 

Impact SH-1: The proposed project would not create new shadow that substantially and 
adversely affects the use and enjoyment of publicly accessible open space. (Less than 
Significant)  

In an urban environment, shadow is a function of the height, size, and massing of buildings and 
other elements of the built environment, and the angle of the sun. The angle of the sun varies due 
to the time of day (from rotation of the earth) and the change in seasons (due to the earth’s elliptical 
orbit around the sun and the earth’s tilted axis). Morning and afternoon shadows are typically 
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longer because the sun is lower in the sky. The longer mid-day shadows are cast during the winter, 
when the mid-day sun is lowest in the sky, and the shorter mid-day shadows are cast during the 
summer, when the mid-day sun is higher in the sky. At the time of the summer solstice (which falls 
on approximately June 21 of every year), the mid-day sun is highest in the sky, and the longest day 
and shortest night occur on this date. Conversely, the shortest day and longest night occur on the 
winter solstice (which falls on approximately December 21 of every year). The vernal and fall 
equinoxes (when day and night are equal in length) represent the halfway point between solstices.  

San Francisco Planning Code section 295, which was adopted in response to Proposition K (passed 
November 1984), mandates that new structures above 40 feet in height that would cast additional 
shadows on properties under the jurisdiction of, or designated to be acquired by, the Recreation 
and Parks Department cannot be approved by the Planning Commission (based on 
recommendation from the Recreation and Park Commission) if the shadow “will have any adverse 
impact on the use” of the park, unless the impact is determined to be insignificant. The proposed 
project would expand an existing four-story 45-foot-tall single-family home and add one accessory 
dwelling unit but would not have the potential to cast new shadow on nearby parks or open spaces. 
Section 295(a)(4) exempts “structures of the same height and in the same location as structures in 
place on June 6, 1984.” In any event, a 43-foot shadow fan illustrates that project would not cast 
shadow on Recreation & Parks land or publicly accessible open space.74 The park and recreational 
facilities closest to the project site are the 11.9-acre Alta Plaza located four blocks south of the 
project site, and the 1,480-acre Presidio of San Francisco, located five blocks west of the project site. 
Given the distance between the project site and these parks, as well as the existing and proposed 
height of the building (approximately 45 feet tall), the proposed project would not result in new 
shadow on nearby publicly accessible open spaces.  

The proposed project would shade portions of streets, sidewalks, and private properties in the 
project vicinity at various times of the day throughout the year. Shadows on streets and sidewalks 
would not exceed levels commonly expected in urban areas and would be considered a less‐than‐
significant effect under CEQA. Although occupants of nearby properties may regard the increase 
in shadow as undesirable, the limited increase in shading of private properties as a result of the 
proposed project would not be considered a significant impact under CEQA. For these reasons, the 
proposed project would not create new shadow that substantially and adversely affects the use 
and enjoyment of publicly accessible open space. 

Impact C-SH-1: The proposed project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable projects, would not result in cumulatively considerable impacts related to shadow. 
(Less than Significant)  

                                                      
74  San Francisco Planning Department, 2417 Green Street Shadow fan modeled from proposed 43-foot tall building, May 

30, 2019. At its highest point, the existing building is almost 45 feet tall. Since it is on an upsloping lot, the height 
varies along with the slope and gradually becomes shorter as the grade increases towards the rear. With the proposed 
alteration to the roofline, the project would result in a decrease in the building height at the front by approximately 3 
feet. 
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As discussed above, the proposed building would not result in any net new shadow on any 
publicly accessible open spaces, and thus would not combine with cumulative development 
projects to create or contribute to a cumulative shadow impact.  
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11. RECREATION. Would the project:      

a) Increase the use of existing neighborhood and 
regional parks or other recreational facilities such 
that substantial physical deterioration of the 
facilities would occur or be accelerated? 

     

b) Include recreational facilities or require the 
construction or expansion of recreational 
facilities that might have an adverse physical 
effect on the environment? 

     

 

Impact RE-1: The proposed project would not increase the use of existing parks and recreational 
facilities, would not deteriorate any such facilities, and would not require the expansion of such 
facilities. (Less than Significant)  

As noted above, the park and recreational facilities closest to the project site are the 11.9-acre Alta 
Plaza located four blocks south of the project site, and the 1,480-acre Presidio of San Francisco, 
located five blocks west of the project site. The project site would provide passive recreational uses 
onsite for the residents through the approximately 600-square-foot backyard. In addition, residents 
of the proposed units would be within walking distance of the above-noted open spaces. 

The projected five new permanent residents on the project site would not substantially increase 
demand for, or use of, neighborhood parks or recreational facilities such that substantial physical 
deterioration would be expected. Also, the new residents would not require the construction of 
new recreational facilities or the expansion of existing facilities. For these reasons, the proposed 
project would have a less-than-significant impact on recreational facilities and resources. 

Impact C-RE-1: The proposed project, in combination with past, present and reasonably 
foreseeable future projects, would not result in cumulative impacts on recreational facilities or 
resources. (Less than Significant) 

Cumulative residential development in the project vicinity would result in an intensification of 
land uses and a cumulative increase in the demand for recreational facilities and resources in the 
project vicinity and in the city overall. The City has accounted for such growth in the 2014 update 
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of the Recreation and Open Space Element of the San Francisco General Plan.75 In addition, San 
Francisco voters passed two bond measures, in 2008 and 2012, to fund the acquisition, planning, 
and renovation of City recreational resources. For these reasons, the proposed project would not 
combine with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects in the project vicinity to 
create a significant cumulative impact on recreational facilities or resources. 
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12. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS.  
Would the project: 

     

a) Require or result in the relocation or construction 
of new or expanded water, wastewater 
treatment, or stormwater drainage, electric 
power, natural gas, or telecommunications 
facilities, the construction or relocation of which 
could cause significant environmental effects? 

     

b) Have sufficient water supplies available to serve 
the project and reasonably foreseeable future 
development during normal, dry, and multiple 
dry years? 

     

c) Result in a determination by the wastewater 
treatment provider which serves or may serve 
the project that it has inadequate capacity to 
serve the project’s projected demand in addition 
to the provider’s existing commitments? 

     

d) Generate solid waste in excess of state or local 
standards, or in excess of the capacity of local 
infrastructure, or otherwise impair the 
attainment of solid waste reduction goals? 

     

e) Comply with federal, state, and local 
management and reduction statutes and 
regulations related to solid waste? 

     

 

Impact UT-1: Implementation of the proposed project would not exceed the wastewater 
treatment capacity of the provider that would serve the project and would not require or result 
in the relocation or construction of new or expanded water, wastewater treatment, or stormwater 
drainage, electric power, natural gas, or telecommunications facilities. (Less than Significant) 

Most of San Francisco, including the project site, is served by a combined wastewater system. 
Under such a system, sewage and stormwater flows are captured by a single collection system and 
the combined flows are treated through the same wastewater treatment plants. The San Francisco 

                                                      
75 San Francisco Planning Department, San Francisco General Plan, Recreation and Open Space Element, April 2014, 

pp. 20-36, http://www.sf-planning.org/ftp/General_Plan/Recreation_OpenSpace_Element_ADOPTED.pdf, accessed 
May 20, 2016. 

http://www.sf-planning.org/ftp/General_Plan/Recreation_OpenSpace_Element_ADOPTED.pdf
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Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC) provides and operates water supply and wastewater 
treatment facilities for the city. Pacific Gas and Electric Company provides electricity and natural 
gas to the project site, and various private companies provide telecommunications facilities. 

The proposed project would add an estimated five new residents to the currently vacant project 
site; this would result in an incremental increase in the demand for water and wastewater 
treatment, but not in excess of amounts expected and provided for in the project area by the SFPUC. 
Further, the proposed project would incorporate water-conserving design features, such as low-
flush toilets and showerheads, which would reduce both water demand and wastewater 
production. Wastewater and water lines that serve the project site have sufficient capacity to serve 
the population added to the area by the project. The SFPUC’s treatment facilities have adequate 
capacity to serve the growth anticipated in the general plan. The project would not cause collection 
treatment capacity of the sewer system in the city to be exceeded. 

The project would result in an incremental increase in the demand for electricity, natural gas, and 
telecommunications, which is not in excess of amounts expected and provided for in the project 
area by utility service providers. 

For the reasons discussed above, the utilities demand associated with the project-related residential 
population increase would not exceed the service capacity of the existing providers and would not 
require the construction of new facilities or expansion of existing facilities. Therefore, this impact 
would be less than significant.  

Impact UT-2: Sufficient water supplies are available to serve the proposed project and 
reasonably foreseeable future development in normal, dry, and multiple dry years; therefore, 
the proposed project would not require or result in the relocation or construction of new or 
expanded water facilities the construction or relocation of which could cause significant 
environmental effects.  

Water would be supplied to the proposed project from the SFPUC’s Hetch-Hetchy regional water 
supply system. Under sections 10910 through 10915 of the California Water Code, urban water 
suppliers like the SFPUC must prepare water supply assessments for certain large “water demand” 
projects, as defined in CEQA Guidelines section 15155.76 The proposed project does not qualify as 
a “water-demand” project as defined by CEQA Guidelines section 15155(a)(1); therefore, a water 
supply assessment has not been prepared for the project. However, the SFPUC estimates that a 
typical development project in San Francisco comprised of either 100 dwelling units, 100,000 
square feet of commercial use, 50,000 square feet of office, 100 hotel rooms, or 130,000 square feet 
of PDR use would generate demand for approximately 10,000 gallons of water per day, which is 

                                                      
76  Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines section 15155(1), “a water-demand project” means: (A) A residential development of 

more than 500 dwelling units; (B) A shopping center or business establishment employing more than 1,000 persons or 
having more than 500,000 square feet of floor space; (C) A commercial office building employing more than 1,000 
persons or having more than 250,000 square feet of floor area; (D) A hotel or motel, or both, having more than 500 
rooms, (e) an industrial, manufacturing, or processing plant, or industrial park planned to house more than 1,000 
persons, occupying more than 40 acres of land, or having more than 650,000 square feet of floor area; (F) a mixed-use 
project that includes one or more of the projects specified in subdivisions (a)(1)(A), (a)(1)(B), (a)(1)(C), (a)(1)(D), 
(a)(1)(E), and (a)(1)(G) of this section; (G) A project that would demand an amount of water equivalent to, or greater 
than, the amount of water required by a 500 dwelling unit project.  
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the equivalent of 0.011 percent of the total water demand anticipated for San Francisco in 2040 of 
89.9 million gallons per day.77 Because it would expand an existing single-family home and add 
one accessory dwelling unit, the proposed project would generate less than 0.011 percent of water 
demand for the city as a whole in 2040, which would constitute a negligible increase in anticipated 
water demand. 

The SFPUC uses population growth projections provided by the planning department to develop 
the water demand projections contained in the urban water management plan. As discussed in 
Section F.2, Population and Housing, above, the proposed project would be encompassed within 
planned growth in San Francisco and is therefore also accounted for in the water demand 
projections contained in the urban water management plan. Because the proposed project would 
comprise a small fraction of future water demand that has been accounted for in the city’s urban 
water management plan, sufficient water supplies would be available to serve the proposed project 
in normal, dry, and multiple dry years, and the project would not require or result in the relocation 
or construction of new or expanded water supply facilities the construction or relocation of which 
could cause significant environmental effects. This impact would be less than significant, and no 
mitigation measures are necessary. 

Impact UT-3: The proposed project would not generate solid waste in excess of state or local 
standards, would not impair the attainment of solid waste reduction goals, and would comply 
with statutes, regulations, and reduction goals concerning solid waste. (Less than Significant) 

In September 2015, the City entered into a landfill disposal agreement with Recology, Inc. for 
disposal of all solid waste collected in San Francisco, at the Recology Hay Road Landfill in Solano 
County, through September 2024 or until 3.4 million tons have been disposed, whichever occurs 
first. The City would have an option to renew the agreement for a period of six years or until an 
additional 1.6 million tons have been disposed, whichever occurs first.78 The Recology Hay Road 
Landfill is permitted to accept up to 2,400 tons per day of solid waste. At that maximum permitted 
rate, the landfill has the capacity to accommodate solid waste until approximately 2034. Under 
existing conditions, the landfill receives an average of approximately 1,850 tons per day from all 
sources, with approximately 1,200 tons per day from San Francisco, which includes residential and 
commercial waste and demolition and construction debris that cannot be reused or recycled79 (see 
discussion below). At the current rate of disposal, the landfill closure has operating capacity until 
2041. The City’s contract with the Recology Hay Road Landfill will extend until 2031 or when the 
City has disposed 5 million tons of solid waste, whichever occurs first. At that point, the City would 
either further extend the landfill contract or find and entitle an alternative landfill site. 

The project’s population is part of the population growth taken into account in the San Francisco 
General Plan 2014 Housing Element Update, as discussed under Section F.2, Population and 

                                                      
77  San Francisco Public Utilities Commission, 2015 Urban Water Management Plan for the City and County of San 

Francisco, June 2016. This document is available at https://sfwater.org/index.aspx?page=75 
78  San Francisco Planning Department, Agreement for Disposal of San Francisco Municipal Solid Waste at Recology Hay 

Road Landfill in Solano Count, Final Negative Declaration, Planning Department Case No. 2014.0653, May 21, 2015, 
http://sfmea.sfplanning.org/2014.0653E_Revised_FND.pdf, accessed February 19, 2019. 

79 CalRecycle, 2010, Jurisdiction diversion/disposal rate detail. http://www.calrecycle.ca.gov/LGCentral/ reports/ 
diversionprogram/JurisdictionDiversionDetail.aspx?JurisdictionID=438&Year=2010, accessed October 23, 2017. 

https://sfwater.org/index.aspx?page=75
http://sfmea.sfplanning.org/2014.0653E_Revised_FND.pdf
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Housing, and therefore can be assumed to have been taken into account in waste management 
planning. Further, the project would be required to implement the City’s Mandatory Recycling and 
Composting Ordinance (No. 100-09), the objective of which is to minimize the City’s landfill trash 
generation. In compliance with this ordinance, the project would be required to provide convenient 
facilities for the separation of recyclables, compostables and landfill trash for its users. Occupants 
of the project site would be required to separate disposed material.  

Project construction also would generate demolition and construction waste. The City’s 
Construction and Demolition Debris Recovery Ordinance prohibits construction and demolition 
material from being taken to landfill or placed in the garbage. All mixed debris must be transported 
by a registered hauler to a registered facility to be processed for recycling, and source separated 
material must be taken to a facility that recycles or reuses those materials. As discussed above, the 
City has access to adequate landfill capacity at least through 2031 and potentially through 2041 and 
anticipates that an adequate alternative site will be identified at that point. On this basis, the City 
has adequate solid waste capacity to serve the proposed project, and the project’s impact with 
respect to landfill capacity would be less than significant.  

Impact C-UT-1: The proposed project, in combination with past, present and reasonably 
foreseeable future projects, would not result in cumulative impacts on utilities and service 
systems. (Less than Significant) 

Cumulative development in the project vicinity would incrementally increase demand for utilities 
and service systems within the city, but not beyond levels anticipated and planned for by the City’s 
public service providers. The SFPUC has accounted for the anticipated growth in its wastewater 
service projections. The City also has implemented various programs to minimize generation of 
solid waste disposed to landfills from all projects, as discussed above. All development projects in 
the city, including development that contributes to demand for utility service in the immediate 
vicinity of the proposed project, as well as projects throughout the city that contribute to water 
demand and the demand for wastewater treatment and for solid waste disposal, are required to 
comply with the City’s water conservation, wastewater minimization, and solid waste reduction 
ordinances and policies.  

As explained in Impact UT-2 above, no single development project alone in San Francisco would 
require the development of new or expanded water supply facilities. The analysis provided in 
Impact UT-2 considers whether the proposed project in combination with both existing 
development and projected growth through 2040 would require new or expanded water supply 
facilities, the construction or relocation of which could have significant cumulative impacts on the 
environment. Therefore, no separate cumulative analysis is required.  

Compliance with City ordinances would reduce the effects of cumulative demand for utility 
capacity and services such that service capacities would not be exceeded. In addition, electricity, 
natural gas, and telecommunications companies provide adequate services for the proposed 
project in combination with reasonably foreseeable future project; therefore, the proposed project, 
in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, has been 
accounted for in these plans and would not result in a cumulative utilities and service systems 
impact.  
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13. PUBLIC SERVICES. Would the project:      

a) Result in substantial adverse physical impacts 
associated with the provision of new or 
physically altered governmental facilities, need 
for new or physically altered governmental 
facilities, the construction of which could cause 
significant environmental impacts, in order to 
maintain acceptable service ratios, response 
times, or other performance objectives for any of 
the public services such as fire protection, police 
protection, schools, parks, or other public 
facilities? 

     

Impact PS-1: The proposed project would increase demand for police and fire protection 
services but would not require construction of new or physically altered facilities, associated 
with the provision of such services, that could cause significant environmental impacts. (Less 
than Significant) 

The project site receives police protection services from the San Francisco Police Department. The 
Northern Police Station, located at 1125 Fillmore Street, approximately a mile south of the project 
site, serves the project site.80 The station underwent seismic, structural, electrical and plumbing 
improvements in 2016 and no expansions of the station are proposed. Fire Station 16, located at 
2251 Greenwich Street, is about a quarter mile northeast of the project site is being replaced and is 
currently under construction. The next closest fire station that currently provides first responder 
service to the project site is Fire Station 38 at 2150 California Street, about a mile southeast of the 
project site. A new public safety building, which serves as citywide police and fire headquarters, 
was completed in 2016. There are no current plans to construct or expand additional police or fire 
stations that serve the project area. 

The project would add an estimated five residents to the project site. The project would comply 
with the regulations of the 2016 California Fire Code, which includes requirements for fire 
protection systems, such as the provision of smoke alarms and fire extinguishers, adequate 
building access, and emergency response systems.  

For these reasons, the proposed project would not require the construction or alteration of a police 
or fire station or affect response times, service ratios, or other performance objectives related to 
police and fire protection services, and these impacts would be less than significant.  

Impact PS-2: The proposed project would not result in a substantial increased demand for school 
facilities and would not require new or expanded school facilities. (Less than Significant)  

                                                      
80  San Francisco Police Department, http://sanfranciscopolice.org/police-district-maps, accessed April 30, 2018. 

http://sanfranciscopolice.org/police-district-maps
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The proposed project would add an estimated five new residents, which may include school‐aged 
children who might attend schools operated by the San Francisco Unified School District (SFUSD). 
SFUSD ongoing enrollment forecasting allows the district to plan for additional expansion of its 
facilities if determined necessary. Given the SFUSD’s overall capacity of almost 64,000 students,81 
the increase of one or two students associated with the project would not substantially change the 
demand for schools, nor would the project result in the need for construction of new school 
facilities. The impact would be less than significant. 

Impact PS-3: The proposed project would not substantially increase the demand for other 
government services, and would not necessitate the need for new or physically altered 
government facilities to meet service performance objectives. (Less than Significant) 

The proposed project would increase the population of the city by approximately five residents. 
Population increase in the area from development of the proposed project would be nominal 
compared to population growth for the city overall. The project area is adequately served by 
government facilities. The population of the proposed project would not generate the need for new 
or physically altered government facilities. Therefore, the proposed project would have a less-than-
significant impact on governmental facilities.  

In addition, the proposed project, in combination with the other residential and mixed-use projects 
proposed in the area, would incrementally increase demand for public services, which include fire 
and police protection, school services, and other governmental services. The Fire Department, the 
Police Department, other City agencies, and SFUSD have accounted for such growth in providing 
other public services to the residents of San Francisco. For these reasons, the proposed project 
would not combine with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects in the project 
vicinity to create a significant cumulative impact related to public services. 

Impact C-PS-1: The proposed project, in combination with past, present and reasonably 
foreseeable future projects, would not result in cumulative impacts on public services. (Less 
than Significant) 

The proposed project, in combination with other residential projects proposed in the area, would 
incrementally increase the demand for public services, which include fire and police protection, 
and other governmental services. The Fire Department, the Police Department, and other city 
agencies have accounted for such growth in providing other public services to the residents of 
San Francisco. For these reasons, the proposed project would not combine with past, present, and 
reasonably foreseeable future projects in the project vicinity to create a significant cumulative 
impact related to public services. 

  

                                                      
81  San Francisco Unified School District. Growing Population, Growing Schools. SPUR Forum Presentation, Slide 14. 

August 31, 2016, https://www.spur.org/sites/default/files/events_pdfs/SPUR%20Forum_August%2031%202016.pptx_.pdf, 
accessed May 23, 2018. 

https://www.spur.org/sites/default/files/events_pdfs/SPUR%20Forum_August%2031%202016.pptx_.pdf
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14. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES.  
Would the project: 

     

a) Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly 
or through habitat modifications, on any species 
identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special-
status species in local or regional plans, policies, 
or regulations, or by the California Department 
of Fish and Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service? 

     

b) Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian 
habitat or other sensitive natural community 
identified in local or regional plans, policies, 
regulations or by the California Department of 
Fish and Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service? 

     

c) Have a substantial adverse effect on state or 
federally protected wetlands (including, but not 
limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) 
through direct removal, filling, hydrological 
interruption, or other means? 

     

d) Interfere substantially with the movement of any 
native resident or migratory fish or wildlife 
species or with established native resident or 
migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use 
of native wildlife nursery sites? 

     

e) Conflict with any local policies or ordinances 
protecting biological resources, such as a tree 
preservation policy or ordinance? 

     

f) Conflict with the provisions of an adopted 
habitat conservation plan, natural community 
conservation plan, or other approved local, 
regional, or state habitat conservation plan? 

     

 

Impact BI‐1: The proposed project would not have a substantial adverse effect, either directly 
or through habitat modifications, on any special-status species. Would not interfere with the 
movement of species, and would not conflict with the City’s tree ordinance. (Less than 
Significant) 

The project site is located in a developed area of San Francisco. It provides no habitat for special 
status plants or wildlife and does not include any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural 
communities as defined by the California Department of Fish and Wildlife and the United States 
Fish and Wildlife Service, or any state or federally protected wetlands. No trees are proposed for 
removal as part of the proposed project, and the proposed project does not fall within any local, 
regional or state habitat conservation plan areas. The project would not remove any trees protected 
by the City’s Urban Forestry Ordinance (Public Works Code section 801 et seq.) and would plant a 
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new street tree, in compliance with the public works code. Therefore, project-related biological 
impacts of the proposed project would be less than significant.  

Impact C-BI-1: The proposed project, in combination with past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future projects, would not result in a cumulative impact related to biological 
resources. (Less than Significant) 

As with the proposed project, nearby cumulative development projects would also be subject to 
federal, state, and local regulations related to biological resources. As with the proposed project, 
compliance with these ordinances would reduce the effects of development projects to less-than-
significant levels. 

The proposed project would not modify any natural habitat and would have no impact on any 
candidate, sensitive, or special-status species, any riparian habitat, or other sensitive natural 
community; and/or would not conflict with any local policy or ordinance protecting biological 
resources or an approved conservation plan. For these reasons, the proposed project would not 
have the potential to combine with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects in the 
project vicinity to result in a significant cumulative impact related to biological resources. 
Therefore, there would be no cumulative impacts on biological resources.  
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15. GEOLOGY AND SOILS. Would the project:      

a) Directly or indirectly cause potential substantial 
adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, 
or death involving: 

     

i) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as 
delineated on the most recent Alquist-
Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued 
by the State Geologist for the area or based 
on other substantial evidence of a known 
fault? Refer to Division of Mines and 
Geology Special Publication 42. 

     

ii) Strong seismic ground shaking?      

iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including 
liquefaction? 

     

iv) Landslides?      

b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of 
topsoil? 

     

c) Be located on geologic unit or soil that is 
unstable, or that would become unstable as a 
result of the project, and potentially result in on- 
or off-site landslide, lateral spreading, 
subsidence, liquefaction or collapse? 
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d) Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 
18-1-B of the Uniform Building Code (1994), 
creating substantial direct or indirect risks to life 
or property? 

     

e) Have soils incapable of adequately supporting 
the use of septic tanks or alternative wastewater 
disposal systems where sewers are not available 
for the disposal of waste water? 

     

f) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique 
paleontological resource or site or unique 
geologic feature? 

     

The proposed project would connect to San Francisco’s sewer and stormwater collection and 
treatment system. It would not use a septic water disposal system. Therefore, Topic 15e is not 
applicable to the project. 

Impact GE-1: The proposed project could directly or indirectly cause potential substantial 
adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving rupture of a known 
earthquake fault, seismic ground shaking, ground failure, or landslides. (Less than Significant 
with Mitigation)  

San Francisco Permit Review Process  
To ensure that the potential for adverse effects related to geology and soils is adequately addressed, 
San Francisco relies on the state and local regulatory process for review and approval of building 
permits pursuant to the California Building Code (state building code, California Code of 
Regulations, Title 24); the San Francisco Building Code (local building code), which is the state 
building code plus local amendments that supplement the state code, including the building 
department’s administrative bulletins and information sheets.  

The project site is in a landslide hazard zone and thus is subject to the additional requirements of 
the Slope Protection Act (building code section 106A.4.1.4), as identified in the building code.82 
The Slope Protection Act states that the final geotechnical report must be prepared and signed by 
both a licensed geologist and a licensed geotechnical engineer, which in turn shall undergo design 
review by a licensed geotechnical or civil engineer to verify that appropriate geological and 
geotechnical issues have been considered and that appropriate slope instability mitigation 
strategies, including drainage plans if required, are proposed.  

Based on the review of the geotechnical submittal (discussed in more detail below), the building 
department director may also require that the project be subject to review by a three-member 

                                                      
82  The project site is located within an area of potential landslide hazard as identified on the 1974 Blume map. In 2018, 

the San Francisco Building Code was amended by the Slope and Seismic Hazard Zone Protection Act (Ordinance No. 
121-18) to no longer reference the Blume map. However, Building Permit Application 201704285244 for the building 
expansion was submitted before Ordinance No. 121-18 became effective, and thus the project is subject to DBI 
regulations in place before Ordinance No. 121-18 became effective. 
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Structural Advisory Committee that will advise the building department on matters pertaining to 
the building’s design and construction. The three committee members must be selected from a list 
of qualified engineers submitted by the Structural Engineers Association of Northern California 
and approved by the building department. One member must be selected by the building 
department, one member shall be selected by the project sponsor, and the third member shall be 
selected jointly. 

Existing Subsurface Conditions  
The analysis in this section relies on the information and findings provided in the geotechnical 
investigation conducted for the proposed project.83 The geotechnical investigation includes a 
review of available geologic and geotechnical data for the site vicinity, an engineering analysis of 
the proposed project in the context of geologic and geotechnical site conditions, subsurface 
exploration including soil borings, and preparation of project-specific design and construction 
recommendations.  

In February 2017 (prior to excavation), two soil borings were taken in the back yard, at the location 
of the proposed building expansion. The borings encountered 2.6 to 2.7 feet of soft to medium stiff 
sandy clay with gravel and debris (fill), overlying 1 to 2 feet of very stiff sandy clay with gravel 
(residual soil) overlying friable to weak sandstone at 3.75 to 4.25 feet below ground surface. One 
dynamic penetration test/hand auger taken within the building encountered 0.5 feet of medium 
dense gravel (fill) overlying friable to weak sandstone at 1 foot below ground surface. 
Groundwater was not observed during field investigations. In April 2019, the geotechnical 
engineer and geologist visited the site to observe the partial excavation in the existing garage and 
two exploratory foundation pits along existing exterior foundations.  

While groundwater was not observed during the field investigation, groundwater levels vary 
seasonally depending on factors such as landscaping activities and seasonal rainfall. Groundwater 
is typically encountered at the interface between geologic contacts (i.e., between the soil and 
bedrock) and within sand lenses in the native clays. Seasonal springs may be encountered in the 
sands above the native clays.  

Proposed Excavation and Foundation Construction Activities 
Based on soil samples taken, the geotechnical report anticipates that the majority of site grading 
would consist of cuts in undocumented fill, native clays and bedrock, and that the foundation 
subgrade would consist of bedrock. The geotechnical report concludes that the site can be 
developed as planned, provided the recommendations presented in the geotechnical report are 
incorporated into the project plans and specifications and are implemented during construction. 
The geotechnical engineer anticipates that the proposed building alterations would be supported 
on shallow foundations bearing on bedrock. Depending on the final development plans, 
excavation of up to 10 feet below the ground level of the adjacent site to the west (2421 Green Street) 
would be required to construct the proposed basement expansion. It is anticipated that this 
excavation would be kept about 2 to 3 feet from the property line. Where the excavation would 

                                                      
83  Divis Consulting, Inc., Geotechnical Report and Geologic Hazard Study, 2417 Green Street, San Francisco, California, 

April 25, 2019. 
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abut an adjacent building, and the adjacent foundations bear on soil, the foundation adjacent to the 
excavation would be shored using at-rest pressures and adding any surcharge loads; however, it 
is anticipated that adjacent foundations bear on bedrock. Excavation may be performed in non-
sequential sections with a maximum length (along the adjacent property line) of 5 feet.  

Preliminary Building Department Review of the Proposed Project 
The July 20, 2018 appeal of the June 22, 2018 categorical exemption for the proposed project and 
subsequent correspondence from the 2421 Green Street representative cited multiple concerns by 
engineer Lawrence Karp concerning BPA#201705116316 (for the garage expansion and foundation 
replacement) and BPA #201710020114 (to legalize the excavation work). The Board of Supervisors 
upheld the appeal and noted,  

The Karp Report and other information submitted at and prior to the January 9, 2018, 
appeal hearing constituted substantial evidence that the Project, if approved, may result in 
one or more substantial adverse changes in the significance of the neighboring historic 
resource located at 2421 Green Street that have not been sufficiently addressed in the 
Categorical Exemption for the Project…The Board finds that the Karp Report and other 
information submitted at and prior to the January 9, 2018, appeal hearing constituted 
substantial evidence not previously identified that affect the CEQA evaluation set forth in 
the Categorical Exemption regarding how the Project may impair the significance of an 
historic resource by causing impacts to its immediate surroundings.84  

To address these concerns raised in the appeal and in response to the CEQA findings by the Board 
of Supervisors, the planning department coordinated with the building department to obtain 
preliminary review of the geotechnical report and geologic hazard study prepared for the 
proposed project. The building department’s Plan Review Services Division staff reviewed a 2017 
geotechnical investigation and made recommendations to revise the report; these 
recommendations are reflected in the geotechnical report dated April 25, 2019.85 The Plan Review 
Services Division staff reviewed the revised report and found that the report generally meets the 
standards for professional practice of geotechnical engineering.86  

Pursuant to City code requirements, the project sponsor will be required to undertake the following 
actions:  

• Final Structural Plan Development. The sponsor’s geotechnical engineer will be required 
to consult with the design team during the development of the structural plans and will 
review the structural plans and calculations, shoring plans, and civil plans as required by 
the Department of Building Inspection, and submittals by the foundation contractor. The 

                                                      
84  San Francisco Board of Supervisors, Motion No. M18-012, Adopting Findings Reversing the Categorical Exemption 

Determination – 2417 Green Street, Amended February 6, 2018, File No. 180123, available at 
https://sfgov.legistar.com/View.ashx?M=F&ID=5792879&GUID=75361D57-546D-41F0-B0A3-D11B6083C3D2. 

85  Divis Consulting, Inc., Geotechnical Report and Geologic Hazard Study, 2417 Green Street, San Francisco, California, 
April 25, 2019. 

86  Stephan Leung. G.E., Plan Review Services Division, San Francisco Department of Building Inspection, Preliminary 
Review of Geotechnical Report for 2417 Green Street, San Francisco, Block/Lot: 0560/028, DBI Permit Numbers: 2017-
0428-5244, May 16, 2019. 

https://sfgov.legistar.com/View.ashx?M=F&ID=5792879&GUID=75361D57-546D-41F0-B0A3-D11B6083C3D2
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final building design will be required to comply with all recommendations of the 
geotechnical engineer as well as DBI requirements.  

• Control of Groundwater. The final design will include measures to intercept groundwater 
where it may impact the proposed construction, using methods such as drainage behind 
retaining walls, under-slab-drainage, French drains and area drains, and waterproofing. 
Any required waterproofing system will be designed and inspected by the architect and/or 
engineer of record and shall be reviewed and approved by the building department. If 
groundwater, or evidence of groundwater, is encountered during construction, the 
contractor will notify the geotechnical consultant to evaluate whether additional measures 
are required to control the flow of groundwater at the site. Where collected, groundwater 
will be discharged to a suitable collection point.  

• Third-Party Review. Pursuant to the Slope Protection Act, the project’s geotechnical 
investigation report and construction documents will undergo third-party review by a 
licensed geotechnical engineer. Such review will verify that appropriate geological and 
geotechnical issues have been considered and that appropriate slope instability mitigation 
strategies have been proposed. 

• Unexpected Conditions During Construction. If the contractor encounters any adjacent 
foundations not shown on the project documents or unexpected materials during 
excavation, project excavation will be halted, and the project geotechnical engineer will be 
contacted immediately to provide additional consultation on site due to different site 
conditions. The geotechnical engineer’s recommendation shall be reviewed and approved 
by DBI staff prior to resuming of construction activities.  

• Construction Monitoring. The contractor will notify the geotechnical engineer and the 
building department five days prior to any excavation, and the geotechnical engineer shall 
periodically be present during excavation to observe the actual soil/rock conditions and to 
evaluate the stability of the cut. The contractor shall establish survey points on the shoring 
and on adjacent buildings and streets within twice the height of the proposed excavation 
prior to the start of excavation and where access permits and shall submit the proposed 
survey points to the building department for review and approval. These survey points 
shall be used to monitor the vertical and horizontal movements of the shoring and 
surrounding structures and streets during construction. The contractor shall survey and 
take photographs of the adjacent buildings prior to the start of excavation and immediately 
after its completion. If unacceptable earth movement or evidence of structural settlement 
is encountered during construction, as determined by the geotechnical engineer, project 
excavation shall be halted and the geotechnical engineer shall evaluate if additional 
measures are required to prevent further movement. In this event, the geotechnical 
engineer shall notify the building department that unacceptable earth movement has 
occurred and of the additional measures proposed to prevent further movement. 

Given the history of this project, as outlined in the Project History section, above, combined with 
the concerns raised by the Board of Supervisors at the appeal hearing, this initial study finds that 
project construction could compromise the structural integrity of the adjacent foundation at 2421 
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Green Street. This would be a significant impact. Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-GE-1, 
Ongoing Coordination with the Planning Department and the Department of Building 
Inspections Prior to and During the Construction Phase Regarding Compliance with 
Geotechnical Requirements, would reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level. The 
mitigation measure would ensure ongoing coordination between the project sponsor’s team, the 
planning department, and the department of building inspection regarding geotechnical issues 
that could arise during the course of plan review and project construction.  

Mitigation Measure M-GE-1: Ongoing Coordination with the Planning Department and 
the Department of Building Inspections Prior to and During the Construction Phase 
Regarding Compliance with Geotechnical Requirements. Pursuant to the San Francisco 
Department of Building Inspection process, the project sponsor (and their design team, 
geotechnical engineer, and contractor, as applicable) will be subject to ongoing 
coordination requirements with the planning department and the building department 
regarding plan check reviews and building inspections prior to and during construction 
work. This process will include the following requirements: 

 Prior to commencement of construction, the project sponsor shall submit to the 
planning department and building department a report outlining anticipated 
construction milestones with corresponding (approximate) dates of reaching those 
milestones as well and all memoranda and/or reports anticipated to be prepared or 
approved at those milestones. The report shall address how all code requirements 
will be met, including responsible parties and the city agency providing oversight. 
The report shall be reviewed and approved by the planning department and the 
building department prior to commencement of construction.  

 Once construction commences, the sponsor shall notify the planning department 
and the building department (when coordination with the building department is 
not already included as typical part of the process) when the above milestones have 
been reached and their outcomes. Specifically, all memoranda and/or reports issued 
at times of those milestones shall be provided to the planning department and the 
building department.87 

Compliance with Mitigation Measure M-GE-1 would ensure the security and stability of the project 
site and adjacent properties. Furthermore, as addressed under Impact CR-1, compliance with this 
mitigation measure would avoid any potential impacts to historic resources.  

Other Geotechnical Issues Raised in the Exemption Appeal  
The July 20, 2018 appeal of the June 22, 2018 categorical exemption states, among other assertions, 
that no topographic and boundary survey has been performed for the proposed project, and that 
without land survey data, it would be impossible for the project sponsor to provide protection of 

                                                      
87  Pursuant to Department policy, any memoranda and/or reports prepared by project sponsor and/or a consultant 

working for the project sponsor shall adhere to Planning Department’s protocols of objectivity. 
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adjacent properties. Project approval by the planning department concerns consistency with the 
planning code and does not require a survey or final structural plans. 

The July 20, 2018 appeal of the June 22, 2018 categorical exemption also states that the brick 
foundation of 2421 Green Street would be damaged by the project:  

Fundamentally, all that is needed to know is that the drawings (e.g. Detail 3, Sheet S4.1) 
show a critical new foundation on 2417 Green that crosses the property line to be anchored 
in the 125 year old brick foundation. 

A subsequent letter from Lawrence B. Karp dated January 17, 2019, also states that the proposed 
project cannot be accomplished without construction that would “compromise the lateral and 
subjacent support” of 2421 Green Street. The letter further states that Detail 3 on Sheet S4.1 of BPA 
#201705116316 (the foundation replacement permit) shows a connection with the adjacent 
foundation (see red arrow on Figure 14). The project sponsor subsequently clarified that the lines 
on the plans are call outs for longitudinal reinforcement in the wall footing and do not show a 
connection to the adjacent foundation. The sponsor’s letter of clarification further states, “For the 
avoidance of any further misunderstanding by any city department or board, the proposed project 
at 2417 Green Street is in NO WAY PHYSICALLY CONNECTED to 2421 Green Street and does 
not require any work whatsoever to be performed at 2421 Green Street.”88 DBI staff reviewed this 
plan sheet and concurred with the project sponsor that “[t]here is no physical connections between 
the new footings and the neighbor’s existing masonry footings.”89 Nevertheless, the foundation 
replacement permit (BPA #201705116316) has been suspended and would be superseded by the 
building expansion permit (BPA #201704285244). 

Impact GE-2: The proposed project would not result in substantial loss of topsoil or erosion. 
(Less than Significant) 

The 2,500-square-foot project site is covered with a building and a landscaped backyard. Grading 
and excavation would expose topsoil and could potentially result in erosion. Construction-related 
activities would be required to comply with San Francisco Public Works Code section 146, which 
requires all land-disturbing activities to implement and maintain best management practices to 
minimize surface runoff, erosion and sedimentation to prevent construction site runoff discharges 
into the City’s combined stormwater/sewer system.90 The project site’s relatively small landscaped 
area and compliance with section 146’s best management practices during construction activities 
would ensure that the project would not result in the loss of topsoil or erosion. This impact would 
be less than significant. 

Impact GE-3: The proposed project would not be located on a geologic unit that is unstable, or 
that could become unstable as a result of the project, and would not result in landslide, lateral 
spreading, subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse. (Less than Significant with Mitigation) 

                                                      
88  Christopher F. Durkin, P.E., Clarification Letter, 2417 Green Street – Exposing of Fraud in Reports prepared by Larry 

Karp, April 11, 2019. 
89  Stephen Leung, Department of Building Inspection, email to Tania Sheyner, Planner Department. June 13, 2019. 
90  Ordinance No. 260-13, Public Works Code - Control of Construction Site Runoff, November 5, 2013. 
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As discussed under Impact GE-1, the project site is located within a landslide hazard zone and, 
thus, may be subject to landslide hazard. This hazard potential would be highest during site 
excavation and construction, which would last between three and five months, and the project has 
the potential to result in significant impacts related to protection of the adjacent foundation at 2421 
Green Street that could become unstable as a result of the project. As discussed above under Impact 
GE-1, oversight by DBI and implementation of Mitigation Measure M-GE-1 would ensure the 
security and stability of the project site and adjacent properties, and would reduce to less than 
significant any potential impacts related to earthquake fault, seismic ground shaking, ground 
failure, or landslide. Compliance with this mitigation measure would also reduce to less-than-
significant any effects related to landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse.  

Impact GE-4: The proposed project would not create substantial risks to life or property as a 
result of being located on expansive soil. (Less than Significant) 

Soils located beneath fully developed urban areas are generally not highly susceptible to the effects 
of expansive soils, which are characterized by their ability to undergo significant volume change 
(i.e., to shrink and swell) due to variations in moisture content. The presence of expansive soils is 
typically associated with high clay content. Expansive soils can damage structures and buried 
utilities and increase maintenance requirements. Section 1803 of the state building code states that 
in areas likely to have expansive soil, the building official shall require soil tests to determine where 
such soils do exist, and if so, the geotechnical report must include recommendations and special 
design and construction provisions for foundations of structures on expansive soils, as necessary.  

Subsurface exploration at the project site identified undocumented artificial fill overlying residual 
soils resting on friable to weak sandstone bedrock.91 Because soils with high clay content were not 
encountered, the project site is unlikely to contain expansive soil, and impacts related to expansive 
soils would be less than significant. 

Impact GE-5: The project would not directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological 
resource or site or unique geologic feature. (Less than Significant) 

Paleontological resources, or fossils, are the remains, imprints, or traces of mammals, plants, and 
invertebrates from a previous geological period. Such fossil remains as well as the geological 
formations that contain them are also considered a paleontological resource. Together, they 
represent a limited, non-renewable scientific and educational resource. The potential to affect 
fossils varies with the depth of disturbance, construction activities, and previous disturbance. 

Ground-disturbing activities would occur to a depth of 13 feet and be confined to the sandy clay and 
Franciscan Complex bedrock underlying the site. These geologic units are considered to have low 
potential to contain significant fossils or paleontological resources.92 Thus, the project site has a low 
potential to contain significant fossils due to the geologic units that would be affected by project 

                                                      
91  Divis Consulting, Inc., Geotechnical Investigation Report for 2417 Green Street, April 25, 2019. 
92  California Academy of Sciences Invertebrate, Zoology, and Geology Fossil Collection Database, 

http://researcharchive.calacademy.org/research/izg/fossil/index.asp?xAction=ShowForm&PageStyle=Single&PageSize
=0&OrderBy=AccessionNo&County=san+francisco&RecStyle=Full, accessed June 6, 2018. 
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construction. Thus, the proposed project would result in less-than-significant impacts to a unique 
paleontological resource or site. 

A unique geologic or physical feature embodies distinctive characteristics of any regional or local 
geologic principles, provides a key piece of information important to geologic history, contains 
minerals not known to occur elsewhere in the county, and/or is used as a teaching tool. No unique 
geologic features exist at the project site; therefore, no impacts on unique geological features would 
occur.  

Impact C-GE-1: The proposed project, in combination with past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future projects in the site vicinity, would not have a substantial cumulative impact 
on geology and soils. (Less than Significant) 

Environmental impacts related to geology and soils are generally site-specific. Nearby cumulative 
development projects identified in Table 2 on page 7 would be subject to the same seismic safety 
standards and design review procedures applicable to the proposed project. Compliance with the 
seismic safety standards and the design review procedures would ensure that the effects from 
nearby cumulative development projects would be reduced to less-than-significant levels. For 
these reasons, the proposed project would not combine with past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future projects in the project vicinity to create a significant cumulative impact related 
to geology and soils. 

Impact C-GE-2: The project, in combination with cumulative projects, would not directly or 
indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique geologic feature. (Less 
than Significant) 

Paleontological impacts are generally site specific and highly localized. Therefore, the potential for 
the proposed project to combine with reasonably foreseeable future projects and create a 
cumulative impact related to paleontological resources would be low. Therefore, the proposed 
project would have a less-than-significant cumulative impact on paleontological resources.  
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16. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY.  
 Would the project: 

     

a) Violate any water quality standards or waste 
discharge requirements or otherwise 
substantially degrade surface or groundwater 
quality? 

     

b) Substantially decrease groundwater supplies or 
interfere substantially with groundwater 
recharge such that the project may impede 
sustainable groundwater management of the 
basin? 
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c) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern 
of the site or area, including through the 
alteration of the course of a stream or river or 
through the addition of impervious surfaces, in a 
manner that would:  

     

(i) Result in substantial erosion or 
siltation on- or off-site; 

     

(ii) Substantially increase the rate or 
amount of surface runoff in a manner 
which would result in flooding on or 
offsite; 

     

(iii) Create or contribute runoff water 
which would exceed the capacity of 
existing or planned stormwater 
drainage systems or provide 
substantial additional sources of 
polluted runoff; or  

     

(iv) Impede or redirect flood flows?      

d) In flood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zones, risk 
release of pollutants due to project inundation? 

     

e) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of a 
water quality control plan or sustainable 
groundwater management plan? 

     

 

The project site does not contain any streams or water courses, and the proposed project would not 
alter the course of a stream or river or alter the existing drainage pattern of the project site or area. 
Thus, Question 15c is not applicable to the proposed project. 

In 2018, the SFPUC developed a Draft 100-Year Storm Flood Risk Map that shows areas of San 
Francisco where significant flooding from storm runoff is highly likely to occur during a 100-year 
storm. A “100-year storm” means a storm with a 1 percent chance of occurring in a given year. The 
project site is not on the Draft 100-Year Storm Flood Risk Map.93 At an elevation of approximately 
140 feet above mean sea level, the project site has no potential to be affected by sea level rise by the 
year 2100 as projected by the City of San Francisco.94 Because of its elevation, distance from the 
nearest potential sources of flooding, and intervening topography, the project site is not susceptible 

                                                      
93  San Francisco Water Power Sewer, Draft 100-Year Storm Flood Risk Map, http://www.sfwater.org/index.aspx?page=1229, 

accessed February 11, 2019. 
94  The City projects a sea level rise of 66 inches by the year 2100 in City and County of San Francisco, 2016, San Francisco 

Sea Level Rise Action Plan, http://default.sfplanning.org/plans-and-programs/planning-for-the-city/sea-level-
rise/160309_SLRAP_Final_ED.pdf, accessed February 19, 2019. 

http://www.sfwater.org/index.aspx?page=1229
http://default.sfplanning.org/plans-and-programs/planning-for-the-city/sea-level-rise/160309_SLRAP_Final_ED.pdf
http://default.sfplanning.org/plans-and-programs/planning-for-the-city/sea-level-rise/160309_SLRAP_Final_ED.pdf
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to the potential effects of a tsunami or seiche.95 For these reasons, there is no potential for project 
impacts with respect to flood hazard, tsunami or seiche zones, and Question 15d is not applicable.  

Impact HY-1: The proposed project would not violate any water quality standards or waste 
discharge requirements or otherwise substantially degrade surface or groundwater quality. 
(Less than Significant) 

The project site is located within the area of the city served by a combined stormwater and sewer 
system. Under such a system, wastewater (sewage) and stormwater are collected and comingled 
in underground piping and tunnels for conveyance to the City’s wastewater treatment plants, 
operated by the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC). The project site is less than 
5,000 square feet and thus does not require submittal of a stormwater control plan per San 
Francisco Public Works Code article 4.2, section 147. Nevertheless, the project sponsor would be 
required to maintain construction best management practices to minimize surface runoff, erosion, 
and sedimentation from the construction site. During project operation, combined stormwater and 
wastewater from the project site would be treated pursuant to the City’s National Pollutant 
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit prior to discharge to receiving waters. This would 
ensure that the proposed project would not degrade surface or groundwater quality during 
construction or operations. Therefore, impacts related to water quality from development of the 
proposed project would be less than significant.  

Impact HY-2: The proposed project would not substantially deplete groundwater supplies or 
interfere substantially with groundwater recharge such that there would be a net deficit in 
aquifer volume or lowering of the local groundwater table. (Less than Significant) 

The project site is covered with impervious surfaces except for the rear yard. Impervious surfaces 
greatly limit the amount of surface water that can infiltrate a site to recharge the groundwater. The 
proposed building expansion into the rear yard would result in a slight increase in impervious 
surface but not enough to interfere with groundwater recharge.  

If dewatering is required during project construction, any effects related to lowering the water table 
would be temporary and would not be expected to substantially deplete groundwater resources in 
any underlying aquifers. In addition, the proposed project does not include any groundwater wells 
to extract groundwater supplies.  

Project operation would not result in the use of groundwater and the project would not otherwise 
be expected to adversely affect groundwater supplies or quality.  

For these reasons, the proposed project would not substantially deplete groundwater supplies or 
interfere substantially with groundwater recharge, and impacts would be less than significant. 

                                                      
95  California Emergency Management Agency (CalEMA), Tsunami Inundation Map for Emergency Planning, State of 

California – City and County of San Francisco, San Francisco North Quadrangle, San Francisco South Quadrangle 
(San Francisco Bay), June 15, 2009, 
http://www.conservation.ca.gov/cgs/geologic_hazards/Tsunami/Inundation_Maps/SanFrancisco/Documents/Tsunami_Inundatio
n_SouthSFNorthSF_PacificCoast_SanFrancisco.pdf, accessed April 30, 2018. 

http://www.conservation.ca.gov/cgs/geologic_hazards/Tsunami/Inundation_Maps/SanFrancisco/Documents/Tsunami_Inundation_SouthSFNorthSF_PacificCoast_SanFrancisco.pdf
http://www.conservation.ca.gov/cgs/geologic_hazards/Tsunami/Inundation_Maps/SanFrancisco/Documents/Tsunami_Inundation_SouthSFNorthSF_PacificCoast_SanFrancisco.pdf
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Impact HY-3: The proposed project would not conflict with or obstruct implementation of a 
water quality control plan or sustainable groundwater management plan. (Less than Significant) 

As discussed under HY-1, above, during construction, the project sponsor would be required to 
maintain construction best management practices to minimize surface runoff, erosion, and 
sedimentation from the construction site, and during project operation, combined stormwater and 
wastewater from the project site would be treated pursuant to the City’s NPDES permit prior to 
discharge to receiving waters. Therefore, the project would not conflict with or obstruct 
implementation of a water quality control plan or sustainable groundwater management plan, and 
this impact would be less than significant.  

Impact C-HY-1: The proposed project, in combination with other past, present, or reasonably 
foreseeable projects, would not substantially deplete groundwater supplies, alter existing 
drainages, or otherwise degrade water quality. (Less than Significant) 

The proposed project and all future projects within San Francisco would be required to comply 
with the water quality and drainage control requirements discussed above that apply to all land 
use development projects within the city. Since all development projects would be required to 
follow the same regulations as the proposed project, the implementation of new, conforming 
development projects, peak stormwater drainage rates and volumes resulting from design storms 
would be expected to decrease gradually over time relative to existing peak flows. Moreover, all 
development projects would be required to comply with the same drainage, dewatering, and water 
quality regulations as the proposed project. As a result, cumulative effects related to drainage 
patterns, water quality, stormwater runoff, stormwater capacity of the combined sewer system and 
groundwater supply and quality would be less than significant. 
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17. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS. 
Would the project: 

     

a) Create a significant hazard to the public or the 
environment through the routine transport, use, 
or disposal of hazardous materials? 

     

b) Create a significant hazard to the public or the 
environment through reasonably foreseeable 
upset and accident conditions involving the 
release of hazardous materials into the 
environment? 

     

c) Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous 
or acutely hazardous materials, substances, or 
waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or 
proposed school? 
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d) Be located on a site which is included on a list of 
hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to 
Government Code section 65962.5 and, as a 
result, would it create a significant hazard to the 
public or the environment? 

     

e) For a project located within an airport land use 
plan or, where such a plan has not been adopted, 
within two miles of a public airport or public use 
airport, would the project result in a safety 
hazard or excessive noise for people residing or 
working in the project area? 

     

f) Impair implementation of or physically interfere 
with an adopted emergency response plan or 
emergency evacuation plan? 

     

g) Expose people or structures, either directly or 
directly, to a significant risk of loss, injury or 
death involving wildland fires? 

     

 

The project site is not located within an airport land use plan area, nor is it within two miles of a 
public use airport or a private airstrip. There are no areas that would be classified as wildlands in 
the project vicinity. The closest heavily vegetated area to the project is the Presidio of San Francisco, 
about a half-mile west of the project site and separated from it by extensive urban infrastructure 
that is not intermixed with wildlands. Therefore, criteria 16e and 16h are not applicable.  

Impact HZ-1: The proposed project would not create a significant hazard to the public or the 
environment through the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials. (Less than 
Significant) 

Neither construction nor operation of the proposed project would involve the routine transport, 
use, or disposal of significant quantities of hazardous materials. Small quantities of commercially 
available hazardous materials such as household cleaning, paints, and landscaping supplies may 
be used; however, these materials would not be expected to be used in sufficient quantities or 
contrary to normal use, and therefore would not pose a threat to human health or the environment. 

Based on the above, the impact of the proposed development on the public and the environment 
related to the routine transport, use, and handling of hazardous materials therefore would be less 
than significant. 

Impact HZ-2: The proposed project would not create a significant hazard to the public or the 
environment through the release of hazardous materials. (Less than Significant) 

The proposed project would disturb at least 50 cubic yards of soil in an area that the San Francisco 
Health Department (the health department), pursuant to San Francisco Building Code section 
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106A.3.2.4, identified as likely containing hazardous substances in the soil or groundwater. 
Therefore, before the project may obtain a building permit, it must comply with the requirements 
of article 22A of the San Francisco Health Code (also known as the Maher Ordinance), which the 
health department administers and oversees.  

Per San Francisco Health Code section 22A.4, the health department may waive the requirements 
imposed by the Maher Ordinance if the applicant demonstrates that the property has been 
continuously zoned as residential under the 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 health department 
will provide the applicant with a waiver, which is a written notification that the requirements of 
article 22A have been waived and no further oversight by the health department is required for the 
project.  

The health department issued two Maher waivers for the proposed project because the property 
has been continuously zoned as residential under the 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. The first waiver, issued on 
March 28, 2017 for the excavation/addition building permit (#201704285244), recommends that 
construction activities follow a work health and safety plan and dust control measures.96 The 
second Maher waiver, issued on October 31, 2017 for the excavation-only building permit 
(#201705116316), recommends that construction activities follow a work health and safety plan and 
dust control measures, and determined that 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 publicly available state databases 
and health department files.97 The October 31, 2017 Maher waiver also recommends that excavated 
fill soils be segregated, stored on plastic sheeting, and analyzed for contaminants prior to reuse or 
disposal. 

On October 31, 2017, when the health department staff issued the second Maher waiver, and 
consistent with normal procedures for building permit approvals, staff also signed the back of 
building permit #201705116316 and added a stamp that stated the following: 

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. 

During a meeting with health department on January 17, 2018, to discuss the 2417 Green Street 
project, Stephanie Cushing, Director of Environmental Health, noted that the health department 
had one approval stamp that it used both for projects that have approved site mitigation plans and 
for projects that receive Maher waivers. Ms. Cushing noted that the language on the Maher waiver 
                                                      
96  San Francisco Department of Public Health, Waiver from San Francisco Health Code Article 22A (Maher Ordinance), 

2417 Green Street, March 28, 2017. 
97  San Francisco Department of Public Health, Waiver from San Francisco Health Code Article 22A (Maher Ordinance), 

2417 Green Street, October 31, 2017. 
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form and the language on the approval stamp could be misconstrued to indicate that further health 
department oversight is required.98 However, Ms. Cushing confirmed that the Maher waiver was 
appropriate for the 2417 Green Street project and that no further oversight by the health 
department was required.  

The July 20, 2018 appeal of the June 22, 2018 categorical exemption issued for the proposed project 
cited a report from hydrogeologist Matthew Hagemann that states that the project requires a 
remediation plan to ensure safe testing and removal of any contaminated soil. This assessment was 
based on an interpretation that the language on the approval stamp implied that the project was 
not eligible for a waiver. As discussed above, this is an understandable but incorrect reading of the 
facts concerning the case.  

On February 11, 2018, out of an abundance of caution, the health department requested that the 
project sponsor submit a work plan for soil and/or groundwater sampling and testing.99 On 
February 12, 2018 the project sponsor submitted a work plan to the health department that 
proposed two sample locations within the existing garage.100 The work plan proposed laboratory 
analysis for total petroleum hydrocarbons (TPH) as gasoline (TPHg), as diesel (TPHd), and as 
motor oil (TPHmo); volatile organic compounds (VOCs); semi-VOCs; organochlorine pesticides; 
polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs); reactivity, corrosivity, and ignitability; CAM 17 metals; and 
asbestos. On February 18, 2018, the health department approved the work plan.101 

On February 27, 2018, the sponsor’s consultant, ICES, submitted a site characterization report,102 
and on February 28, 2018, the health department issued a letter that agreed with the report’s 
conclusion that that the soil sediments within the foundation and garage expansion excavation are 
non-hazardous: 

Results from the soil samples indicated that the samples contained TPHg, TPHd, TPHmo, 
VOC, SVOC, organochlorine pesticide, and PCB concentrations that were below the 
Regional Water Quality Control Board's Direct Exposure Human Health Risk Screening 
Levels (DE HHRSLs) for residential land use. Results of other analysis indicated that the 
samples were non-flammable and non-reactive; and contained pH values (corrosivity) 
ranging from 7.58 to 7.71. The asbestos concentrations contained in the samples were non-
detectable (less than 0.25%). The metal concentrations detected in the samples were below 
their respective residential DE HHRLs and/or within background levels for San Francisco 
Bay Area soils, with the exception of arsenic. The arsenic concentrations detected in 
[samples] S-l and S-2 ranging from 3.1 mg/kg to 3.5 mg/kg exceeded the residential DE 
HHRL of 0.067 mg/kg but were below the background level of 11 mg/kg. The Regional 

                                                      
98 The health department has subsequently purchased and begun using a stamp that reads “MAHER WAIVER.” when 

such a waiver has been granted.  
99 San Francisco Department of Public Health, Environmental Health, SFHC Article 22A, 2417 Green Street Residence, 

EHB-SAM Case Number: 1534, February 11, 2018. 
100 ICES, Work Plan, Site Characterization, 2417 Green Street, San Francisco, California, February 12, 2018. 
101 San Francisco Department of Public Health, Environmental Health, SFHC Article 22A, 2417 Green Street Residence, 

EHB-SAM Case Number: 1534, February 18, 2018. 
102 ICES, Site Characterization, 2417 Green Street, San Francisco, California, February 27, 2018. 
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Water Quality Control Board considers background levels to be acceptable for 
contaminants where their respective DE HHRLs are less than typical background levels.103 

Based on review of the documents, health department staff found the project in compliance with 
San Francisco Health Code article 22A and required no further investigation.104  

In the appeal of the June 22, 2018 categorical exemption, the appellant raised the concern that the 
soil samples taken from under the garage would be clean and not contaminated soil. This concern 
is not valid for the following reasons. The two soil samples were collected from the proposed 
excavation area within the existing garage: one sidewall sample taken at a depth of 3 feet below 
ground surface to test the fill material and the other collected at a depth of 9 feet below ground 
surface to test the underlying soils. The samples were taken approximately 25 to 30 feet south of 
the front property line, and project excavation would extend no further than 55 feet south of the 
front property line. The health department allows for sampling locations to be spaced 150 feet 
apart, so the location of the sampling is appropriate and consistent with health department 
protocols. Also, as these samples represent the fill and the underlying soil, they were also taken at 
the appropriate depth.105 

In conclusion, the project would not result in a significant hazard to the public or the environment 
through the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials. 

Impact HZ-3: The proposed project would not emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous 
or acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste within 0.25 miles of an existing or 
proposed school. (Less than Significant) 

Three schools are located within 0.25 miles of the project site: St. Vincent de Paul School, Hillwood 
Academic Day School, and Town School for Boys. Any hazardous waste at the project site would 
be remediated and handled in accordance with local, state and federal law. Furthermore, the 
proposed project would include the use of common household items in quantities too small to 
create a significant hazard to the public or the environment. Based on this, this impact would be 
less than significant. 

Impact HZ-4: The proposed project would not be located on a site that is included on a list of 
hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to Government Code section 65962.5 and not create 
a significant hazard to the public or the environment. (Less than Significant) 

Pursuant to section 65962.5 of the Government Code, the Secretary for Environmental Protection 
maintains a list of sites with potentially hazardous wastes, commonly referred to as the Cortese 
list. The Cortese list includes hazardous waste sites from the Department of Toxic Substances 
Control’s (DTSC’s) EnviroStor database, hazardous facilities identified by DTSC that are subject to 
corrective action pursuant to Health and Safety Code section 25187.5, leaking underground storage 

                                                      
103 San Francisco Department of Public Health, Environmental Health, SFHC Article 22A Compliance, 2417 Green Street 

Residence, San Francisco, EHB-SAM Case Number: 1534, February 28, 2018. 
104 Ibid. 
105 Stephanie Cushing, Department of Public Health memo to Jeanie Poling, Planning Department regarding 2417 Green 

Street, March 13, 2019. 
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tank sites from the State Water Resources Control Board’s (state board’s) Geotracker database, solid 
waste disposal sites maintained by the state board, and sites with active cease and desist orders 
and clean up and abatement orders. The project site is not on the Cortese List and thus would not 
create a significant hazard to the public or environment. The impact would be less than significant. 

Impact HZ-5: The proposed project would not impair implementation of or physically interfere 
with an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan. (Less than Significant)  

No changes are proposed to the public right-of-way and the proposed project would continue the 
existing residential uses within the boundaries of the project site. Thus, the project would not 
substantially increase hazards due to a design feature or incompatible uses and would not result 
in an inadequate emergency access. The impact would be less than significant. 

Impact C-HZ-1: The proposed project, in conjunction with other past, present and reasonably 
foreseeable project, would not make a cumulatively considerable contribution to significant 
impacts with respect to hazards to people or the environment. (Less than Significant) 

Development in the city is subject to city, regional, and state controls designed to protect the public 
and the environment from risks associated with hazards and hazardous materials, and to ensure 
that emergency access routes are maintained. Any future development in the project vicinity would 
be subject to these same laws and regulations. For these reasons, the proposed project would not 
combine with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects in the project vicinity to 
create a significant cumulative impact related to hazards and hazardous materials. 

  

Topics: 
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Significant 

Impact 
No 
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Not 
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18. MINERAL RESOURCES. Would the project:      

a) Result in the loss of availability of a known 
mineral resource that would be of value to the 
region and the residents of the state? 

     

b) Result in the loss of availability of a locally-
important mineral resource recovery site 
delineated on a local general plan, specific plan 
or other land use plan? 

     

Impact MI-1: The proposed project would have no impact with respect to the availability of 
known or locally important mineral resources. (No Impact) 

All land in San Francisco, including the project site, is designated by the California Geological 
Survey as Mineral Resource Zone 4 under the Surface Mining and Reclamation Act of 1975.106 The 
Zone 4 designation indicates that adequate information does not exist to assign the area to any 

                                                      
106 California Division of Mines and Geology, 1996, Open File Report 96-03 and Special Report 146 Parts I and II. 
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other zone: the area has not been designated as having significant mineral deposits. Specifically, 
the project site is underlain by deep sand deposits that have not been designated as important at 
the state or local level. 

The project site is within a densely developed urban area and has been developed with residential 
use since 1905. Even were the underlying sand considered to contain marketable minerals, it would 
not be feasible to conduct sand extraction activities in the midst of urban development. The 
development and operation of the proposed project would not have an impact on any off-site 
operational mineral resource recovery sites, as there are no such operations in the vicinity, and the 
project site is not and has never been used in any way in mineral resources recovery. The proposed 
project therefore would have no impact with respect to the availability of mineral resources. 

Impact C-ME-1: The proposed project in combination with other past, present or reasonably 
foreseeable projects would have no impact with respect to the availability of known or locally 
important mineral resources. (No Impact) 

The proposed project has no potential to result in an impact to mineral resources. Therefore, the 
project would not contribute to a cumulative impact on these resources.  
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19. ENERGY. Would the project:      

a) Result in a potentially significant environmental 
impact due to wasteful, inefficient, or 
unnecessary consumption of energy resources, 
during project construction or operation? 

     

b) Conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan for 
renewable energy or energy efficiency? 

     

 

Impact EN-1: The proposed project would result in increased energy consumption but would 
not encourage activities that result in the use of large amounts of fuel, water, or energy or use 
these in a wasteful manner. (Less than Significant) 

The proposed project would increase the population and intensity of use of the project site but 
would not exceed anticipated growth in the area. The proposed project would be subject to the 
energy conservation standards included in the San Francisco Green Building Ordinance. 
Documentation showing compliance with the ordinance would be required to be submitted with 
the applications of the building permits, and compliance would be enforced by the Department of 
Building Inspection. The project also, by its character, would conserve fuel and energy use because 
it would provide housing in an urban area that is accessible by transit and is bicycle and pedestrian 
friendly. Therefore, the proposed project would not cause a wasteful use of energy, and effects 
related to use of fuel, water, and energy would be less than significant. 
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Impact C-EN-1: The proposed project in combination with other past, present or reasonably 
foreseeable projects would increase the use of energy, fuel and water resources, but not in a 
wasteful manner. (Less than Significant) 

The demand for energy created by the proposed project would be insubstantial in the cumulative 
context of citywide demand and would not require an expansion of power facilities. While overall 
energy demand in California is increasing commensurate with increasing population, the state also 
is making concerted energy conservation efforts. While the city produces a substantial demand for 
energy and fuel, both city and state policies seek to minimize increases in demand through 
conservation and energy efficiency regulations and policies such that energy is not used in a 
wasteful manner, and the cumulative impacts with respect to energy and fuel use would be less 
than significant. Because San Francisco is substantially built out, development in the city’s urban 
core focuses on densification, which effectively reduces per capita use of energy and fuel by 
concentrating utilities and services in locations where they can be used efficiently. Similarly, the 
City recognizes the need for water conservation and has instituted programs and policies to 
maximize water conservation. San Francisco has one of the lowest per capita water use rates in the 
state107 and routinely implements water conservation measures through code requirements and 
policy. Therefore, the proposed project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future projects, would not result in a cumulatively considerable impact related to 
mineral and energy resources.  
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20. AGRICULTURE AND FORESTRY RESOURCES: In determining whether impacts to agricultural resources are significant 
environmental effects, lead agencies may refer to the California Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site Assessment Model 
(1997) prepared by the California Department of Conservation as an optional model to use in assessing impacts on agriculture 
and farmland. In determining whether impacts to forest resources, including timberland, are significant environmental effects, 
lead agencies may refer to information compiled by the California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection regarding the 
state’s inventory of forest land, including the Forest and Range Assessment Project and the Forest Legacy Assessment project; 
and forest carbon measurement methodology provided in Forest Protocols adopted by the California Air Resources Board. 
Would the project: 

a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or 
Farmland of Statewide Importance, as shown on 
the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland 
Mapping and Monitoring Program of the 
California Resources Agency, to non-agricultural 
use?  

     

b) Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, 
or a Williamson Act contract? 

     

                                                      
107 San Francisco Public Utilities Commission, Water Resources Division Annual Report, Fiscal Year 2017-18, 

https://view.joomag.com/water-resources-division-annual-report-fiscal-year-2017-18-waterresourcesar-fy17-
18/0863377001542310828, accessed February 20, 2019. 
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c) Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause 
rezoning of, forest land (as defined in Public 
Resources Code section 12220(g)) , timberland 
(as defined by Public Resources Code section 
4526), or timberland zoned Timberland 
Production (as defined by Government Code 
section 51104(g))? 

     

d) Result in the loss of forest land or conversion of 
forest land to non-forest use? 

     

e) Involve other changes in the existing 
environment which, due to their location or 
nature, could result in conversion of farmland to 
non-agricultural use or forest land to non-forest 
use? 

     

 

The project site is located within an urbanized area of San Francisco. No land in San Francisco 
County has been designated by the California Department of Conservation’s Farmland Mapping 
and Monitoring Program as agricultural land. Because the project site does not contain agricultural 
uses and is not zoned for such uses, the proposed project would not require the conversion of any 
land designated as prime farmland, unique farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance to non-
agricultural use. The proposed project would not conflict with any existing agricultural zoning or 
Williamson Act contracts, as no lands in San Francisco are zoned agricultural or are under 
Williamson Act contracts.108 No land in San Francisco is designated as forest land or as Timberland 
Production by the California Public Resources Code or Government Code. Therefore, the proposed 
project would not conflict with zoning for forest land, cause a loss of forest land, or convert forest 
land to a different use. For these reasons, Questions 18a, 18b, 18c, 18d, and 18e are not applicable 
to the proposed project. 
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21. WILDFIRE. If located in or near state 
responsibility areas or lands classified as 
very high fire hazard severity zones, would 
the project: 

     

a) Substantially impair an adopted emergency 
response plan or emergency evacuation plans? 

     

                                                      
108 San Francisco is identified as “Urban and Built-Up Land” on California Department of Conservation, 2008, Important 

Farmland in California Map, www.consrv.ca.gov, accessed October 23, 2017. 
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b) Due to slope, prevailing winds, and other 
factors, exacerbate wildfire risks, and thereby 
expose project occupants to, pollutant 
concentrations from a wildfire or the 
uncontrolled spread of a wildfire? 

     

c) Require the installation or maintenance of 
associated infrastructure (such as roads, fuel 
breaks, emergency water sources, power lines or 
other utilities) that may exacerbate fire risk or 
that may result in temporary or ongoing impacts 
to the environment? 

     

d) Expose people or structure to significant risks 
including downslope or downstream flooding or 
landslides, as a result of runoff, post-fire slope 
instability, or drainage changes? 

     

 

The City and County of San Francisco and bordering areas within San Mateo County do not have 
any state responsibility areas for fire prevention or lands classified as very high fire hazard severity 
zones,109 therefore, this topic is not applicable. Refer to topic C.17, Hazards and Hazardous 
Materials, for a discussion of wildland fire risks. 
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22. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE. 
Does the project: 

     

a) Have the potential to substantially degrade the 
quality of the environment, substantially reduce 
the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a 
fish or wildlife population to drop below self-
sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or 
animal community, substantially reduce the 
number or restrict the range of a rare or 
endangered plant or animal, or eliminate 
important examples of the major periods of 
California history or prehistory? 

     

                                                      
109CALFIRE Fire and Resource Assessment Program, San Francisco County Draft Fire Hazard Severity Zones in Local 

Responsibility Areas Map, October 5, 2007; San Mateo County Fire Hazard Severity Zones in State Responsibility 
Areas Map, November 7, 2007; and San Mateo County Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zones in Local Responsibility 
Areas Map, November 24, 2008. Available at: 
http://www.fire.ca.gov/fire_prevention/fire_prevention_wildland_zones_maps. 
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b) Have impacts that are individually limited, but 
cumulatively considerable? (“Cumulatively 
considerable” means that the incremental effects 
of a project are considerable when viewed in 
connection with the effects of past projects, the 
effects of other current projects, and the effects of 
probable future projects.) 

     

c) Have environmental effects which will cause 
substantial adverse effects on human beings, 
either directly or indirectly? 

     

 

Note: Authority cited: Sections 21083 and 21083.05, Public Resources Code. Reference: Section 65088.4, Gov. Code; 
Sections 21080(c), 21080.1, 21080.3, 21083, 21083.05, 21083.3, 21093, 21094, 21095, and 21151, Public Resources Code; 
Sundstrom v. County of Mendocino,(1988) 202 Cal.App.3d 296; Leonoff v. Monterey Board of Supervisors, (1990) 222 
Cal.App.3d 1337; Eureka Citizens for Responsible Govt. v. City of Eureka (2007) 147 Cal.App.4th 357; Protect the Historic 
Amador Waterways v. Amador Water Agency (2004) 116 Cal.App.4th at 1109; San Franciscans Upholding the Downtown 
Plan v. City and County of San Francisco (2002) 102 Cal.App.4th 656. 

The proposed project would not substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause 
a fish or wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or 
animal community, or reduce the number or restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant or 
animal. As discussed in Section F.3, Cultural Resources, implementation of the proposed project 
would not result in a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archeological resource or 
a tribal cultural resource and would not disturb human remains. As discussed in Section F.15, 
Geology and Soils, implementation of the proposed project would not directly or indirectly destroy 
a unique paleontological resource or site. For these reasons, the proposed project would not result 
in the elimination of important examples of major periods of California history or prehistory.  

The proposed project would not combine with past, present, or reasonably foreseeable future 
projects to create significant cumulative impacts related to any of the topics discussed in Section F, 
Evaluation of Environmental Effects. There would be no significant cumulative impacts to which 
the proposed project would make cumulatively considerable contributions. 

As discussed in Section F.15, Geology and Soils, the proposed project would result in potentially 
significant impacts related to seismic hazards. The foregoing analysis identifies Mitigation 
Measure M-GE-1, which would reduce these impact to less than significant impacts related to 
geology and soils. With implementation of this mitigation measure, the proposed project would 
not result in environmental effects that would cause substantial adverse effects on human beings. 
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G. MITIGATION MEASURE  

Mitigation Measure M-GE-1: Ongoing Coordination with the Planning Department and the 
Department of Building Inspections Prior to and During the Construction Phase Regarding 
Compliance with Geotechnical Requirements. Pursuant to the San Francisco Department of 
Building Inspection process, the project sponsor (and their design team, geotechnical engineer, and 
contractor, as applicable) will be subject to ongoing coordination requirements with the planning 
department and the building department regarding plan check reviews and building inspections 
prior to and during construction work. This process will include the following requirements: 

 Prior to commencement of construction, the project sponsor shall submit to the planning 
department and building department a report outlining anticipated construction 
milestones with corresponding (approximate) dates of reaching those milestones as well 
and all memoranda and/or reports anticipated to be prepared or approved at those 
milestones. The report shall address how all code requirements will be met, including 
responsible parties and the city agency providing oversight. The report shall be reviewed 
and approved by the planning department and the building department prior to 
commencement of construction.  

 Once construction commences, the sponsor shall notify the planning department and the 
building department (when coordination with the building department is not already 
included as typical part of the process) when the above milestones have been reached and 
their outcomes. Specifically, all memoranda and/or reports issued at times of those 
milestones shall be provided to the planning department and the building department.110  

  

H.  PUBLIC NOTICE AND COMMENT 

On February 14, 2019, the planning department mailed a notification of project receiving 
environmental review to owners of properties within 300 feet of the project site, adjacent occupants, 
neighborhood groups, and other interested parties. In response to the notification, the planning 
department received three letters from the representative of 2421 Green Street and four letters from 
other neighbors. Comments included concerns about impacts to historic resources related to views, 
air, and light (addressed under Impact CR-1 on page 15), impacts to the historic resource at 2421 
Green Street related to construction methodology (addressed under Impacts GE-1 through GE-3 
on pages 59 through 65), impacts related to the release of hazardous matter (addressed under 
impact HZ-2 on page 71), and the accuracy of the project description (see Project Characteristics on 
page 1).  

Comments were also raised concerning the scale of development, consistency with the planning 
code and with Cow Hollow design guidelines, and neighborhood notification for the discretionary 

                                                      
110 Pursuant to Department policy, any memoranda and/or reports prepared by project sponsor and/or a 

consultant working for the project sponsor shall adhere to Planning Department’s protocols of 
objectivity. 

Richard
Highlight



Case No. 2017-002545ENV 81 2417 Green Street 
 

review hearing. These issues are not related to impacts on the environment and will be addressed 
during the planning department’s review of the building permit. 

One commenter raised concern that the project was being piecemealed (divided into smaller 
projects to qualify for one or more exemptions, which is prohibited under state CEQA statute). This 
initial study (and the two categorical exemptions for the project that were previously issued and 
rescinded) appropriately covered the whole of the project – both the excavation and the expansion 
of the building. In other words, the sponsor did correctly obtain CEQA clearance for the entirety 
of his project. Subsequently, however, the sponsor exceeded the scope of work of a foundation 
permit, which is constitutes a permitting (not CEQA) violation. 

Other comments concerned permits that were suspended and not revoked and notices of violation 
concerning the safety and condition of the vacant building. These issues will be addressed as part 
of project approvals or through the permit enforcement process. 

  

 

I. DETERMINATION 

On the basis of this Initial Study: 
 

 I find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment, and 
a NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared. 

 I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, 
there will not be a significant effect in this case because revisions in the project have been 
made by or agreed to by the project proponent. A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION 
will be prepared.  

 I find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required. 

 I find that the proposed project MAY have a “potentially significant impact” or “potentially 
significant unless mitigated” impact on the environment, but at least one effect 1) has been 
adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and 2) has 
been addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis as described on attached 
sheets. An ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required, but it must analyze only the 
effects that remain to be addressed.  

  



D I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, 
because all potentially significant effects (a) have been analyzed adequately in an earlier EIR or 
NEGATIVE DECLARATION pursuant to applicable standards, and (b) have been avoided or 
mitigated pursuant to that earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION, including revisions or 
mitigation measures that are imposed upon the proposed ·project, no further environmental 
documentation is required. 

Lisa Gibson 
Environmental Review Officer 
for 

John Rahaim 
Director of Planning 

J. INITIAL STUDY PREPARERS 

Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco 

Environmental Planning Division 

165 Mission Street, Suite 400 

San Francisco, CA 94103 

Environmental Review Officer: Lisa Gibson 

Principal Environmental Planner: Tania Sheyner, AICP 

Senior Environmental Planner: Jeanie Poling 

Preservation Planner: Stephanie Cisneros 

K. FIGURES - See the following pages. 
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Figure 1 – Project Site Location 
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Figure 2 – Existing and Proposed Site Plans 
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Figure 3 – Proposed Basement Plan 
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Figure 4 – Proposed First Floor Plan 
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Figure 5 – Proposed Second Floor Plan 
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Figure 6 – Proposed Third Floor Plan 
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Figure 7 – Proposed Fourth Floor Plan 
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Figure 8 – Proposed Roof Plan 
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Figure 9 – Proposed North (Front) Elevation 



93 
 

 
Figure 10 – Proposed South (Rear) Elevation 
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Figure 11– Proposed East Elevation 
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Figure 12 – Proposed West Elevation 
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Figure 13 – Projects within One-Quarter Mile of the Project Site  

2301 Lombard St 
 

2261 Filbert St 
 

2251 Greenwich St 

2346-2350 Union St 
 

2637 Union St 

2831 Pierce St 

2237 Union St 

2582 Filbert St 
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Figure 14 – Detail 3 on Sheet S4.1 of Building Permit Application No. 201705116316 
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Clarification Letter 
 
Via Email: jeanie.poling@sfgov.org 
 
 
April 11, 2019    
                    
San Francisco Planning Department 
Attention: Jeanie Poling 
1650 Mission St. 4th Floor 
San Francisco, CA 94103 
  
Subject: 2417 Green Street - Exposing of Fraud in Reports prepared by Larry Karp  
 
 
Dear Ms. Poling 

This correspondence is intended to refute the knowingly fraudulent claims made by Mr. Karp in 

his reports dated 9.1.18 and 1.17.19 regarding the property at 2417 Green Street.  Karp falsely 

claims that the project does not comply with CEQA, it legally does comply, and furthermore he 

is not even remotely qualified to comment on requirements under CEQA. This just shows his 

bias and bad faith.  I’ve offered numerous times in writing to meet with him to clarify structural 

details.  Karp’s client Mr. Kaufman and associated attorney Richard Drury have refused to allow 

a meeting to take place.  Additionally Karp is trying to create controversy by falsely stating that 

approved foundation plans by SFDBI and SF Planning show a connection to the adjacent 

foundation at 2421 Green St.  This notion is preposterous, the highly trained and qualified staff at 

DBI would never approve a project showing a connection to the adjacent property without a 

separate permit from the adjacent owner.  At first it could have been argued that Karp simply 

does not know how to read engineering drawings but I personally informed his attorney Richard 

Drury that the lines on the plans he’s referring to are merely call outs for longitudinal 

reinforcement in the wall footing so he has no excuse!  This is a very typical, very standard 
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engineering detail and Karp has esteemed himself to the extent that he’s willing to outright lie in 

his written report(s) of record. This behavior by Karp is deceitful and intentional 

misrepresentation not only to the Board of Supervisors but also to the property owner Phil 

Kaufman.  Karp has created extremely unreasonable fear and anger in his elderly client for the 

purpose of artificially inflating his invoices.  He is an embarrassment to the professional 

engineering community.  Furthermore, this deception is a crime and should be investigated as 

financial exploitation and elder abuse.   Under the Professional Engineers Act (Business and 

Professions Code) this unethical behavior is grounds for revocation of his license.   

For the avoidance of any further misunderstanding by any city department or board, the proposed 

project at 2417 Green Street is in NO WAY PHYSICALLY CONNECTED to 2421 Green Street 

and does not require any work whatsoever to be performed at 2421 Green Street.  The property at 

2421 Green Street will remain unharmed throughout the course of construction.  As an act of 

consideration to the owner at 2421 Green Street, I have required that the design and proposed 

garage expansion foundation wall remain approximately six to seven feet away from the existing 

foundation of 2421 Green Street.  The soil conditions are stiff rock, I know this not only based 

on professional geotechnical reports and borings but also because construction was underway 

many months ago on approved permits and strong rock was encountered during excavation 

which provides excellent support for adjacent buildings.  The proposed project is much needed to 

improve the property at 2417 Green to make it habitable and seismically safe. The continued 

delays(over two years now) put 2417 Green at risk as well as the adjacent properties should a 

major seismic event occur during this ridiculous political delay.  To ensure safety of all three 

properties the permit to replace the foundation should be released from suspension immediately 

without any further dealy.  The proposed project is typical and modest and this type of 
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construction is performed every single day in the neighborhood and throughout San Francisco.  

In fact there are several projects right now many of which are much larger in scale and scope on 

this very same street!  The other adjacent neighbor at 2415 Green Street performed a similar 

excavation project several years ago, which resulted in no damage to 2417 Green or to 2421 

Green.  In fact a new foundation is beneficial to adjacent property owners, the work I’m 

proposing will actually improve support for 2421 Green St.   

Despite the fact that DBI has already reviewed and approved the proposed foundation project 

twice, I intend to fully comply with any new requirements that DBI insist I meet.   

Prior to issuance of any new foundation permit, I shall provide the following: 

• Revised foundation details showing adjacent footings where applicable. 

• All appropriate structural calculations and drainage details. 

• Cold joint details for sequential concrete foundation wall construction. 

• Additional geotechnical and engineering geologist review including geotechnical 

observations during excavation. 

• Slope protection act requirements as required by DBI: 

o For reference I hired a licensed surveyor to measure the site slope the actual slope 

is approximately 12%.  This is not a steep site by any means.  

o The licensed surveyor has also installed monitoring points on both properties 

which will remain until construction is completed.  

o A highly regarded Engineering Geologist has been retained to oversee 

construction along with a highly regarded Geotechnical Engineer. 

o The highly regarded structural engineering firm Holmes Structures has been 

retained for complete structural design of the project.   
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The proposed project at 2417 Green Street is a fully legal, code compliant remodel of an existing 

single family home.  By state law the planning and building departments are required to approve 

this project and issue the requisite permits.  

Should you have any questions regarding the above please do not hesitate to call.  

 

Very Truly Yours,      

 

 

Christopher Durkin, P.E.     
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INTRODUCTION 

This letter report presents our preliminary geotechnical conclusions and recommendations for the subject 
project.  Additional geotechnical studies, including a site specific field investigation, are required prior to 
final design. 

The subject project is located at 2417 Green Street in San Francisco.  The site is located on Block 0560 Lot 
028 as mapped by the San Francisco Planning Department as shown on the Site Plan, Figure 1. 

PROPOSED IMPROVEMENTS 

We  understand  that  plans  include:  remodeling  of  the  existing  residence  and  expanding  the  existing 
basement. 

DATA REVIEW 

To develop a preliminary understanding of the geologic conditions at the site, we reviewed the following 
documents: 

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

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

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

SPECIAL STUDIES ZONES 

San Francisco Slope Protection Act 
The site is located within an area defined by Section 106A.4.1.4 of the 2013 San Francisco Building code 
and consequently is located within a special study zone under the Slope Protection Act; Figure 2.   

This report provides preliminary conclusions and recommendations regarding geologic hazards at the site.  
If a geologic hazard report  is required by the San Francisco Department of Building  Inspection, we can 
provide one upon your request. 

State of California Seismic Hazard Zones 
The site is not located within a seismic hazard zone as defined by the State of California; Figure 3. 

Alquist Priolo Fault Mapping Act 
The site is not within an Earthquake Fault Zone, as defined by the Alquist‐Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning 
Act and no known active or potentially active faults exist on the site. 

GEOLOGIC SETTING  

The site lies along a northeast‐facing slope along the northern side of Russian Hill within the Pacific Heights 
District in San Francisco. 
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The site  is  located within  the Coast Ranges geomorphic province of California  that  is characterized by 
rugged northwest‐trending mountain chains, valleys and ridges.  The predominant geologic structure and 
these  topographic  features  are  controlled  by  folds  and  faults  that  resulted  from  the  collision  of  the 
Farallon plate and North American plate and subsequent strike‐slip faulting along the San Andreas Fault 
system.  The San Andreas Fault is more than 600 miles long from Point Arena in the north to the Gulf of 
California in the south.  The Coast Ranges province is bounded on the east by the Great Valley and on the 
west by the Pacific Ocean. 

The bedrock in the area is mapped as Jurassic‐ to late Cretaceous‐age [~200 – 65 million years ago (Ma)] 
Franciscan  Complex  consisting  of  sandstone,  shale,  chert,  greenstone  and  serpentinite.    Locally,  the 
surficial deposits at the site are mapped as Dune Sand. 

A geologic map of the site vicinity is presented as Figure 4. 

ANTICIPATED SUBSURFACE CONDITIONS 

Based  on  the  documents  reviewed,  we  preliminarily  conclude  the  site  is  underlain  by:  Dune  Sand, 
undifferentiated surficial deposits and bedrock. 

Undocumented fill may have been placed at the site during prior developments and/or grading activities.   

SEISMICITY 

The major  active  faults  in  the  area  are  the  San Andreas,  San Gregorio, Hayward, Rodgers Creek  and 
Calaveras  Faults  as  shown  on  Figure  5.    The  closest major  active  fault  is  the  San  Andreas, which  is 
approximately 10 kilometers to the west.  The most recent major earthquake to affect the Bay Area was 
the  Loma  Prieta  Earthquake  of  17  October  1989,  in  the  Santa  Cruz  Mountains  with  a  Mw  of  6.9, 
approximately 98 km from the site. 

The U.S. Geological Survey's Working Group on California Earthquake Probabilities (2013) has compiled 
the earthquake fault research for the San Francisco Bay area in order to estimate the probability of fault 
segment rupture.  They have determined that the overall probability of moment magnitude 6.7 or greater 
earthquake occurring before 2037 is 72 percent.   

The seismicity of the site is governed by the activity of the San Andreas Fault, although ground shaking 
from future earthquakes on other faults would also be felt at the site.  The intensity of earthquake ground 
motion at the site will depend upon the characteristics of the generating fault, distance to the earthquake 
epicenter, and magnitude and duration of the earthquake.  We judge that strong to violent ground shaking 
could occur at the site during a large earthquake on one of the nearby faults.   

GEOLOGIC HAZARDS 

The project site is in a seismically active region.  A preliminary discussion regarding geologic hazards and 
their impact on the site follows.   
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Ground Shaking 
The seismicity of the site is governed by the activity of the San Andreas Fault, although ground shaking 
from future earthquakes on other faults would also be felt at the site.  The intensity of earthquake ground 
motion at the site will depend upon the characteristics of the generating fault, distance to the earthquake 
epicenter, and magnitude and duration of the earthquake.  We judge that strong to violent ground shaking 
could occur at the site during a large earthquake on one of the nearby faults. 

Fault Rupture 
No active faults are known to exist within the City and County of San Francisco (Blume, 1974).  Historically, 
ground surface displacements closely follow the trace of geologically young faults.     

Slope Stability 
No documented landslides were found to be present at the site; (Blume, 1974). Most of the regional slide 
deposits are mapped in ravines and swales and/or generally occur on steeper bedrock slope gradients. 

Liquefaction and Associated Hazards 
When a saturated, cohesionless soil liquefies, it experiences a temporary loss of shear strength created 
by  a  transient  rise  in  excess  pore  pressure  generated  by  strong  ground motion.    Soil  susceptible  to 
liquefaction includes loose to medium dense sand and gravel, low‐plasticity silt, and some low‐plasticity 
clay deposits.   Flow  failure,  lateral spreading, differential settlement,  loss of bearing strength, ground 
fissures and sand boils are evidence of excess pore pressure generation and liquefaction.   

The site is not mapped within a liquefaction seismic hazard zone. 

Cyclic Densification 
Cyclic densification is the densification of non‐saturated sand above the groundwater table due to shaking 
and  can  occur  during  an  earthquake,  resulting  in  settlement  of  the  ground  surface  and  overlying 
improvements.   

The near surface soils are mapped as Dune Sand.  Consequently, loose clean sand may be present at the 
site.    Cyclic  densification  may  occur  at  the  site  where  loose  clean  sands  are  present  and  not 
removed/improved by the proposed construction. 

PRELIMINARY CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Our preliminary geotechnical conclusions and recommendations regarding design and construction are 
presented in the remainder of this letter.  The conclusions and recommendations presented herein should 
be re‐evaluated based on either a site‐specific field  investigation or relevant subsurface information or 
both.  A final geotechnical report should be prepared by us prior to finalizing the design of the proposed 
improvements. 

Undocumented Fill 
Undocumented  fill may be encountered at  the site.   Undocumented  fill should not be relied upon  for 
foundation support.  Where new concrete flatwork or pavements are proposed, any undocumented fill 
should be reworked. 
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Groundwater 
Groundwater is typically encountered at the interface between geologic contacts, (fill/native, sand/clay 
and soil/bedrock).  Any excavation on a hillside may encounter groundwater and seasonal springs may be 
present  even  though  no  evidence  of  these  springs  are  encountered  during  construction.    Where 
groundwater or evidence of groundwater is encountered during construction, we should be notified to 
evaluate if additional measures are required to control the flow of groundwater at the site. 

The final design should  include measures to  intercept groundwater where  it may  impact the proposed 
construction.  This may include but is not limited to: drainage behind retaining walls, under‐slab‐drainage, 
French drains and area drains to intercept groundwater and surface run‐off, and waterproofing.  The need 
for  under‐slab‐drainage  should  be  evaluated  based  on  the  waterproofing  design.    Where  collected, 
groundwater  should  be  discharged  to  a  suitable  collection  point.    In  San  Francisco,  intercepted 
groundwater is typically re‐directed to the combined sewer‐storm water system. 

Waterproofing is typically installed where the construction of habitable space is below the ground surface 
and waterproofing  for basements  is generally  required by  the building  code.   While we may provide 
guidance regarding waterproofing, the design and implementation of any waterproofing system is beyond 
the scope of our services.  The waterproofing system should be designed and inspected by others. 

Site Preparation, Grading and Engineered Fill 
The  contractor  should  be  familiar  with  the  use  of  standard  compaction  equipment  and  moisture 
conditioning of soil.  We can provide additional recommendations regarding the placement of engineered 
fill and moisture conditioning upon request. 

In areas  to  receive  fill or other  improvements;  flatwork, existing pavements,  foundations, abandoned 
utilities, vegetation, organic topsoil and other deleterious materials should be removed and disposed of 
prior to any grading activities. 

Where new fill is required behind retaining walls, adjacent to foundations and below new improvements, 
it should be engineered in place. 

Engineered fill consists of fill material which has been approved for use by the geotechnical engineer and 
placed in a manner as recommended by the geotechnical engineer.  Engineered fill may consist of either 
on‐site soil, select fill (imported to the site) or in some cases lean concrete.  Lean concrete and native (on‐
site) soils should only be used if specifically approved by the geotechnical engineer. 

Engineered fill (soil) should be placed in horizontal layers not exceeding eight inches in loose thickness, 
moisture‐conditioned  to above  the optimum moisture content, and compacted  to at  least 90 percent 
relative compaction.  The upper six inches of the soil subgrade for flatwork areas should be compacted to 
at  least 95 percent relative compaction.   Fill deeper than five feet should be compacted to at  least 95 
percent relative compaction. 

Select fill should consist of soil that is non‐corrosive, free of organic matter, smaller than three inches in 
greatest dimension, has a liquid limit less than 40 and a plasticity index less than 12.  It is the contractor’s 
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responsibility to check that any fill meet the project requirements.   Samples may be submitted to the 
geotechnical engineer for testing at least three business days prior to use at the site. 

Excavation 
Excavations that will be deeper than five feet and will be entered by workers should be shored or sloped 
in accordance with  the Occupational Safety and Health Administration  (OSHA) standards  (29 CFR Part 
1926).   The  shoring designer  should be  responsible  for  the  shoring design.   The contractor  should be 
responsible for the construction and safety of temporary slopes and shoring. 

Temporary Slopes 
Where space permits, temporary excavation slopes should be no steeper than 2:1 (horizontal:vertical) in 
native soils and no steeper that 3:1 in clean sand and undocumented fill.  Vertical cuts of less than five 
feet may be performed in very stiff to hard native clays and bedrock provided: any adjacent improvement 
(i.e. adjacent foundations) are a minimum distance away from the toe of the cut equal to the height of 
the cut and these vertical cuts are approved by us.  Vertical cuts should not be performed  in the Dune 
Sand mapped at the site. 

Shoring 
We anticipate that shoring will be required for the proposed improvements.  Shoring will likely consist of 
soldier pile and lagging cantilever shoring with a maximum retained height of about 10 feet.  Permeation 
grouting may also be required in conjunction with or used in lieu of lagging to mitigate the potential for 
flowing sands through the  lagging boards and facilitate excavation.   The actual shoring type should be 
determined based on future geotechnical studies and the final project plans. 

Underpinning 
Where adjacent foundations may be impacted by the excavation and the proposed shoring system is not 
adequate to reduce potential movements, the adjacent foundations should be underpinned.  Hand‐dug 
underpinning pits extending approximately three feet below the bottom of the proposed excavation are 
likely the most economical underpinning for a project of this scope. 

Construction Considerations and Monitoring 
If the contractor encounters any adjacent foundation not identified on the structural plans, weak soil/rock 
or flowing sands during excavation, the excavation should be halted immediately and measures should be 
taken to mitigate any potential movement.  We should be contacted immediately to provide additional 
consultation.  We recommend the contractor investigate the location and depth of adjacent foundations 
prior finalizing excavation plans. 

During  excavation,  the  shoring  system  may  deform  laterally,  which  could  cause  the  ground  surface 
adjacent  to  the  shoring  walls  to  settle.    The  magnitudes  of  shoring  movements  and  the  resulting 
settlements  are difficult  to estimate because  they depend on many  factors,  including  the method of 
installation and  the contractor's skill  in  the shoring  installation.   We believe  that  the movements of a 
properly designed and constructed shoring system should be within ordinary accepted limits of less than 
one inch.  A monitoring program should be established to evaluate the effects of the construction on the 
adjacent buildings and surrounding ground. 
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The contractor should be responsible for all temporary cuts, slopes and shoring systems used at the site 
and  should  have  a  competent  person  on‐site  who  is  able  to  evaluate  proposed  excavations  and 
soil/bedrock conditions.   

Permanent Slopes 
Where the existing slopes are re‐graded for the proposed improvements, permanent slopes in soil should 
be graded to a maximum inclination of 2:1 (horizontal:vertical).  Steeper slopes may be allowed and should 
be evaluated on a case‐by case basis.   Erosion may occur on any slope and maintenance will  likely by 
required.   A  landscaping  plan  can  be  used  to minimize  erosion  and minor  sloughing  on  slopes with 
inclinations of 2:1 or less.  To protect against slope erosion, surface runoff should be redirected away from 
slopes. 

Surface Drainage   
Positive  surface drainage  should be provided at  the  site  to direct  surface water away  from new and 
existing foundations as well as the top of retaining walls and slopes.  To reduce the potential for water 
ponding adjacent to the improvements, we recommend the ground surface within a horizontal distance 
of five feet from the improvement slope down and away with a surface gradient of at least two percent 
in unpaved areas and one percent in paved areas. 

Positive surface drainage should also be provided in crawl spaces, if any, beneath the new improvements.  
The crawl space should be covered with at least two inches of concrete (“ratproofing”) sloped to drain at 
an  inclination of at  least one percent to a suitable discharge point.   As required, the discharge can be 
through one‐inch‐diameter weepholes  through  retaining walls  and  redirected  to  a  suitable  collection 
point. 

Foundations 
Foundations  should  either  bear  on  similar  geologic  units  or  should  be  designed  for  differential 
settlements.  We anticipate that foundations will be designed to bear on the Dune Sand (bearing layer) 
mapped at the site. 

We preliminarily recommend that new foundations consist of either continuous shallow foundations of 
individual spread footings interconnected by stiffened grade beams. Localized areas of soft/medium stiff 
soil or disturbed bedrock maybe encountered during construction.  Weak soil should be over‐excavated 
and replaced with lean concrete.  The extent of the over‐excavation required should be evaluated in the 
field by us.  We should check the bearing layer once foundation subgrade has been achieved and prior to 
the placement of re‐bar or any other material. 

Footings should be a minimum of 18  inches deep or extend at  least 12  inches  into  the bearing  layer; 
whichever is deeper.  Footings should be at least 18 inches wide for continuous footings and 24 inches 
wide for isolated spread footings.   

Where proposed foundations are within seven feet of the top of a slope, they should be deepened such 
that there is a minimum of seven feet between the top of the footing and face of slope.  Footings adjacent 
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to utility  trenches  (or other  footings) should bear below an  imaginary 1.5:1  (horizontal:vertical) plane 
projected upward from the bottom edge of the utility trench (or adjacent footings). 

Shallow  foundations designed  in accordance with  the  recommendations presented herein  should not 
settle more than 1 inch; differential settlements should not exceed more than ½ inch in 30 feet.  Larger, 
relatively abrupt differential settlements may occur at the transition between different geologic units. 

For the recommended minimum embedment, footings constructed on the bearing layer and observed by 
us may be designed for an allowable bearing pressure of 2,000 pounds per square foot (psf) for dead plus 
live loads, with a one‐third increase for total loads, including wind and/or seismic loads.  

Lateral loads on footings can be resisted by a combination of passive resistance acting against the vertical 
faces of the footings and friction along the bases of the footings.  Passive resistance may be calculated 
using lateral pressures corresponding to an equivalent fluid weight of 250 pounds per cubic foot (pcf); the 
upper foot should be  ignored unless confined by a concrete slab or pavement.   Frictional resistance of 
concrete poured directly on  soil  should be  computed using a base  friction  coefficient of 0.35; where 
waterproofing or a vapor barrier is used the coefficient should be reduced to 0.20.  The passive resistance 
and base friction values include a factor of safety of about 1.5 and may be used in combination without 
reduction. 

Uplift loads may be resisted by the weight of the footing and any overlying soil.  If footings are inadequate 
to provide the necessary uplift resistance, drilled piers may be used. 

Footing excavations should be  free of standing water, debris, and disturbed materials prior  to placing 
concrete. 

Permanent Retaining Walls 
Retaining walls may be supported by the foundation system described in the previous section. 

Retaining  walls  that  are  free  to  rotate  at  the  top  may  be  designed  using  an  active  earth  pressure.  
Restrained basement walls  (no movement allowed at  the  top of wall)  should be designed  for at‐rest 
pressures. 

Because the site is in a seismically active area, retaining walls are typically designed to resist pressures 
associated with earthquake  forces.   The  structural engineer  should determine  if  a  seismic  increment 
should be included in the design.  If a seismic increment is included in the design, we recommend retaining 
walls be designed to resist the greater of either the at‐rest pressure or active earth pressure plus a seismic 
increment.  At a minimum, any retaining wall should be designed for a Factor of Safety of at least 1.5. 

Where new or existing foundations are located behind retaining walls and an imaginary plane taken from 
the bottom of the footing projected at 1.5:1 (horizontal to vertical) downward  intersects the retaining 
wall, additional  surcharge pressures  should be  included  to account  for vertical and  lateral  foundation 
loading on the retaining wall. 
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Water can accumulate behind the walls from perched groundwater and other sources, such as rainfall, 
irrigation,  and  broken water  lines.   One  acceptable method  for  back  draining  the wall  is  to  place  a 
prefabricated drainage panel against the backside of the wall.  The drainage panel would typically extend 
down to either: a prefabricated drainage trench, a perforated PVC collector pipe at the base of the wall 
or weep holes.  Water which drains through the weep holes should not be allowed to pond and should be 
diverted to a suitable collection system. 

Where walls are not back drained, an additional hydrostatic load of 62.4 pcf should be added to the lateral 
pressures indicated above. 

Concrete Slab‐on‐Grade Floors 
Subgrade for concrete slab‐on‐grade floors should consist of undisturbed native soil and/or bedrock or 
engineered  fill.    In general, water vapor transmission through the  floor slab should be reduced where 
there is potential for finished floor coverings to be adversely affected by moisture.  This may be achieved 
using waterproofing, a vapor barrier or both. 

If a vapor barrier is installed, it should be underlain by a capillary moisture break.  A capillary moisture 
break consists of at  least four  inches of clean, free‐draining gravel or crushed rock.   The vapor barrier 
should meet the requirements for Class C vapor retarders stated in ASTM E1745‐97.  The vapor retarder 
should be placed  in accordance with the requirements of ASTM E1643‐98. These requirements  include 
overlapping seams by six inches, taping seams, and sealing penetrations in the vapor retarder.  The vapor 
retarder should be covered with two inches of sand to aid in curing the concrete and to protect the vapor 
retarder during slab construction.  The particle size of the gravel/crushed rock and sand should meet the 
gradation requirements presented in Table 1. 

The sand overlying the membrane should be moist, but not saturated, at  the  time concrete  is placed.  
Excess water trapped  in the sand could eventually be transmitted as vapor through the slab.    If rain  is 
forecast prior to pouring the slab, the sand should be covered with plastic sheeting to avoid wetting.  If 
the sand becomes wet, concrete should not be placed until the sand has been dried or replaced. 

The presence of a capillary break and vapor barrier may not eliminate all moisture transmission through 
the concrete floor slab.  As required and before the final floor covering is placed, the contractor should 
the moisture emission levels. 
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TABLE 1 
GRADATION REQUIREMENTS FOR CAPILLARY MOISTURE BREAK 

Sieve Size  Percentage Passing Sieve 

Gravel or Crushed Rock 

1 inch  90 – 100 

3/4 inch  30 – 100 

1/2 inch  5 – 25 

3/8 inch  0 – 6 

Sand 

No. 4  100 

No. 200  0 – 5 

 

Concrete Flatwork and Pavers 
Concrete  flatwork may be underlain by Class  II aggregate base  to reduce  the potential  for differential 
settlement; if desirable we recommend a minimum of 4 or 6 inches of Class II aggregate base compacted 
to 95 percent relative compaction for pedestrian and vehicular traffic, respectively.  Area drains may be 
used to collect surface run‐off. 

Where concrete flatwork is constructed on a slope, concrete keys may be required to reduce the potential 
for downhill movement of the constructed flatwork. 

The velocity of  surface  runoff may be  reduced using permeable pavers, which allow  surface water  to 
infiltrate  the pavers; however  since  the project  is  located at  the  top of a  slope, we  recommend  that 
infiltration into the underlying soil/rock not be allowed and a subdrain system should be installed below 
the pavers to divert the surface water to a suitable collection system. 

We should evaluate the soil subgrade prior to placement of the pavers or flatwork.  Where weak fill and/or 
soil is encountered, it should be replaced with engineered fill.  Where wet or dry soil is encountered, it 
should be ripped a minimum of six inches and moisture conditioned to near optimum moisture content. 

The required thicknesses of the permeable aggregate base and subbase courses and geotextile required 
will depend on the infiltration and water storage design requirements, as well as the pedestrian/traffic 
loading demand.  We can provide additional geotechnical recommendations and/or a review of the final 
pavement plans upon your request. 
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SEISMIC DESIGN 

For design in accordance with the 2013 San Francisco Building Code (SFBC), we preliminarily recommend 
Site Class D (stiff soil) be used.  Site seismic design factors are presented on Figure 6.  The factors presented 
should be considered preliminary until checked by your structural engineer. 

LIMITATIONS 

This  preliminary  geotechnical  study  has  been  conducted  in  accordance  with  the  standard  of  care 
commonly  used  as  state‐of‐practice  in  the  profession.   No  other warranties  are  either  expressed  or 
implied.  A final geotechnical report based on a site specific field study and/or appropriate available on‐
site subsurface information should be prepared prior to finalizing any design.  Corrosivity of the soil and/or 
bedrock is beyond the scope of this report.  The recommendations made in this report are intended to 
protect the  life and safety of occupants within the structure during a major seismic event on a nearby 
fault; damage  to  the  structure and other  improvements may  still occur due  to  seismic  forces on  the 
proposed  improvements.   Our  recommendations  are only  valid where  the  actual  field  conditions are 
observed by us. 
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APPENDIX A 

IMPORTANT INFORMATION REGARDING YOUR GEOTECHNICAL REPORT 

 



Important Information about Your 

Geotechnical Engineering Report 

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 solelyfor 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 Report 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: 
• not prepared for you, 
• not prepared for your project, 
• not prepared for the specific site explored, or 
• completed before important project changes were made. 

Typical changes that can erode the reliability of an existing geotechnical 
engineering report include those that affect: 
• 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, 

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

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



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

A Geotechnical Engineering Report Is Subject to 
Misinterpretation 
Other design team members' misinterpretation of geotechnical engineering 
reports has resulted in costly problems. Lower that risk by having your geo
technical engineer confer with appropriate members of the design team after 
submitting the report. Also retain 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
tors 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 Responsibility 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 

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 geotecbnical 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 
regulated 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; none 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 
Engmeer tor 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 PEOPIE 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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Carol L. Karp 
Architect A. I.A. 

July 8, 2020 

C&CSF Planning Department 
Rich Hillis, Director 
1650 Mission Street, 4th Floor 
San Francisco, CA 94103 

Subject: 2417 Green Street Project [Block 560 - Lot 028] 
Incomplete & Misleading Drawings 

RE: Coxhead House, 2421 Green Street 
Significant Impact to Historic Architectural Resource 

Dear Director Hillis: 

This letter-report supplements my previous submittals to the C&CSF Planning Department (SFCPD) and 
the C&CSF Board of Supervisors to address defects in CAD drawings submitted to SFCPD that attempt 
to satisfy neighbors and others concerning the Planning Commission's admonitions at the 1/9/20 hearing. 

Missing Basic Archite~tural Presentation 

Reviewing 42 computer aided drawings dated 6/8 & 7/1/20, I find they do not conform to minimum 
standards expected of California licensed architects for the purpose expected. The drawings are essentially 
the same as before, but now with more distractions. All important information is still missing, as follows: 

A. There is no full and proper Site Plan based on instrumented topographic land survey map prepared 
by a licensed land surveyor having full site information about adjoiners who would be affected by 
the 2417 project. Sheet A0.8 misleads; data from a proper site orthocontour map would include on 
a Site Plan recent excavations at 2417 and along 2421 Green, all to San Francisco datum. "Accurate" 
site plans are required by 2019 SFEBC § 102.2.6; a legitimate survey and "accurate" Site Plan must 
not be waived (again) by SFCPD. This major omission in the plans alone negates the architect's 
submittal for the purpose of revising the 2427 Project as intended by the Planning Commission . 

. 
B. The operative building code is t&e 2019 San Francisco Existing Building C()de which-is not listed at 

"Applicable Codes".' on Cover Sheet 1 of 42 of drawings. As required by law (2019 SFEBC § 106 
"Documents") an accurate (surveyed) Site Plan must show existing and proposed construction on 
the Project's land as well as existing data for potential influence on the adjoiners ' foundations. 
"Partial" surveys without critical data are deceitful. By ignoring the statutory requirement for an 
"accurate" Site Plan, the architects are silently stating they or their client do not want the data disclosed. 

C. Under "Project Description ', Sheet 1 of 42, #4 is "Excavation and full foundation replacement". 
2417 and 2421 Green are shown floating in mid-air with no support for either building, meaning 
old and new excavations (and walls) removing lateral/subjacent support for 2421 Green will be 
permitted. Furthermore, to the extent the current drawings now show major additions where the intent 
of the Planning Commission was to scale back the Project to the existing envelope, seismic retrofit of 
the 1906 building will be necessary using provisions of 2019 SFEBC Appendix A "Seismic Retrofit of 
Existing Buildings". This means larger and deeper excavations for stronger perimeter (property line) 
foundations will be mandatory which construction will profoundly affect the stability of the 128 year 
old brick foundations and original walls of 2421 Green. The drawings show there is no consideration 
at all of the major effects the "foundation replacement" will have on the historic architectural resource. 

100 Tres Mesas Orinda, CA 94563 (925) 254-6676 fax: (925) 253-0101 e-Mail: carol@karp.ca 
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D. Of the 42 sheets, there is no drawing showing the existing fenestration of the historic architectural 
resource at 2421 Green Street of the 1892 Coxhead House's east wall. Instead of producing a drawing 
illustrating, as a result of a legitimate survey, the existing situation, the architect is misrepresenting 
conditions by only depicting windows that will be visible beyond after construction at 2417 Green and 
that without dimensions. The existing open-sided lightwell is also, basically, scheduled for 
obstruction. The misrepresentation appears dramatically with the architects deliberately hiding the 
windows that will be obliterated by the 2417 Green Project (e.g. Sheets A3.l and A3.5) by simply 
pretending they do not exist. It appears from the confusing drawings that a planned total of 23 
windows will be obstructed in the Coxhead House, a historic architectural resource recognized by the 
National Register of Historic Places and protected by the California Environmental Quality Act. 

The inventory of windows that will be obliterated, which are "sensitive to the historic resource" 
(quoting Commissioner Johnson at the 1/9/20 hearing), but are not shown on the drawings is a pretense 
that they do not exist. Without dimensioned drawings and a proper Site Plan, 16 of the 23 windows 
are in the open-sided lightwell, which is near the middle of the 2421 wall. The lightwell and its 
windows are not clearly depicted in the 42 drawings. In addition, 5 of the windows will be blocked at 
the front of the house because of the huge new fourth floor addition that will raise the roof of 241 7 
Green to the height of the Coxhead House. The windows, including those iri the lightwell that are 
actually scheduled to be blocked by the 2417 Project, with reference to area and floor, are as follows: 

a. 

b. 

c. 

d. 

e. 

f. 

Kitchen/lightwell (2"d floor), Dutch door for cross-ventilation, 1 window, 25" x 25" glazed. 

Stair/lightwell (2"d floor), natural light transom for interior stair, 1 window, 47" x 24" glazed. 

Stair/lightwell (3rd floor), natural light for 3 windows at interior stair, ea. 21" x 45" glazed. 

Central bathroom (3rd floor), natural light/ventilation for 2 windows, ea. 21" x 30" glazed. 

Master bedroom bathroom (3rd floor), natural light/ventilation for 2 windows, ea. 20" x 40". 

Bedroom (41h floor), (only source for light and ventilation in room, Code requires minimum 
window area equal to 1/8 floor area), 2 windows, ea. 20" x 40" glazed . . . 

g. Bathroom (4th .floor) , 1 window, 19" x 29" glazed. .-

h. Living room (1st floor), critical for light and ventilation, 3 windows, ea. 20" x 32" glazed. 

I. Lower staircase to office (1st floor) and laundry room (basement), only source of natural light, 1 
window in door, 21"x21" glazed. 

J. Master bedroom (3rd floor), in front of the house, 3 double sash windows opening top and bottom 
(6 operating leaves), ea. 16" x 40". 

k. Corridor off master bedroom (3rd floor), in front of the house), critical for warm weather 
ventilation, 2 windows, ea. 21" x 25" glazed. 

1. Top of staircase (3rd floor), critical natural light source, 3 windows, ea. 21" x 45" glazed. 

m. Laundry room (1st floor), 2 windows, ea. 22" x 40" glazed. 

Carol L. Karp Architect A.I.A. 
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Summary 

The vast amount of 42 sheets of drawings may be impressive to some, however key elements that would 
actually describe the Project are missing, which was not accidental. Issues pertinent to the neighborhood and 
architecture in the San Francisco Bay Area were never considered by the project architect. California law 
requires architects to be licensed and that all drawings and reports prepared by architects bear signatures and 
stamps having their license numbers to indicate responsibility for documents, Business & Professions Code 
§5536.1 (a), but there are no stamps and signatures on the 42 sheets because nobody will take responsibility. 

Views from the outside surroundings and the views from the inside of this historic building, the master architect 
Ernest Coxhead's own home, 1892-1893, which was the genesis of the First Bay Tradition (and in turn the Second 
and Third Traditions), will be irreparably harmed by the planned, adjacent, speculative, unnecessary, development. 
Historic architecture is.to be viewed, not obliterated. One of the purposes of the California Environmental Quality 
Act is to preserve historic resources and their surroundings for the future, but this project, and the Planning 
Department's handling of the situation from the start by obtaining a permit from DBI for the developer in 2017 
without an appropriate and proper Site Plan or any expressed concept for protection for the Coxhead House is 
totally contrary to the intent of CEQA and good architecture. There should be no construction outside the existing 
2417 Green envelope and the 2017-2018 excavations should be repaired. The current sets of 42 Sheets of 
drawings attest to the fact, which two appeals over exemptions vigorously claimed by the Planning Department to 
the Board of Supervisors confirmed, that an Environmental Impact Report is necessary for the Project. 

In summary, I conclude that the proposed project at 2417 Green Street would adversely affect the historic 
significance of the Coxhead House. The story poles the developer erected, pictured in my 9119119 report, 
show large areas of 2421 Green will be obliterated destroying views to and from the unique building. The 
planned construction at 2417, which is bonded to 2421 Green, will likely destroy the brick foundation system. 

The undersigned architect, native of San Francisco, schooled at Vassar, Berkeley, and Harvard, holds the 
Bachelor of Architecture degree, awarded in 1970 at UC Berkeley. Licensed in California and Hawaii. 

A listing of previous reports to C&CSF Planning Department and to the C&CSF Board of Supervisors, 
specifically concerning the historic Coxhead House & Residence, written by the undersigned, follow. 

Yours truly, 

Carol L. Karp 

Prior Reports - Coxhead House 

Karp, Caro.IL. -Architect AIA, December 30, 2017; "2417 Green Street Project [Block 560 - Lot 028], Appeal ofCEQA 
Categorical Exemption; Coxhead House - 2421 Green Street - Threatened Historic Architectural Resource", report prepared for 
the C&CSF Board of Supervisors (London Breed, President), 2 pages w/5 Exhibits. 

Karp, Carol L. -Architect AIA, January 14, 20 l 9a; "2417 Green Street Project [Block 560 - Lot 028], Appeal of CEQA 
Categorical Exemption (Resubmitted 6/22/18), Planned Significant Impact to Historic Architectural Resource'', report prepared 
for the C&CSF Planning Commission (Rich Hillis, President), 1 page w/5 Exhibits 

Karp, Carol L. -Architect AIA, September 11, 20 l 9b; "2417 Green Street Project [Block 560 - Lot 028], Proposed Mitigated 
Negative Declaration, Significant Impact to Historic Architectural Resource", report prepared for the C&CSF Planning 
Commission (Myrna Medgar, President), 1 page w/6 photographs of story poles defining area blockage of242 I Green. 

Carol L. Karp Architect A. I.A. 



Carol L. Karp 
Architect A. I.A. 

December 30, 2017 

C&CSF Board of Supervisors 
London Breed, President 
City Hall, Room 250 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

Subject: 

RE: 

Subject: 

Appeal of CEQA Categorical Exemption 
2417 Green Street Project [Block 560 - Lot 028] 

Coxhead House 
2421 Green Street 
lbreatened Historic Resource 

Contiguous Proposed Construction 
2417 Green Street, San Francisco 

Dear President Breed & Supervisors: 

This correspondence concerns the negative impact that the subject project will have on the building 
at 2421 Green Street, which is immediately adjacent to the project site. This information is 
additional to the National Park Service's nomination for placement in the national register of 
historic places. Ernest Albert Coxhead' s own residence, designed and built 1892-1893, has been 
declared eligible for listing with copies of the final draft nomination papers being part of the appeal 
lodged with the San Franciso Planning Department 11 /17 /17 which includes a letter of support from 
House Minority Leader Nancy Pelosi. 

The Coxhead house is renowned as the forefather of the "First Bay Tradition" of architecture which 
began in San Francisco at the end of the 19th century. Coxhead, as most of his following architects 
(e.g. Bernard Maybeck, Julia Morgan) who emigrated to California, utilized their training to adopt 
and integrate their designs with the use of native and locally made materials such as redwood, red 
cedar shingles, and brick. Coxhead' s house manifests unique roof profiles and sidewall fenestration 
predicated on emphasizing views from the house and views of the house that have been punctuated 
with Cotswald detailing. Subsequent Second Bay and Third Bay Traditions were derivatives that 
followed. 

As covered in our nomination papers, the Shingle Style exterior of the house is an exemplary expression of 
adaption of Coxhead's classical training with local features and materials into a new California 
architectural style. Coxhead 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. Promoters of the project at 
2417 Green, which is intended to enlarge the adjacent house, believe the views are not important. 
Views from the Coxhead house, which the fenestration was carefully designed around, are reciprocated 
by views from the house; everything viewed has viewers that can see the Coxhead House. 

100 Tres Mesas Orinda, CA 94563 (925) 254-6676 fax: (925) 253-0101 e-Mail: carol@karp.ca 
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The building is a unique solution for a house on a typical narrow lot in San Francisco's Pacific Heights 
and Cow Hollow. It is urban in character in the front and a relaxed freestanding house in the country 
at the rear. The entry portico and staircase that join the building with the street leads one to a classical 
style front door that provides an articulated entry into the residence. Architectural historians have 
written about this specific design feature and how it brought European design to the San Francisco Bay 
Area. The building is so significant to American architecture that the seminal book on this subject lists 
two houses by architects (Frank Lloyd Wright and Ernest Albert Coxhead) that were designed and 
built for themselves. 

The nomination papers have extensive photographic coverage of the exterior of the house including 
drone imagery of the environment surrounding the 2417 project. The Coxhead house is threatened by 
the contiguous development and the developers have questioned the historic value of the Coxhead 
House even though it is officially historic. As the nomination papers do not have copies of the unusual 
published coverage of the house due to copyright, I am attaching copies of the chapters from the major 
books that prominantly cover the Coxhead House, as well as the letter of support by San Francisco's 
congresswoman and my letter with resume to the owner, who has allowed the nomination, as follows: 

1. "Shingle Style - Innovation and Tradition in American Architecture 1874 to 1982", 
author Leland Roth, photograher Bret Morgan, Norfleet Abrams 1999. 

2. "Bay Area Style - Houses of the San Francisco Bay Region, author David Weingarten, 
photographer Alan Weintraub, Rizzoli 2004. 

3. "On the Edge of the World - Four Architects in San Francisco at the Turn of the 
Century", author Richard Longstreth, MIT Press 1983. 

4. Letter from Rep. Nancy Pelosi to California Office of Historic Preservation, 2017. 

5. Letter with resume from Caro1 Karp AJA to owner of the Coxhead House, 2017. 

According to the architectural drawings submitted to the City by the developer of 2417 Green, the project 
increases the existing envelope of the building which will obliterate views to and from 2421 Green which 
will profoundly affect the historic nature of the building. According to the engineering drawings submitted 
to the City by the developer of 2417 Green Street, the project has no provisions for protecting the 125 year 
old historic brick foundations, that survived the 1906 Earthquake intact, from damage from loss of lateral 
and subjacent support due to the planned excavations. There is no survey or geotechnical investigation or 
any provisions to protect the historic resource. The project is certainly not entitled to a CEQA Categorical 
Exemption and an Enviornmental Impart Report should be prepared under CEQA regulations. 

Yours truly, 

Carol L. Karp 

Carol L. Karp Architect A.I.A. 
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FRANK LLOYD WRIGHT 
HOME AND STUDIO 

The living room, inglenook, and hallway are 
broadly connected yet ihdivid1wted spaces. 

OPPOSITE: Perhaps tire ultimate expressiott 
of the dominant front gable first seen in 
Richardson's VVcitts Sherman house. 
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Oak Park, fllinois, 188g-1914 

Vincent Scully's now-classic study, The Shingle Style: Architectural 

TI1eory and Design from Richardson to the Origins of Wright, concludes with a 

discussion of frank Lloyd Wright. It gives Wright's house in Oak Park a place 

of honor, marking the end of the inventive freedom of the 1870s and I88os 

and at the same time announcing the beginning of what would become 

Wright's Prairie Houses in the early twentieth century. 

Wright says nothing in his Autobiography about any consideration of 

Japanese art or architecture in the office of his first employer.Joseph Lyman 

Silsbee, which Wright entered during 1887. Silsbee, however, was the close 

boyhood friend and later brother-in-law of Ernest Fennelosa, who was then 

becoming the foremost American authority on Japanese art and culture. 

Regardless of the origins of the Japanese influence, clearly Wright was 

inspired, for in his own house he opened up the rooms to one another, like 

a Japanese house with the sliding screens pushed back. and he employed a 

continuous upper molding, running around each room, like the Japanese 

kamoi rail, linking the rooms together. 

The most obvious influence on Wright was the East Coast Shingle Style, 

then being introduced in Chicago by Silsbee, a recent transplant from Syracuse 

and Buffalo, NeVI! York. Silsbee's houses of this period were largely Shingle 

Style designs, similar to those of eastern architects John Calvin Stevens, 

Mc.Kim, Mead & White, and Lamb & Rich. Silsbee came to the attention 

of developer J. L. Cochran, who was about to lay out a model suburban 

community to be called Edgewood, about six miles north of the heart of 

Chicago. In 1887 he engaged Silsbee to design the houses for this corrununity. 

Wright, just months in Silsbee's employ. executed a perspective drawing of 

Cochran's own house from Silsbee's design. Like Bruce Price's houses for 

Pierre Lorillard in the New York suburb Tuxedo Park, the Edgewood houses 

were to be relatively small and compact. As in the case of Price, Silsbee was 

inspired to devise simple dramatic forms in which large dramatic triangular 

gables predominated. 

Wright was aware, too, of the boldly rriangular shingled houses being built 

in Austin, a new suburb just west of Chicago and immediately east of Oak 

Park, where he lived. Rare photographs survive of the earliest buildin~ 
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there-boldly massed broad-gabled shingled designs by Frederick Schock 

(fig. 26). A brief mention of Schock in Wright's Autobiography suggests that 

Wright knew these buildings as well. But the most obvious models for 

Wright's house in Oak Park were Price's shingled houses at Tuxedo Park 

(fig. 4). Their simple design program encouraged bold, simple, dramatic 

forms composed of large triangular gables with long sweeping roof lines. 

One of these houses in particular seems to have been the inspiration for 

Wright's design: the Chandler house. lts dramatic gable appeared as a linear 

photoengraving, together with a plan, in Building (September 1886). 

The changes that Wright made in moving beyond his apparent models 

anticipate the direction h:is work would take in the next two decades. As Neil 

Levine notes in writing about Wright's dramatically abstract Oak Park house, 

it is the "projection of an image" of what a house could be, at once familiar 

and yet strikingly simple, and outside the limits proscribed by conventional 

types. Indeed, Wright comments in the Aut.obiography that his neighbors 

were perplexed and asked .if the design "were Seaside or Colonial." 

Wright's first significant innovation was placing his house not on a light 

framed porch but on a solld elevated terrace, enclosed by a continuous 

masonry wall and gained by broad Jow stone stairs, making a far stronger 

connection to the earth. Wright used continuous surfaces of shingles 

throughout, on both the walls and long roof planes. He also enlarged and 

abstracted Price's near-Palladian window, making it a broad strip of windows 

illuminating his studio. The great overhang of the front gable portends the 

extended cantilevers of the eaves of Wright's subsequent Prairie Houses. 

Wright's plan was a pinwheel of spaces arranged around a small central 

hearth sheltered within a diminutive .inglenook. The round-arched fireplace, 

with its long tapered brick voussoirs, speaks of Wright's admiration for 

Richardson and Louis Sullivan. In the four corners of the living room ceiling, 

e.lectric lighting fixtures are integrated into square-paneled flourishes of 

foliate ornament, recalling the similarly integrated ornament and lighting 

used by Sullivan in his Auditorium theater. The staircase in the adjoining 

entry stair-hall, incorporating a built-i11 seat and rising in gentle stages with 

many landings, exemplifies the Queen Anne house. And in the stair-hall, 

placed over the upper molding, is a continuous plaster frieze, a miniature 

near-replica of the imposing high relief sculpture of the great Altar of Zeus 

of Pergamon, whose classical reference is reinforced by the denticulated 

cornice in the living room. 

What began as a compact cottage house was modified repeatedly by 

Wright to acconunodate his family, and then to house his office and studio, 

so that its original simplicity has been somewhat obscured. Nonetheless, the 

dramatic west facade gable and the interconnected extruded spaces within 

still herald Wright's incipient early modernism. 
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ERNEST COXHEAD'S 
HOUSE 

San. Frandsco) California, i893 

A chitecture "on the edge of the world" was what architectural 

historian Richard Longstreth called the work of several highly imaginative 

architects who moved to San Francisco at the turn of the last century. AJmost 

at once that city was blessed with the inventive genius of five remarkable 

designers- Ernest Coxhead, Willis Polk, Bernard Maybeck, A. C. Schwein

fimh, and A. Page Brown. All came from the East. Maybeck had worked in 

New York City in the office of Carrere & Hastings; and Brown for McKim, 

Mead & White. 

Tlie fireplace at the rear ef tire long g{1/lery. 

Ernest Coxhead, however, came from much farther east. Born in 1863 in 

Eastbourne, Sussex, England, Coxhead had studied under an engineer and 

then at the Royal Academy and the Architectural Association in London. 

Thanks to his work and education Coxhead possessed a solid grounding in 

classical design, with its emphasis on clear expression of the building program 

and its emphasis on proportions, as well as a sound introduction to English 

medieval architecture, with its attention to detail. He was involved in the 

restoration of several centuries-old churches and seems to have developed 

some associations with the young leaders of the English Arts and Crafts 

movement in London. ln 1886 he and his brother, Alrneric, left Great Britain 

and headed west, crossing the American continent and settling first in Los 

Angeles, California. Why he made so decisive and dramatic a break from 

f.willy and country may never be known, but he may have been given 

encouragement by the Episcopal Diocese in California. Between 1887 and 

r898 he and Almeric, who managed their practice, designed most of southern 

California's new Episcopal churches and enjoyed a field of action far greater 

than would have been afforded them in England. 

OPPOSITE: Wi11dingjlights ef sieps lead 
to tlrt fro11t door. 
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While in England Coxhead had been introduced to the American Shingle 

Style. Longstreth notes that a major exhibition of such American work was 

mounted by the Royal [nstitute of British Architects shortly before Coxhead 

lefL One of Coxhead's early churches, All Saints in Pasadena, 1888-89, 

employed a fusion of English Arts and Crafrs with the rounded, biomorphic 

forms made possible by shingle work. Other churches followed, but the 

building boom in Los Angeles ended in about r889 as Coxhead was given 

commissions for three new Episcopal churches in the San Fransicso Bay area. 





ABOVE: Esche111ing symmetry and formality, 
Coxhead made his living room a collage of 
cozy comers. 
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His first project in San Francisco, and perhaps his masterwork in church 

design, was the massive Church of St.John the Evangelist, r890-91 (fig. 28). 

It was dynamited to prevent the spread of fire following the earthquake of 

r906. Indebted to Richardson, it was based on a compact Greek cross plan 

but had a center dome capped by a broad squat square shingle-covered 

tower, vented by deep louvers that ran in continuous bands around the base 

of the pyramidal roof The shingled roof surface also wrapped over the gable 

ends, fusing with the wall surfaces in a unique organic way. Although his 

other major urban churches were of masonry, Coxhead's smaller parish 

churches exploited shingles, which seemed to flow over the building surface, 

around corners, up and over doors and windows, and over gable ends, 
merging wall and roof into one plastic envelope. 

By t 891 the Cox head partnership began to receive commissions for small 

houses in San Francisco, such as that for James McGauley on Pacific Heights. 

For these Coxhead continued to use wood frame construction, and in the 

McCauley house he used an exposed half-timber frame, interrupted by a 



At the rear~{ lhc /011g gal/er}~ 

broad brick chimney mass, and a tall, steep roof that prompted Longstreth ro 

call the house a "transplanted English cottage." By 1893 Coxhead's house 

designs had become more abstracted, their geometric shapes emphasized by 

continuous coverings of shingles over the walls and roofs. Windows \Vere 

grouped and placed strongly off-center at what appear to be odd locations 

but which actually reflect the pragmatic arrangements of the interiors. In 

some instances, the unusual character of these houses was dramatized by 

curiously overscaled details. Certainly, a contributing factor in Coxhead's 

distinctive work were the steeply pitched building sites he worked on, as in 

Pacific Heights, for the front facades of the hollSes would automatically be 

thwwn off center by the incline of che st.reel. 

Tn 1891-92, adjacent to the McGauley house, Coxhead designed an 

extremely long and narrow house for himself and his brother. The narrow 

street facade, rising four stories, becomes almost a tower, while the entry side 

(reached by steps and a tunnel-like passage through the base retaining wall), 

stretches almost 94 feet, with the steep roof plane pulled deliberately low to 
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ABOVE: With the door dosed, this corner 
of the bedroom becomes an intimate sitting 
area. 

OPPOSlTE: The tiny staircase demonstrates 
Coxlread's skill iii fuming tire exigencies of 
a narrow lot to pict11resque advantage. 
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emphasize its horizontal extension. The narrow site gave rise to some unusual 

innovations, such. as a long entrance corridor that Coxhead broadened a bit 

to evoke memories of an English long gallery. With two hearths introduced, 

this gallery divides itself into separate sitting areas. The rear area is especially 

pleasant. A bay window and French doors bring in abundant light even on 

gray, foggy days. At every turn the exigencies of the narrow site, and the low 

roof, are turned to advantage to produce unexpected nooks and cozy recesses. 

Dark wood, broadly and blockily detailed, dominates the interior spaces, 

further bringing down the scale. Although dark and encompassing, the 

rooms are opened up by broad window groupings, which once afforded 

panoramic views of San Francisco Bay. As neighboring buildings began to 

impinge on his views, Coxhead moved away, but his rustic aerie survives, an 

enchanted little world of domestic delight. 
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Ernest Coxhead Coxhead House San Fi-cine 1sc0 1893 

Though less rustk (and spooky) 

than his friend Willis Polk's 

place, Ernest Coxhead'.s nearly 

contemporaneous Paclfic Heights 

dwelling is similarly eccentric 

The end of this house overhangs 

a tall concrete wall <ind, like 

Polk's, is a huge, shingled bay 
with a steeply sloping pitched 

roof. A corner window withouL 

precedent (or sequel fo r that 

matter) is this street facade's 

most diverting feature 

The entire effect is of English 

Arts and Crafts without ihe 

stirnng decorum. We can 

imagine how well this suited 

Coxhead, an Englishman 

transplanted to California 

It is the path through the house, 

though, wide and narrow, 

careering along the edges of 

some rooms, and through the 

middle of others - a kind of 

dark ride of the early Bay Region 

style - that is the singular 

achievement here. The historian 

John Beach , in Bay Area Hous~s. 

describes it this way, "lt is as 

if the house had been trimmed 

away, leaving only the 

circulation space. Then a step 

here and a landing there are 

extruded horizontally, expanded 

from a small space to a larger 

By this curious process the stair 

sequence ceases LO be simply 

an elemem of a larger building, 

but is transformed into the 

building itselL" • 

OPPOSITE Street facade with 

shingled bay overhanging rough 

stucco wall. 

ABOVE. LEFT Path to front door 

ABOVE RIGHT Garden facade 
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OPPOSITE 

Living room with large redwood 

fireplace surround, partially 

hidden high window to its right, 

and carefully finished redwood 

beam ceiling 

ABOVE LEFT 

Large fireplace by the front door 

opens to wide hall. 

ABOVE RIGHT 

Long redwood gallery leading from 

foyer to rear garden. 
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rnnlng room looking onto 

conservatory-like gall9ry 

32 '3,:.. '( ;., R i: ,-. ST v _ '= 

ABOVE MIDDLE 

Bedroom w ith exposed beams 

is open to the steep gaole of the 

roof 

ABOVE RIGHT 

Hall opens to two-story redwood 

stairwell Mysterbus stair to third 

floor spills into hall 

OP?OSITE 

Dining room ·Nilh l3rge w.ndows to 

the garden ancl b1.1Ht -;n red'l'IOOd 

cabinets. 
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ON 1111. HXjl: or· THE WORLD 

Coxhcud began co rece1\t~ commb,ions for 'mall house" in 

P...1dh~ I !eights at about the time of Polk 's tirsl \\Ork on Russwn Hill 
Ccl\h<!m.I' s earliest de5igns. such as Lhal for friend fame-. M1..Gaule} 
( 1891 ), adhere lO Lhe prevailing pactcrn in lhcir U'>t: or sllbUI ban imag
ery McG .. wh!y's house is, in effect. a tran .... plunteu Lnglish <:ottage 
By 189:\ an impo rtam shift occurred in C'oxhcad's approach. ev ident 
i11 lhc adjm:ent residence built for himself a11d AlmerK' (f.'ig. 73). Like 
till' Willia111s-Polk house. ic exploits n difficult site to achieve a dramatic 
dfoct The dt:!o.ign is also a more sophislicatcd inlcrprctation of English 
precedents lhctn was McGauley 's. Thi.: narrmv o; trecl frontage is ucccn
lUatcd by a rowcrlike facade tha1 has a wut, abstract quality. Thi.: bands 
ol lillk window\ '>el llush againc;t the 'iurfacc were probably inspired 
by recent I ondon work of Shaw and others l fowc::ver. the cnmpo'>ition 
1s 111on.: ... 1mplifled and softened than F..ngh'h modds, in kei:ptng with 
thi;. huilding'c; s11.c and materials The Wc.!"l elevation. facing Mc.G<tulcy·~ 
yanl. with ah dominant horizontality and ruml ch<iractcr, contrJ'ih with 
the facad1.: and underscores the transiLion f rum public to private 'ipacc. 
Exp.1n-;c.., of shingled wall a nd roof surface-;, interrupted only by the 
'imple-,t wmdow articulation. extend lrom a pivotal du,1cr1ng of 
clcmt:nt'i grouped around the front door. The compo~ition may well 

73 C:od1eaJ & Co:<hcad Ernest anJ Almeric CoxheaLI huu\c. 18')] (lttftJ , .inJ 
J.11ne~ l'vkG .. ulcy hou~e. t 891-1892 (right), San hanc1\<:C1, (( "011n"~Y Juhn Bcut:h) 
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THE RUSTIC CITY HOUSE 

74. Coxhead house, rear view. (Courtesy John Beach) 

have been inspired by Voysey's early projects, but Coxhead's version 
is more compact and mannered at its focal point and less regimented 
elsewhere. 20 Toward the rear, the house looks somewhat like a Surrey 
barn that has been remodeled in a straightforward way, Jacking the 
studied poise of the street facade (Fig. 74). 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 Cox head's work during the next several years. 21 

But neither Coxhcad nor Polk considered the Arts and Crafts Move
ment 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. 

Coxhead's plans remained more American. In his own resi
dence there is an ever-changing path up to and through the premises, 
inspired by Polk's work but developed in a differerit way. The entrance 
is reached by a series of wind ing steps and landings that become 
progressively constricted, with the final run wedged between a retain
ing wall and the basement, as if it were an alley in an Italian hill town 
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75. Coxhead house, plan. 
(Drawn by Howard Moise) 

76. Coxhead house, front steps. (Author) 

(Figs. 75, 76). A transition occurs at the front door, spatially echoing 
the change in <:haracter 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 gener
ates a sense of continuity while dramatizing the site's narrow form 
through variations in space and light (Fig. 77). From the dark vestibule 
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THE RUSTIC CITY HOUSE 

the conidor gradually becomes brighter, expanding into a glazed bay 
that serves as a secondary sitting area, with a borrowed v ista of 
McGauley ' s yard. The gallery brightens further at the end, where 
windows on two sides open into a secluded garden. In the other direc
tion 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 s ize 
and is made even more expansive by grandly scaled redwood paneling 
and beams (Fig. 78). The living room windows are placed only at the 
corners, and each one is al 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 vi.ew 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. 

77. Coxhead house, gallery. (Author) 

131 



- ·.- ~ _. 

- . - -.... _ .. _ 
-- -- -

ON THE EDGE OF THE WORLD 

78. Coxhead house, living room. (Aulhor) 

An equally unconventional solution is present in the Charles 
Murdock house around the corner, which Coxhead had designed several 
months earlier. A native of Boston, Murdock moved to CaJ.ifornia in 
1855 and became a widely respected elder of the intellectual commu
nity. Murdock ran a small printing business; he considered bookmak
ing an art and was patronized by some of the region 's most gifted 
writers. Among his friends were Bret Harte, Robert Louis Stevenson , 
John Muir, and William Keith. While active in the Unitarian church, 
he had been married by Joseph Worcester and frequently attended his 
services. Murdock was also an ardent supporter of the younger gener
ation, including Bruce Porter, Gelett Burgess, and Coxhead. Since 
Murdock, like many of his friends, could not afford to spend much for 
his house , it was designed with about as much floor area as Coxhead's 
residence. and at an even lower cost. 2~ 

The studied asymmetry of lhe facade recalls those of E. W. 
Godwin 's well-known artists' houses in Chelsea from a decade earlier, 
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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 ; Jul ianne Polanco 

~~Jl?losi 
~1mwcrafu: Wieaoer 

August 7, 2017 

State Historic Preservation Officer 

Subject: 

RE: 

Nomination for Listing 
National Register of Historic Places 

Architect Ernest Coxhead's Residence & Studio, 1893 
2421 Green Street, San Francisco, Californ ia 

Dear Ms. Polanco: 

It is with great enthusiasm that I write in support of the nominat ion of Ernest Coxhead's own house for listing in the 
National Register of H lstoric Places. I have had the pleasure of visiting Architect Cox.head's residence and s tudio located 
at the juncture of Cow Hollow and Pacific Heights. This area in California's 12'h Congressional District which I represent 
in Congress. I take special pride in San Francisco's architectural treasures and recognize the Cox.head house as a first of 
an architectural tradition in the Bay Area. It happens to be in excellent original condition, including brickwork, having 
survived amazingly intact, the I 906 San Francisco earthquake and fire. 

Designed and built before automobi les 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 l1igh-ceilinged living room at the north to a dining area on the southern rear 
garden that shares ao easteni 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 Cox.head 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. 

I believe the nomination papers are well done and the Emest Cox.head's Residence & Studio should be included in the 
National register of Historic Places. 

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

best regards, 

N~~;\ f~ 



ATTACHMENT 5 



Carol L. Karp 
Architect A.I.A. 

December 29, 2017 

Philip Kaufman 
2421 Green Street 
San Francisco, CA 94123 

Subject: Ernest Coxhead House 
2421 Green Street. San Francisco 
Historic Status 

Dear Mr. Kaufman: 

This correspondence memorializes our understanding for providing architectural research services 
for the residence Ernest Albert Coxhead designed and built for himself in 1892-1893 Green Street, 
San Francisco, which you have owned for about 30 years. Your consulting engineer, Lawrence 
Karp, had suggested to you in early 2017 that a colleague of ours, Kathryn Marsh Shaffer AIA 
Architect, prepare a nomination for inclusion of the Coxhead House in the National Park Service's 
Registry of Historic Places to be lodged with the California State Park's Office of Historic 
Preservation (OHP) in Sacramento. OHP relies on CEQA for protection of historic resources. 
Kathryn Shaffer was a distinguished architect, artist, and author, having both written and illustrated 
by hand the book "Houseboats of Sausalito - Aquatic Architecture of Sausalito" published by 
Schiffer in 2007. Kathryn had also been a student of Richard Longstreth, author of the book on 
American architecture "At the Edge of the World", a history of the four important architects that 
shaped California architecture at the tum of the century, publishe_d by MIT Press in 1983. On April 
111h 2017 Longstreth gave the NPS written permission to use copyrighted material in the Coxhead 
nomination. Kathryn worked on the Coxhead House project and submitted drafts of the nomination 
to the OHP until she could no longer serve due to personal reasons. On August 28th 2017 Kathryn 
wrote an assignment of the nomination duties to my office. 

1 submitted a final draft of the nomination to OHP. On September 13th 2017, OHP advised us the 
Coxhead House was "clearly eligible'' for inclusion in the National Registry of Historic Places. 
This eligibility gives the Coxhead House official historic status in the City & County of San 
Francisco pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code §31.08(e)3. Sadly, Mrs. Shaffer passed 
away on October 2"d 2017. 

My credentials include attending Vassar College as an undergraduate and in March 1970 I received 
the professional Bachelor of Architecture degree from the University of California, Berkeley. 
Subsequently, I studied at Harvard University's Graduate School of Design, Cambridge. I am 
licensed as an architect in California and Hawaii and I am a Member of the American Institute of 
Architects. I am a native of San Francisco and I have more than 40 years of local experience in 
design, construction, and historic preservation. As a public service, I have provided the nomination 
services to the California Park Services Office of Historic Preservation, and reports to the City & 
County of San Francisco's Planning Department and the Board of Supervisors, without compensation. 

Yours truly, 

c~~ 
100 Tres Mesas Orinda, CA 94563 (925) 254-6676 fax: (925) 253-0101 e-Mail: carol@karp.ca 
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2656 29th Street, Suite 201 
Santa Monica, CA 90405 

 
Matt Hagemann, P.G, C.Hg. 

   (949) 887‐9013 
  mhagemann@swape.com 

September 9, 2019 
 
Richard Drury 
Lozeau Drury LLP 
410 12th Street, Suite 250 
Oakland, CA 94607 
 
 

Subject:  2417 Green Street Project, San Francisco, California 

                                                                                                                                                                                                

Dear Mr. Drury: 

 

I have reviewed the June 26, 2019 Preliminary Mitigated Negative Declaration for 2417 Green Street, 

Case No. 2017‐002545ENV.  After a brief discussion of soil sampling conducted at the Project site (p. 73), 

the MND finds “the project would not result in a significant hazard to the public or the environment 

through the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials.”  

I previously commented that the soil sampling was not adequate to provide the basis for the San 

Francisco Department of Public Health to have concluded “there is no possibility of a significant effect 

on the environment related to exposure to hazardous materials.”1  Since I made that comment, no 

additional sampling has been conducted.   

I maintain that a program of sampling should be undertaken across the property consisting of at least 

eight locations and at two depth intervals.  Only a property‐wide investigation would allow for the 

conclusion, as made in the MND, that there was no possibility of a significant effect from exposure to 

hazardous materials.   

An environmental impact report should be prepared to include results of a property‐wide sampling 

program to allow for disclosure of any contamination that may be present, and to identify any 

mitigation that would be necessary for the protection of the public, including construction workers and 

adjacent residents. 

 

 

                                                            
1 See letter to Mr. Richard Drury, September 27, 2018, p. 2 
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Sincerely,  

 

Matt Hagemann, P.G., C.Hg. 

 



1 
 

 
2656 29th Street, Suite 201 
Santa Monica, CA 90405 

 
Matt Hagemann, P.G, C.Hg. 

   (949) 887‐9013 
  mhagemann@swape.com 

 
 
 
November 27, 2018 
 
Richard Drury 
Lozeau Drury LLP 
410 12th Street, Suite 250 
Oakland, CA 94607 
 
 

Subject:  2417 Green Street Project 

                                                                                                                                                                                                

Dear Mr. Drury: 

 

I have reviewed the February 27, 2018 report1 that documents soil sampling results obtained from the 

2417 Green Street property in San Francisco.  The two samples, collected from a single surficial depth 

interval two locations, were analyzed for parameters that are required under San Francisco Health Code 

article 22A (Maher Ordinance).  The report summarized the results and concluded that hazardous 

materials were not present at the 2417 Green St. property.  The San Francisco Department of Public 

Health (DPH) determined in a June 22, 2018 letter2: 

Based on review of the documents, DPH found the project in compliance with San Francisco 

Health Code article 22A, and requires no further investigation. Thus, there is no possibility of a 

significant effect on the environment related to exposure to hazardous materials. (p. 11.) 

I have reviewed the soil sampling requirements of Health Code article 22A and have concluded that the 

sampling was not adequate to provide the basis for DPH to conclude that “there is no possibility of a 

significant effect on the environment related to exposure to hazardous materials.”  The soil sampling 

that was conducted was limited to two co‐located samples.  Instead, a program of sampling should have 

been undertaken across the property consisting of at least eight locations and at two depth intervals (0‐

0.5 ft. and 3.0‐3.5 ft).  This is especially important because a source of potential contamination that led 

                                                            
1 Site Characterization, 2417 Green St., San Francisco, California, Innovative and Creative Environmental Solutions, 
February 27, 2018 
2 Certificate of Determination Exemption from Environmental Review, San Francisco Planning Department, June 
22, 2018 
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to the Maher listing is not known.  Only a property‐wide investigation would allow for the conclusion 

that there was no possibility of contamination, as made by DPH.   

An amended workplan should be submitted by the applicant to DPH that would set forth a 

comprehensive soil and groundwater (if present) sampling program to determine if the property has 

been impacted by contamination.  A thorough evaluation, made available to the public for review in 

report format, is necessary to allow for disclosure of any contamination that may be present, and to 

identify any mitigation that would be necessary for the protection of the public, including construction 

workers and adjacent residents. 

Sincerely,  

 

Matt Hagemann, P.G., C.Hg. 
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2656 29th Street, Suite 201 
Santa Monica, CA 90405 

 
Matt Hagemann, P.G, C.Hg. 

   (949) 887‐9013 
  mhagemann@swape.com 

 
 
 
September 27, 2018 
 
Richard Drury 
Lozeau Drury LLP 
410 12th Street, Suite 250 
Oakland, CA 94607 
 
 

Subject:  2417 Green Street Project 

                                                                                                                                                                                                

Dear Mr. Drury: 

 

I have reviewed the February 27, 2018 report1 that documents soil sampling results obtained from the 

2417 Green Street property in San Francisco.  The two samples, collected from a single surficial depth 

interval two locations, were analyzed for parameters that are required under San Francisco Health Code 

article 22A (Maher Ordinance).  The report summarized the results and concluded that hazardous 

materials were not present at the 2417 Green St. property.  The San Francisco Department of Public 

Health (DPH) determined in a June 22, 2018 letter2: 

Based on review of the documents, DPH found the project in compliance with San Francisco 

Health Code article 22A, and requires no further investigation. Thus, there is no possibility of a 

significant effect on the environment related to exposure to hazardous materials. (p. 11.) 

I have reviewed the soil sampling requirements of Health Code article 22A and have concluded that the 

sampling was not adequate to provide the basis for DPH to conclude that “there is no possibility of a 

significant effect on the environment related to exposure to hazardous materials.”  The soil sampling 

that was conducted was limited to two co‐located samples.  Instead, a program of sampling should have 

been undertaken across the property consisting of at least eight locations and at two depth intervals (0‐

0.5 ft. and 3.0‐3.5 ft).  This is especially important because a source of potential contamination that led 

                                                            
1 Site Characterization, 2417 Green St., San Francisco, California, Innovative and Creative Environmental Solutions, 
February 27, 2018 
2 Certificate of Determination Exemption from Environmental Review, San Francisco Planning Department, June 
22, 2018 
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to the Maher listing is not known.  Only a property‐wide investigation would allow for the conclusion 

that there was no possibility of contamination, as made by DPH.   

An amended workplan should be submitted by the applicant to DPH that would set forth a 

comprehensive soil and groundwater (if present) sampling program to determine if the property has 

been impacted by contamination.  A thorough evaluation, made available to the public for review in 

report format, is necessary to allow for disclosure of any contamination that may be present, and to 

identify any mitigation that would be necessary for the protection of the public, including construction 

workers and adjacent residents. 

Sincerely,  

 

Matt Hagemann, P.G., C.Hg. 
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2656 29th Street, Suite 201 
Santa Monica, CA 90405 

 
Matt Hagemann, P.G, C.Hg. 

   (949) 887‐9013 
  mhagemann@swape.com 

 
 
 
December 27, 2017 
 
Richard Drury 
Lozeau Drury LLP 
410 12th Street, Suite 250 
Oakland, CA 94607 
 
 

Subject:  Comments on the 2417 Green Street Project 

                                                                                                                                                                                                

Dear Mr. Drury: 

 

I have reviewed the City of San Francisco’s documentation for the May 16, 2017 Categorical Exemption 

for proposed excavation and construction work at a residence at 2417 Green Street in San Francisco.  

The City’s determination that the project is exempt from CEQA review is erroneous because the subject 

property occurs on the 2015 Maher Map,1 which identifies areas within 100 feet of current or historical 

underground storage tanks.  Properties with potential subsurface chemical contamination that require 

grading of 50 cubic yards of material are regulated under the San Francisco Maher Ordinance (Article 

22A of the San Francisco Health Code and Article 106A.3.4.2 of the San Francisco Building Code)2.  

 

The applicability of the Maher Ordinance to the project at 2417 Green Street is clear.  As shown in the 

map below, excerpted from Maher Map, the project is atop a mapped site.    

                                                            
1 http://www.sf‐planning.org/ftp/files/publications_reports/library_of_cartography/Maher%20Map.pdf  
2http://library.amlegal.com/nxt/gateway.dll/California/health/article22aanalyzingsoilsforhazardouswast?f=templa
tes$fn=default.htm$3.0$vid=amlegal:sanfrancisco_ca  
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Because the project area occurs on the Maher map, requirements under the ordinance include: 

 Preparation of a Maher Ordinance application 

 Submittal of a Subsurface Investigation Work Plan prepared by your Environmental Consultant 

 Receipt of Work Plan approval and performance of the work described in the Work Plan 

 Submittal of a Subsurface Investigation Report prepared by a qualified Environmental 

Consultant 

 Preparation and submittal of a Site Mitigation Plan including description and design for any 

required mitigating measures (approval is required before earthwork). 

 

No documentation was provided for the Categorical Exemption to show that the City has conducted the 

required Maher Ordinance work.   

 

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. 

 

 A full CEQA analysis should be invoked to allow for the Maher process to be completed, to allow for 

public disclosure of any contamination that may be present, and to identify any mitigation that would be 

necessary for the protection of the public, including construction workers and adjacent residents. 
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Sincerely,  

 

Matt Hagemann, P.G., C.Hg. 

 



 

 
2503 Eastbluff Dr., Suite 206 

  Newport Beach, California 92660  

  Tel: (949) 887‐9013 

Fax: (949) 717‐0069 

      Email: mhagemann@swape.com 

 

Matthew F. Hagemann, P.G., C.Hg., QSD, QSP               

  Geologic and Hydrogeologic Characterization 

Industrial Stormwater Compliance 

Investigation and Remediation Strategies  

Litigation Support and Testifying Expert  

CEQA Review  

 

Education: 

M.S. Degree, Geology, California State University Los Angeles, Los Angeles, CA, 1984. 

B.A. Degree, Geology, Humboldt State University, Arcata, CA, 1982. 

 

Professional Certification: 

California Professional Geologist 

California Certified Hydrogeologist 

Qualified SWPPP Developer and Practitioner   
 

Professional Experience:   

Matt has 25 years of experience  in environmental policy, assessment and  remediation.   He  spent nine 

years with  the U.S.  EPA  in  the RCRA  and  Superfund  programs  and  served  as  EPA’s  Senior  Science 

Policy Advisor in the Western Regional Office where he identified emerging threats to groundwater from 

perchlorate and MTBE.  While with EPA, Matt also served as a Senior Hydrogeologist in the oversight of 

the assessment of seven major military facilities undergoing base closure.  He led numerous enforcement 

actions under provisions of  the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act  (RCRA) while also working 

with permit holders to improve hydrogeologic characterization and water quality monitoring.   

 

Matt  has worked  closely with U.S.  EPA  legal  counsel  and  the  technical  staff  of  several  states  in  the 

application and enforcement of RCRA, Safe Drinking Water Act and Clean Water Act regulations.  Matt 

has trained the technical staff  in the States of California, Hawaii, Nevada, Arizona and the Territory of 

Guam in the conduct of investigations, groundwater fundamentals, and sampling techniques. 

 

Positions Matt has held include: 

 Founding Partner, Soil/Water/Air Protection Enterprise (SWAPE) (2003 – present); 

 Geology Instructor, Golden West College, 2010 – present;  

 Senior Environmental Analyst, Komex H2O Science, Inc (2000 ‐‐ 2003); 
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 Executive Director, Orange Coast Watch (2001 – 2004); 

 Senior Science Policy Advisor and Hydrogeologist, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (1989– 

1998); 

 Hydrogeologist, National Park Service, Water Resources Division (1998 – 2000); 

 Adjunct Faculty Member, San Francisco State University, Department of Geosciences (1993 – 

1998); 

 Instructor, College of Marin, Department of Science (1990 – 1995); 

 Geologist, U.S. Forest Service (1986 – 1998); and 

 Geologist, Dames & Moore (1984 – 1986). 

 

Senior Regulatory and Litigation Support Analyst: 

With SWAPE, Matt’s responsibilities have included: 

 Lead analyst and testifying expert in the review of numerous environmental impact reports 

under CEQA that identify significant issues with regard to hazardous waste, water resources, 

water quality, air quality, greenhouse gas emissions and geologic hazards.  

 Lead analyst and testifying expert in the review of environmental issues in license applications 

for large solar power plants before the California Energy Commission. 

 Stormwater analysis, sampling and best management practice evaluation at industrial facilities.  

 Manager of a project to provide technical assistance to a comunity adjacent to a former Naval 

shipyard under a grant from the U.S. EPA.  

 Technical assistance and litigation support for vapor intrusion concerns. 

 Manager of a project to evaluate numerous formerly used military sites in the western U.S. 

 Manager of a comprehensive evaluation of potential sources of perchlorate contamination in 

Southern California drinking water wells. 

 Manager and designated expert for litigation support under provisions of Proposition 65 in the 

review of releases of gasoline to sources drinking water at major refineries and hundreds of gas 

stations throughout California. 

 Expert witness on two cases involving MTBE litigation. 

 Expert witness and litigation support on the impact of air toxins and hazards at a school. 

 Expert witness in litigation at a former plywood plant. 

 

With Komex H2O Science Inc., Matt’s duties included the following: 

 Senior author of a report on the extent of perchlorate contamination that was used in testimony 

by the former U.S. EPA Administrator and General Counsel. 

 Senior researcher in the development of a comprehensive, electronically interactive chronology 

of MTBE use, research, and regulation. 

 Senior researcher in the development of a comprehensive, electronically interactive chronology 

of perchlorate use, research, and regulation. 

 Senior researcher in a study that estimates nationwide costs for MTBE remediation and drinking 

water treatment, results of which were published in newspapers nationwide and in testimony 

against provisions of an energy bill that would limit liability for oil companies.  

 Research to support litigation to restore drinking water supplies that have been contaminated by 

MTBE in California and New York. 

 Expert witness testimony in a case of oil production‐related contamination in Mississippi. 

 Lead author for a multi‐volume remedial investigation report for an operating school in Los 

Angeles that met strict regulatory requirements and rigorous deadlines. 
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 Development of strategic approaches for cleanup of contaminated sites in consultation with 

clients and regulators. 

 

Executive Director: 

As  Executive Director with Orange Coast Watch, Matt  led  efforts  to  restore water  quality  at Orange 

County  beaches  from multiple  sources  of  contamination  including urban  runoff  and  the discharge  of 

wastewater.    In  reporting  to  a  Board  of Directors  that  included  representatives  from  leading Orange 

County universities and businesses, Matt prepared issue papers in the areas of treatment and disinfection 

of wastewater and control of the dischrge of grease to sewer systems.   Matt actively participated in the 

development of  countywide water quality permits  for  the  control of urban  runoff and permits  for  the 

discharge  of  wastewater.   Matt  worked  with  other  nonprofits  to  protect  and  restore  water  quality, 

including Surfrider, Natural Resources Defense Council and Orange County CoastKeeper as well as with 

business institutions including the Orange County Business Council.   

 

Hydrogeology: 

As a Senior Hydrogeologist with  the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Matt  led  investigations  to 

characterize and cleanup closing military bases,  including Mare  Island Naval Shipyard, Hunters Point 

Naval  Shipyard,  Treasure  Island Naval  Station, Alameda Naval  Station, Moffett  Field, Mather Army 

Airfield, and Sacramento Army Depot.  Specific activities were as follows: 

 Led efforts to model groundwater flow and contaminant transport, ensured adequacy of 

monitoring networks, and assessed cleanup alternatives for contaminated sediment, soil, and 

groundwater.  

 Initiated a regional program for evaluation of groundwater sampling practices and laboratory 

analysis at military bases.  

 Identified emerging issues, wrote technical guidance, and assisted in policy and regulation 

development through work on four national U.S. EPA workgroups, including the Superfund 

Groundwater Technical Forum and the Federal Facilities Forum. 

 

At  the request of  the State of Hawaii, Matt developed a methodology to determine the vulnerability of 

groundwater to contamination on the islands of Maui and Oahu. He used analytical models and a GIS to 

show  zones of vulnerability,  and  the  results were  adopted  and published by  the State of Hawaii  and 

County of Maui.  

 

As a hydrogeologist with the EPA Groundwater Protection Section, Matt worked with provisions of the 

Safe  Drinking  Water  Act  and  NEPA  to  prevent  drinking  water  contamination.    Specific  activities 

included the following: 

 Received an EPA Bronze Medal for his contribution to the development of national guidance for 

the protection of drinking water.  

 Managed the Sole Source Aquifer Program and protected the drinking water of two communities 

through designation under the Safe Drinking Water Act. He prepared geologic reports, 

conducted public hearings, and responded to public comments from residents who were very 

concerned about the impact of designation. 
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 Reviewed a number of Environmental Impact Statements for planned major developments, 

including large hazardous and solid waste disposal facilities, mine reclamation, and water 

transfer.  

 

 

Matt served as a hydrogeologist with the RCRA Hazardous Waste program.  Duties were as follows: 

 Supervised the hydrogeologic investigation of hazardous waste sites to determine compliance 

with Subtitle C requirements. 

 Reviewed and wrote ʺpart Bʺ permits for the disposal of hazardous waste.  

 Conducted RCRA Corrective Action investigations of waste sites and led inspections that formed 

the basis for significant enforcement actions that were developed in close coordination with U.S. 

EPA legal counsel.  

 Wrote contract specifications and supervised contractorʹs investigations of waste sites.  

 

With  the National  Park  Service, Matt  directed  service‐wide  investigations  of  contaminant  sources  to 

prevent degradation of water quality, including the following tasks: 

 Applied pertinent laws and regulations including CERCLA, RCRA, NEPA, NRDA, and the 

Clean Water Act to control military, mining, and landfill contaminants.  

 Conducted watershed‐scale investigations of contaminants at parks, including Yellowstone and 

Olympic National Park. 

 Identified high‐levels of perchlorate in soil adjacent to a national park in New Mexico 

and advised park superintendent on appropriate response actions under CERCLA. 

 Served as a Park Service representative on the Interagency Perchlorate Steering Committee, a 

national workgroup. 

 Developed a program to conduct environmental compliance audits of all National Parks while 

serving on a national workgroup.  

 Co‐authored two papers on the potential for water contamination from the operation of personal 

watercraft and snowmobiles, these papers serving as the basis for the development of nation‐

wide policy on the use of these vehicles in National Parks. 

 Contributed to the Federal Multi‐Agency Source Water Agreement under the Clean Water 

Action Plan. 

 

Policy:  

Served senior management as the Senior Science Policy Advisor with the U.S. Environmental Protection 

Agency, Region 9. Activities included the following: 

 Advised the Regional Administrator and senior management on emerging issues such as the 

potential for the gasoline additive MTBE and ammonium perchlorate to contaminate drinking 

water supplies.  

 Shaped EPA’s national response to these threats by serving on workgroups and by contributing 

to guidance, including the Office of Research and Development publication, Oxygenates in 

Water: Critical Information and Research Needs. 

 Improved the technical training of EPAʹs scientific and engineering staff. 

 Earned an EPA Bronze Medal for representing the region’s 300 scientists and engineers in 

negotiations with the Administrator and senior management to better integrate scientific 

principles into the policy‐making process. 

 Established national protocol for the peer review of scientific documents.  

 



 

 5  
 

Geology: 

With the U.S. Forest Service, Matt led investigations to determine hillslope stability of areas proposed for 

timber harvest in the central Oregon Coast Range. Specific activities were as follows: 

 Mapped geology in the field, and used aerial photographic interpretation and mathematical 

models to determine slope stability.  

 Coordinated his research with community members who were concerned with natural resource 

protection.  

 Characterized the geology of an aquifer that serves as the sole source of drinking water for the 

city of Medford, Oregon.  

 

As a consultant with Dames and Moore, Matt led geologic investigations of two contaminated sites (later 

listed on the Superfund NPL) in the Portland, Oregon, area and a large hazardous waste site in eastern 

Oregon.  Duties included the following: 

 Supervised year‐long effort for soil and groundwater sampling.  

 Conducted aquifer tests. 

 Investigated active faults beneath sites proposed for hazardous waste disposal. 

 

Teaching: 

From 1990 to 1998, Matt taught at least one course per semester at the community college and university 

levels: 

 At San Francisco State University, held an adjunct faculty position and taught courses in 

environmental geology, oceanography (lab and lecture), hydrogeology, and groundwater 

contamination.  

 Served as a committee member for graduate and undergraduate students. 

 Taught courses in environmental geology and oceanography at the College of Marin.  

 

Matt  currently  teaches  Physical  Geology  (lecture  and  lab)  to  students  at  Golden  West  College  in 

Huntington Beach, California. 

 

Invited Testimony, Reports, Papers and Presentations: 

Hagemann, M.F., 2008.  Disclosure of Hazardous Waste Issues under CEQA.  Presentation to the Public 

Environmental Law Conference, Eugene, Oregon. 

 

Hagemann, M.F., 2008.  Disclosure of Hazardous Waste Issues under CEQA.  Invited presentation to U.S. 

EPA Region 9, San Francisco, California. 

 

Hagemann, M.F., 2005.  Use of Electronic Databases in Environmental Regulation, Policy Making and 

Public Participation.  Brownfields 2005, Denver, Coloradao. 

 

Hagemann, M.F., 2004.  Perchlorate Contamination of the Colorado River and Impacts to Drinking Water 

in Nevada and the Southwestern U.S.  Presentation to a meeting of the American Groundwater Trust, Las 

Vegas, NV (served on conference organizing committee). 

 

Hagemann, M.F., 2004.  Invited testimony to a California Senate committee hearing on air toxins at 

schools in Southern California, Los Angeles. 
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Brown, A., Farrow, J.,  Gray, A. and Hagemann, M., 2004.  An Estimate of Costs to Address MTBE 

Releases from Underground Storage Tanks and the Resulting Impact to Drinking Water Wells.   

Presentation to the Ground Water and Environmental Law Conference, National Groundwater 

Association.  
 

Hagemann, M.F., 2004.  Perchlorate Contamination of the Colorado River and Impacts to Drinking Water 

in Arizona and the Southwestern U.S.  Presentation to a meeting of the American Groundwater Trust, 

Phoenix, AZ (served on conference organizing committee). 

 

Hagemann, M.F., 2003.  Perchlorate Contamination of the Colorado River and Impacts to Drinking Water 

in the Southwestern U.S.  Invited presentation to a special committee meeting of the National Academy 

of Sciences, Irvine, CA. 

 

Hagemann, M.F., 2003.  Perchlorate Contamination of the Colorado River.  Invited presentation to a 

tribal EPA meeting, Pechanga, CA. 

 

Hagemann, M.F., 2003.  Perchlorate Contamination of the Colorado River.  Invited presentation to a 

meeting of tribal repesentatives, Parker, AZ. 

 

Hagemann, M.F., 2003.  Impact of Perchlorate on the Colorado River and Associated Drinking Water 

Supplies.  Invited presentation to the Inter‐Tribal Meeting, Torres Martinez Tribe. 

 

Hagemann, M.F., 2003.  The Emergence of Perchlorate as a Widespread Drinking Water Contaminant.  

Invited presentation to the U.S. EPA Region 9. 

 

Hagemann, M.F., 2003.  A Deductive Approach to the Assessment of Perchlorate Contamination.  Invited 

presentation to the California Assembly Natural Resources Committee. 

 

Hagemann, M.F., 2003.  Perchlorate: A Cold War Legacy in Drinking Water.  Presentation to a meeting of 

the National Groundwater Association. 

 

Hagemann, M.F., 2002.  From Tank to Tap: A Chronology of MTBE in Groundwater.  Presentation to a 

meeting of the National Groundwater Association. 

 

Hagemann, M.F., 2002.  A Chronology of MTBE in Groundwater and an Estimate of Costs to Address 

Impacts to Groundwater.   Presentation to the annual meeting of the Society of Environmental 

Journalists. 

 

Hagemann, M.F., 2002.  An Estimate of the Cost to Address MTBE Contamination in Groundwater  

(and Who Will Pay).  Presentation to a meeting of the National Groundwater Association. 

 

Hagemann, M.F., 2002.  An Estimate of Costs to Address MTBE Releases from Underground Storage 

Tanks and the Resulting Impact to Drinking Water Wells.  Presentation to a meeting of the U.S. EPA and 

State Underground Storage Tank Program managers. 

 

Hagemann, M.F.,  2001.    From  Tank  to  Tap: A Chronology  of MTBE  in Groundwater.   Unpublished 

report. 
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Hagemann, M.F., 2001.   Estimated Cleanup Cost  for MTBE  in Groundwater Used as Drinking Water.  

Unpublished report. 

 

Hagemann, M.F., 2001.  Estimated Costs to Address MTBE Releases from Leaking Underground Storage 

Tanks.  Unpublished report. 

 

Hagemann,  M.F.,  and  VanMouwerik,  M.,  1999.    Potential  Water  Quality  Concerns  Related  to 

Snowmobile Usage. Water Resources Division, National Park Service, Technical Report. 

 

VanMouwerik, M. and Hagemann, M.F. 1999, Water Quality Concerns Related  to Personal Watercraft 

Usage. Water Resources Division, National Park Service, Technical Report. 

 

Hagemann, M.F.,  1999,  Is Dilution  the  Solution  to  Pollution  in National  Parks?  The George Wright 

Society Biannual Meeting, Asheville, North Carolina. 

 

Hagemann, M.F.,  1997,  The  Potential  for MTBE  to  Contaminate  Groundwater. U.S.  EPA  Superfund 

Groundwater Technical Forum Annual Meeting, Las Vegas, Nevada. 

 

Hagemann, M.F.,  and Gill, M.,  1996,  Impediments  to  Intrinsic Remediation, Moffett  Field Naval Air 

Station, Conference on Intrinsic Remediation of Chlorinated Hydrocarbons, Salt Lake City. 

 

Hagemann, M.F., Fukunaga, G.L., 1996, The Vulnerability of Groundwater to Anthropogenic 

Contaminants on the Island of Maui, Hawaii. Hawaii Water Works Association Annual Meeting, Maui, 

October 1996. 

 

Hagemann, M. F., Fukanaga, G. L., 1996, Ranking Groundwater Vulnerability in Central Oahu, 

Hawaii.  Proceedings, Geographic  Information  Systems  in  Environmental Resources Management, Air 

and Waste Management Association Publication VIP‐61. 

 

Hagemann,  M.F.,  1994.  Groundwater  Characterization  and  Cleanup  at  Closing  Military  Bases  in 

California. Proceedings, California Groundwater Resources Association Meeting. 

 

Hagemann, M.F.  and Sabol, M.A.,  1993. Role of  the U.S. EPA  in  the High Plains States Groundwater 

Recharge Demonstration Program. Proceedings, Sixth Biennial Symposium on the Artificial Recharge of 

Groundwater. 

 

Hagemann, M.F.,  1993. U.S. EPA Policy on  the Technical  Impracticability of  the Cleanup of DNAPL‐

contaminated Groundwater. California Groundwater Resources Association Meeting. 
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Hagemann, M.F., 1992. Dense Nonaqueous Phase Liquid Contamination of Groundwater: An Ounce of 

Prevention... Proceedings, Association of Engineering Geologists Annual Meeting, v. 35. 

 

Other Experience:  

Selected as  subject matter expert  for  the California Professional Geologist  licensing examination, 2009‐

2011. 
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2656 29th Street, Suite 201 
Santa Monica, CA 90405 

 
Matt Hagemann, P.G, C.Hg. 

   (949) 887‐9013 
  mhagemann@swape.com 

 
 
 
November 20, 2017 
 
Richard Drury 
Lozeau Drury LLP 
410 12th Street, Suite 250 
Oakland, CA 94607 
 
 

Subject:  Comments on the 2417 Green Street Project 

                                                                                                                                                                                                

Dear Mr. Drury: 

 

I have reviewed the City of San Francisco’s documentation for the May 16, 2017 Categorical Exemption 

for proposed excavation and construction work at a residence at 2417 Green Street in San Francisco.  

The City’s determination that the project is exempt from CEQA review is erroneous because the subject 

property occurs on the 2015 Maher Map,1 which identifies areas within 100 feet of current or historical 

underground storage tanks.  Properties with potential subsurface chemical contamination that require 

grading of 50 cubic yards of material are regulated under the San Francisco Maher Ordinance (Article 

22A of the San Francisco Health Code and Article 106A.3.4.2 of the San Francisco Building Code)2.  

 

The applicability of the Maher Ordinance to the project at 2417 Green Street is clear.  As shown in the 

map below, excerpted from Maher Map, the project is atop a mapped site.    

                                                            
1 http://www.sf‐planning.org/ftp/files/publications_reports/library_of_cartography/Maher%20Map.pdf  
2http://library.amlegal.com/nxt/gateway.dll/California/health/article22aanalyzingsoilsforhazardouswast?f=templa
tes$fn=default.htm$3.0$vid=amlegal:sanfrancisco_ca  



2 
 

 

Because the project area occurs on the Maher map, requirements under the ordinance include: 

 Preparation of a Maher Ordinance application 

 Submittal of a Subsurface Investigation Work Plan prepared by your Environmental Consultant 

 Receipt of Work Plan approval and performance of the work described in the Work Plan 

 Submittal of a Subsurface Investigation Report prepared by a qualified Environmental 

Consultant 

 Preparation and submittal of a Site Mitigation Plan including description and design for any 

required mitigating measures (approval is required before earthwork). 

 

No documentation was provided for the Categorical Exemption to show that the City has conducted the 

required Maher Ordinance work.   

 

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. 

 

 A full CEQA analysis should be invoked to allow for the Maher process to be completed, to allow for 

public disclosure of any contamination that may be present, and to identify any mitigation that would be 

necessary for the protection of the public, including construction workers and adjacent residents. 
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Sincerely,  

 

Matt Hagemann, P.G., C.Hg. 

 



 

 

EXHIBIT O 



6/7/2020 Exclusive: How SF sidestepped state law on developing toxic sites - SFChronicle.com

https://www.sfchronicle.com/bayarea/article/Exclusive-How-SF-sidestepped-state-law-on-15322356.php 1/10

LOCAL LOCAL // //  & STATE & STATE

Exclusive: How SF sidestepped state law onExclusive: How SF sidestepped state law on
developing toxic sitesdeveloping toxic sites

Cynthia DizikesCynthia Dizikes
June ,  June ,  Updated: June ,  : p.m.Updated: June ,  : p.m.

Contaminated gas stations, Contaminated gas stations,  shops and parking garages have become prized shops and parking garages have become prized

development commodities in San Francisco in recent years as the city struggles with adevelopment commodities in San Francisco in recent years as the city struggles with a

crushing housing shortage.crushing housing shortage.

BAY AREABAY AREA

Ben Ellis and daughter Emmy, , throw a football outside their house in San Francisco last year. They live across theBen Ellis and daughter Emmy, , throw a football outside their house in San Francisco last year. They live across the
street from a former auto repair garage that is on a state list of hazardous waste sites. Despite that status, the citystreet from a former auto repair garage that is on a state list of hazardous waste sites. Despite that status, the city
planning department considered exempting a development on the site from the state’s environmental review planning department considered exempting a development on the site from the state’s environmental review ......

Photo: Gabrielle Lurie / The ChroniclePhoto: Gabrielle Lurie / The Chronicle
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But city officials have repeatedly stymied public oversight when assessing whether theseBut city officials have repeatedly stymied public oversight when assessing whether these

chemical-tainted properties are chemical-tainted properties are  for hundreds of new homes by allowing developers to for hundreds of new homes by allowing developers to

bypass environmental reviews required under state law, a Chronicle investigation hasbypass environmental reviews required under state law, a Chronicle investigation has

found.found.

The California Environmental Quality Act prohibits certain exemptions for the tens ofThe California Environmental Quality Act prohibits certain exemptions for the tens of

thousands of properties on a statewide roster of hazardous-waste sites called the Cortesethousands of properties on a statewide roster of hazardous-waste sites called the Cortese

list. “Categorical” exemptions are only supposed to go to projects with no significant impactlist. “Categorical” exemptions are only supposed to go to projects with no significant impact

on the environment or human health. The prohibition was designed to protect the public,on the environment or human health. The prohibition was designed to protect the public,

construction workers and future occupants from exposure to dangerous substances,construction workers and future occupants from exposure to dangerous substances,

environmental lawyers said.environmental lawyers said.

The state law mandates transparency and requires local governments to notify the publicThe state law mandates transparency and requires local governments to notify the public

about potential hazards at a site before development begins. It allows the public to demandabout potential hazards at a site before development begins. It allows the public to demand

health protections and additional levels of cleanup, and requires formal consideration ofhealth protections and additional levels of cleanup, and requires formal consideration of

those comments. To enforce compliance, people can sue agencies they think are failing tothose comments. To enforce compliance, people can sue agencies they think are failing to

adhere to the law.adhere to the law.

But in the past five years, the But in the past five years, the  Planning Department granted or considered Planning Department granted or considered

categorical exemptions for at least a dozen projects on Cortese list sites, a Chroniclecategorical exemptions for at least a dozen projects on Cortese list sites, a Chronicle

analysis found.analysis found.

safesafe
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The 12 projects involve more than 250 current and future housing units around the city, inThe 12 projects involve more than 250 current and future housing units around the city, in

the Mission, Sunset, Cow Hollow, Nob Hill and other neighborhoods.the Mission, Sunset, Cow Hollow, Nob Hill and other neighborhoods.

The city exempted nine of those projects from the state’s public environmental reviewThe city exempted nine of those projects from the state’s public environmental review

process. At four of the sites, work hasn’t begun. Two are under construction. The final threeprocess. At four of the sites, work hasn’t begun. Two are under construction. The final three

have newly built condominiums, and at least one of those is occupied.have newly built condominiums, and at least one of those is occupied.

The city considered exempting the three other projects — including a condo developmentThe city considered exempting the three other projects — including a condo development

on the site of a vacant auto repair garage at 1776 Green St. in Cow Hollow, despite theon the site of a vacant auto repair garage at 1776 Green St. in Cow Hollow, despite the

presence of high levels of cancer-causing benzene in the soil and groundwater. The citypresence of high levels of cancer-causing benzene in the soil and groundwater. The city

abandoned that plan in February after neighbors hired a lawyer to fight it.abandoned that plan in February after neighbors hired a lawyer to fight it.

The mixed-use residential development at  Taraval St. in The mixed-use residential development at  Taraval St. in San FranciscoSan Francisco. The city granted the development an. The city granted the development an
exemption from the state’s environmental review process, despite the site’s presence on a state list of hazardous wasteexemption from the state’s environmental review process, despite the site’s presence on a state list of hazardous waste
sites.sites.
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Interactive maps:Interactive maps: 12 toxic site developments 12 toxic site developments

Then, following inquiries about the exemptions from The Chronicle in early March, beforeThen, following inquiries about the exemptions from The Chronicle in early March, before

the coronavirus shut down the economy, the Planning Department said it will stop givingthe coronavirus shut down the economy, the Planning Department said it will stop giving

categorical exemptions to projects on the Cortese list.categorical exemptions to projects on the Cortese list.

“The Planning Department is revising its approach to projects on these sites,”“The Planning Department is revising its approach to projects on these sites,”

spokeswoman Gina Simi said.spokeswoman Gina Simi said.

Simi said the city relied on state guidance in granting some of the exemptions. DespiteSimi said the city relied on state guidance in granting some of the exemptions. Despite

repeated requests from The Chronicle to see the guidance, however, Simi has not providedrepeated requests from The Chronicle to see the guidance, however, Simi has not provided

it.it.

An attorney with the State Water Resources Control Board, which oversees the largest partAn attorney with the State Water Resources Control Board, which oversees the largest part

of the Cortese list with regional water boards, said he was unaware of any such guidanceof the Cortese list with regional water boards, said he was unaware of any such guidance

issued by the agency.issued by the agency.
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Although the city exempted a number of Cortese list sites from state review, Simi defendedAlthough the city exempted a number of Cortese list sites from state review, Simi defended

the quality of the cleanups carried out by the city. the quality of the cleanups carried out by the city.  decontaminates polluted decontaminates polluted

properties to state and regional standards under a local ordinance carried out by the Publicproperties to state and regional standards under a local ordinance carried out by the Public

Health Department, regardless of whether a project receives an exemption from the state’sHealth Department, regardless of whether a project receives an exemption from the state’s

environmental review process, she said.environmental review process, she said.

“We strongly disagree with the false assertion that the city’s local process is not as rigorous“We strongly disagree with the false assertion that the city’s local process is not as rigorous

or as transparent as what is required under (state law), that it doesn’t consider publicor as transparent as what is required under (state law), that it doesn’t consider public

comment or concerns, and that we intend to circumvent the state’s environmental law,”comment or concerns, and that we intend to circumvent the state’s environmental law,”

Simi said. “The city’s environmental review procedures are meticulous.”Simi said. “The city’s environmental review procedures are meticulous.”

But several environmental lawyers told The Chronicle that the California EnvironmentalBut several environmental lawyers told The Chronicle that the California Environmental

Quality Act allows far more scrutiny of development on toxic sites than the city’s processQuality Act allows far more scrutiny of development on toxic sites than the city’s process

alone. Under state law, the public can require safer measures be taken to reduce significantalone. Under state law, the public can require safer measures be taken to reduce significant

impacts on the environment and health, and can more easily sue if they are not. They saidimpacts on the environment and health, and can more easily sue if they are not. They said

the city flouted state law and, in doing so, deprived the public of the ability to vetthe city flouted state law and, in doing so, deprived the public of the ability to vet

developments.developments.

“The city made a huge mistake and has been blatantly violating state law for years, thereby“The city made a huge mistake and has been blatantly violating state law for years, thereby

potentially placing an untold number of city residents at risk of exposure to highly toxicpotentially placing an untold number of city residents at risk of exposure to highly toxic

chemicals,” said Richard Drury, an environmental lawyer representing neighbors of thechemicals,” said Richard Drury, an environmental lawyer representing neighbors of the

vacant auto repair garage on Green Street.vacant auto repair garage on Green Street.
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How How San FranciscoSan Francisco handles contaminated properties has become critical in the effort to handles contaminated properties has become critical in the effort to

build new homes in a city that desperately needs more housing. Developers, discouragedbuild new homes in a city that desperately needs more housing. Developers, discouraged

by the city’s lengthy approval process and bans on apartments in large swaths of Sanby the city’s lengthy approval process and bans on apartments in large swaths of San

Francisco, have turned to polluted land, including former garages and gas stations whereFrancisco, have turned to polluted land, including former garages and gas stations where

toxic substances in underground tanks have leaked into the soil and groundwater.toxic substances in underground tanks have leaked into the soil and groundwater.

The city and developers are motivated, as with any project, to get these propertiesThe city and developers are motivated, as with any project, to get these properties

developed as soon as possible — and exemptions from the state law can speed the processdeveloped as soon as possible — and exemptions from the state law can speed the process

by reducing procedural hurdles, legal hangups and costs.by reducing procedural hurdles, legal hangups and costs.

San FranciscoSan Francisco has more than 2,000 leaky underground storage tank sites on the Cortese list, has more than 2,000 leaky underground storage tank sites on the Cortese list,

named for former state Assemblyman Dominic Cortese of San Jose. Nearly all of them,named for former state Assemblyman Dominic Cortese of San Jose. Nearly all of them,

about 97%, have been cleaned to some extent, records show. Yet many may still containabout 97%, have been cleaned to some extent, records show. Yet many may still contain

contamination that could be hazardous.contamination that could be hazardous.

The Chronicle looked at projects on Cortese list sites for which the city granted orThe Chronicle looked at projects on Cortese list sites for which the city granted or

considered categorical exemptions. There were at least 20 such projects since 2015,considered categorical exemptions. There were at least 20 such projects since 2015,

according to city data. The Chronicle focused on 12 where developers planned to excavateaccording to city data. The Chronicle focused on 12 where developers planned to excavate

thousands of cubic yards of soil to build hundreds of new residential units.thousands of cubic yards of soil to build hundreds of new residential units.

Public documents for five of the 12 sites show the city also tried a second method to avoidPublic documents for five of the 12 sites show the city also tried a second method to avoid

state review and fast-track development: “common sense” exemptions.state review and fast-track development: “common sense” exemptions.

State law restricts such exemptions to projects that present “no possibility” of significantState law restricts such exemptions to projects that present “no possibility” of significant

hazards.hazards.
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That wouldn’t apply to the five sites, however. Developing them would mean disturbing aThat wouldn’t apply to the five sites, however. Developing them would mean disturbing a

great deal of potentially contaminated soil: from 1,400 to nearly 17,000 cubic yards,great deal of potentially contaminated soil: from 1,400 to nearly 17,000 cubic yards,

depending on the site, said Douglas Carstens, an environmental lawyer near depending on the site, said Douglas Carstens, an environmental lawyer near ..

“Transparency is sorely needed,” Carstens said. “So the cleanup is not just a bilateral“Transparency is sorely needed,” Carstens said. “So the cleanup is not just a bilateral

negotiation between the project proponent and the city.”negotiation between the project proponent and the city.”

One of those sites is 2255 Taraval St. in the Outer Sunset neighborhood, where a former autoOne of those sites is 2255 Taraval St. in the Outer Sunset neighborhood, where a former auto

garage and laundromat left toxic residue behind.garage and laundromat left toxic residue behind.

The site is so clean “we could bring it down to the beach,” said the project’s The site is so clean “we could bring it down to the beach,” said the project’s 

 one recent afternoon as a crew built a wooden frame on the property. The one recent afternoon as a crew built a wooden frame on the property. The

development will be a four-story, mixed-use building with 10 residential units.development will be a four-story, mixed-use building with 10 residential units.

A sign at  South Van Ness Ave. in A sign at  South Van Ness Ave. in San FranciscoSan Francisco where the city considered exempting a proposed development from where the city considered exempting a proposed development from
the state’s environmental review process. The site is on a state list of hazardous waste sites that prohibits suchthe state’s environmental review process. The site is on a state list of hazardous waste sites that prohibits such
exemptions.exemptions.

Los AngelesLos Angeles

generalgeneral

contractorcontractor
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The contractor, who shepherded the development through the city’s hazardous wasteThe contractor, who shepherded the development through the city’s hazardous waste

cleanup process, described rigorous tests and mitigation measures meant to keep toxiccleanup process, described rigorous tests and mitigation measures meant to keep toxic

fumes at bay on the property. He asked that his name not be used because he wasn’tfumes at bay on the property. He asked that his name not be used because he wasn’t

authorized to speak publicly about the project.authorized to speak publicly about the project.

He said the property now has a “serious vapor barrier and a probe buried under 2 feet ofHe said the property now has a “serious vapor barrier and a probe buried under 2 feet of

concrete.” The equipment, though, will have to be tested every few years to ensure itconcrete.” The equipment, though, will have to be tested every few years to ensure it

continues to contain the hazards, he said.continues to contain the hazards, he said.

“If there’s gas, then they might have to put in a fan,” he said.“If there’s gas, then they might have to put in a fan,” he said.

That kind of uncertainty is precisely why contaminated sites should go through the state-That kind of uncertainty is precisely why contaminated sites should go through the state-

mandated environmental review process, Drury mandated environmental review process, Drury said.said.

The state process allows the public to demand greater levels of cleanup so that measuresThe state process allows the public to demand greater levels of cleanup so that measures

such as vapor barriers — which are effective, but can fail — are not necessary.such as vapor barriers — which are effective, but can fail — are not necessary.

Drury said the Green Street garage site is a case in point for why public involvementDrury said the Green Street garage site is a case in point for why public involvement

matters.matters.

For years, the auto repair business For years, the auto repair business stored gasoline in four large underground storage tanks.stored gasoline in four large underground storage tanks.

The tanks were removed in 2016, but crews later found they had leaked benzene and otherThe tanks were removed in 2016, but crews later found they had leaked benzene and other

hazardous substances into the soil and groundwater.hazardous substances into the soil and groundwater.

Nevertheless, last October the Planning Department considered a categorical exemption forNevertheless, last October the Planning Department considered a categorical exemption for

a five-unit condo that developers planned to build on the site.a five-unit condo that developers planned to build on the site.

Drury protested. But rather than drop its effort to exempt the project, the city added aDrury protested. But rather than drop its effort to exempt the project, the city added a

common-sense exemption to its options. Drury argued that the site remained significantlycommon-sense exemption to its options. Drury argued that the site remained significantly

contaminated, pointing to the city’s own records showing that benzene in the groundwatercontaminated, pointing to the city’s own records showing that benzene in the groundwater

exceeded safety thresholds by about 900 times.exceeded safety thresholds by about 900 times.

The city then tried a third tactic: announcing that the developer could investigate andThe city then tried a third tactic: announcing that the developer could investigate and

clean the site without going through the public environmental review process.clean the site without going through the public environmental review process.

Alarmed neighbors appealed to the Board of Supervisors.Alarmed neighbors appealed to the Board of Supervisors.
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In February, the city dropped its exemption of the project — but again gave the developerIn February, the city dropped its exemption of the project — but again gave the developer

the go-ahead to clean up the site without going through the state’s environmental reviewthe go-ahead to clean up the site without going through the state’s environmental review

process.process.

This prompted Drury to fire off another written objection in April. He and the Green StreetThis prompted Drury to fire off another written objection in April. He and the Green Street

neighbors are still waiting for a response.neighbors are still waiting for a response.

One of the neighbors who hired Drury last fall is Dr. Youjeong Kim, who lives across theOne of the neighbors who hired Drury last fall is Dr. Youjeong Kim, who lives across the

street from the garage with her two children and husband, Ben Ellis.street from the garage with her two children and husband, Ben Ellis.

The group of neighbors has spent many months and thousands of dollars trying to get theThe group of neighbors has spent many months and thousands of dollars trying to get the

city to run the development through the state’s environmental review.city to run the development through the state’s environmental review.

“As a doctor and a parent it is really concerning and upsetting to me that of all places on“As a doctor and a parent it is really concerning and upsetting to me that of all places on

Earth, we in Earth, we in San FranciscoSan Francisco are going to skirt the law that is there to protect us,” Kim said. “If are going to skirt the law that is there to protect us,” Kim said. “If

we hadn’t had the time and the resources to press this issue, they would have just exemptedwe hadn’t had the time and the resources to press this issue, they would have just exempted

it.”it.”

San FranciscoSan Francisco Chronicle staff writer Nanette Asimov and newsroom developer Evan Chronicle staff writer Nanette Asimov and newsroom developer Evan

Wagstaff contributed to this report.Wagstaff contributed to this report.

Cynthia Dizikes is a San Francisco Chronicle staff writer. Email: Cynthia Dizikes is a San Francisco Chronicle staff writer. Email: cdizikes@sfchronicle.comcdizikes@sfchronicle.com

Twitter: Twitter: @CDizikes@CDizikes

We're tracking COVID- in the Bay AreaWe're tracking COVID- in the Bay Area

Sign up for updates and in-depth local reporting.Sign up for updates and in-depth local reporting.

Enter your emailEnter your email SIGN UPSIGN UP

By subscribing, you agree to our By subscribing, you agree to our Terms of useTerms of use and acknowledge that your information will be used as described in our  and acknowledge that your information will be used as described in our Privacy PolicyPrivacy Policy..

ABOUTABOUT

Our CompanyOur Company

Newspaper Delivery Safety ProceduresNewspaper Delivery Safety Procedures

Privacy NoticePrivacy Notice

Your California Privacy RightsYour California Privacy Rights

Interest Based AdsInterest Based Ads

Terms of UseTerms of Use

TOPTOP

SUBSCRIBESUBSCRIBE

mailto:cdizikes@sfchronicle.com
https://twitter.com/CDizikes
https://www.sfchronicle.com/terms_of_use/
https://www.sfchronicle.com/privacy_policy/
https://www.facebook.com/SFChronicle/
https://twitter.com/sfchronicle
https://www.instagram.com/sfchronicle/
https://www.linkedin.com/company/sfchronicle
https://www.sfchronicle.com/
http://www.hearst.com/newspapers/san-francisco-chronicle
https://www.sfchronicle.com/customer_service/article/How-Hearst-Newspapers-is-delivering-information-15151951.php
https://www.sfchronicle.com/privacy_policy
https://www.sfchronicle.com/privacy_policy/#caprivacyrights
https://www.sfchronicle.com/privacy_policy/#interestbasedads
https://www.sfchronicle.com/terms_of_use/
https://www.sfchronicle.com/


6/7/2020 Exclusive: How SF sidestepped state law on developing toxic sites - SFChronicle.com

https://www.sfchronicle.com/bayarea/article/Exclusive-How-SF-sidestepped-state-law-on-15322356.php 10/10

NEWSROOMNEWSROOM

CONTACTCONTACT

CCPACCPA

SERVICESSERVICES

© Hearst© Hearst

CareersCareers AdvertisingAdvertising

Ethics PolicyEthics Policy

Correction PolicyCorrection Policy

Visual Ethics GuidelinesVisual Ethics Guidelines

Anonymous Sources PolicyAnonymous Sources Policy

Endorsement ProcessEndorsement Process

News TipsNews Tips

Customer ServiceCustomer Service

FAQFAQ

Newsroom ContactsNewsroom Contacts

Do Not Sell My InfoDo Not Sell My Info

Subscriber ServicesSubscriber Services

e-editione-edition

Reprints & PermissionsReprints & Permissions

Corporate SubscriptionsCorporate Subscriptions

AppApp

ArchivesArchives

MembershipMembership

StoreStore

Subscription OersSubscription Oers

sfgate.comsfgate.com

SUBSCRIBESUBSCRIBE

http://www.sfchronicle.com/hr/
https://marketing.sfgate.com/advertise-with-us-today
https://www.sfchronicle.com/file/519/1/5191-Chronicle%20ethics%2C%20standards%20and%20practices.pdf
https://www.sfchronicle.com/file/518/8/5188-Correction%20policy.pdf
https://www.sfchronicle.com/file/519/0/5190-San%20Francisco%20Chronicle%20Photo%20Ethics.pdf
https://www.sfchronicle.com/file/518/9/5189-SFChronicle%20anonymous%20source%20policy.pdf
https://www.sfchronicle.com/opinion/article/How-The-Chronicle-s-endorsement-process-works-14499467.php
https://newstips.sfchronicle.com/
https://www.sfchronicle.com/customer_service
https://www.sfchronicle.com/faq
https://www.sfchronicle.com/newsroom_contacts
https://www.sfchronicle.com/mydata/
https://subscription.sfchronicle.com/
https://www.sfchronicle.com/e-edition
https://www.parsintl.com/publication/sfchronicle/
https://www.sfchronicle.com/corporatesubscriptions/
https://www.sfchronicle.com/mobile-apps/
https://www.sfchronicle.com/archive
https://www.sfchronicle.com/membership
https://sfchronicle.myshopify.com/
https://offers.sfchronicle.com/subscribe/?origin=sfc.footer&ipid=suboffers
https://www.sfgate.com/
https://www.sfchronicle.com/


 

 

EXHIBIT P 
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A PROFESSIONAL CORPORATION 

235 Moncgomety Screer, Suite 400 
San Francisco, California 94104 
Telephone (415) 956-8100 
Facsimile (415) 288-9755 
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VIA HAND DELIVERY 

President London Breed 
c/o Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board 
San Francisco Board of Supervisors 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
City Hall, Room 244 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

Re: Appeal ofCEQA Categorical Exemption Determination 
Planning Case No. 2006.0508V 
Building Permit Application No. 2015.07.16.1729 
1026 Clayton Street 

Dear President Breed and Honorable Members of the Board of Supervisors: 

This office represents appellant Chris Durkin, the adjacent neighbor to the north of the 
proposed project at 1026 Clayton Street (PBA No. 2015.07-16.1729, the "Project"). The Project 
is an attempt to surreptitiously legitimize an illegal, unpermitted roof-deck and stairs located in 
the mandatory rear-yard setback area. 

The Appellant opposes the above-captioned Project, inter alia, on the grounds that the 
Project's categorical exemption determination ("CatEx") violates the California Environmental 
Quality Act ("CEQA"). Pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.16, Appellant 
hereby appeals the October 2, 2015 CatEx. A true and correct copy of the CatEx is attached 
hereto as Exhibit A. A true and correct copy of the proposed Project permit is attached hereto as 
Exhibit B. A copy of this letter of appeal will be concurrently submitted to the Environmental 
Review Officer. 

The Project site is a Potential Historical Resource, built ca. 1910. The Project received a 
CatEx (under an unspecified Guidelines section) for a "Deck ... not visible from any 
immediately adjacent public right-of-way." (CatEx, Step 4, Question 5: Proposed Work 
Checklist, emphasis added.) However, the proposed structure is highly visible from the adjacent 
right of way. (See Exhibit C.) 

Additionally, the Project violates Planning Code Section 134 and cannot be approved. 
Because the deck and stairs were illegally constructed in the mandatory rear-yard open space, 
they cannot be approved without a zoning variance. A variance was issued nine years ago for this 
purpose, but it became "deemed void and cancelled" because "a Building Permit [had] not been 
issued within 
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October 30, 2015 
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three years from the effective date of [the variance] decision." (Variance Decision, Case No. 
2006.0508V, attached as Exhibit D.) 

The CatEx describes the Project as follows: "To clarify DBI records for work related to 
garage roof deck and stairs completed under permit number 2007.06.26.51111, and signed off by 
DBI inspector on 8/1/2007." However, permit number 2007.06.26.51111 did not authorize a 
"roof deck and stairs." (See Exhibit E.) Rather, it was a permit for re-roofing. It did not 
reference a deck or a variance, and it was never reviewed by the Planning Department. A related 
permit, number 2007.05.04.0498, likewise was for re-roofing only, did not reference a deck or a 
vaiiance, and was never reviewed by the Planning Department. (See Exhibit F.) In fact, neither 
permit application checked Box 19, "DOES THIS ALTERATION CREATE DECK ... ?" 

The construction of a roof-deck and related stairs has never been authorized or completed 
under a prior permit. Therefore, the CatEx's description of the Project is fatally erroneous. 

Moreover, the Project will have likely significant adverse environmental impacts, 
including enlarging a nonconforming structure - intensifying massing in an area which is 
statutorily required to remain open space - casting shadow on adjacent properties, and altering 
the visible portion of a Potential Historical Resource. (See Declaration of Patrick Buscovich, 
S.E.) 

Appellant reserves the right to submit additional written and oral comments, bases, and 
evidence in support of this appeal to the City up to and including the final hearing on this appeal 
and any and all subsequent permitting proceedings or approvals for the Project. Appellant 
requests that this letter and exhibits be placed in and incorporated into the administrative record 
for Case No. 2006.0508V. 

Appellant respectfully requests that the Board of Supervisors revoke the CatEx 
determination and require further environmental review pursuant to CEQA. If the CatEx 
determination is upheld, Appellant is prepared to file suit to enforce Appellant's and the public' s 
rights. 

Very truly yours, 

Ryan J. Patterson 
Attorney for Chris Durkin 
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cc: Sarah Jones, Environmental Review Officer 
San Francisco Planning Department 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 
San Francisco, CA 94103 
Sarah.B .J ones@sf gov .org 

Encl. 



Lozeau Drury LLP 
1939 Harrison Street, Suite 150 

Oakland, California 94612 
(510) 836-4200 

San Francisco Planning Department 
Clerk of the Board of Supervisors 
1 Dr. Carlton B .. Goodlett Place, Room 244 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

Client: Phil Kaufman; Matter: 2417 Green St 

Lozeau Drury LLP 

San Francisco Planning Depart1 
Date Type Reference 
81712020 Bill 

1001 O.WFB Checking Client: Phil Kaufman; Matter: 2417 Green St 

WELLS FARGO BANK, NA 
CA 
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From: BOS Legislation, (BOS)
To: "richard@lozeaudrury.com"; chris@durkinincorporated.com; ryan@zfplaw.com; DPH - ttunny
Cc: PEARSON, ANNE (CAT); STACY, KATE (CAT); JENSEN, KRISTEN (CAT); Hillis, Rich (CPC); Teague, Corey (CPC);

Sanchez, Scott (CPC); Gibson, Lisa (CPC); Jain, Devyani (CPC); Navarrete, Joy (CPC); Lewis, Don (CPC); Varat,
Adam (CPC); Sider, Dan (CPC); Starr, Aaron (CPC); Ionin, Jonas (CPC); Lynch, Laura (CPC); Poling, Jeanie (CPC);
Sheyner, Tania (CPC); Rosenberg, Julie (BOA); Sullivan, Katy (BOA); Longaway, Alec (BOA); BOS-Supervisors;
BOS-Legislative Aides; Calvillo, Angela (BOS); Somera, Alisa (BOS); Mchugh, Eileen (BOS); BOS Legislation,
(BOS)

Subject: PLANNING DEPARTMENT RESPONSE: Appeal of CEQA Final Mitigated Negative Declaration - 2417 Green Street -
Hearing - September 22, 2020

Date: Tuesday, October 13, 2020 11:15:02 AM
Attachments: image001.png

Greetings,
 
The Office of the Clerk of the Board received the following response from the Planning Department
regarding the appeal of CEQA Final Mitigated Negative Declaration, for the proposed 2417 Green
Street project. 
 
                Planning Department Response – October 13, 2020
 
The hearing for this matter is scheduled for 3:00 p.m. special order before the Board on October 20,
2020.
 
I invite you to review the entire matter on our Legislative Research Center by following the link
below:
 

Board of Supervisors File No. 200137
 
Best Regards,
Jocelyn Wong
San Francisco Board of Supervisors
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco, CA 94102
T: 415.554.7702 | F: 415.554.5163
jocelyn.wong@sfgov.org  |  www.sfbos.org
 
(VIRTUAL APPOINTMENTS) To schedule a “virtual” meeting with me (on Microsoft Teams), please
ask and I can answer your questions in real time.
 

Due to the current COVID-19 health emergency and the Shelter in Place Order, the Office of the Clerk of the Board is
working remotely while providing complete access to the legislative process and our services
 
 

    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

mailto:/O=EXCHANGELABS/OU=EXCHANGE ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=05B2064905B54380B984CCB679E359EA-BOS LEGISLATION
mailto:richard@lozeaudrury.com
mailto:chris@durkinincorporated.com
mailto:ryan@zfplaw.com
mailto:/o=ExchangeLabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=bbdf594464444cd6be4c5a9e90bb9015-DPH - ttunn
mailto:Anne.Pearson@sfcityatty.org
mailto:Kate.Stacy@sfcityatty.org
mailto:Kristen.Jensen@sfcityatty.org
mailto:rich.hillis@sfgov.org
mailto:corey.teague@sfgov.org
mailto:scott.sanchez@sfgov.org
mailto:lisa.gibson@sfgov.org
mailto:devyani.jain@sfgov.org
mailto:joy.navarrete@sfgov.org
mailto:don.lewis@sfgov.org
mailto:adam.varat@sfgov.org
mailto:adam.varat@sfgov.org
mailto:dan.sider@sfgov.org
mailto:aaron.starr@sfgov.org
mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
mailto:laura.lynch@sfgov.org
mailto:jeanie.poling@sfgov.org
mailto:tania.sheyner@sfgov.org
mailto:julie.rosenberg@sfgov.org
mailto:katy.sullivan@sfgov.org
mailto:alec.longaway@sfgov.org
mailto:bos-supervisors@sfgov.org
mailto:bos-legislative_aides@sfgov.org
mailto:angela.calvillo@sfgov.org
mailto:alisa.somera@sfgov.org
mailto:eileen.e.mchugh@sfgov.org
mailto:bos.legislation@sfgov.org
mailto:bos.legislation@sfgov.org
https://sfgov.legistar.com/View.ashx?M=F&ID=8847684&GUID=82BB721F-89B2-4113-A24C-8B049BB6D3FF
http://www.sfbos.org/index.aspx?page=9681
https://sfgov.legistar.com/LegislationDetail.aspx?ID=4330356&GUID=934FF6CF-6E0A-4C7F-B148-81768F8BEC94&Options=ID|Text|&Search=200137
mailto:jocelyn.wong@sfgov.org
http://www.sfbos.org/
http://www.sfbos.org/index.aspx?page=104
http://www.sfbos.org/index.aspx?page=104
http://www.sfbos.org/index.aspx?page=9681



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.

 
 
 
 



 

 

Final Mitigated Negative Declaration Appeal 

2417 Green Street 
 

Date: October 13, 2020 
To: Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board of Supervisors 
From: Lisa Gibson, Environmental Review Officer, lisa.gibson@sfgov.org 
 Tania Sheyner, Principal Environmental Planner, tania.sheyner@sfgov.org 
 
Re: Board File No. 200137, Planning Record No. 2017-002545ENV 
 
Hearing Date: October 20, 2020 
Attachments: None 
 
Project Sponsor: Chris Durkin of 2417 Green Street, LLC, chris@durkinincorporated.com 
Appellant: Richard Drury of Lozeau Drury, LLP, on behalf of Philip Kaufman 

 

Introduction 

This memorandum and the attached documents are a response to the letter of appeal to the Board of 
Supervisors (the Board) regarding the issuance of a final mitigated negative declaration (FMND) under the 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) for 2417 Green Street (proposed project). The San Francisco 
Planning Commission (planning commission or commission) adopted the FMND on January 9, 2020 and 
approved the proposed project at a discretionary review hearing that was held on July 16, 2020. 
 
The appeal challenging the FMND was filed to the Board was filed on August 7, 2020 by Richard Drury of 
Lozeau Drury LLP (appellant), on behalf of Philip Kaufman.1 The FMND and appeal letter are part of Board File 
No. 200137 and can be accessed here: https://sfgov.legistar.com/Legislation.aspx. 
 
The decision before the Board is whether to uphold the adoption of the FMND by the commission and deny 
the appeal, or to overturn the commission’s decision to adopt the FMND and return the project to the 
planning department (department) for additional review.  

Site Description and Existing Use 

The project site is located 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 

 
1 The appellant also filed an earlier appeal on February 5, 2020; however, because that filing preceded any approval action for the proposed project, 
the appeal was not ripe for review. The February 5, 2020 appeal letter and attachments were largely duplicated in the August 7, 2020 appeal and thus, 
responses provided in this document effectively respond to both appeals.   
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single-family residential building constructed circa 1905. The residence, which is currently vacant, 
encompasses the front (northern) two thirds of the lot. The property at its Green Street frontage slopes with 
an elevation of approximately 150 feet along the western (upslope) side to 145 feet along eastern 
(downslope) side. The project site is within the RH-1 (Residential-House, One Family) use district, and is 
within a 40-X height and bulk district. 

Project Description 
Chris Durkin of 2417 Green Street, LLC (hereinafter project sponsor) would construct one- and three-story 
horizontal rear additions and construct third- and fourth-floor vertical additions above a portion of the 
existing building. The total floor area would increase by about 719 gross square feet, from approximately 
4,455 gross square feet to approximately 5,174 gross square feet. A one-bedroom accessory dwelling unit 
measuring approximately 900 square feet would be added on the first floor (this is included in the gross 
square footage). The project also proposes a partial excavation of the rear yard for a sunken terrace, façade 
alterations, interior modifications, an approximately 361-square-foot roof deck, and expansion of the existing 
basement level garage by 406 square feet to accommodate one additional vehicle, for a total of two vehicle 
parking spaces. As discussed more in Background and Response 2, below, the approved project is overall 
incrementally smaller than what was analyzed in the FMND. 

Background 
The following bullet points provide a chronological summary of the various actions documented in the 
record related to the proposed project that have occurred since February 2017, when the project sponsor 
filed for a building permit associated with the proposed project. Text provided within quotes is verbatim as it 
appears in official documents and City records (building permit applications, complaints, and Board-issued 
California Environmental Quality Act [CEQA] findings). 
 

• The project sponsor filed an environmental application (2017-002545ENV) for an earlier iteration of 
the proposed project at 2417 Green Street with the planning department on February 13, 2017, which 
was accepted by the planning department on March 9, 2017, to expand an existing four-story, 
approximately 4,118-square-foot single-family residence. The Department of Building Inspection (DBI 
or building department) accepted an application for this project on April 28, 2017. 

• The planning department published a categorical exemption for the project on May 16, 2017, which 
was appealed to the Board of Supervisors on January 9, 2018 by Richard Drury of Lozeau Drury LLP, 
on behalf of Philip Kaufman of 2421 Green Street (the “Coxhead House,” as referenced in the FMND 
and below).  

• The Board upheld the appeal, and on February 6, 2018 adopted Motion No. M18- 12, which stated, 
“[T]he Board finds that there is substantial evidence in the record before the Board that the Project 
proposed at 2417 Green Street presents unusual circumstances relating to historic resources and 
hazardous materials and it appears as a result of those circumstances the project may have a 
significant effect on the environment and, based on the facts presented to the Board of Supervisors 
at the hearing on January 9, 2018, the Project is therefore not Categorically Exempt from CEQA 
review.” 
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• In accordance with the above direction from the Board, the planning department conducted further 
analysis of the proposed project. The planning department found that new information submitted to 
the Board at the appeal hearing was inaccurate and misleading. In June 2018, the department issued 
another categorical exemption – a more detailed certificate instead of a checklist – for the project, 
which was revised to add an accessory dwelling unit. The same appellant, Mr. Drury on behalf of Mr. 
Kaufman, filed an appeal of the June 2018 categorical exemption, which the planning department 
determined was not timely because the approval action – the discretionary review hearing before the 
San Francisco Planning Commission – had not yet occurred. 

• In January 2019, the Environmental Review Officer rescinded the June 2018 categorical exemption 
and directed staff to prepare an initial study to evaluate in greater detail the potential impacts of the 
2417 Green Street project.  

• On June 26, 2019, the department published a preliminary mitigated negative declaration (PMND) 
with an initial study, analyzing the potential environmental impacts of the project.  

• On July 15, 2019, the appellant filed a letter appealing the PMND to the planning commission. The 
appellant’s concerns were addressed in the department’s response to that appeal.  

• At the January 9, 2020 public hearing, the planning commission passed Motion No. 20620 upholding 
the PMND (and thereby adopting the FMND, supported by an amended FMND initial study, which was 
also published on January 9, 2020, amending the June 26, 2019 PMND and PMND initial study). The 
PMND and the adopted FMND included a site-specific mitigation measure to ensure that any 
potential adverse impacts that excavation associated with the project might have on the adjacent 
historic resource at 2421 Green Street would be reduced to a less-than-significant level.2 After hearing 
and closing public comment, the commission continued the requests for discretionary review (DR) 
and directed Planning staff to mediate between the project sponsor and the DR requestors in an 
attempt to negotiate a mutually satisfactory modification to the project. 

• On June 15, 2020 and July 10, 2020, planning department staff hosted two virtual mediation 
meetings with the project sponsor and the DR requestors, in accordance with the commission’s 
direction. 

• On July 12, 2020, the project sponsor submitted revised plans resulting in a reduction in the depth of 
the horizontal rear addition at all four floors totaling approximately 718 square feet and a reduction 
in the amount of excavation totaling approximately 194 cubic yards. The revised project includes a 
first-floor ADU measuring approximately 900 square feet, a second parking space in the basement 
level, but does not include the lowering of any of the existing floor plates as originally proposed. 

• On July 16, 2020, the planning commission conducted a duly noticed public DR hearing at a regularly 
scheduled meeting on Discretionary Review Application 2017- 002545DRP-03, reaffirming their 
January 9, 2020 upholding of the MND, taking discretionary review requested in Record No. 2017-

 
2  This mitigation measure – M-GE-1, Ongoing Monitoring By and Coordination with the Planning Department and the Department of Building 
Inspection Prior to and During Construction – was revised in the FMND to better reflect accuracy of the plan check review procedures and to provide 
additional details regarding this process. These revisions were minor, do not change the intent of this mitigation measure and were based on 
additional and ongoing coordination with DBI staff. 
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002545DRP-03 and approving Building Permit Application 2017.0428.5244, as revised in the plans 
dated July 12, 2020.  

• On August 7, 2020, Richard Drury of Lozeau Drury LLP on behalf of Philip Kaufman of 2421 Green 
Street filed an appeal of the FMND. The appeal letter and FMND are included in Board File 
No. 200137.  

Planning Department Responses  
The concerns raised in the appeal letter are addressed in the responses below.  
 
Inaccurate and Misleading Appeal Letter 
Response 1: By quoting selective text and omitting critical information from the FMND, the appellant 
misrepresents the FMND’s conclusions and perpetuates falsehoods that the project would result in 
unmitigable significant impacts and pose serious risks to the public. In fact, the FMND concludes that the 
proposed project would not result in any impacts that cannot be mitigated to a less-than-significant level, 
including those related to the adjacent building’s (2421 Green Street) structural integrity or historic resource 
status.  
 
CEQA Guidelines do not require the preparation of an EIR if a project’s potential significant impacts would be 
reduced to a less-than-significant level through mitigation measures. The planning department determined 
that the project would not result in any impacts that could not be mitigated to a less-than-significant level. 
The planning commission concurred with this determination by denying the appeal of the PMND and 
adopting the FMND.  
 
CEQA Guidelines section 15369.5 defines a mitigated negative declaration as follows: 
 

“Mitigated negative declaration“ means a negative declaration prepared for a project when the initial 
study has identified potentially significant effects on the environment, but (1) revisions in the project 
plans or proposals made by, or agreed to by, the applicant before the proposed negative declaration 
and initial study are released for public review would avoid the effects or mitigate the effects to a 
point where clearly no significant effect on the environment would occur, and (2) there is no 
substantial evidence in light of the whole record before the public agency that the project, as revised, 
may have a significant effect on the environment. 
 

CEQA Guidelines section 15071(e) further states that mitigation measures may be included to avoid 
potentially significant effects, and CEQA Guidelines section 15074(d) states that when adopting a mitigated 
negative declaration, the agency shall also adopt a program for reporting on or monitoring a condition of 
approval to mitigate or avoid significant environmental impacts. The FMND initial study found that the 
proposed project would result in potentially significant impacts to historic resources and geology and soils, 
but that both of these impacts would be reduced to a less-than-significant level through implementation of 
Mitigation Measure M-GE-1, Ongoing Monitoring by and Coordination with the Planning Department and the 
Department of Building Inspection Prior to and During Construction. This mitigation measure, presented on 
page 64 of the FMND initial study, obligates the project sponsor to maintain ongoing coordination with the 
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building and the planning departments, pursuant to a required milestone schedule, prior to and over the 
course of project construction for the specific purposes of ensuring the security and stability of the project 
site and adjacent historic resources. Because the project sponsor has agreed to implement this mitigation 
measure, the FMND accurately and appropriately concluded that the project would not result in an adverse 
effect on the environment, and no EIR is required. The FMND does not state or suggest that the proposed 
project would have any risk of death related to any environmental impacts.  
 
In determining the significance of environmental effects caused by a project, CEQA 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. If the lead agency determines there is no 
substantial evidence that the project may have a significant effect on the environment, the lead agency shall 
prepare a negative declaration (which, in this case, is a mitigated negative declaration). CEQA Guidelines 
section 15604(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 evidence. Substantial evidence shall include facts, reasonable assumption predicated 
upon facts, and expert opinion supported by facts.” Although the Board found substantial evidence that the 
project may result in potentially substantial adverse changes not addressed by the original categorical 
exemption, the FMND ensures that there would be no significant impacts due to the required mitigation, as 
well as the City’s extensive generally applicable regulatory requirements. 
 
The appellant has not provided substantial evidence supporting a fair argument that a significant 
environmental effect may occur as a result of the project, whether due to structural integrity, permit 
violations, or any other project features. Instead, he repeatedly quotes excerpts from the analysis that discuss 
potential impacts that could occur without acknowledging that the FMND also explains how regulatory 
oversight and a mandatory mitigation measure would lessen such impacts to a less-than-significant level. By 
not acknowledging the City’s existing extensive plan check procedures or the requirement for the project 
sponsor to implement Mitigation Measure M-GE-1, the appellant fails to recognize that these factors, in 
combination, would reduce any risks to public health to a less-than-significant level. In so doing, the 
appellant fails to understand a standard approach to environmental impact analysis, which is to first describe 
potentially significant environmental impacts that would occur without mitigation, and then to propose 
mitigation measures that would lessen those impacts. A final step is to state the level of significant of the 
impact with mitigation. The appellant’s approach is to cherry pick the impact analysis while ignoring the 
mitigation and the conclusion that the impact would be reduced to a less-than-significant level with 
mitigation. 
 
As noted in the FMND initial study and in the FMND cover sheet, with implementation of existing City plan 
check procedures and protocols and implementation of Mitigation Measure M-GE-1, the project would result 
in no reasonable possibility of a significant effect on the environment. Hence, no significant and unavoidable 
impact would occur as a result of the project. The appellant has not provided any substantial evidence 
supporting a fair argument to the contrary. 
 
Revised Project Description 
Response 2: The scope of the proposed project was revised after the FMND was adopted. 
Environmental impacts of the revised project would be either the same or less tha n those discussed 
in the FMND and no additional CEQA analysis is required.  
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The appellant misstates the characteristics of the most recent project revisions, which are summarized below 
in Table 1. Compared to the project that was analyzed in the FMND, the revised project would result in a 
reduction in the depth of the horizontal rear addition at all four floors. The total gross floor area of the project 
would now increase by approximately 719 square feet, as compared to an increase of 1,659 square feet for 
the project analyzed in the FMND. The current project would reduce the amount of excavation by 
approximately 194 cubic yards compared to the project analyzed in the FMND. The revised project includes a 
second parking space on the basement level (as analyzed in the FMND) but does not propose to lower any of 
the existing floor plates as was originally proposed. The proposed increase in the size of the deck is minor 
and is immaterial to any impact conclusions reached in the FMND. Therefore, while these project revisions 
were made after the adoption of the FMND (as routinely happens), they would be incremental, would slightly 
reduce the overall scope of the project, would not result in a greater impact than was already studied in the 
FMND. Therefore, the proposed revisions do not require additional CEQA analysis. 
 

Table 1: Summary of Existing, Analyzed in FMND, and Currently Proposed Building Characteristics 
 Existing Analyzed in FMND Currently Proposed 

Total Habitable Area  
(total area exclusive of garage) 

4,118 square feet 5,115 square feet 4,431 square feet 

Size of Garage 337 square feet 999 square feet 743 square feet 

Total Gross Area  
(total area inclusive of garage) 

4,455 square feet 6,114 square feet 5,174 square feet 

Number of stories 4 4 4 

Approximate Height 45 feet 45 feet 45 feet 

Dwelling units 1 2 2 

Off-street vehicle parking 
spaces 

1 2 2 

 
To provide additional context, the latest project revisions were made primarily in response to the following 
actions: planning commission comments made during the PMND appeal hearing and the first discretionary 
review hearing, and the subsequent mediation sessions between the project sponsor and appellant. The 
latest project iteration is not “significantly different” than the project that was analyzed in the FMND, as 
suggested by the appellant. As noted above, the new set of changes are minor, in terms of environmental 
impacts, and would not result in new or greater environmental impacts than were analyzed in the FMND.  
 
In addition, it is noted that the rear yard on the project site is not a “shared rear-yard open space,” as 
appellant contends, but is and would continue to be owned and accessed only by, and available for the 
exclusive use of, the residents and owners of 2417 Green Street.  
 
Board of Supervisor’s Direction at Prior CEQA Appeal 
Response 3: The Board of Supervisors, in their motion upholding the original categorical exemption 
appeal, did not direct the planning department to prepare an EIR, but rather to conduct additional 
environmental review. 
 
The Board of Supervisors, in its CEQA findings on the categorical exemption appeal, stated, “based on the 
facts presented to the Board of Supervisors on the hearing on January 9, 2018, the Project is therefore not 
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Categorically Exempt from CEQA review.” The Board did not direct the planning department to prepare an EIR 
or in any way conclude that the proposed project would have an unavoidable significant impact. In 
accordance with the Board findings and pursuant to the environmental review process set forth by CEQA, the 
planning department then conducted additional environmental review, in the form of an initial study, to 
analyze the project’s impacts, with special focus on historical resources, geology and soils, and hazardous 
materials.  
 
As detailed in the FMND initial study, the department concluded that, with incorporation of Mitigation 
Measure M-GE-1, Ongoing Monitoring By and Coordination with the Planning Department and the 
Department of Building Inspection Prior to and During Construction, no significant and unavoidable impacts 
would occur. Therefore, there is no reasonable possibility that the project may have a significant effect on the 
environment and an EIR is not required. 
 
Permit Violations 
Response 4: The FMND initial study includes an accurate description of the proposed project and 
permit violations. A history of permit violations does not necessitate an environmental impact report 
when all environmental impacts can be mitigated to a less-than-significant level. 
 
The FMND initial study summarizes the project history, including permit violations, on pages 3–6. 
 
While a history of permit violations is relevant to the planning and building departments’ permit review 
process, building permit violations in and of themselves do not indicate a significant impact on the 
environment. The appellant has not demonstrated that a history of permit violations necessitates the 
preparation of an environmental impact report where all potential environmental impacts can be mitigated 
to a less-than-significant level. The FMND initial study provides a chronological accounting of the project’s 
history, including permit violations; evaluates the proposed project’s potential impacts on the environment; 
and recommends a specific, binding, and enforceable mitigation measure that would reduce any potential 
project impacts to a less-than-significant level by requiring close oversight, monitoring and approval of the 
project sponsor’s construction work as it proceeds. Given that the proposed project would not result in any 
significant unavoidable impacts (including significant unavoidable impacts related to permit violations), the 
department properly concluded that the appropriate document for the proposed project is an MND. 
 
The Laurel Heights case, cited by the appellant, discusses a project sponsor’s prior history of violations in 
handling radioactive materials, and concluded that such a history might be relevant in determining whether 
mitigations related to handling of radioactive materials in the EIR were sufficient. There is no record of 
environmental violations at the project site, either related to hazardous materials or otherwise; thus the 
Laurel Heights case is not relevant to the proposed project. 
 
The FMND initial study determined that, given the history of building code violations associated with this 
project, combined with the concerns raised by the Board of Supervisors at the January 9, 2018 categorical 
exemption appeal hearing, future code violations during project construction could compromise the 
structural integrity of the adjacent Coxhead House foundation, and the proposed project may thereby cause 
a potentially significant effect on the environment with respect to geology and soils as well as to adjacent 
historic resources. Based on this assessment, the FMND included Mitigation Measure M-GE-1, Ongoing 
Monitoring by and Coordination with the Planning Department and the Department of Building Inspection 
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Prior to and During Construction, the implementation of which would reduce any such potential impacts to a 
less-than-significant level.  
 
Geotechnical Impacts 
Response 5: The project site is not subject to the Slope Protection Act.  The FMND did not “reverse the 
department’s opinion” regarding this matter, as asserted by the appellant, but rather corrected a map 
interpretation error that was made in the PMND. Furthermore, the FMND correctly concludes that the 
proposed project would have no impacts on the Coxhead House’s structural integrity.  
 
The FMND concludes that the project’s compliance with all applicable ordinances, in combination with 
implementation of Mitigation Measure M-GE-1, would ensure that it would be constructed safely and without 
any effects on the adjacent historic Coxhead House foundation. Although the PMND states that the project 
would be subject to additional requirements set forth by the Slope Protection Act, this was an error that was 
corrected in the FMND, as discussed below, and was not a reversal of opinion as suggested by the appellant. 
The correction of this error, as well as coordination between the planning department and DBI (both 
regarding permit review for this project and general procedures), and the applicability of the Slope Protection 
Act, are discussed in more detail below.   
 
Plan Review Process Overview 
To provide additional context and explain why a more extensive structural review by DBI cannot be 
conducted at this time, this section discusses the standard plan review process between the two 
departments – the planning department and DBI – followed by a discussion of how it was applied to the 
proposed project.  
 
In general, if the scope of a proposed project requires a preliminary geotechnical report for environmental 
review purposes,3 the planning department reviews this report to understand geotechnical issues and 
recommendations, and in the environmental document confirms that the sponsor would incorporate such 
recommendations into the project. Planning staff confirm that the preliminary geotechnical report finds that 
the proposed project is feasible either as proposed, or with additional construction requirements 
recommended by the report preparer and confirm that the sponsor would incorporate such 
recommendations into the project. DBI, during its review of site and building permits (after CEQA review is 
completed), reviews construction documents for conformance with the preliminary and, ultimately, the final 
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 

 
3  Conditions that trigger the need for a preliminary geotechnical report for environmental review purposes are specified in the department’s 
categorical exemption checklist and consider various factors, including whether the project site is located on a slope of specific percentages, whether 
it is located in areas subject to potential substantial adverse effects related to seismic activity, and the proposed amount of horizonal and vertical 
additions and excavation, among other factors. Therefore, the need for such reports is made on a individual project basis.  
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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.  
 
Furthermore, building code section 106A.3.4.2 states that a site permit must be issued prior to the submittal 
of the first addendum, which will include structural plans.  Thus, the building department cannot review 
structural plans until after the site permit is issued (and the planning department’s environmental review and 
plan check review are completed). This code requirement allows permit applicants to avoid expending 
money unnecessarily on preparing structural plans that could become moot or obsolete if the site permit is 
disapproved or if the project is modified substantially during the site permitting process. 
 
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. While the DBI inspection process ensures 
that construction milestones meet specific building code requirements (for example, with respect to 
foundation, roof, electrical, and similar requirements), the project’s engineer of record is typically afforded 
some flexibility in the “means and methods” used to achieve those requirements, which are based on the 
specific geological conditions of the site, the scope of the project, and their professional judgement.  
 
Additional Coordination with DBI for 2417 Green Street 
The typical permit review process is for the building department to review structural plans, and any 
associated geotechnical reports, after the site permit is issued. Due to concerns raised in the Board of 
Supervisors CEQA findings of the categorical exemption appeal, however, the planning department 
coordinated with the building department during the preparation of the PMND to have the building 
department staff review a 2017 preliminary geotechnical report submitted for the project. The purpose this 
coordination was to ensure that the project could be generally constructed as proposed, although this review 
did not constitute and was not intended to be a full structural review of the project by the building 
department. The building department made recommendations that were reflected in a revised geotechnical 
report4 and the final FMND. The report made 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 and concluded that the project can be 
generally constructed as proposed.  
 
Thus, the FMND initial study (as well as the original initial study that supported the PMND) summarized the 
geotechnical report’s conclusion that the proposed project can be generally constructed as proposed (e.g., 
no geological or geotechnical hazards exist on the project site that would otherwise prevent the project from 
being implemented), and that specific construction details would be worked out between the sponsor’s 
design and construction team and the building department after the structural plans are submitted to the 
building department, pursuant to the building code and the building department’s standard practices. 
Furthermore, given the Board of Supervisors’ concerns during the appeal of the first categorical exemption 

 
4 Divis Consulting, Inc., Geotechnical Report and Geologic Hazard Study, 2417 Green Street, San Francisco, Caliornia, April 25, 2019. 
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for the proposed project and the fact that the project sponsor has in the past directed work on the project site 
beyond what was permitted by the building department, the planning department, through coordination 
with DBI, developed Mitigation Measure M-GE-1, Ongoing Monitoring by and Coordination with the Planning 
Department and the Department of Building Inspection Prior to and During Construction.  The full text of this 
mitigation measure can be found on pages 65-66 of the FMND initial study. This mitigation measure, which 
was revised slightly from the PMND initial study version to improve accuracy and provide additional details, 
would require close coordination between the project sponsor, the planning department, and the building 
department while the building department conducts its review of structural plans, and a comprehensive 
monitoring program throughout construction to ensure that the project sponsor would comply with all 
building and planning code requirements.  
 
Consistent with the standard building department review and approval process described above, the project 
sponsor’s engineer of record would have flexibility to determine the most safe and appropriate “means and 
methods” of constructing the project to meet all requirements. However, pursuant to Mitigation Measure M-
GE-1, building department staff would establish specific milestones at which they would review the work of 
and coordinate with the sponsor’s design and construction team (as well as with the planning department) to 
ensure structural stability and overall project safety. 
 
The site plans show that the proposed project would not touch the Coxhead House foundation. During the 
building department’s review of the final geotechnical report and structural plans, the building department 
may opt to conduct a full independent and physical analysis of the Coxhead House’s foundation; however, 
the final determination regarding this matter would be made by the building department during its review of 
the structural plans. 
 
In summary, the building department’s review of structural plans, in combination with implementation of 
Mitigation Measure M-GE-1 (which will be required as one of the conditions of project approval), would 
ensure that all building code requirements are met, and that any potential technical issues, including but not 
limited to requirements for geotechnical investigations, topographical surveys, and underpinning, shoring 
and excavation requirements, are fully addressed before any potential impact on the Coxhead House could 
occur.  
 
The appellant has not demonstrated how the project site’s topography and project excavation would result in 
significant effects on the environment. Therefore, the MND properly relied on the qualified geotechnical 
consultant’s report, compliance with City and State regulations, and Mitigation Measure M-GE-1 to conclude 
that no further analysis is necessary.  
 
Slope Protection Act 
With respect to the Slope Protection Act, the project is subject to building code requirements that were in 
place at the time that the building expansion permit was filed. As stated in San Francisco Building Code 
section 101A.4.1: 
 

Only those standards approved by the California Building Standards Commission and code 
amendments, additions or deletions adopted by the City and County of San Francisco that are 
effective at the time an application for building permit is deemed acceptable for building plan review 
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by the Department of Building Inspection shall apply to the plans and specifications for, and to the 
construction performed under, that permit. 

 
The building expansion project that is the subject of this environmental review is described in Building Permit 
Application No. 201704285244 and is subject to the building code as it existed on April 28, 2017 – the date the 
complete permit application was accepted by the building department.5 As noted above, the planning 
department consulted with the building department throughout the preparation of both the PMND and 
FMND initial studies and building department staff determined during the preparation of the FMND that, 
contrary to what is stated in the PMND, the project is not subject to the Slope Protection Act. The error 
stemmed from building department staff misinterpreting “Areas of potential landslide hazard” as shown on 
the 1974 Blume map (within which the project site is located) as being subject to the Slope Protection Act. 
After the building department staff conducted further review, it determined that only areas designated as 
being within “Outlines of slide area” are subject to the Slope Protection Act. As demonstrated in footnotes 83 
and 84 on page 60 in the amended FMND initial study, the project site is not located in an area with such 
designation. Accordingly, the FMND initial study was amended on page 60 to accurately describe the 
requirements of the building code to which the project is subject.  
 
Nevertheless, as discussed on page 60 of the FMND initial study, the building department, during its review of 
the project’s structural plans, may request assistance of a structural design reviewer to provide additional and 
specialized expertise to supplement its plan review. The structural design reviewer would meet with the 
project sponsor’s engineer of record and with building department staff as the need arises throughout the 
design process. The FMND that was adopted by the planning commission accurately identifies the site as not 
being subject to the Slope Projection Act by correcting an error made in the PMND (not by reversing any 
impact conclusions or opinions, as suggested by the appellant). 
 
In addition, although the project is not subject to the Slope Protection Act, as noted above, Mitigation 
Measure M-GE-1, would subject the project sponsor to ongoing  monitoring and coordination with DBI and 
the planning department, pursuant to a required milestone schedule, prior to and over the course of project 
construction, to ensure the security and stability of the project site and adjacent historic resources.  
 
Historical Resources Impacts 
Response 6: The FMND initial study accurately and adequately evaluated impacts on the adjacent 
historic resource, 2421 Green Street (Coxhead House), and appropriately found that the proposed 
project would not cause significant impacts on this resource.  
 
CEQA Standards Concerning Historical Resources Review 
As discussed in the FMND initial study, potential impacts to historical resources that meet the definitions in 
section 21084.1 of CEQA section 15064.5 of CEQA Guidelines are addressed in section 15064.5(b) of the CEQA 
Guidelines, which states, “A project with an effect that may cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of an historical resource is a project that may have a significant effect on the environment.” CEQA 
defines a "substantial adverse change" to a historical resource as the physical demolition, destruction, 

 
5 Despite the appellant’s comment that Building Permit Application No. 201704285244 is no longer valid, this is the building permit that corresponds to 
the proposed project that is the subject of this CEQA appeal as it is the permit that was subject to the discretionary review hearing before the planning 
commission that constituted approval action establishing the appeal period of the FMND (as noted in Discretionary Review Action DRA-708). 
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relocation, or alteration of the historical resource or its immediate surroundings such that the significance of 
the historical resource would be materially impaired.6 CEQA goes on to define “materially impaired” as work 
that “materially alters, in an adverse manner, those physical characteristics that convey the historical 
resource’s historical significance and justify its inclusion in or eligibility for inclusion in the California Register 
of Historical Resources or in a local register of historical resources.”7 
 
Historic Status of the Subject Property at 2417 Green Street 
The planning department’s CEQA review of unlisted, 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.8,9 Therefore, the subject property is not a historic resource 
for the purposes of CEQA review by the planning department. 
 
Historic Resource Impacts on 2421 Green Street (Coxhead House) 
Under Impact CR-1, the FMND initial study acknowledges that the Coxhead House is a historic resource.10 The 
Department agrees with the appellant on this matter and, hence, the historic resource status of 2421 Green 
Street is not in dispute.  
 
The appellant argues that the proposed project would materially impair the significance of 2421 Green Street, 
an assessment with which the department disagrees based on extensive analysis discussed in the FMND 
initial study, starting on page 15. First, there is no active project at the Coxhead House that is the subject of 
this environmental review, and thus the FMND initial study does not need to include an extensive discussion 
or description of its historic significance nor identify its character-defining features. However, for this project, 
planning staff prepared a historic resource evaluation response that confirms and further establishes the 
Coxhead House’s significance associated with the life and work of Ernest Coxhead and as an outstanding 
example of the First Bay Tradition architectural style.11 In preparing the FMND initial study, staff also reviewed 
the National Register of Historic Places nomination form prepared by Carol L. Karp that was submitted by the 
appellent to better understand the building’s significance and any potential physical features associated with 
this significance.  
 
As discussed on page 16 of the FMND initial study, the building’s architectural significance is generally 
illustrated through its three-story, wood-frame structure, rectangular plan, red cedar shingle cladding, steeply 
pitched roofs, articulated dormers, and ribbons of windows facing the San Francisco Bay and 
neighborhoding rear yards. Staff determined that, with the implementation of existing City plan check 
procedures and implementation of Mitigation Measure M-GE-1 (see Responses 1 and 5, above), the project’s 

 
6 CEQA Guidelines, section 15064.5(b)(1). 
7 CEQA Guidelines, section 15064.5(b)(2). 
8 Tim Kelley Consulting, LLC, Historical Resource Evaluation Part 1, 2417 Green Street, San Francisco, California, April 2017.  
9 San Francisco Planning Department, Preservation Team Review Form, 2417 Green Street, May 10, 2017; and San Francisco Planning Department, 
Historic Resource Evaluation Response, 2417 Green Street, May 31, 2018. 
10 The 2421 Green Street building is considered a Category A.1 structure (known historic resource) based upon its inclusion in Here Today: San 
Francisco’s Architectural Heritage, by Roger R. Olmsted and Tom H. Watkins (page 270). It is also included in the planning department’s 1976 Survey 
with a rating of “4” and is eligible for listing in the California Register of Historical Resources.  
11 Ibid. 
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excavation and foundation work would be required to comply with all applicable Building Code 
requirements, which are managed by DBI. Staff appropriately relied on the preliminary engineering reports 
addressing the stability of the surrounding properties, in combination with plan check procedures and 
Mitigation Measure M-GE-1, to conclude that the project would not have the potential to materially impair the 
adjacent historic resource at 2421 Green Street as it would not compromise the structural integrity of its 
historic foundation.  
 
Furthermore, the proposed project would not significantly alter the integrity of the adjacent historic resource 
at 2421 Green Street. Integrity of a historic resource is defined in the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for 
the Treatment of Historic Properties through seven aspects: location, design, setting, materials, 
workmanship, feeling, and association. As discussed in the FMND initial study, staff analyzed the proposed 
project’s potential impact(s) to the setting of the Coxhead House. The national register nomination form 
states that the original design intent of the residence was to take advantage of the view(s) from the eastern, 
western, and northern elevations and to include a rear yard that creates a “park-like” setting. However, the 
overall setting surrounding the property has changed since the initial construction of the Coxhead House: 
large residences have been constructed on adjacent lots with a pattern of open space that is based on 
historical development patterns and on rear yard requirements, thereby modifying the surrounding setting of 
the historic resource. Staff determined that, while the proposed project may alter the amount of direct 
sunlight on the rear garden of the Coxhead House, it would not diminish or alter the “park-like” setting at the 
rear such that there would be an indirect impact to the historic resource. The FMND initial study appropriately 
evaluated the proposed project at 2417 Green Street and concluded that it would not change the Coxhead 
House’s historic significance. 
 
The FMND initial study on page 16 cites CEQA Guidelines 15064.5(b)(2), which states that the significance of a 
historic resource is “materially impaired” when a project “materially alters, in an adverse manner, those 
physical characteristics that convey the historical resource’s historical significance…” The initial study 
appropriately identifies the Coxhead House as a private residence and notes that that, regardless of its 
historic status, the alteration of private views from this property does not constitute a significant impact 
under CEQA. 
 
The FMND initial study, under “Potential Indirect Impacts to Adjacent Historic Resources,” evaluates the 
project’s impacts on its immediate surroundings and concludes that, while the proposed project’s rear 
expansion would be visible from adjacent historic resources (including the project site), it would not 
physically or materially impact either resource such that they would no longer be able to convey their 
architectural significance. It is a fact and not an opinion that changes in views from a private residence and 
views of the portion of the historic resource that are not visible from the publicly accessible locations are not 
subject to CEQA because they are not considered to be impacts on the physical environment. 
 
As discussed in the FMND initial study on pages 19–21, the proposed project would not demolish or 
physically alter the Coxhead House, and would not otherwise impact the Coxhead House such that it would 
no longer be able to convey its significance as understood from the public right-of-way. Additionally, for the 
same reason, the proposed project would not impact the eligibility of the Coxhead House for inclusion in any 
local, state, or national register. 
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Based on the above, the FMND initial study appropriately analyzed direct and indirect impacts on the 
adjacent historic resource. The appellant has not provided substantial evidence supporting a fair argument 
that a significant environmental effect related to indirect impacts on the adjacent historic resource may occur 
as a result of the project. 
 
In conclusion, the project would not have a significant effect on any historic resources, including the adjacent 
historic resource at 2421 Green Street, and no further analysis is required. The appellant has not provided 
substantial evidence supporting a fair argument that the proposed project would have a significant impact 
on historical resources.  
 
Hazardous Materials Impacts 
Response 7: The project complies with DPH regulations concerning hazardous materials and would 
present no unusual circumstances related to the release of hazardous materials. Thus, the project 
would not present potentially significant impacts concerning hazardous materials. 
 
As discussed under Impact HZ-2 on FMND initial study pages 70–73, the project complies with San Francisco 
Health Code Chapter 22A (the Maher ordinance). The project site is on the Maher map because it is within 100 
feet of a former underground storage tank. The project was reviewed by the health department and 
determined eligible for a waiver from Maher ordinance requirements. The health department waived Maher 
ordinance requirements because the property has been continuously zoned as residential 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.12 Nevertheless, in response to the Board of 
Supervisors’ CEQA findings on the categorical exemption appeal and because the health department 
employee used a potentially confusing stamp on the back of a building permit when they issued the Maher 
waiver (as discussed on pages 72–73 of the FMND initial study), the health department, in an abundance of 
caution, requested soil and/or groundwater sampling and testing at the project site.13 
 
As discussed on page 74 of the FMND initial study, the health department issued a letter on March 13, 2019, 
confirming that the soil testing locations are appropriate and that none of the constituents in the soil exceed 
hazardous waste levels or water quality environmental screening levels, except arsenic, which was found to 
be within background levels commonly present in Bay Area soil.14 The appellant has provided no substantial 
evidence in support of a fair argument that the project is underlain by contaminated soil or groundwater. 
Thus, the FMND initial study appropriately concluded that impacts related to subsurface hazardous materials 
would be less than significant. 
 
The appellant asserts that the planning department routinely exempts projects underlain by hazardous 
materials from proper CEQA review. Purported evidence cited by the appellant includes a misleading and 
inaccurate article published in the San Francisco. First, the Chronicle article focused on project sites located 
on a state list of contaminated sites known as the Cortese List. The project site is not on such a site and, as 
noted above, is subject to the Maher Program, a local program overseen by DPH that utilizes more health-

 
12 San Francisco Department of Public Health, Waiver from San Francisco Health Code Article 22A (Maher Ordinance), 2417 Green Street, March 28, 
2017. 
13 San Francisco Department of Public Health, Environmental Health, SFHC Article 22A, 2417 Green Street Residence, EHB-SAM Case Number: 1534, 
February 11, 2018. 
14 Stephanie Cushing, Department of Public Health memo to Jeanie Poling, Planning Department regarding 2417 Green Street, March 13, 2019. 
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protective remediation standards than are used for sites on the Cortese List. The project sponsor has fully 
complied with all of the applicable requirements of the Maher Program.  
 
Furthermore, all of the projects cited in the Chronicle article were appropriately referred to DPH for 
investigation and, when needed, remediation, so at no time did any of those projects posed a risk to public 
health or future residents on those sites.15  
 
Design Guidelines 
Response 8: Compliance with the Cow Hollow Neighborhood Design Guidelines is an aesthetic issue 
not subject to CEQA for this project. 
 
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 and, therefore, aesthetics shall not to be considered as a significant impact for the 
proposed project. Consistency with the Cow Hollow Design Guidelines is addressed during the planning 
department’s review process and  was considered during the discretionary review process. 

Conclusion 
For all of the reasons provided in this appeal response, department staff respectfully recommends that the 
Board uphold the commission’s adoption of the FMND and deny the appeal. The appellant has not provided 
substantial evidence supporting a fair argument that the proposed project would have significant impacts on 
the environment with implementation of the feasible mitigation measure identified in the FMND; an EIR is not 
required.  

 
15 The Department acknowledges that its practice for analyzing closed sites on the Cortese list has changed in light of information that we received 
from the state within the past several months. Previously we understood that Cortese sites with a “closed” status are eligible for categorical 
exemptions. This was based on information included on the California Environmental Protection Agency (CalEPA) website and correspondence with 
State Water Resources Control Board. In July 2020, the Department has sought and received clear guidance from the state water board that categorical 
exemptions should not be prepared for closed Cortese sites, although the state noted in their correspondence that the issuance of a common sense 
exemption for those projects may be appropriate. 
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Greetings,
 
The Office of the Clerk of the Board received the following letter from Ryan Patterson of Zacks,
Freedman & Patterson, on behalf of Project Sponsor, Christopher Durkin, regarding the appeal of
CEQA Final Mitigated Negative Declaration, for the proposed 2417 Green Street project. 
 
                Project Sponsor Letter - September 15, 2020
 
The hearing for this matter is scheduled for 3:00 p.m. special order before the Board on September
22, 2020.
 
I invite you to review the entire matter on our Legislative Research Center by following the link
below:
 

Board of Supervisors File No. 200137
 
Regards,
 
Lisa Lew
San Francisco Board of Supervisors
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco, CA 94102
T 415-554-7718 | F 415-554-5163
lisa.lew@sfgov.org | www.sfbos.org
 
(VIRTUAL APPOINTMENTS) To schedule a “virtual” meeting with me (on Microsoft Teams), please ask and I can answer your
questions in real time.
Due to the current COVID-19 health emergency and the Shelter in Place Order, the Office of the Clerk of the Board is working
remotely while providing complete access to the legislative process and our services.

    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
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public documents that members of the public may inspect or copy.



September 15, 2020

President Norman Yee
c/o Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board
San Francisco Board of Supervisors
San Francisco, CA 94103
Email: angela.calvillo@sfgov.org

Via First Class Mail and Email

Re: Objection to Continuance of Appeal of CEQA Final Mitigated Negative Declaration 
2417 Green Street – File No. 200137

Dear President Yee:

Our office is litigation counsel for Christopher Durkin, the Project Sponsor in the above-
captioned CEQA Appeal (the “CEQA Appeal”). We write to object to the proposed continuance 
of the Board of Supervisors hearing that is currently scheduled for September 22, 2020, and 
request that the CEQA Appeal be heard at that hearing. City staff have indicated that this hearing 
may be continued to November 10 or 17, 2020. We understand that some delays are inevitable 
due to the current coronavirus situation, however this project dates back to early 2017. The 
Board is also currently hearing CEQA appeal hearings, including for more recently-filed project
applications.

The Project at issue involves proposed renovations to the single-family home at 2417 
Green Street and the addition of an ADU (the “Project”). Planning staff found that the Project 
complies with all applicable planning and zoning regulations. Staff also conducted extensive 
environmental review of the Project and issued a Preliminary Mitigated Negative Declaration 
(“PMND”) on June 26, 2019. The Planning Commission denied the appeal of the PMND on 
January 9, 2020, and the Final MND was ultimately approved on July 16, 2020, when the 
Planning Commission approved the Project. 

Despite being supported by Planning Staff at every step of the process, the final approval 
of the Project has been repeatedly delayed. Discretionary Review requests were first filed more 
than two years ago, in November 2017. These were scheduled for hearing - and then not resolved
- on at least eleven separate occasions, including on: February 8, 2018; July 12, 2018; October 4, 
2018; November 29, 2018; January 17, 2019; July 11, 2019; September 19, 2019; November 21, 
2019; January 9, 2020; April 16, 2020; May 28, 2020; and June 18, 2020. We understand that 
several of these continuances occurred at the urging of Supervisor Stefani’s office. Our client 
was ultimately forced to file a lawsuit to compel the Planning Commission to hold a hearing. 
This litigation is currently stayed by agreement, and on the basis of the City’s representations 
that it would progress the Project in a timely manner.  
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Now that the CEQA Appeal has finally been scheduled for September 22, 2020, it is 
astonishing that the City is now threatening to continue this hearing. Any further delay in 
approving the Final MND would violate numerous state law requirements. CEQA requires that a 
Mitigated Negative Declaration be completed and approved within 180 days from the date when 
the lead agency accepted the application as complete. (14 CCR § 15107.) Here, the Project 
applications dates back to March 2017 – more than three years ago. The MND that is the subject 
of this appeal was approved by the Planning Department on June 26, 2019 – more than a year 
ago. By any metric, the City has significantly blown past the CEQA deadlines and is in violation 
of its obligations under state law. This pattern of delay is unjustified and violates the Project 
Sponsor’s right to a timely hearing.  The lengthy delays for approval of this Project are 
manifestly unreasonable and raise significant due process concerns.

Moreover, the Project is a “housing development project” for the purposes of the Housing 
Accountability Act and SB 330, because it proposes the addition of an ADU to the existing 
single family home. SB 330, which came into effect on January 1, 2020, requires that no more 
than five hearings be conducted in connection with the approval of a housing development 
project (Gov. Code § 65905.5(a)). “Hearing” is expansively defined and includes continued 
hearings and appeals as one of the five hearings allowed. (Id.) CEQA appeals are not excluded 
from the definition of “hearings.” Here, five Planning Commission hearings (including continued 
hearings) have already occurred in connection with the Project in 2020, on: January 9; April 16; 
May 28; June 18; and July 9. The City has therefore exhausted the number of hearings it is 
allowed to hold.  

Finally, the majority of the work proposed by the Project is to construct a new ADU 
located at the first floor.  The ADU does not require a waiver of any Code requirements and is 
located within the buildable area of the existing dwelling.  As such, state law requires that the 
ADU be “considered and approved ministerially without discretionary review or a hearing
. . .” within 60 days of the complete application (Gov. Code § 65852.2(a)(3), emph. added.) 
Similarly, Planning Code § 207(c)(6), which has not yet been updated to comply with state law,
requires ministerial approval of the ADU within 120 days of receipt of the application. CEQA 
review of the ADU is prohibited.  (Pub. Res Code § 21080(b)(1); Cal. Code of Regs. § 15268.) 
Accordingly, any element of the Project that relates to the construction of the ADU, including 
the associated excavation and foundation upgrades, is entitled to prompt ministerial approval. By 
refusing to hold a timely CEQA appeal, the City is also unlawfully delaying the final approval of 
an ADU. The Board of Supervisors has no discretion to deny any aspect of the Project that 
relates to the ADU, or even hold a hearing in relation to such aspects. 

`
Our client understands that the unprecedented coronavirus crisis has severely impacted 

City agencies’ usual operations. However, the delays in this matter significantly predate the 
current state of emergency. Our client simply seeks a hearing of the CEQA Appeal so that the 
Project can move forward to the next stage of the permitting process. We request that the CEQA 
Appeal be heard as currently scheduled, on September 22, 2020. Should the appeal not be heard 
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as scheduled, our client is prepared to resume his litigation against the City to compel Project 
approval.  

Very truly yours,

ZACKS, FREEDMAN & PATTERSON, PC

Ryan J. Patterson

CC: Kristen Jensen   
Kristen.Jensen@sfcityatty.org  
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Sanchez, Scott (CPC); Gibson, Lisa (CPC); Jain, Devyani (CPC); Navarrete, Joy (CPC); Lewis, Don (CPC); Varat,
Adam (CPC); Sider, Dan (CPC); Starr, Aaron (CPC); Ionin, Jonas (CPC); Lynch, Laura (CPC); Poling, Jeanie (CPC);
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Greetings,
 
The Office of the Clerk of the Board has scheduled a remote hearing for Special Order before the
Board of Supervisors on September 22, 2020, at 3:00 p.m., to hear an appeal of CEQA Final
Mitigated Negative Declaration, for the proposed 2417 Green Street project. 
 
Please find the following link to the hearing notice for the matter:
 
               Public Hearing Notice - September 8, 2020
 
The President may entertain a motion to continue this Hearing to a future Board of Supervisors
meeting date, to be determined. Public Comment will be taken on the continuance only.
 
I invite you to review the entire matters on our Legislative Research Center by following the link
below:
 

Board of Supervisors File No. 200137
 
Best regards,
 
Jocelyn Wong
San Francisco Board of Supervisors
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco, CA 94102
T: 415.554.7702 | F: 415.554.5163
jocelyn.wong@sfgov.org  |  www.sfbos.org
 
(VIRTUAL APPOINTMENTS) To schedule a “virtual” meeting with me (on Microsoft Teams), please
ask and I can answer your questions in real time.
 

Due to the current COVID-19 health emergency and the Shelter in Place Order, the Office of the Clerk of the Board is
working remotely while providing complete access to the legislative process and our services
 
 

    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.
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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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DATED ~ MAILED ~ EMAILED ~ POSTED:  September 8, 2020  

 

NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING 
 

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS OF THE CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 
Sent via Email and/or U.S. Postal Service 

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

NOTE:  The President may entertain a motion to continue this Hearing to a future 
Board of Supervisors meeting date to be determined. Public Comment 
will be taken on the continuance only.  

 

 
Date: Tuesday, September 22, 2020 
 
Time: 3:00 p.m. 
 
Location: REMOTE MEETING VIA VIDEOCONFERENCE  

Watch: www.sfgovtv.org    
Watch:  SF Cable Channel 26, 78 or 99 (depending on your provider) once 

the meeting starts, the telephone number and Meeting ID will be 
displayed on the screen. 
Public Comment Call-In: https://sfbos.org/remote-meeting-call  
 

Subject: File No. 200137.  Hearing of persons interested in or objecting to the 
approval of a Final Mitigated Negative Declaration under the California 
Environmental Quality Act for the proposed project at 2417 Green Street, 
identified in Planning Case No. 2017-002545ENV, affirmed on appeal by 
the Planning Commission and issued on July 16, 2020. (District 2) 
(Appellant: Richard Drury of Lozeau Drury LLP, on behalf of Philip 
Kaufman) (Filed August 7, 2020) 

 
On March 17, 2020, the Board of Supervisors authorized their Board and Committee 
meetings to convene remotely and allow for remote public comment due to the Coronavirus 
-19 pandemic. Therefore, Board of Supervisors meetings that are held through 
videoconferencing will allow remote public comment. Visit the SFGovTV website 
(www.sfgovtv.org ) to stream the live meetings or watch them on demand. 



Hearing Notice - Final Mitigated Negative Declaration Appeal 
2417 Green Street 
Hearing Date: September 22, 2020 
Page 2 

DATED ~ MAILED ~ EMAILED ~ POSTED:  September 8, 2020  
 

 
 
PUBLIC COMMENT CALL-IN 
WATCH: SF Cable Channel 26, 78 or 99 (depending on your provider) once the meeting 
starts, and the telephone number and Meeting ID will be displayed on the screen; or 
VISIT: https://sfbos.org/remote-meeting-call   

 
  

Please visit the Board’s website (https://sfbos.org/city-board-response-covid-19) regularly to 
be updated on the City’s response to COVID-19 and how the legislative process may be 
impacted. 

 
In accordance with Administrative Code, Section 67.7-1, persons who are unable to attend 
the hearing on this matter may submit written comments prior to the time the hearing begins. 
These comments will be made as part of the official public record in this matter and shall be 
brought to the attention of the Board of Supervisors. Written comments should be addressed 
to Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board, City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244, 
San Francisco, CA, 94102 or sent via email (bos@sfgov.org). Information relating to this 
matter is available in the Office of the Clerk of the Board or the Board of Supervisors’ 
Legislative Research Center (https://sfbos.org/legislative-research-center-lrc). Agenda 
information relating to this matter will be available for public review on Friday, September 
18, 2020. 

 
For any questions about this hearing, please contact one of the Legislative Clerks: 

 
Lisa Lew (lisa.lew@sfgov.org ~ (415) 554-7718) 
Jocelyn Wong (jocelyn.wong@sfgov.org ~ (415) 554-7702) 
 

Please Note: The Department is open for business, but employees are working from home. 
Please allow 48 hours for us to return your call or email. 
 
 
 
 

Angela Calvillo 
Clerk of the Board of Supervisors 
City and County of San Francisco 

 
      ll:jw:ams 
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PROOF OF MAILING 

 
 
 

Legislative File No.   200137 
 
Description of Items: Hearing - Appeal of Final Mitigated Negative Declaration - 
Proposed Project at 2417 Green Street - 8 Notices Mailed 
 
I, Lisa Lew , an employee of the City and  
County of San Francisco, mailed the above described document(s) by depositing the 
sealed items with the United States Postal Service (USPS) with the postage fully 
prepaid as follows: 
 
Date:   September 8, 2020 
 
Time:   3:30 p.m. 
 
USPS Location:   Repro Pick-up Box in the Clerk of the Board's Office (Rm 244) 
 
Mailbox/Mailslot Pick-Up Times (if applicable):   N/A 
 
 

    
Signature:  ____________________________________________________________ 
 
 
 
 
Instructions:  Upon completion, original must be filed in the above referenced file. 
 
 



From: BOS Legislation, (BOS)
To: Ko, Yvonne (CPC); Yeung, Tony (CPC)
Cc: BOS-Operations; BOS Legislation, (BOS)
Subject: CHECK PICKUP: Appeal of CEQA Final Mitigated Negative Declaration - 2417 Green Street - Hearing - September

22, 2020
Date: Friday, September 4, 2020 12:02:40 PM
Attachments: image001.png

Appeal Check Pickup.doc

Hi Yvonne,
 
The check for the appeal filing fee for the CEQA Final Mitigated Negative Declaration appeal of the
proposed 2417 Green Street project, is ready to be picked up at the Clerk’s Office. Please coordinate
with our BOS-Operations team, copied here, to set up a date and time for pickup. A fee waiver was
not filed with this project.
 
Ops,
The check #13135 should be in your possession currently. Please have Planning sign the attached
pick up form and scan it back to the leg clerks when completed.
 
Thank you.
 
Lisa Lew
San Francisco Board of Supervisors
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco, CA 94102
T 415-554-7718 | F 415-554-5163
lisa.lew@sfgov.org | www.sfbos.org
 
(VIRTUAL APPOINTMENTS) To schedule a “virtual” meeting with me (on Microsoft Teams), please ask and I can answer your
questions in real time.
Due to the current COVID-19 health emergency and the Shelter in Place Order, the Office of the Clerk of the Board is working
remotely while providing complete access to the legislative process and our services.

    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.

 

From: BOS Legislation, (BOS) <bos.legislation@sfgov.org> 
Sent: Thursday, September 3, 2020 9:21 PM
To: 'richard@lozeaudrury.com' <richard@lozeaudrury.com>; 'michael@johnlumarchitecture.com'
<michael@johnlumarchitecture.com>
Cc: PEARSON, ANNE (CAT) <Anne.Pearson@sfcityatty.org>; STACY, KATE (CAT)

mailto:/O=EXCHANGELABS/OU=EXCHANGE ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=05B2064905B54380B984CCB679E359EA-BOS LEGISLATION
mailto:yvonne.ko@sfgov.org
mailto:Tony.Yeung@sfgov.org
mailto:bos-operations@sfgov.org
mailto:bos.legislation@sfgov.org
mailto:lisa.lew@sfgov.org
http://www.sfbos.org/
http://www.sfbos.org/index.aspx?page=104
http://www.sfbos.org/index.aspx?page=104
http://www.sfbos.org/index.aspx?page=9681
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September 4, 2020

File Nos. 200137-200140

Planning Case No. 2017-002545ENV

Received from the Board of Supervisors Clerk’s Office one check payment in the amount of Six Hundred Forty Dollars ($640), representing the filing fee paid by Richard Drury of Lozeau Drury LLP, on behalf of Philip Kaufman for the appeal of the Final Mitigated Negative Declaration under CEQA for the proposed 2417 Green Street Project:


Planning Department


By:


___________________________________


Print Name


___________________________________


Signature and Date

_1037780967.doc
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<Kate.Stacy@sfcityatty.org>; JENSEN, KRISTEN (CAT) <Kristen.Jensen@sfcityatty.org>; Hillis, Rich
(CPC) <rich.hillis@sfgov.org>; Teague, Corey (CPC) <corey.teague@sfgov.org>; Sanchez, Scott (CPC)
<scott.sanchez@sfgov.org>; Gibson, Lisa (CPC) <lisa.gibson@sfgov.org>; Jain, Devyani (CPC)
<devyani.jain@sfgov.org>; Navarrete, Joy (CPC) <joy.navarrete@sfgov.org>; Lewis, Don (CPC)
<don.lewis@sfgov.org>; Varat, Adam (CPC) <adam.varat@sfgov.org>; Sider, Dan (CPC)
<dan.sider@sfgov.org>; Starr, Aaron (CPC) <aaron.starr@sfgov.org>; Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
<jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>; Lynch, Laura (CPC) <laura.lynch@sfgov.org>; Poling, Jeanie (CPC)
<jeanie.poling@sfgov.org>; Sheyner, Tania (CPC) <tania.sheyner@sfgov.org>; Rosenberg, Julie (BOA)
<julie.rosenberg@sfgov.org>; Sullivan, Katy (BOA) <katy.sullivan@sfgov.org>; Longaway, Alec (BOA)
<alec.longaway@sfgov.org>; BOS-Supervisors <bos-supervisors@sfgov.org>; BOS-Legislative Aides
<bos-legislative_aides@sfgov.org>; Calvillo, Angela (BOS) <angela.calvillo@sfgov.org>; Somera, Alisa
(BOS) <alisa.somera@sfgov.org>; Mchugh, Eileen (BOS) <eileen.e.mchugh@sfgov.org>; BOS
Legislation, (BOS) <bos.legislation@sfgov.org>
Subject: Appeal of CEQA Final Mitigated Negative Declaration - 2417 Green Street - Hearing -
September 22, 2020
 
Greetings,
 
The Office of the Clerk of the Board has scheduled for a remote hearing Special Order before the
Board of Supervisors on September 22, 2020, at 3:00 p.m.  Please find linked below a letter of appeal
regarding the proposed 2417 Green Street project, as well as direct links to the Planning
Department’s timely filing determination, and an informational letter from the Clerk of the Board.
 
                Appeal Letter - August 7, 2020
                Planning Department Memo - September 3, 2020
                Clerk of the Board Letter - September 3, 2020
 
Please note, the President may entertain a motion to continue this Hearing to a future Board of
Supervisors meeting date to be determined. Public Comment will be taken on the continuance only.
 
I invite you to review the entire matters on our Legislative Research Center by following the link
below:
 
                Board of Supervisors File No. 200137
 
Best regards,
 
Lisa Lew
San Francisco Board of Supervisors
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco, CA 94102
T 415-554-7718 | F 415-554-5163
lisa.lew@sfgov.org | www.sfbos.org
 
(VIRTUAL APPOINTMENTS) To schedule a “virtual” meeting with me (on Microsoft Teams), please ask and I can answer your
questions in real time.
Due to the current COVID-19 health emergency and the Shelter in Place Order, the Office of the Clerk of the Board is working

https://sfgov.legistar.com/View.ashx?M=F&ID=8765415&GUID=4AA5F08D-FB94-4571-9B15-806026683CFC
https://sfgov.legistar.com/View.ashx?M=F&ID=8765417&GUID=3D3146EA-AD00-4C49-9B06-AEE712061198
https://sfgov.legistar.com/View.ashx?M=F&ID=8765418&GUID=AC66C6F8-34DE-4D98-BF49-F13948AA9A25
http://www.sfbos.org/index.aspx?page=9681
https://sfgov.legistar.com/LegislationDetail.aspx?ID=4330356&GUID=934FF6CF-6E0A-4C7F-B148-81768F8BEC94&Options=ID|Text|&Search=200137
mailto:lisa.lew@sfgov.org
http://www.sfbos.org/


remotely while providing complete access to the legislative process and our services.

    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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BOARD of SUPERVISORS 

September 4, 2020 

File Nos. 200137-200140 
Planning Case No. 2017-002545ENV 

City Hall 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 

San Francisco 94102-4689 
Tel. No. 554-5184 
Fax No. 554-5163 

TDD/TTY No. 554-5227 

Received from the Board of Supervisors Clerk's Office one check 
payment in the amount of Six Hundred Forty Dollars ($640), 
representing the filing fee paid by Richard Drury of Lozeau Drury 
LLP, on behalf of Philip Kaufman for the appeal of the Final 
Mitigated Negative Declaration under CEQA for the proposed 
2417 Green Street Project: 

Planning Department 
By: 

Print Kiame 

Signature and Date 



        City Hall 
 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 

  BOARD of SUPERVISORS           San Francisco, CA 94102-4689 
       Tel. No. 554-5184 
       Fax No. 554-5163 
  TDD/TTY No. 554-5227 

August 13, 2020 

To: Rich Hillis 
Planning Director 

From: Angela Calvillo 
Clerk of the Board of Supervisors 

Subject: Appeal of California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Issuance of Final 
Mitigated Negative Declaration - 2417 Green Street 

As you know, in response to the challenges posed during this health emergency, we have been 
working diligently the last several months to stabilize the remote meeting system and establish 
processes to execute efficient, complex hearings at the Board of Supervisors. Now that we have 
reached confidence in the remote meeting system, we are resuming scheduling of the appeal 
queue. In order to alleviate deadline concerns due to the sizable queue, Mayor London N. Breed 
issued the Twenty-Second Supplement to the Declaration of the Emergency that provides the 
Board until September 30, 2020, to schedule all of the initial hearings for pending appeals. 
Upon receipt of your determination, we will move forward accordingly and schedule a hearing 
within the timeframe if it is deemed to have been filed timely. 

An appeal of the CEQA Final Mitigated Negative Declaration for the proposed project at 2417 
Green Street was filed with the Office of the Clerk of the Board on August 7, 2020, by Richard 
Drury of Lozeau Drury LLP, on behalf of Kelsey and David Lamond. 

Pursuant to Administrative Code, Chapter 31.16, I am forwarding this appeal, with attached 
documents, to the Planning Department to determine if the appeal has been filed in a timely 
manner.   

If you have any questions, please feel free to contact Legislative Clerks Lisa Lew at (415) 554-
7718, Jocelyn Wong at (415) 554-7702 or Brent Jalipa at (415) 554-7712. 



Appeal of Final Mitigated Negative Declaration 
2417 Green Street 
August 13, 2020 
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c:  Anne Pearson, Deputy City Attorney 
 Kate Stacy, Deputy City Attorney 
 Kristen Jensen, Deputy City Attorney 
 Corey Teague, Zoning Administrator, Planning Department 
 Scott Sanchez, Acting Deputy Zoning Administrator, Planning Department 
 Lisa Gibson, Environmental Review Officer, Planning Department 
 Devyani Jain, Deputy Environmental Review Officer, Planning Department 
 Joy Navarette, Environmental Planning, Planning Department 
 Don Lewis, Environmental Planning, Planning Department 
 Adam Varat, Acting Director of Citywide Planning, Planning Department 
 Dan Sider, Director of Executive Programs, Planning Department 
 Aaron Starr, Manager of Legislative Affairs, Planning Department 

Jonas Ionin, Planning Commission Secretary, Planning Department 
Laura Lynch, Staff Contact, Planning Department 

 Jeanie Poling, Staff Contact, Planning Department 
 Julie Rosenberg, Executive Director, Board of Appeals 
 Katy Sullivan, Legal Assistant, Board of Appeals 
 Alec Longaway, Legal Process Clerk, Board of Appeals 
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September 3, 2020 
 
Richard Drury 
Lozeau Drury LLP 
1939 Harrison Street, Ste. 150 
Oakland, CA  94612 
 
Subject:  File No. 200137 - Appeal of California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) 

Issuance of Mitigated Negative Declaration - Proposed 2417 Green Street 
Project 

 
Dear Mr. Drury: 
 
As you know, in response to the challenges posed during this health emergency, we have 
been working diligently the last several months to stabilize the remote meeting system and 
establish processes to execute efficient, complex hearings at the Board of Supervisors. Now 
that we have reached confidence in the remote meeting system, we are resuming scheduling 
of the appeal queue. In order to alleviate deadline concerns due to the sizable queue, Mayor 
London N. Breed issued the Twenty-Second Supplement to the Declaration of the Emergency 
that provides the Board until September 30, 2020, to schedule all of the initial hearings for 
pending appeals. 
 
The Office of the Clerk of the Board is in receipt of a memorandum dated September 3, 2020, 
from the Planning Department regarding their determination on the timely filing of appeal of the 
CEQA Final Mitigated Negative Declaration for the proposed project at 2417 Green Street. 
 
The Planning Department has determined that the appeal was filed in a timely manner (copy 
attached). 
 
In accordance with the Twenty-Second Supplement and Administrative Code, Section 31.16, a 
remote initial hearing date has been scheduled for Tuesday, September 22, 2020, at 3:00 
p.m., at the Board of Supervisors meeting. 
 
Please note, the President of the Board of Supervisors may entertain a motion to continue this 
Hearing to a future Board of Supervisors meeting date to be determined. Public comment will 
be taken on the continuance only. 
 
 
 
 
 



2417 Green Street  
Appeal - CEQA Issuance of Final Mitigated Negative Declaration 
Hearing Date: September 22, 2020 
Page 2 

Please provide to the Clerk’s Office as soon as possible, names and addresses of interested 
parties to be notified of the hearing, in spreadsheet format. If there is supporting 
documentation you wish to include for the hearing, please email an electronic copy by 
Thursday, September 17, 2020, at noon to bos.legislation@sfgov.org. Any materials received 
after this date, will still be distributed to all parties and be included as part of the official file. For 
the above, the Clerk’s office requests electronic files be sent to bos.legislation@sfgov.org.  

If you have any questions, please feel free to contact Legislative Clerks Lisa Lew at (415) 554-
7718, Jocelyn Wong at (415) 554-7702, or Brent Jalipa at (415) 554 7712. 

Very truly yours, 

Angela Calvillo 
Clerk of the Board 

ll:jw:ams 

c: Anne Pearson, Deputy City Attorney 
Kate Stacy, Deputy City Attorney 
Kristen Jensen, Deputy City Attorney 
Rich Hills, Director, Planning Department 
Corey Teague, Zoning Administrator, Planning Department 
Scott Sanchez, Acting Deputy Zoning Administrator, Planning Department 
Lisa Gibson, Environmental Review Officer, Planning Department 
Devyani Jain, Deputy Environmental Review Officer, Planning Department 
Joy Navarette, Environmental Planning, Planning Department 
Don Lewis, Environmental Planning, Planning Department 
Adam Varat, Acting Director of Citywide Planning, Planning Department 
Dan Sider, Director of Executive Programs, Planning Department 
Aaron Starr, Manager of Legislative Affairs, Planning Department 
AnMarie Rodgers, Director of Citywide Planning, Planning Department 
Jonas Ionin, Planning Commission Secretary, Planning Department 
Laura Lynch, Staff Contact, Planning Department 
Jeanie Poling, Staff Contact, Municipal Transportation Agency 
Julie Rosenberg, Executive Director, Board of Appeals 
Katy Sullivan, Legal Assistant, Board of Appeals 
Alec Longaway, Legal Process Clerk, Board of Appeals 



From: BOS Legislation, (BOS)
To: "richard@lozeaudrury.com"; "michael@johnlumarchitecture.com"
Cc: PEARSON, ANNE (CAT); STACY, KATE (CAT); JENSEN, KRISTEN (CAT); Hillis, Rich (CPC); Teague, Corey (CPC);

Sanchez, Scott (CPC); Gibson, Lisa (CPC); Jain, Devyani (CPC); Navarrete, Joy (CPC); Lewis, Don (CPC); Varat,
Adam (CPC); Sider, Dan (CPC); Starr, Aaron (CPC); Ionin, Jonas (CPC); Lynch, Laura (CPC); Poling, Jeanie (CPC);
Sheyner, Tania (CPC); Rosenberg, Julie (BOA); Sullivan, Katy (BOA); Longaway, Alec (BOA); BOS-Supervisors;
BOS-Legislative Aides; Calvillo, Angela (BOS); Somera, Alisa (BOS); Mchugh, Eileen (BOS); BOS Legislation,
(BOS)

Subject: Appeal of CEQA Final Mitigated Negative Declaration - 2417 Green Street - Hearing - September 22, 2020
Date: Thursday, September 3, 2020 9:21:09 PM
Attachments: image001.png

Greetings,
 
The Office of the Clerk of the Board has scheduled for a remote hearing Special Order before the
Board of Supervisors on September 22, 2020, at 3:00 p.m.  Please find linked below a letter of appeal
regarding the proposed 2417 Green Street project, as well as direct links to the Planning
Department’s timely filing determination, and an informational letter from the Clerk of the Board.
 
                Appeal Letter - August 7, 2020
                Planning Department Memo - September 3, 2020
                Clerk of the Board Letter - September 3, 2020
 
Please note, the President may entertain a motion to continue this Hearing to a future Board of
Supervisors meeting date to be determined. Public Comment will be taken on the continuance only.
 
I invite you to review the entire matters on our Legislative Research Center by following the link
below:
 
                Board of Supervisors File No. 200137
 
Best regards,
 
Lisa Lew
San Francisco Board of Supervisors
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco, CA 94102
T 415-554-7718 | F 415-554-5163
lisa.lew@sfgov.org | www.sfbos.org
 
(VIRTUAL APPOINTMENTS) To schedule a “virtual” meeting with me (on Microsoft Teams), please ask and I can answer your
questions in real time.
Due to the current COVID-19 health emergency and the Shelter in Place Order, the Office of the Clerk of the Board is working
remotely while providing complete access to the legislative process and our services.

    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
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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.

 
 



 

 

 

Appeal Timeliness Determination Correction 
 

DATE:  September 3, 2020   

TO:  Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board of Supervisors 
  Jocelyn Wong, Board of Supervisors 

FROM:  Lisa Gibson, Environmental Review Officer 

RE:  Appeal of Final Mitigated Negative Declaration, 2417 Green Street Project, Planning Case No. 
2017-002545ENV 

 
This timeliness determination correction supplements the timeliness determinations dated August 12, 2020 
and August 24, 2020 (collectively, Board Case No. 200137) to provide clarification regarding how the appeals 
should be calendared for a Board of Supervisors hearing.  

As noted in the August 24, 2020 appeal timeliness determination, Richard Drury of Lozeau Drury LLP on behalf 
of Philip Kaufman filed two appeal letters challenging the final mitigated negative declaration (FMND) for the 
proposed project at 2417 Green Street with the Office of the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors – one on  
February 5, 2020 and one on August 7, 2020.   

The purpose of this memorandum is to clarify that, because the February 5, 2020 appeal was filed prior to the 
proposed project’s approval action (which was the July 16, 2020 Discretionary Review by the Planning 
Commission), it was therefore not ripe.  After the Planning Commission approved the project, Appellant filed 
a second letter appealing the same FMND.  Thus, the first appeal letter should be considered moot and 
superseded by the second appeal that was filed on August 7, 2020. Should the Appellant wish to reserve 
arguments made in the first appeal, Appellant may raise any arguments stated in the original appeal letter or 
its exhibits in the second appeal.  

The Clerk is advised to file the second appeal letter and its attachments in  Board Case No. 200137, and 
schedule this as a single appeal. Since this project received one CEQA determination (the FMND) and one 
project approval (Discretionary Review), there will be one appeal hearing scheduled for this case. 

Approval Action: On June 26, 2019, Environmental Planning staff issued a preliminary mitigated negative 
declaration (PMND), which is the subject of two appeal letters submitted by Richard Drury of Lozeau Drury, 
LLP, on behalf of Philip Kaufman, the owner of 2421 Green Street. At the January 9, 2020 public hearing, the 
Planning Commission adopted a motion upholding the PMND, and the Planning Department issued the FMND. 
The Approval Action for the project was the July 16, 2020 Discretionary Review by the Planning Commission. 
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Date of 
Approval 
Action 

30 Days after 
Approval 

Action 

Appeal Deadline 
(Must be Day Clerk of 
the Board’s Office is 

Open) 

Date of Appeal 
Filing Timely? 

July 16, 2020 
Saturday, 
August 15, 

2020 

Monday, August 17, 
2020 February 5, 2020  No 

(unripe) 

July 16, 2020 
Saturday, 
August 15, 

2020 

Monday, August 17, 
2020 August 7, 2020  Yes 

 

Appeal Deadline: San Francisco Administrative Code Chapter 31, Section 31.16(d) states that any person or 
entity that has filed an appeal of the preliminary negative declaration with the Planning Commission during 
the public comment period provided in Chapter 31 may appeal the Planning Commission’s approval of the 
final negative declaration. The code further provides that the appellant shall submit a letter of appeal to the 
Clerk of the Board within 30 days after the Date of Approval Action for the project taken in reliance of the 
negative declaration. The Approval Action occurred on July 16, 2020, and the first business day after the 30th 
day after the Date of the Approval Action is August 17, 2020 (Appeal Deadline). 

Appeal Filing and Timeliness: The Appellant filed two appeals of the FMND, one on February 5, 2020, and one 
on August 7, 2020, both before the Appeal Deadline. As noted above, the first appeal was not ripe; however, 
the second appeal is considered ripe and timely and should proceed to a hearing. 

Appellant Standing: The appellant appealed the PMND to the Planning Commission, which held an appeal 
hearing on January 9, 2020. Therefore, the appellant has standing to appeal the FMND. 

 



 

 

 

Appeal Timeliness Determination 
 

DATE:  August 24, 2020   

TO:  Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board of Supervisors 
  Jocelyn Wong, Board of Supervisors 

FROM:  Lisa Gibson, Environmental Review Officer 

RE:  Appeal of Final Mitigated Negative Declaration, 2417 Green Street Project, Planning Case No. 
2017-002545ENV 

 
This timeliness determination supersedes the timeliness determination dated August 12, 2020. Richard Drury 
of Lozeau Drury LLP on behalf of Philip Kaufman filed an appeal of the final mitigated negative declaration 
(FMND) for the proposed project at 2417 Green Street with the Office of the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors 
on February 5, 2020. As noted below, this appeal is considered timely for review. 

 

Date of 
Approval 
Action 

30 Days after 
Approval 

Action 

Appeal Deadline 
(Must be Day Clerk of 
the Board’s Office is 

Open) 

Date of Appeal 
Filing Timely? 

July 16, 2020 
Saturday, 
August 15, 

2020 

Monday, August 17, 
2020 February 5, 2020  Yes 

July 16, 2020 
Saturday, 
August 15, 

2020 

Monday, August 17, 
2020 August 7, 2020  Yes 

 
 

Approval Action: On June 26, 2019, Environmental Planning staff issued a preliminary mitigated negative 
declaration (PMND), which was subsequently appealed by Richard Drury of Lozeau Drury, LLP, on behalf of 
Philip Kaufman, the owner of 2421 Green Street. At the January 9, 2020 public hearing, the Planning 
Commission adopted a motion upholding the PMND, and the Planning Department issued the FMND. The 
Approval Action for the project was the July 16, 2020 Discretionary Review by the Planning Commission. 

Appeal Deadline: San Francisco Administrative Code Chapter 31, Section 31.16(d) states that any person or 
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entity that has filed an appeal of the preliminary negative declaration with the Planning Commission during 
the public comment period provided in Chapter 31 may appeal the Planning Commission’s approval of the 
final negative declaration. The code further provides that the appellant shall submit a letter of appeal to the 
Clerk of the Board within 30 days after the Date of Approval Action for the project taken in reliance of the 
negative declaration. The Approval Action occurred on July 16, 2020, and the 30th day after the Date of the 
Approval Action is August 17, 2020 (Appeal Deadline). 

Appeal Filing and Timeliness: The Appellant filed two appeals of the FMND, one on February 5, 2020, and 
one on August 7, 2020, both before the Appeal Deadline. Although the first submittal of the appeal was not 
ripe when filed, because the Approval Action has now occurred, the appeal is considered timely. 

Appellant Standing: The appellant appealed the PMND to the Planning Commission, which held an appeal 
hearing on January 9, 2020. Therefore, the appellant has standing to appeal the FMND. 



  

Memo 

Appeal Timeliness Determination 
 

DATE: August 12, 2020   

TO: Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board of Supervisors 
   Jocelyn Wong, Board of Supervisors 

FROM: Lisa Gibson, Environmental Review Officer  

RE: Appeal of Final Mitigated Negative Declaration, 2417 Green 
Street Project, Planning Case No. 2017-002545ENV 

 

Richard Drury of Lozeau Drury LLP on behalf of Philip Kaufman filed an appeal of the 
final mitigated negative declaration (FMND) for the proposed project at 2417 Green Street 
with the Office of the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors on February 5, 2020. As noted 
below, this appeal is considered timely for review. 

Date of 
Approval 
Action 

30 Days after 
Approval 

Action 

Appeal Deadline 
(Must be Day Clerk 

of the Board’s 
Office is Open) 

Date of Appeal 
Filing Timely? 

July 16, 2020 
Saturday, 
August 15, 

2020 

Monday, August 17, 
2020 February 5, 2020  Yes 

 

Approval Action: On June 26, 2019, Environmental Planning staff issued a preliminary 
mitigated negative declaration (PMND), which was subsequently appealed by Richard 
Drury of Lozeau Drury, LLP, on behalf of Philip Kaufman, the owner of 2421 Green Street. 
At the January 9, 2020 public hearing, the Planning Commission adopted a motion 
upholding the PMND, and the Planning Department issued the FMND. The Approval 
Action for the project was the July 16, 2020 Discretionary Review by the Planning 
Commission. 

Appeal Deadline: San Francisco Administrative Code Chapter 31, Section 31.16(d) states 
that any person or entity that has filed an appeal of the preliminary negative declaration 
with the Planning Commission during the public comment period provided in Chapter 31 
may appeal the Planning Commission’s approval of the final negative declaration. The 
code further provides that the appellant shall submit a letter of appeal to the Clerk of the 
Board within 30 days after the Date of Approval Action for the project taken in reliance of 
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the negative declaration. The Approval Action occurred on July 16, 2020, and the 30th day 
after the Date of the Approval Action is August 17, 2020 (Appeal Deadline). 

Appeal Filing and Timeliness: The Appellant filed the appeal of the FMND on February 
5, 2020, prior to the end of the Appeal Deadline on August 17, 2020. Although the appeal 
was not timely when filed, because the Approval Action has now occurred, the appeal is 
considered timely. 

Appellant Standing: The appellant appealed the PMND to the Planning Commission, 
which held an appeal hearing on January 9, 2020. Therefore, the appellant has standing to 
appeal the FMND. 
 

 

 

 



  

Memo 

Categorical Exemption Appeal Timeliness 
Determination 

 

DATE:   February 11, 2020 

TO:        Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board of Supervisors 

FROM:   Lisa Gibson, Environmental Review Officer 

RE:         Appeal of Final Mitigated Negative Declaration, 2417 Green 
Street Project (Planning Case No. 2017-002545ENV) 

 

Richard Drury of Lozeau Drury LLP on behalf of Philip Kaufman filed an appeal of the 
final mitigated negative declaration (FMND) for the proposed project at 2417 Green Street 
with the Office of the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors on February 5, 2020. As explained 
below, the Planning Department finds that this appeal is not ripe for review. 

Date of 
Approval 
Action 

30 Days after 
Approval Action 

Appeal Deadline 
(Must be Day Clerk of 
the Board’s Office is 

Open) 

Date of Appeal 
Filing 

Timely? 

Not approved To be determined To be determined February 5, 2020 No 

 

Approval Action: The approval action for the FMND is the discretionary review approval 
by the Planning Commission. On January 9, 2020, the Planning Commission held a 
discretionary review hearing, and continued the hearing to April 16, 2020. Because the 
approval action has not yet occurred, the appeal is not ripe for review. 

Appeal Deadline: The appeal deadline is to be determined. 

Appeal Filing and Timeliness: The appeal is unripe. 

http://www.sfplanning.org


From: BOS Legislation, (BOS)
To: Hillis, Rich (CPC)
Cc: PEARSON, ANNE (CAT); STACY, KATE (CAT); JENSEN, KRISTEN (CAT); RUIZ-ESQUIDE, ANDREA (CAT); Teague,

Corey (CPC); Sanchez, Scott (CPC); Gibson, Lisa (CPC); Jain, Devyani (CPC); Navarrete, Joy (CPC); Lewis, Don
(CPC); Varat, Adam (CPC); Sider, Dan (CPC); Starr, Aaron (CPC); Ionin, Jonas (CPC); Lynch, Laura (CPC); Poling,
Jeanie (CPC); Sheyner, Tania (CPC); Rosenberg, Julie (BOA); Sullivan, Katy (BOA); Longaway, Alec (BOA); BOS-
Supervisors; BOS-Legislative Aides; Calvillo, Angela (BOS); Somera, Alisa (BOS); Mchugh, Eileen (BOS); BOS
Legislation, (BOS)

Subject: EMAIL 1: Appeal of CEQA Final Mitigated Negative Declaration - Proposed Project - 2417 Green Street- Filed
August 7, 2020 - Timeliness Determination

Date: Thursday, August 13, 2020 9:09:13 AM
Attachments: Appeal Ltr 080720 Pt 1.pdf

COB Ltr 081320.pdf
image001.png

**EMAIL 1 of 2**
 
Dear Director Hillis,
 
The Office of the Clerk of the Board is in receipt of an appeal of the CEQA Final Mitigated Negative
Declaration for the proposed project at 2417 Green Street.  The appeal was filed on August 7, 2020,
by Richard Drury of Lozeau Drury LLP, on behalf of Philip Kaufman.
 
Please be advised, a first appeal filing for this project was also filed by the same appellant on
February 5, 2020, File No. 200137 [Hearing - Appeal of Final Mitigated Negative Declaration -
Proposed Project at 2417 Green Street]
 
Please find the attached letter of appeal and timely filing determination request letter from the Clerk
of the Board. A second email will follow, as the attachment for the Appeal Letter exceeded in size for
one email. Kindly review for timely filing determination.
 
Regards,
Jocelyn Wong
San Francisco Board of Supervisors
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco, CA 94102
T: 415.554.7702 | F: 415.554.5163
jocelyn.wong@sfgov.org  |  www.sfbos.org
 
(VIRTUAL APPOINTMENTS) To schedule a “virtual” meeting with me (on Microsoft Teams), please
ask and I can answer your questions in real time.
 

Due to the current COVID-19 health emergency and the Shelter in Place Order, the Office of the Clerk of the Board is
working remotely while providing complete access to the legislative process and our services
 
 

    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
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BY HAND DELIVERY 
 
August 7, 2020 
 
Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board of Supervisors 
San Francisco City Hall, Room 244 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
angela.calvillo@sfgov.org 
(Original, email, 2 hard copies and $640 appeal fee) 
 
Lisa Gibson, Environmental Review Officer 
San Francisco Planning Department 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 
San Francisco, CA  94103-2479 
Lisa.gibson@sfgov.org (By email only) 
 


The proposed project at 2417 Green Street “presents unusual circumstances 
relating to historic resources and hazardous materials and it appears as a 
result of those circumstances the project may have a significant effect on the 
environment”1 
 
- Unanimous 11-0 Vote of the San Francisco Board of Supervisors (Feb. 6, 


2018). (Exhibit A). 
 
RE: Notice of Appeal and Appeal of San Francisco Planning Department’s Final 


Mitigated Negative Declaration for 2417 Green Street, Case No. 2017-
002545ENV  


 
Dear Clerk Calvillo: 
 


Philip Kaufman (“Appellant”) hereby appeals2 the San Francisco Planning 
Commission’s July 16, 2020 decision approving a Final Mitigated Negative Declaration 
(FMND), and granting discretionary review, and approving a revised project at 2417 
Green Street (“Project”).  (Exhibit B).  The Planning Commission’s decision violates the 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), the Slope & Seismic Hazard Zone 
Protection Act (“SSPA”),3 and the San Francisco Existing Building Code. Mr. Kaufman 
appealed the Final MND (FMND) (Exhibit C) on February 5, 2020, but the Project has 
been revised since that time, requiring this updated appeal.  
                                                 
1 Motion M18-012, pp. 3-4 (amended February 6, 2018) (Exhibit A).   
2 This appeal is filed pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.16. 
3 San Francisco Ord. 121-18; formerly, the Slope Protection Act (“SPA”).  







2417 Green Street 
August 7, 2020 
Page 2 of 20 
 
 


 
I. INTRODUCTION 


 
This appeal seeks to save the historic residence of famed architect Ernest 


Coxhead, the father of the First Bay Tradition of architecture. The house is built on a 
steep hill in San Francisco, and dangerous excavation proposed by the Project developer 
(“Developer”) jeopardizes the safety of the historic Coxhead House and its original 1893 
brick foundations.  Coxhead designed the home as his personal residence and it has 
been deemed clearly eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places.  It is 
featured in many texts on American architectural history, along with Frank Lloyd Wright’s 
personal residence near Chicago.  


 
The Project will create a 3-story addition that will extend 17-feet into the shared 


rear-yard open space.  It will involve at least 200 cubic yards of soil removal to more than 
double the size of the underground garage and to create a new 940 square foot 
accessory dwelling unit (ADU).4  The Project will negatively impact light and air to the 
Coxhead House by blocking a central column of 16 windows designed to provide natural 
light and air to the center of the long, narrow home.  It will undermine the very foundations 
of the Coxhead House with potentially catastrophic results.  It will involve excavation of 
potentially contaminated soil on a site listed on the City’s Maher Map of potentially 
contaminated sites.  All of these impacts must be analyzed in an Environmental Impact 
Report (EIR), with binding mitigation measures to minimize impacts. 


 
The entire neighborhood has joined in opposition to the Project, and over two 


dozen letters were filed in opposition to the Project just at the last Planning Commission 
hearing alone.  While the neighbors have consistently stated that they welcome 
improvement of the existing structure, they ask the Developer to do so within the 
envelope of the existing building, in a manner that will not harm the historic Coxhead 
House uphill, the other neighboring home downhill, or the shared rear-yard open space 
area. Three discretionary review applications were filed: one by internationally recognized 
film director Philip Kaufman, one by United States Ninth Circuit Court of Appeals Judge 
Carlos Bea and Louise Bea, and a third by clinical social worker Susan Byrd and 
biotechnology developer Mark Lambert.  While the Planning Commission GRANTED 
discretionary review and required modifications to the Project, over the objections of 
Commission Vice-President Kathrin Moore, it did not require an EIR under CEQA. 


 
When this matter last came before the Board of Supervisors on February 6, 2018, 


the Board was unequivocal, issuing a unanimous 11-0 ruling that the Project “presents 
unusual circumstances relating to historic resources and hazardous materials and 


                                                 
4 The ADU is connected to the upper floors in the Project via an elevator. This raises serious 
questions as to whether this is truly an ADU for a renter, or whether it will be converted to an 
exercise room or family room in the future. It is hard to imagine why an elevator would connect a 
real rented ADU to the bedrooms and living rooms of the main house.   
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it appears as a result of those circumstances the project may have a significant 
effect on the environment.”5   


 
Since that time, the situation has gone from bad to worse.  In response to the 


Board’s ruling the Planning Staff prepared a Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND).  But 
the findings of the MND are startling, to say the least.  The City’s own Final Mitigated 
Negative Declaration (“FMND”) states: 


 
“The proposed project could directly or indirectly cause potential substantial 
adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving rupture 
of a known earthquake fault, seismic ground shaking, ground failure, or 
landslides.” (FMND, p. 60 (emphasis added)).   
 


Take a moment to consider that finding– the City’s own final finding is that the Project 
may cause a “risk of death.”   


 
 The City’s FMND states, "the project construction could compromise the 
structural integrity of the historic adjacent foundation at 2421 Green Street. This 
would be a significant impact." (FMND pp. 63-64).  In other words, the City’s own 
analysis concludes that the Project may result in structural damage to the Coxhead 
House, and even possible death.  Yet, the FMND’s “mitigation measure” is: "if 
unacceptable earth movement or evidence of structural settlement is encountered during 
construction … project excavation shall be halted and the geotechnical engineer shall 
evaluate if additional measures are required to prevent further movement." (FMND p. 63).  
But it is not explained how an earthquake, landslide, or other “unacceptable earth 
movement” can be “halted.”  If “unacceptable earth movement” occurs, it will be too late to 
save the fragile and historically irreplaceable Coxhead House, and too late to prevent 
injury to inhabitants of the home.  Dr. Lawrence Karp warns that the proposed Project will 
seriously undermine the historic foundations and east wall of the Coxhead House, and 
that no adequate protection measures have been proposed to address this existential 
threat regardless of strict pre-development standards (Exhibit D). 
 


This risk is not theoretical.  Planning Staff approved excavation on a home at 125 
Crown Terrace in Twin Peaks, which ultimately, due to lack of proper shoring, collapsed 
down the steep hillside in 2013. (Exhibit E).  Ironically, Mr. Durkin has retained the 
services of the same geologist who was retained for the Crown Terrace debacle.  Mr. 
Kaufman is being subjected to living in the future with the constant fear that his home and 
family will meet a similar, catastrophic fate. 


 
Such a finding in the City’s own CEQA document – that the Project may cause 


severe structural damage to a prized historic resource and may result in death -- should 
at the very least necessitate preparation of an environmental impact report (“EIR”).  An 
EIR is required if there is even a “fair argument” that a project “may have” any adverse 


                                                 
5 Motion M18-012, pp. 3-4 (amended February 6, 2018) (Exhibit A).   
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environmental impact.6  Impacts to human health are significant impacts under CEQA,7 
as are impacts to historic resources.8 Yet, only Vice-President Moore voted to require an 
EIR.  While the Planning Commission voted unanimously to grant discretionary review 
and require modifications to the Project, by failing to require an EIR, the Commission left 
unresolved the Project’s significant environmental and human health impacts.  


 
Exacerbating matters further, despite the Commission’s clear concerns that the 


Project may undermine the foundations of the Coxhead House, the Final MND declared 
that the Project need not comply with the SSPA, despite the fact that the Preliminary 
MND determined that SSPA compliance would be required.  Staff inexplicably and 
unlawfully removed important protections to ensure slope stability.  As discussed below, 
there is no question that the Project must comply with the SSPA since the Project site is 
plainly marked on the City’s maps of parcels with slopes over 25% (Exhibit F), areas of 
‘Earthquake-Induced Landslide’ in the Seismic Hazard Zone Map, (Exhibit G), and the 
City’s 1974 and 1987 landslide maps (Exhibit H).  


 
Finally, despite the Board of Supervisor’s concerns that the Project may involve 


excavation of contaminated soil due to the fact that the Project site is on the City’s Maher 
Map, the Developer has failed to take soil samples to demonstrate compliance.  The 
Developer continues to rely on samples taken from within the existing garage area – an 
area known to be “clean” due to prior addition of the garage in the 1950’s.   
 
 Mr. Kaufman, the owner of the historic Coxhead House at 2421 Green Street, has 
lived there for thirty years and has preserved the historic building intact, as did the 
previous owners.  We respectfully urge you to save his home by voting to follow CEQA 
and demand that the City prepare an Environmental Impact Report (“EIR”) for the 
proposed Project at 2417 Green Street, consistent with the Board of Supervisors 
unanimous decision in February 2018.  All permits for the proposed Project, which have 
been suspended by DBI and now have expired9, must be revoked pending proper CEQA 
review, which will undoubtedly require safety revisions to the plans per San Francisco’s 
Existing and 2019 Building Codes including the SSPA, which will require completely new 
permit applications.  
 


II. PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
 
 A private for-profit Developer, Christopher Durkin (“Developer”), has proposed to 
radically alter the UNOCCUPIED structure at 2417 Green Street, and erect a much larger 
structure on the site (“Project”) that will adversely affect the neighborhood, including the 
historic building located at 2421 Green Street built in 1893 by world-renowned architect 
Ernest Coxhead as his personal residence (“Coxhead House”).  The Coxhead House is 
                                                 
6 Communities for a Better Environment v. South Coast Air Quality Management Dist. 
(ConocoPhillips) (2010) 48 Cal. 4th 310, 319-320. 
7 Sierra Club v. Fresno, 6 Cal. 5th 502, 518 (2018) (CEQA document must analyze “adverse 
effects on human health.”) 
8 Georgetown Pres. Soc'y v. Cty. of El Dorado, 30 Cal. App. 5th 358, 365 (2018). 
9 And with them previous permits based on the suspended and expired permits. 
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clearly eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places, and is featured on 
numerous books on architectural history.  Coxhead designed the home as his personal 
residence and oriented in such a manner to take advantage of natural light through many 
windows, including a central light column placed in the middle of the long, narrow home. 
The Coxhead House is on a steep slope immediately adjacent to, uphill and above the 
proposed Project – so steep that nearby areas of the sidewalk have stairs.  
 


The proposed Project would construct a three-story rear addition; dramatically 
expanding footprint and envelope of the existing single-family dwelling. The floor area 
would increase from approximately 4,118 square feet to approximately 4,470 square feet 
and would include a one-bedroom Accessory Dwelling Unit measuring approximately 913 
square feet on the first floor. The Project also proposes the excavation of the rear yard for 
a sunken terrace, façade alternations, and interior modifications.  The Project will more 
than double the size of the underground garage to accommodate two cars. The Project 
will extend the first through third stories approximately 17 feet into the shared rear-yard 
open space, blocking more than 16 windows with views to and from the Coxhead House, 
and blocking light to the critical central column of windows, crucial to Coxhead’s original 
design.  Finally, the property is on a steep slope, and would require excavation of over 
200 cubic yards of soil and rock below the Coxhead House to a depth of 13 feet below 
grade.10 
 
 The plans approved by the Planning Department show “lateral and subjacent 
support” (Civil Code §832) to 2421 Green will be severely impaired by excavation and 
other construction on 2417 Green allowing gravity and seismic forces to irreparably harm, 
damage, or even destroy 2421 Green.  The developer has refused to show any 
stabilization, excavation, shoring, or underpinning details, and has consistently failed to 
obtain the necessary topographical survey, the basic start to designing the required 
protection measures per San Francisco Existing Building Code section 106.2.6, and San 
Francisco Building Code, Section 3307.1.   
  
 We urge the Board of Supervisors to reject the FMND and direct staff to prepare 
an EIR to properly and professionally, analyze the proposed Project’s significant impacts, 
and to propose feasible and enforceable design and construction measures and 
alternatives to reduce the Project’s impacts.  These safeguards must be developed before 
Project approval and construction – not after.  This is the fundamental purpose of CEQA – 
to “insure the integrity of the process of decision by precluding stubborn problems or 
serious criticism from being swept under the rug.”11  


 
Furthermore in blatant disregard to the decisions of the Board of Supervisors and 


Planning Commission, planning staff issued a Final MND that eliminates the safeguards 
of the SSPA contained in the Preliminary MND.  The FMND states, “the project has the 
potential to result in significant impacts related to protection of the adjacent 
foundation at 2421 Green Street that could become unstable as a result of the 


                                                 
10 Second exemption under CEQA at p. 1-2.  
11 Concerned Citizens of Costa Mesa v. 32nd Dist. Agr. Assn., 42 Cal. 3d 929, 935 (1986). 
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project.” (FMND p. 66).  For this reason, the Planning Commission voted to GRANT 
discretionary review of the Project, and directed the developer to substantially redesign 
the Project to reduce its impacts on the Coxhead House, including eliminating excavation, 
ensuring that the Project would not undermine the foundation of the Coxhead House, 
reducing the size of the Project to reduce impacts to historical features of the Coxhead 
House including access via existing fenestration to light and air, and ensuring compliance 
with the Cow Hollow Neighborhood Design Guidelines (CHNDG).  All this can be done 
simply by keeping the building within its present envelope.  


 
Planning Staff ignored the Commission’s clear directives.  In a document dated 


January 9, 2020, the Planning Staff substantially revised the PMND.  Notably, while the 
PMND stated that the Project would be required to comply with the SSPA, the FMND 
mysteriously, and unlawfully, reversed this conclusion and determined that the Project is 
not subject to the SSPA, and removed or substantially revised many of the mitigation 
measures intended to protect the Coxhead House and ensure stability of the steep slope 
and its foundations. (Compare PMND (Exhibit I) to FMND (Exhibit C)). This egregious 
action flies in the face of the direction of the Planning Commission to revise the Project to 
ensure slope stability.  In fact, Planning Staff did exactly the opposite – eliminating 
necessary crucial safeguards intended to prevent damage to the Coxhead House.   


 
In the face of such renegade staff action, Mr. Kaufman is left with no alternative but 


to appeal again to the Board of Supervisors to protect this unique historic resource from 
potential irreparable harm, to safeguard his health and the health of his family from 
possible risks of injury or even death, as noted in the City’s own MND.   
 


III. PROCEDURAL HISTORY 
 
 The planning staff has twice attempted to exempt the proposed Project entirely 
from CEQA review.  The Board of Supervisors has twice12 unanimously rejected the 
CEQA exemptions, holding:   
 


The proposed project at 2417 Green Street “presents unusual circumstances 
relating to historic resources and hazardous materials and it appears as a result of 
those circumstances the project may have a significant effect on the 
environment.”13 


 
Although the Board of Supervisors did not specify the form of CEQA review 


required (holding only that a Categorical Exemption was not allowed), the legal standard 
is that an environmental impact report (“EIR”) is required if there is a “fair argument” that a 
project “may have” any adverse environmental impact.14  This, of course, was the exact 
finding made by the Board of Supervisors.  Despite the Board of Supervisors’ ruling, the 


                                                 
12 January 9, 2019, February 6, 2018.  
13 Motion M18-012, pp. 3-4 (amended February 6, 2018) (Exhibit A).   
14 Communities for a Better Environment v. South Coast Air Quality Management Dist. 
(ConocoPhillips) (2010) 48 Cal. 4th 310, 319-320.  
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Planning Staff first attempted to issue a third CEQA exemption, and then issued a 
mitigated negative declaration (“MND”) rather than an EIR.  As a matter of law, an EIR is 
required.  City staff is precluded from making factual findings that contradict the Board of 
Supervisors’ findings.15   


 
On January 9, 2020, the Planning Commission voted unanimously (6-0) to GRANT 


discretionary review of the Project.  The Commission directed the developer to 
substantially redesign the Project to reduce impacts to the Coxhead House, including 
risks to seismic stability, and impacts to the historical character of the Coxhead House.  In 
particular, the Commission directed the developer to eliminate excavation in order to 
minimize risk of slope instability or landslides.  Commission President Melgar stated: 


 
 “I would want to not have any excavation, not sinking the whole project by two 
feet.  I think that’s just too big a risk. I also, quite frankly, I’m not sure that I trust 
that someone who had demolished the chimneys without a permit and left the 
structure out to be damaged by the elements will do the right thing if we allow for 
the expansion in the back and also to the excavation, which is a big risk.  And so I 
would want to have, like, a lot more robust conditions for approval and something 
that will assure me that we’re not risking the integrity of this important structure 
next door...”   
 
Commissioner Koppel stated, “I’m not going to be supportive of excavating on this 


project.”  Commissioner Moore stated that excavation poses a risk to the uphill Coxhead 
House, and stated that the project should “stay within its envelope and within its footprint.”  
Commissioner Johnson stated that, “excavation in particular is particularly worrying, and 
so I think a project redesign would have to have lesser or no excavation. I think it has to 
respect the historic character of the house next door and try to mitigate impacts.”  
Commissioner Fung stated that “the excavation creates a large part of the issues with the 
adjacent building… what would be a starting point would be to redesign this building so 
that it would minimize the risk to the adjacent [building], including studying the elimination 
of that massive excavation.”  Ultimately the Commission unanimously approved 
Commissioner Johnson’s motion to “redesign the project with sensitivity to the historic 
resource, eliminating the extra parking and ADU if additional excavation can be avoided, 
and then to meet with one another and talk with staff, and stronger adherence to the Cow 
Hollow Guidelines, including stepping the buildings with each other.”   


                                                 
15 Even if staff were to reach a contrary conclusion, it cannot “unring the bell” of the Board of 
Supervisor’s findings.  At best, this would create a “fair argument” which must be resolved in an 
EIR.  In Stanislaus Audubon Society, Inc. v. County of Stanislaus (1995) 33 Cal.App.4th 144, the 
court rejected a county’s argument that a revised initial study prepared by the county which 
contradicted the findings of the first initial study had not “relegated the first initial study to oblivion.”  
Id. at 154.  The court stated, “We analogize such an untenable position to the unringing of a bell. 
The first initial study is part of the record. The fact that a revised initial study was later prepared 
does not make the first initial study any less a record entry nor does it diminish its significance, 
particularly when the revised study does not conclude that the project would not be growth 
inducing but instead simply proceeds on the assumption that evaluation of future housing can be 
deferred until such housing is proposed.”  Id. at 154.     
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Despite the Commission’s unanimous vote to eliminate excavation to reduce 


foundation movement and seismic risks to the Coxhead House, Planning staff did exactly 
the opposite. Instead, they altered the PMND to reverse its conclusion that the SSPA 
applies to the Project, and eliminated safeguards contained in the PMND and SSPA, such 
as independent expert review of by an appointed independent geotechnical engineer of 
excavation, shoring and underpinning plans.   


 
The Developer revised the Project proposal slightly, but this new plan continues to 


have an ADU, continues to involve at least 200 cubic yards of excavation to enlarge the 
parking garage, and continues to expand the building envelope approximately 17 feet into 
the shared rear-yard open space.  Nevertheless, on July 16, 2020, the Commission voted 
to GRANT discretionary review and to approve the Revised Project.  Notably, the Revised 
Project was never reviewed in any CEQA document and is significantly different than the 
Project analyzed in the PMND or the FMND rendering the CEQA document worthless.   


 
IV. HISTORY OF VIOLATIONS 


 
The Developer has engaged in a shocking history of permit violations leading to at 


least five formal notices of violation (NOVs).   
 


 On December 10, 2017, the developer 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 developer for engaging in 
“WORK WITHOUT PERMIT” and “WORK BEYOND SCOPE OF PERMIT.”  
 


 Undeterred, the very next day, on December 13, 2017, the developer unlawfully 
removed a second exterior chimney at the rear of the house – leaving two gaping 
holes in the roof of the property. The Developer allowed rain to drench the interior 
of the house through the open roof throughout the rainy season, with the probable 
intent of dilapidating the house and creating a teardown 
 


 On Saturday, December 16, 2017, the developer conducted 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 an 
emergency inspector to stop work that day, then DBI issued a formal NOV ordering 
the developer to “STOP ALL WORK” pending the resolution of the earlier CEQA 
appeal.  
 


 On January 8, 2018, the City issued a Notice of Violation directing the developer to 
repair illegal holes made in the roof of the property.   
 


 On January 9, 2018, the City issued a Notice of Violation Final Warning due to the 
developer’s failure to repair the unlawful damage to the home.  
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 On April 13, 2018, the City Department of Building Inspection, Code Enforcement 
Division issued a notice of Order of Abatement that the building is UNSAFE and/or 
a PUBLIC NUISANCE” due to failure to remedy violations.   
 


 On April 13, 2019, the City Department of Building Inspection, Code Enforcement 
Division issued a notice of Order of Abatement that the building was UNSAFE 
and/or a PUBLIC NUISANCE due to failure to remedy past violations.  
 


 Most recently, this year, SFDBI issued a decision that the building was 
“abandoned,” which was not contested by the owner. 
 
Professional geotechnical engineer and architect, Dr. Lawrence Karp has observed 


that the Developer has already excavated beneath the unreinforced red brick foundations 
of the Coxhead house without a proper permit, and has engaged in substantial amounts 
or unpermitted foundation work.  (Exhibit J).  Dr. Karp concludes that this work 
jeopardizes the Coxhead House.  (Exhibit D).  


 
In addition to these clear violations, the Developer has made slanderous attacks 


on Mr. Kaufman and his team.  In an April 11, 2019 letter to the San Francisco Planning 
Department, the Developer accused registered geotechnical engineer and architect, Dr. 
Lawrence Karp, of making “knowing fraudulent claims” that the “project does not comply 
with CEQA.” The Developer accused Dr. Karp of creating, “extremely unreasonable fear 
and anger in his elderly client for the purpose of artificially inflating his invoices.”  The 
Developer calls for “revocation” of Dr. Karp’s license, and even alleges that “this 
deception is a crime and should be investigated as financial exploitation and elder abuse.”  
(Exhibit K).  These are shocking and slanderous accusations made against a highly 
respected registered professional engineer. The statements are also patently false since 
Dr. Karp has performed his services in this matter on a pro bono basis without any 
compensation.  Such desperate and extreme statements only point out the lengths to 
which this Developer is willing to distort the truth to obtain his ultimate objectives of 
obtaining maximum profits at the expense of his neighbors.  


 
The Board of Supervisors took note of this “rap sheet” of violations. On January 9, 


2018, then-District Two Supervisor Mark Farrell stated, “I have never upheld a CEQA 
appeal. This is the first one.”  “There is a pattern of bad behavior here…  It is 
shocking.”  At the same hearing, now-Mayor London Breed stated, “I was surprised that 
this project was still exempt under CEQA when there is a possibility that there is a 
contaminated site underneath that exists.” “I’m just trying to understand how it was 
possible there are numerous violations specifically with this project... this seems to 
be a pattern with a lot of people who purchase homes in the city, violate the law, 
pay the penalties and are still able to move forward with their projects which 
sometimes unfortunately changes the character of the community.  I am just trying 
to understand how that continues to happen in certain cases.”   
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As the Supreme Court has stated, “a project proponent's prior environmental 
record is properly a subject of close consideration in determining the sufficiency of the 
proponent's promises in an EIR."16  As Mayor Breed noted, it is astounding that City staff 
continues to reward such a scofflaw developer. Given this history of violations, it is 
particularly important to have a searching review of the Project and implementation of 
binding mitigation measures through an independent and objective EIR.  


 
V. LEGAL DISCUSSION 


 
A. SLOPE AND SEISMIC HAZARD ZONE PROTECTION ACT (“SSPA”) 
 


1. SSPA Legal Requirements.  
  


 The Board of Supervisors adopted the previous Slope Protection Act (“SPA”) in 
2008 requiring construction of new buildings or structures and certain other construction 
work on properties subject to the SPA to undergo additional review for structural integrity 
and effect on slope stability.  The legislation was strengthened in 2018 and renamed the 
Slope and Seismic Hazard Zone Protection Act (“SSPA”). The SSPA applies to projects 
proposed on a slope of 4 Horizontal to 1 Vertical (4H:1V = 25%) or greater according to 
the Topographic Map of San Francisco, dated July 25, 2018, or that “lies within the areas 
of ‘Earthquake-Induced Landslide’ in the Seismic Hazard Zone Map,” released by the 
California Department of Conservation, Division of Mines and Geology, dated November 
17, 2000, or amendments thereto (SSPA, Sect. 106A.4.1.4.3), and involves grading or 
excavation of over 50 cubic yards of earth.  All other city landslide maps are included. 
 
 Projects subject to the SSPA are subject to “heightened review” to ensure stability 
of San Francisco’s steep slopes and hillsides during construction.  The SSPA states, 
“because landslides, earth movement, ground shaking, drainage issue and subsidence 
are likely to occur on or near steeply sloped properties,” projects subject to the SSPA 
must “be peer-reviewed for structural integrity and effect on hillside slope stability.”  
(SSPA, Sect. 106A.4.1.4.2).  These are also CEQA issues. 
 
 Projects subject to the SSPA must submit reports by both a licensed geotechnical 
engineer and a licensed geologist identifying areas of potential slope and foundation 
instabilities, defining potential risks of development due to geological and geotechnical 
factors, and recommending appropriate pre-construction slope and foundation stability 
protection strategies, subject to review by the City’s Structural Advisory Committee.  
Permits may not be issued until the Departments of Planning and Public Works, and the 
Fire Department visit the site and provide written communication to the Building Official.  
In addition, the Structural Advisory Committee must provide a written report to the 
Building Official “concerning the safety and integrity of the proposed design and 
construction.”  The Structural Advisory Committee must “consider the effect that 
construction activity related to the proposed project will have on the safety and stability of 


                                                 
16 Laurel Heights Improvement Assoc. v. Regents of the Univ. of Calif., 47 Cal.3d 376, 420 (1988).   
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the property subject to the [SSPA] and properties within the vicinity of such property.” 
(SSPA Sect. 106A.4.1.4.4 (emphasis added).   
 


2. The 2417 Green Project is Subject to the SSPA.   
 
 As discussed in the attached opinion of registered civil and geotechnical engineer 
Dr. Lawrence Karp dated July 7, 2020, the Project proposed at 2417 Green Street is 
clearly subject to the SSPA (Exhibit D), which is a crucial life-safety protection Ordinance 
not subject to waiver.  There is no dispute that the Project proposed at 2417 Green Street 
involves far more than 50 cubic yards of earth movement.  The developer’s environmental 
evaluation states that the Project requires over 200 cubic yards of excavation.  More than 
1000 square feet of building is involved.  
 
 The Project site is clearly shown on the July 24, 2018 4H:1V topographical map 
referenced in the SSPA, and found on the Department of Building Inspection’s website 
(https://s3.amazonaws.com/sfplanninggis/Slopes+Poster_lowRes70DPI.pdf) (Exhibit F). 
The Project site is also on the City’s 1987 map of “areas of potential landslide hazard.”  
(Exhibit G) posted at SFDBI’s Permit Approval Department.  Finally, the Project site is on 
the 1974 “Blume map” of landslide locations (Exhibit H)17, which was a previous version 
of the basic protective Act.  The SSPA (Ord. 121-18) incorporates all of San Francisco’s 
maps showing areas of instability, stating twice “….or falls within certain mapped areas of 
the City”.   
 
 Even Mr. Durkin’s own geotechnical engineer, Divis Consulting, concluded that the 
Project is subject to the SPA and City maps.  (Divis Rpt. Jan. 12, 2017) (Exhibit L). 
 


3. The Planning Department’s Curious and Unlawful Reversal of Opinion. 
 


 The Preliminary MND concluded that the Project is subject to the SSPA and 
therefore must comply with its requirements to safeguard the slope, structural support, 
and adjacent properties.  However, mysteriously18, the Final MND reversed this 
conclusion and for the first time stated that the Project is not subject to the SSPA.  As a 
result, the Final MND removed most of the mitigation measures contained in the 


                                                 
17 Despite the fact that the older Blume map was not specifically referenced in the SSPA in 2018, 
the site’s presence on the other maps is sufficient to confirm applicability of the SSPA.   
18 The Planning Department’s action dated July 16, 2020 suddenly refers back to long-replaced 
Permit Application 2017.0428.5244 (Apr. 26, 2017). But that permit application is void. That and 
several other successive permit applications with revised drawings (including structural drawings), 
and Notices of Violation including those permit applications replacing and succeeding 
2017.0428.5244, were suspended and then automatically expired under San Francisco Existing 
Building Code Section 105.5.  This permit progression and its end outcome voids P/A 
2017.0428.5244, so a new permit application with a current date has yet to be issued.  In short, 
Permit Application 2017.0428.5244 has been void since it was superseded shortly after being 
filed. The current drawings referred by the Planning Department have yet to be filed with the City’s 
Central Permit Bureau. The date of the Permit Application will be the date the Permit Application 
is accepted and filed.  
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Preliminary MND – despite the Planning Commission’s unanimous decision that 
additional safeguards were necessary to ensure slope stability.  The PMND clearly stated 
at pages 59-60: 
 


“The project site in a landslide hazard zone and thus is subject to the additional 
requirements of the Slope Protection Act (San Francisco building code section 
106A.4.1.4). The Slope Protection Act states that the final geotechnical report must 
be prepared and signed by both a licensed geologist and a licensed geotechnical 
engineer, which in turn shall undergo design review by a licensed geotechnical or 
civil engineer to verify that appropriate geological and geotechnical issues have 
been considered and that appropriate slope instability mitigation strategies, 
including drainage plans if required, are proposed. 


 
Based on the review of the geotechnical submittal (discussed in more detail 
below), the building department director may also require that the project be 
subject to review by a three-member Structural Advisory Committee that will advise 
the building department on matters pertaining to the building’s design and 
construction. The three committee members must be selected from a list of 
qualified engineers submitted by the Structural Engineers Association of Northern 
California and approved by the building department. One member must be 
selected by the building department, one member shall be selected by the project 
sponsor, and the third member shall be selected jointly.” 


 
 The FMND deleted the above paragraphs in their entirety, and replaced them with 
the exact opposite conclusion below (citing suspended and expired permits):  
 


“The project site is located within an area of potential landslide hazard zone as 
identified on the 1974 Blume map. In 2018, the San Francisco Building Code was 
amended by the Slope and Seismic Hazard Zone Protection Act (Ordinance No. 
121-18) to no longer reference the Blume map. However, Building Permit 
Application No. 20170428524419 for the building expansion is subject to the 
building code provisions in effect on April 28, 2017, before Ordinance No. 121-18 
became effective20. On August 23, 2019, the building department documented that 


                                                 
19 The Planning Department’s action dated July 16, 2020 suddenly refers back to long-replaced 
Permit Application  2017.0428.5244 (April 26, 2017) but that permit application is void.  That and 
several other successive permit applications with revised drawings (including structural drawings; 
the DRA has no associated structural drawings), and Notices of [Permit] Violation including those 
permit applications replacing and succeeding 2017.0428.5244 which were suspended and then 
automatically expired under San Francisco Existing Building Code Section 105.5.  This permit 
progression and its end outcome voids P/A 2017.0428.5244, so a new permit application with a 
current date has yet to be issued.  In short, Permit Application 2017.0428.5244 is void.  The 
current drawings referred by the Planning Department have yet to be filed with San Francisco’s 
Central Permit Bureau; the date of the Permit Application will be the date the Permit Application is 
accepted and filed. 
20 There is no question that the SPA referenced the Blume Map in 2017.  There is also no 
question that the Project site is on the Blume Map.  Therefore, since Planning staff contends that 
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this project site and thus is not subject to the additional requirements of the Slope 
Protection Act (building code section 106A.4.1.4). The building department, during 
its review of the project’s structural plans, may request the assistance of a 
structural design reviewer to provide additional and specialized expertise to 
supplement its plan review. The structural design reviewer would meet with the 
project sponsor’s engineer of record and with building department staff as the need 
arises throughout the design process.” (FMND p. ___ (emphasis added)). 


 
 Similarly, at page 62 the Preliminary MND stated: 
  


“Third-Party Review. Pursuant to the Slope Protection Act, the project’s 
geotechnical investigation report and construction documents will undergo third-
party review by a licensed geotechnical engineer. Such review will verify that 
appropriate geological and geotechnical issues have been considered and that 
appropriate slope instability mitigation strategies have been proposed.” 


 
 The Final MND deleted this critical safeguard entirely.  Thus, even though the 
City’s own Preliminary MND concluded that the SSPA applies to the Project, even though 
the Developer’s own geotechnical engineer concluded that the SPA applies to the Project, 
even though the City’s own maps conclusively demonstrate that the SSPA applies to the 
Project, and even though the Planning Commission voted unanimously that additional 
safeguards are required to ensure seismic stability, the Planning Department staff took it 
upon themselves to ignore the facts and conclude that the Project is miraculously not 
subject to the SSPA, and therefore removed almost all of the gravity and seismic stability 
mitigation measures contained in the Preliminary MND.   
 
 This determination must be reversed and the Project must be found to be subject 
to the SSPA. The SSPA is the bare minimum required to ensure that the Proposed 
Project does not cause irreparable harm to the Coxhead House.   
 
B. CEQA 
 


1. LEGAL STANDARD 


Under CEQA, an environmental impact report (“EIR”) is required rather than a 
mitigated negative declaration (“MND”) if there is even a “fair argument” that a proposed 
project “may have” any adverse environmental impacts   -- even if contrary evidence 
exists to support the agency’s decision.21  Put simply, “if there is a disagreement 
among experts over the significance of an effect, the agency is to treat the effect as 


                                                                                                                                                                
the SPA rather than the newer SSPA applies to the Project, there should be no question that the 
Project is subject to the safeguards of the SPA.  Yet, Planning staff somehow reach the exact 
opposite conclusion.  
21 14 CCR § 15064(f)(1); Stanislaus Audubon Society v. County of Stanislaus (1995) 33 
Cal.App.4th 144, 150-15. 
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significant and prepare an EIR.”22  The purpose of the EIR is to analyze significant 
environmental impacts and to propose feasible, enforceable mitigation measures and 
alternatives to reduce the proposed project’s impacts.   
 


2. SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS 


 The proposed Project has many significant environmental impacts that have not 
been adequately mitigated, including the following: 
 


a. RISK OF DEATH: The City's own FMND states that the "The proposed project 
could directly or indirectly cause potential substantial adverse effects, including the 
risk of loss, injury, or death involving rupture of a known earthquake fault, seismic 
ground shaking, ground failure, or landslides." (FMND, p. 60 (emphasis added)).  
Impacts to human health are significant impacts under CEQA.23  It is beyond cavil 
that there is no greater threat to human health than death.  
 


b. STRUCTURAL INTEGRITY:  After numerous comments from Dr. Lawrence Karp, 
the MND admits that "the project construction could compromise the 
structural integrity of the historic adjacent foundation at 2421 Green Street. 
This would be a significant impact." (FMND pp. 18, 62-63). Harm to historic 
resources is a significant impact under CEQA requiring review in an EIR.24 Dr. 
Karp has reviewed the most recent Project proposal and concludes that it 
continues without any abatement to pose a risk to the structural integrity of the 
Coxhead house.  (Exhibit D).  Dr. Karp has prepared drawings describing how the 
Project would undermine the foundations of the Coxhead House. (Exhibit J). Dr. 
Karp has produced photographs showing illegally started excavations at 2417 
Green Street.  Nevertheless, the city refuses even to require the Project to comply 
with the SSPA.  Instead, the MND merely states: "if unacceptable earth movement 
or evidence of structural settlement is encountered during construction, as 
determined by the geotechnical engineer, project excavation shall be halted and 
the geotechnical engineer shall evaluate if additional measures are required to 
prevent further movement." (FMND p. 63).  The sole mitigation measure, M-GE-1, 
simply requires "ongoing coordination" with the Planning Department and 
Department of Building Inspection during construction. (FMND p. 18). This 
mitigation measure is plainly inadequate to reduce this impact to less than 
significant. The measure allows earth movement to occur first, and then the 
developer would possibly develop a plan after the fact to mitigate the harm.  The 
problem with this is that by the time "unacceptable earth movement" occurs, the 
narrow brick Wythe foundation of the historic Coxhead House may already have 
suffered possibly latent catastrophic irreparable harm.  CEQA prohibits such 


                                                 
22 Sierra Club v. County of Sonoma, 6 Cal.App.4th at pp. 1316–1317; Moss v. Co. of Humboldt 
(2008) 162 Cal. App. 4th 1041, 1049. 
23 Sierra Club v. Fresno, 6 Cal. 5th 502, 518 (2018) (CEQA document must analyze “adverse 
effects on human health.”) 
24 Georgetown Pres. Soc'y v. Cty. of El Dorado, 30 Cal. App. 5th 358, 365 (2018). 
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"deferred" mitigation.25  An EIR is required to analyze this admittedly significant 
impact and to develop enforceable mitigation measures prior to construction -- not 
after irreparable harm occurs. 
 


c. VIOLATION OF SSPA:  As discussed above, the Planning Staff has erroneously 
concluded that the Project is not subject to the SSPA.  As explained by Dr. Karp, 
the staff conclusion is factually wrong, and the SSPA clearly applies to the Project.  
Where a policy of general applicability, such as an ordinance, 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 requiring an EIR.26  
Any inconsistencies between a proposed project and applicable plans must be 
discussed in an EIR27.  A Project’s inconsistencies with local plans and policies 
constitute significant impacts under CEQA.28  Since the Project fails to comply with 
the SSPA, which was adopted to mitigate significant risks of landslide, this creates 
a fair argument that the Project may have an adverse environmental impact and an 
EIR is required.   
 


d. HISTORIC IMPACTS:  The MND admits the historical significance of the Coxhead 
House, as established by Architectural Historian Carol Karp, AIA.  (Exhibit M).  
However, the sole mitigation measure is the above-mentioned M-GE-1 - to require 
ongoing coordination with the Planning Department and DBI during construction.  
As discussed above, this is clearly inadequate to prevent ground movement and 
irreparable structural damage to the Coxhead House given the steep slope and 
fragile historic foundation.   
 
The MND ignores entirely the impact that the 3-story, 17-foot expansion will have 
upon access to light and air to the Coxhead House. The Project will block at least  
16 windows at the Coxhead House, including the central light column, which was 
designed to bring light to the middle of the long, narrow house. Ms. Karp explains 
that this use of natural light is a key component of Coxhead’s design, and its 
elimination will adversely affect the historical significance of the home.  
 
The MND dismisses the fact that the massive project will block public views of the 
Coxhead House from Pierce and Green Streets.  While the MND states that these 
are not the "primary views" of the Coxhead House, even if true, there is no 
distinction in CEQA law between primary and secondary views of historic 
resources.  An EIR is required to analyze the project's impacts to the historic 
Coxhead House, and to propose feasible alternatives and mitigation measures to 


                                                 
25 Sundstrom v. County of Mendocino (1988) 202 Cal.App.3d 296, 308-309. 
26 Pocket Protectors v. Sacramento (2005) 124 Cal.App.4th 903.   
27 14 CCR § 15125(d); City of Long Beach v. Los Angeles Unif. School Dist. (2009) 176 Cal. App. 
4th 889, 918.    
28 Endangered Habitats League, Inc. v. County of Orange (2005) 131 Cal.App.4th 777, 783-4, 32 
Cal.Rptr.3d 177; Georgetown Preservation Society v. County of El Dorado (2018) 30 Cal.App.5th 
358.   
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reduce the impacts.  Ms. Karp concludes that the most recent Project proposal will 
undermine the historic qualities of the Coxhead house. (Exhibit M).  
 


e. SOIL CONTAMINATION:  As discussed by certified hydrogeologist Matthew 
Hagemann, C. Hg., formerly director of the US EPA Western Superfund program, 
the Project site is on the City's Maher Map of potentially contaminated sites. 
(Exhibit N). The developer proposes to excavate over 200 cubic yards of 
potentially contaminated soil. Despite this, neither the city nor the developer has 
conducted any additional soil testing.  The MND continues to rely on 2 "co-located" 
soil samples taken in 2018 from within the garage.  Mr. Hagemann has testified 
that these samples are inadequate because the garage was rebuilt in the 1980s.  
Therefore, this is the one area where the soil would be expected to be clean.  
Instead, soil sampling is required in the areas proposed to be excavated, including 
the rear yard. This has not been done.  Incredibly, there is still no topographical 
survey map of the property that would locate existing improvements at both 2417 
and 2421 Green Street, contrary to San Francisco Existing Building Code section 
106.2.6. An EIR is required to professionally analyze the Project and report to 
avoid environmental impacts.  The San Francisco Chronicle has recently 
highlighted a pattern within the San Francisco Planning Department of illegally 
exempting from CEQA review projects proposed to be constructed on 
contaminated sites.  (Exhibit O). The current Project is one of many similar projects 
allowed to evade proper CEQA review.   
 


f. VIOLATION OF RESIDENTIAL DESIGN GUIDELINES: The Project violates 
numerous provisions of the Cow Hollow Neighborhood Design Guidelines 
(CHNDG), and the San Francisco Residential Design Guidelines (SFRDG).  These 
inconsistencies are significant impacts under CEQA requiring CEQA review. The 
CHNDG was 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.29 The Planning Commission utilizes the CHNDG 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.”30 Importantly, the City has an obligation to verify new projects are 
consistent with the CHNDG when there is evidence of incompatibility.31 The 
proposed Project is incompatible with numerous provisions of the CHNDG and the 
SFRDG, for example:  
 


                                                 
29 CHNDG, at p. 1. 
30 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.” 
31 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).  
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1. Impact to Adjacent Buildings: The CHNDG requires 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.32 As discussed by Carol 
Karp, the Project will impact the Coxhead House significantly, blocking light and 
air that it critical to the architect’s design, as well as views to and from the 
Coxhead House.  
 


2. Volume and Mass:  The Project would not maintain a building envelope 
consistent with neighboring buildings,33 nor would it maintain compatible 
volume and mass as compared to other nearby houses on the same side of 
Green Street.34 The Project would result in a 4,470 square-foot house on a 
2,500-square-foot lot. This would result in an oversized McMansion on a 
particularly small, 25-foot wide, 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.   


 
3. Protection of Architecturally Significant Buildings: Special consideration applies 


to historically or architecturally significant buildings.35 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.  


 
4. Rear-Yard Open Space:  The CHNDG points out that “rear yards not only serve 


the residences to which they are attached, but they are also in a sense public in 
that they contribute to the interior block open space which is shared visually by 
all residents of the block.”36 The Guidelines emphasize that any 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.” The Project violates this provision by extending 
17-feet into the shared rear-yard setback.  Similarly, the SFRDG advises 
against rear yard intrusions in order to “minimize impacts on light and privacy to 
adjacent properties.”37 The Guidelines emphasize that “when expanding a 
building into the rear yard, the impact of that expansion on light and privacy for 
abutting structures must be considered.” (Id. (emph. added)).  The Project 
obliterates windows and eliminates light to the Coxhead House. 


 
5. Invasion of Privacy:  The SFRDG states that the City must consider the impact 


of a Project on privacy of neighbors.38 Yet the Project includes a roof deck that 
looks directly into the owner’s bedroom of the Coxhead House.   


                                                 
32 CHNDG., at p. 11.  
33 CHDG, at p.32. 
34 Id., at p.34.  
35 Id., at p28.  
36 Cow Hollow Neighborhood Design Guidelines at p. 28. 
37 San Francisco Residential Design Guidelines at p. 16.  
38 RDG p. 17. 
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6. Story Poles:  The CHNDG require story poles for story poles for horizontal or 


vertical additions that “increase the existing envelope of a residence.” “Poles 
shall be placed to mark the perimeter corners of the proposed addition.” 
(CHNDG, p. 49). Story poles are necessary to “ascertain the ultimate height 
and bulk of a building, its potential impacts on views, and to make informed 
decisions regarding a proposed project.”  (Id.) Although the Developer erected 
story poles for a prior version of the Project, no story poles were erected for the 
current version, which is substantially different. 


 
7. Good Neighbor:  The Project would violate “good neighbor” design elements to 


preserve access to light and air.39 As shown above, the Project would block 
numerous windows in the Coxhead House, restricting views, light and air and 
undermining its historic characteristics. 


 
The inconsistencies with the Cow Hollow Design Guidelines and the San Francisco 
Residential Design Guidelines are significant impacts that require review under 
CEQA.40   
 


g. BOARD OF SUPERVISORS RESOLUTIONS:  The MND fails even to mention the 
unanimous resolutions of the Board of Supervisors, finding that the proposed 
Project at 2417 Green Street “presents unusual circumstances relating to historic 
resources and hazardous materials and it appears as a result of those 
circumstances the project may have a significant effect on the environment...”  
(Exhibit A).  Since the Board of Supervisors has found that the Project “may have a 
significant effect on the environment,” which is the exact legal finding to require an 
EIR, an EIR is required as a matter of law.   


 An EIR is required because eminently well-qualified experts and the Board of 
Supervisors have concluded that the proposed Project will have adverse impacts on the 
historic Coxhead House.  It is crucial to implement all feasible mitigation measures and 
project alternatives to reduce impacts to the historic Coxhead House, including risks of 
catastrophic ground movement and seismic instability.   
 


3. The Developer Has Taken the Official Position that a Project that Affects an 
Historic Building May not be Exempted from CEQA Review. 


 
The Developer, has taken the official legal position that a project that may 


adversely impact an historic building may not be exempted from CEQA review.  Mr. 
Durkin himself filed a CEQA appeal concerning a project at 1026 Clayton Street in the 
Ashbury Heights neighborhood, located adjacent to Mr. Durkin’s own property.  In that 
appeal, Mr. Durkin argued that the 1026 Clayton Project may affect an historically 
significant building, and that as a result, it may not be exempted from CEQA review.  


                                                 
39 Id., at p. 31. 
40 Kutzke v. City of San Diego, 11 Cal. App. 5th 1034, 1041 (2017).   
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(Exhibit P).  However, unlike in this case, where the Coxhead House has been deemed 
clearly eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places, 1026 Clayton is not 
listed as eligible on any registry. 
 
 Certainly, if Mr. Durkin believes that a project that may affect an unlisted, not truly 
historic building may not be exempted from CEQA review, then he must agree that a 
project that will adversely affect a property that is clearly eligible for the National Register 
of Historic Places may also not be exempted from CEQA.  Mr. Durkin cannot have it both 
ways. He should not be allowed to argue for CEQA review when it suits his interests, but 
not apply the same rule to his own projects. 
 


4. INACCURATE PROJECT DESCRIPTION. 
 
 The Project has been revised substantially since the time of the FMND.  No CEQA 
document has analyzed the current Revised Project, which is significantly different from 
the Project described in the FMND.  Therefore, the Project description in the MND is 
inaccurate as it does not describe or analyze the Project that will actually be approved.  
As such, the MND is inadequate as an informational document and must be set aside. 
 
  A negative declaration must accurately describe the proposed project.41  “An 
accurate, stable and finite project description is the sine qua non of an informative and 
legally sufficient [CEQA document].”42  The MND stated at page 64, “2417 Green Street is 
in NO WAY PHYSICALLY CONNECTED to 2421 Green Street.” (Emphasis in original).  
In fact, they are bonded together in many places.  This fact is of critical importance and 
renders the Project description fundamentally inaccurate.   
 
 The Project described in the MND is not the Project that will be approved.  In the 
case of Washoe Meadows Community v. Department of Parks and Recreation43 the court 
explained that an unstable project description “precludes ‘informed decisionmaking and 
informed public participation.’” The court upheld the lower court’s ruling in favor of the 
petitioners, agreeing with the lower court that “for a project to be stable, the DEIR, the 
FEIR, and the final approval must describe substantially the same project.”44 Here, 
the PMND and FMND describe an entirely different project than was ultimately approved 
by the Planning Commission.  The Revised Project was not described or analyzed in any 
CEQA document.  As a result, the MND fails to meet its basic requirement to accurately 
describe the Project that will ultimately be approved.  The MND must therefore be set 
aside. 
 


                                                 
41 Christward Ministry v. Superior Court (1986) 184 Cal.App.3d 180; CEQA Guidelines §15071(a).  
42 County of Inyo v. City of Los Angeles (1977) 71 Cal.App.3d 185, 193; 
Stopthemillenniumhollywood v. City of Los Angeles (2019) 39 Cal. App. 5th 1, 16.  
43 17 Cal.App.5th 277, 288 (2017). 
44 Washoe, 17 Cal.App.5th at 288 [emphasis added]. 
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VI. CONCLUSION 
 


 For the above reasons, we respectfully request that the Board of Supervisors 
reverse the approval the Mitigated Negative Declaration.  An Environmental Impact 
Report should be required for the proposed Project.  We also ask the Board to reverse 
the staff finding that the SSPA does not apply to the Project, and direct staff to determine 
that the SSPA does apply to the Project and require implementation of all the safeguards 
of the SSPA. Thank you. 
 
      Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
      Richard Drury  
      Lozeau Drury LLP 
 
 
 
 







 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


EXHIBIT A 







1 


2 


3 


4 


5 


6 


7 


8 


9 


10 


11 


12 


13 


14 


15 


16 


17 


18 


19 


20 


21 


22 


23 


24 


25 


FILE NO. 180123 
AMENDED IN BOARD 


2/6/2018 MOTION NO. M18-012 


[Adopting Findings Reversing the Categorical Exemption Determination - 2417 Green Street] 


Motion adopting findings reversing the determination by the Planning Department that 


the proposed project at 2417 Green Street is categorically exempt from further 


environmental review. 


WHEREAS, On May 16, 2017, the Planning Department determined that the proposed 


project at 2417 Green Street ("Project") is exempt from environmental review under the 


California Environmental Quality Act ("CEQA"), the CEQA Guidelines, and San Francisco 


Administrative Code, Chapter 31; and 


WHEREAS, The proposed Project involves alterations to an existing four-story-over


basement single-family residence with one vehicle parking space, which alterations would 


include excavation to add two vehicle parking spaces; a three-story rear addition; facade 


alterations and foundation replacement; and lowering the existing building; and 


WHEREAS, On May 16, 2017, pursuant to Title 14 of the CEQA Guidelines (California 


Code of Regulations, Title 14, Division 6, Chapter 3, Sections 15000-15387), the Planning 


Department determined that the Project is exempt from environmental review under Class 1 o 


the CEQA Guidelines (14 Cal. Code Reg. Section 15301), which provides an exemption for 


minor alterations to existing facilities including demolition of up to three single-family 


residences in urban areas; and 


WHEREAS, On November 22, 2017, an appeal of the categorical exemption was filed 


by Richard Drury and Rebecca Davis of Lozeau Drury LLP on behalf of Philip Kaufman 


("Appellant"); and 
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WHEREAS, By memorandum to the Clerk of the Board dated November 30, 2017, the 


Planning Department's Environmental Review Officer determined that the appeal was timely 


filed; and 


WHEREAS, On January 9, 2018, this Board held a duly noticed public hearing to 


consider the appeal of the exemption determination filed by Appellant and, following the public 


hearing, reversed the exemption determination; and 


WHEREAS, In reviewing the appeal of the exemption determination, this Board 


reviewed and considered the exemption determination, the appeal letter, the responses to the 


appeal documents that the Planning Department prepared, the other written records before 


the Board of Supervisors and all of the public testimony made in support of and opposed to 


the exemption determination appeal; and 


WHEREAS, At the January 9, 2018, appeal hearing before this Board, Appellant 


submitted additional information in support of the appeal, including an engineering report by 


Lawrence B. Karp ("Karp Report"); and 


WHEREAS, The Karp Report and other information submitted at and prior to the 


January 9, 2018, appeal hearing constituted substantial evidence that the Project, if approved, 


may result in one or more substantial adverse changes in the significance of the neighboring 


historic resource located at 2421 Green Street that have not been sufficiently addressed in the 


Categorical Exemption for the Project; and 


WHEREAS, At and prior to the January 9, 2018, appeal hearing, Appellant and other 


members of the public submitted substantial evidence, including a report by certified 


hydrogeologist Matthew Hagemann, C. Hg ., that the Project may disturb potentially 


contaminated soils at the Project site; and 


WHEREAS, Following the conclusion of the public hearing, the Board of Supervisors 


conditionally reversed the exemption determination for the Project subject to the adoption of 


Clerk of the Board 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS Page 2 







1 


2 


3 


4 


5 


6 


7 


8 


9 


10 


11 


12 


13 


14 


15 


16 


17 


18 


19 


20 


21 


22 


23 


24 


25 


these written findings of the Board in support of such determination based on the written 


record before the Board of Supervisors as well as all of the testimony at the public hearing in 


support of and opposed to the appeal; and 


WHEREAS, The Board finds that the Karp Report and other information submitted at 


and prior to the January 9, 2018, appeal hearing constituted substantial evidence not 


previously identified that affect the CEQA evaluation set forth in the Categorical Exemption 


regarding how the Project may impair the significance of an historic resource by causing 


impacts to its immediate surroundings; and 


WHEREAS, The Board further finds that the public comment provided at and prior to 


the January 9, 2018, hearing, including a report by certified hydrogeologist Matthew 


Hagemann, C. Hg., constituted substantial evidence that the Project will disturb potentially 


contaminated soils; and 


WHEREAS, The written record and oral testimony in support of and opposed to the 


appeal and deliberation of the oral and written testimony at the public hearing before the 


Board of Supervisors by all parties and the public in support of and opposed to the appeal of 


the exemption determination is in the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors File No. 171267, and 


is incorporated in this motion as though set forth in its entirety; and 


WHEREAS, This Board considered these issues, heard testimony, and shared 


concerns that further information and analysis was required regarding the proposed Project at 


2417 Green Street; now, therefore be it 


MOVED, That In light of this information, the Board finds that there is substantial 


evidence in the record before the Board that the Project proposed at 2417 Green Street 


presents unusual circumstances relating to historic resources and hazardous materials and it 


appears as a result of those circumstances the project may have a significant effect on the 
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environment and, based on the facts presented to the Board of Supervisors on the hearing on 


January 9, 2018, the Project is therefore not Categorically Exempt from CEQA review. 
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Motion adopting findings reversing the determination by the Planning Department that the proposed 
project at 2417 Green Street is categorically exempt from further environmental review. 
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Discretionary Review Action DRA-708 
HEARING DATE: JULY 16, 2020 


 
Case No.: 2017-002545DRP-03 
Project Address: 2417 Green Street 
Permit Application: 2017.0428.5244 
Zoning: RH-1 (Residential, House, One-Family) 
 40-X Height and Bulk District 
Block/Lot: 0560 / 028 
Applicant: Chris Durkin 
 474 Euclid Avenue 
 San Francisco, CA  94118  
Dr Requestors: Philip Kaufman  
 2421 Green Street 
 San Francisco, CA 94118 
 Susan Byrd & Mark Lampert 
 2415 Green Street 
 San Francisco, CA 94118 
 Carlos & Louise Bea 
 2727 Pierce Street 
 San Francisco, CA 94118 
Staff Contact: Christopher May – (415) 575-9087 
 christopher.may@sfgov.org 


 
ADOPTING FINDINGS RELATED TO TAKING DISCRETIONARY REVIEW OF RECORD NO. 2017-
002545DRP-03 AND THE APPROVAL OF BUILDING PERMIT APPLICATION NO. 2017.0428.5244 
PROPOSING HORIZONTAL REAR ADDITIONS, PARTIAL BASEMENT EXCAVATION AND THE 
CREATION OF AN ACCESSORY DWELLING UNIT WITHIN THE EXISTING 4-STORY, SINGLE-
FAMILY DWELLING AT 2417 GREEN STREET WITHIN THE RH-1 (RESIDENTIAL-HOUSE, ONE-
FAMILY) ZONING DISTRICT AND A 40-X HEIGHT AND BULK DISTRICT. 
 
PREAMBLE 
On April 28, 2017, Chris Durkin filed for Building Permit Application No. 2017.0428.5244 proposing one- 
and three-story horizontal rear additions, 3rd and 4th floor vertical additions, and to lower by 
approximately two feet all floor plates within the existing 4-story single-family dwelling at 2417 Green 
Street within the RH-1 (Residential-House, One-Family) Zoning District and a 40-X Height and Bulk 
District. The floor area would increase from approximately 4,118 square feet to approximately 5,115 square 
feet. The project also proposed alterations to the front façade, interior modifications including the 
expansion of the existing basement level garage to accommodate another off-street parking space, and the 
partial excavation and terracing of the rear yard.   
 
On November 17 and 21, 2017, Philip Kaufman, Susan Byrd & Mark Lampert, and Carlos & Louise Bea 
(hereinafter “Discretionary Review (DR) Requestors”) filed applications with the Planning Department 
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(hereinafter “Department”) for Discretionary Review (2017-002545DRP-03) of Building Permit Application 
No. 2017.0428.5244.  
 
Following the three subsequent DR filings, the project sponsor revised the project by including a one-
bedroom accessory dwelling unit (ADU) occupying the entire first floor of the project, measuring 
approximately 1,023 square feet.  
 
On June 26, 2019, Environmental Planning staff issued a Preliminary Mitigated Negative Declaration, 
which was subsequently appealed by Richard Drury of Lozeau Drury, LLP, on behalf of the owner of 2421 
Green Street, also one of the DR requestors.  
 
At the January 9, 2020 public hearing, the Planning Commission adopted a motion upholding the MND, 
which included site-specific mitigation measures to ensure that any potential adverse impacts that 
excavation associated with the project might have on the adjacent historic resource at 2421 Green Street 
would be reduced to a less-than-significant level, pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA). After hearing and closing public comment, the Commission continued the requests for 
Discretionary Review and directed Planning staff to mediate between the project sponsor and the DR 
requestors in an attempt to negotiate a mutually-satisfactory modification to the project.  
 
On June 15, 2020 and July 10, 2020, Planning Department staff hosted two virtual mediation meetings with 
the project sponsor and the DR requestors, in accordance with the Commission’s direction. 
 
On July 12, 2020, the Project Sponsor submitted revised plans resulting in a reduction in the depth of the 
horizontal rear addition at all four floors totaling approximately 718 square feet and a reduction in the 
amount of excavation totaling approximately 194 cubic yards. The revised project include a first-floor ADU 
measuring approximately 900 square feet, a second parking space in the basement level, but do not include 
the lowering of any of the existing floor plates as originally proposed.  
 
On July 16, 2020, the San Francisco Planning Commission (hereinafter “Commission”) conducted a duly 
noticed public hearing at a regularly scheduled meeting on Discretionary Review Application 2017-
002545DRP-03. 
 
The Commission has heard and considered the testimony presented to it at the public hearing and has 
further considered written materials and oral testimony presented on behalf of the applicant, Department 
staff, and other interested parties. 
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ACTION 
The Commission reaffirms their January 9, 2020 upholding of the Mitigated Negative Declaration and 
hereby takes Discretionary Review requested in Record No. 2017-002545DRP-03 and approves Building 
Permit Application 2017.0428.5244, as revised in the plans dated July 12, 2020, with the conditions 
enumerated below: 
 


1. The site-specific mitigation measure outlined on pages 81 and 82 of the Mitigated Negative 
Declaration dated January 9, 2020 shall be implemented in order to ensure that any potential 
adverse impacts that excavation associated with the project might have on the adjacent historic 
resource at 2421 Green Street will be reduced to a less-than-significant level. 
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APPEAL AND EFFECTIVE DATE OF ACTION:  Any aggrieved person may appeal this Building Permit 
Application to the Board of Appeals only after the Department of Building Inspection (DBI) takes action 
(issuing or disapproving) the permit. Such appeal must be made within fifteen (15) days of DBI’s action on 
the permit.  For further information, please contact the Board of Appeals at (415) 415-575-6880, 1650 Mission 
Street # 304, San Francisco, CA, 94103-2481.  
 
Protest of Fee or Exaction:  You may protest any fee or exaction subject to Government Code Section 66000 
that is imposed as a condition of approval by following the procedures set forth in Government Code 
Section 66020.  The protest must satisfy the requirements of Government Code Section 66020(a) and must 
be filed within 90 days of the date of the first approval or conditional approval of the development 
referencing the challenged fee or exaction.  For purposes of Government Code Section 66020, the date of 
imposition of the fee shall be the date of the earliest discretionary approval by the City of the subject 
development.   
 
If the City has not previously given Notice of an earlier discretionary approval of the project, the Planning 
Commission’s adoption of this Motion, Resolution, Discretionary Review Action or the Zoning 
Administrator’s Variance Decision Letter constitutes the approval or conditional approval of the 
development and the City hereby gives NOTICE that the 90-day protest period under Government Code 
Section 66020 has begun.  If the City has already given Notice that the 90-day approval period has begun 
for the subject development, then this document does not re-commence the 90-day approval period. 
 
I hereby certify that the Planning Commission took Discretionary Review and approved the building 
permit as referenced in this action memo on July 16, 2020. 
 
 
 
Jonas P. Ionin 
Commission Secretary 
 
 
AYES:  Koppel, Moore, Johnson, Fung, Diamond, Imperial, Chan 
 
NAYS:  None 
 
ABSENT: None  
 
ADOPTED: July 16, 2020 
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Mitigated Negative Declaration 


 
PMND Date: June 26, 2019; amended on January 9, 2020 (amendments to the initial 


study are shown as deletions in strikethrough and additions in double 
underline) 


Case No.: 2017-002545ENV 
Project Title: 2417 Green Street 
BPA Nos.: 201704285244 
Zoning: RH-1 [Residential-House, One Family] Use District 
 40-X Height and Bulk District 
Block/Lot: 0560/028 
Lot Size: 2,500 square feet 
Project Sponsor: Chris Durkin, 2417 Green Street, LLC 
 (415) 407-0486 
Lead Agency: San Francisco Planning Department 
Staff Contact: Jeanie Poling – (415) 575-9072 
 jeanie.poling@sfgov.org 


 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION:  
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 vacant four-story 
single-family residential building constructed circa 1905. The residence encompasses the front (northern) 
two thirds of the lot. The property at its Green Street frontage slopes with an elevation of approximately 
150 feet along the western (up slope) side to 145 feet along eastern (down-slope) side. The project would 
lower building floor plates by approximately 2 feet, construct one- and three-story horizontal rear 
additions, and construct third and fourth floor vertical additions above a portion of the existing building. 
The floor area would increase from approximately 4,118 square feet to approximately 5,115 square feet. A 
one-bedroom accessory dwelling unit measuring approximately 1,023 square feet would be added on the 
first floor. The project also proposes a partial excavation of the rear yard for a sunken terrace, façade 
alterations, interior modifications, and expansion of the existing basement level garage to accommodate 
one additional vehicle, for a total of two vehicle parking spaces. 


 
FINDING:  
This project could not have a significant effect on the environment. This finding is based upon the criteria 
of the Guidelines of the State Secretary for Resources, Sections 15064 (Determining Significant Effect), 15065 
(Mandatory Findings of Significance), and 15070 (Decision to prepare a Negative Declaration), and the 
following reasons as documented in the Initial Evaluation (Initial Study) for the project, which is attached. 
Mitigation measures are included in this project to avoid potentially significant effects. See pages 81–82. 
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Initial Study 
2417 Green Street 


Planning Department Case No. 2017-002545ENV 
 


A. INTRODUCTION 


The San Francisco Planning Department (the planning department) published a categorical 
exemption for the proposed project on May 16, 2017. The categorical exemption was appealed and 
heard by the Board of Supervisors on January 9, 2018. The Board of Supervisors upheld the appeal 
and, on February 6, 2018, issued Motion No. M18-12, which stated, “[T]he Board finds that there is 
substantial evidence in the record before the Board that the Project proposed at 2417 Green Street 
presents unusual circumstances relating to historic resources and hazardous materials and it 
appears as a result of those circumstances the project may have a significant effect on the 
environment and, based on the facts presented to the Board of Supervisors at the hearing on 
January 9, 2018, the Project is therefore not Categorically Exempt from CEQA review.” 
Accordingly, the planning department has prepared this initial study to evaluate the potential 
impacts of the 2417 Green Street project. The concerns raised in the appeal and during the appeal 
hearing are addressed below in Sections F.3, Cultural Resources; F.15, Geology and Soils; and F.17, 
Hazardous Materials.  


B. PROJECT DESCRIPTION 


Project Location  
The project site is located on the south side of Green Street on the block bound by Green, Pierce, 
Scott, and Vallejo streets in the Pacific Heights neighborhood (see Figure 1 on page 85  831). The 
2,500-square-foot project site contains a vacant four-story, approximately 45-foot-tall, single-family 
residential building constructed circa 1905. The residence contains a total of approximately 4,450 
square feet of space consisting of approximately 4,120 square feet of habitable space and a 337-
square-foot garage, and encompasses the front (northern) two thirds of the lot. The property slopes 
along its Green Street frontage, with an elevation of approximately 150 feet along the western (up-
slope) property line to 145 feet along the eastern (down‐slope) property line. The rear of the 
property has been landscaped into three terraces with small (less than 3-foot-tall) retaining walls 
separating each terrace, descending from west to east. Each level has been backfilled to create a 
level patio and planting areas. The existing building has one off-street vehicle parking space that 
is accessed via a curb cut and driveway on Green Street. The project site is currently in a state of 
suspended construction, with the site having been partially excavated and some interior 
renovation work started.  


Project Characteristics  
The proposed project would lower all floor plates by approximately 2 feet, construct one- and 
three-story horizontal rear additions, and construct third and fourth floor vertical additions above 
a portion of the existing building. Project construction would also include a full structural and 


                                                      
1  Initial study figures can be found at the end of the document starting on page 83 85. 
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seismic upgrade. Existing and proposed site plans are shown on Figure 2 on page 85 87, and 
proposed plans and elevations are shown on Figures 3 through 12 on pages 86 88 through 96 99. 


The floor area would increase from approximately 4,120 square feet under existing conditions to 
approximately 5,120 square feet under the proposed project. A one-bedroom accessory dwelling 
unit measuring approximately 1,020 square feet would be added on the first floor, for a total of two 
residential units on the site. The project also proposes a partial excavation of the rear yard for a 
sunken terrace, façade alterations such as new window configurations and new windows and door, 
interior modifications, and expansion of the existing basement level garage to accommodate one 
additional vehicle, for a total of two off-street vehicle parking spaces. The size of the garage could 
accommodate more vehicles; however, the project sponsor intends to increase vehicular parking 
spaces from one to two and use the remaining space not designated for parking as storage. A new 
street tree would be added on the Green Street sidewalk. Table 1 summarizes the existing and 
proposed building characteristics. 


Table 1 – Summary of Existing and Proposed Building Characteristics 
 Existing Proposed 


Approximate Floor Area 4,120 square feet 5,120 square feet 


Number of stories 4 4 


Approximate Height 45 feet  45 feet  


Dwelling units 1 2 


Off-street vehicle parking 
spaces 


1 2 


Source: Dumican Mosey Architects, Site Permit/311 Notification Plans, revised June 6, 
2018. 


Construction Schedule and Equipment 
Project construction is anticipated to take approximately three to five months to complete. The 
project would require excavation of approximately 408 cubic yards of soil and rock to a depth of 
13 feet below grade. Some project excavation below the existing building has already occurred (see 
Project History, below). Additional excavation would be conducted using a pneumatic pavement 
breaker (hand-held jackhammer) with a force rating of 90 pounds. Excavation would occur in 
sections for one to two weeks over a period of three to five months. No pile driving would be 
required as part of project construction. The foundation would be reinforced concrete with 
standard retaining walls around the garage and perimeter spread footings around the outside 
walls. 


Project History 
The following bullet points provide a chronological summary of the various actions documented 
in the record related to the proposed project that have occurred since April 2017, when the project 
sponsor filed for a building permit associated with the proposed project. Text provided within 
quotes is verbatim as it appears in official documents and City records (building permit 
applications, complaints, and Board-issued California Environmental Quality Act [CEQA] 
findings). 
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• On April 28, 2017, the project sponsor filed Building Permit Application (BPA) #201704285244 
for the proposed excavation/addition project: “Horizontal addition. Expansion of existing 
garage in basement level, first, second, third, and fourth story horizontal rear yard addition; 
alterations to existing front façade; excavation and full foundation replacement; lowering 
existing building approximately 1’-11”; interior remodel throughout.”  


• On May 16, 2017, the planning department issued a categorical exemption (planning 
department case number 2017-002545ENV) for the proposed excavation/addition project 
covered under BPA #201704285244: “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.”2 


• On May 18, 2017, the Department of Building Inspection (DBI, or the building department) 
issued BPA #201705116316: “Partial deteriorated basement wall and foundation replacement 
with new landscaping site wall at backyard.” DBI Info Sheet G-20 notes that foundation work 
does not require planning department approval, and thus did not route BPA #201705116316 to 
the planning department for review.  


• On September 27, 2017, DBI received complaint no. 201708032: “Working beyond scope of BPA 
#201705116316. Doing horizontal addition.” DBI determined that the scope of work warranted 
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 San Francisco Planning Code section 311 neighborhood 
notification, which had not yet been completed.  


• On September 28, 2017, DBI suspended BPA #201705116316, and on January 5, 2018, DBI closed 
the case, noting, “new permit has been issued to comply with complaint. DCP approved scope 
that was initially not reviewed by their department. kmh.” 


• On October 2, 2017, the planning department opened enforcement action 2017-012992ENF in 
response to complaint no. 201708032. 


• On October 2, 2017, the property owner submitted BPA #201710020114: “To comply [with] 
NOV201708032, administrative permit to facilitate Department of City Planning review, 
revision to BPA #201705116316, delete freestanding retaining wall at rear yard. No work under 
this permit. N/A Maher ordinance.”  


• On October 10, 2017, after determining that the May 16, 2017 categorical exemption covered 
the excavation work, the planning department signed off on BPA #201710020114 for excavation 
below the existing building without the side wall of the proposed rear addition. 


• On October 23, 2017, the planning department issued neighborhood notification pursuant to 
Planning Code section 311 for the proposed horizontal rear expansion under BPA 
#201704285244.  


                                                      
2  The currently proposed project is slightly smaller than the project analyzed in the May 16, 2017, categorical 


exemption. 
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• On October 28 and 30, 2017, three discretionary review requests were filed with the planning 
department (planning case nos. 2017-002545DRP, 2017-002545DRP-02, and 2017-002545DRP-
03). 


• On November 3, 2017, DBI issued BPA #201710020114 for legalization of the excavation work.  


• On November 22, 2017, Richard Toshiyuki Drury of Lozeau Drury LLP filed an appeal of the 
May 16, 2017 categorical exemption with the Board of Supervisors on behalf of the adjacent 
property owner at 2421 Green Street, raising concerns over (1) impacts to historic resources at 
2421 Green Street related to views, air, and light (2) impacts to historic resources at 2421 Green 
Street related to construction methodology, and (3) impacts related to the release of hazardous 
materials (Board of Supervisors File No. 171267). The planning department determined that 
the appeal was timely because the excavation permit (BPA #201710020114) was the approval 
action under CEQA.  


• On December 12, 2017, DBI received complaint no. 201724852: “date last observed: 11-DEC-17; 
identity of person performing the work: Cannot confirm identity, was n; floor: roof; unit: N/A; 
exact location: Main Bldg; building type: Residence/Dwelling WORK W/O PERMIT; WORK 
BEYOND SCOPE OF PERMIT; ; additional information: Chimney has been removed from the 
building without a permit;” 


• On December 20, 2017, DBI received complaint no. 201727021: “Front chimney is unsafe. Also 
refer to Complaint #201724852.” (On June 3, 2019, DBI closed the case.) 


• On January 8, 2018, DBI received complaint no. 201830371: “Penetrations in roof made when 
chimneys were removed. Have not been sealed. Rain water entering building, also 
penetrations in walls at rear. A monthly fee will be assessed on NOV'S.” (On May 22, 2018, DBI 
determined the case abated after penetrations were sealed.)  


• On January 9, 2018, the Board of Supervisors upheld the appeal of the categorical exemption 
issued on May 16, 2017, and on February 6, 2018, the Board issued CEQA findings that 
concluded: 


[T]he Board finds that there is substantial evidence in the record before the Board that the 
Project proposed at 2417 Green Street presents unusual circumstances relating to historic 
resources and hazardous materials and it appears as a result of those circumstances the 
project may have a significant effect on the environment and, based on the facts presented 
to the Board of Supervisors on the hearing on January 9, 2018, the Project is therefore not 
Categorically Exempt from CEQA review.3  


Following the Board hearing, the planning department rescinded the categorical exemption 
issued on May 16, 2017, and resumed environmental analysis, taking into consideration 
documents and oral testimony presented during the appeal period and at the appeal hearing.  


• On May 8, 2018, DBI issued BPA #201804277607 for temporary shoring to comply with NOV 
201727021 to shore up the remaining center brick façade. 


                                                      
3  San Francisco Board of Supervisors, Motion No. M18-012, Adopting Findings Reversing the Categorical Exemption 


Determination – 2417 Green Street, Amended February 6, 2018, File No. 180123, available at 
https://sfgov.legistar.com/View.ashx?M=F&ID=5792879&GUID=75361D57-546D-41F0-B0A3-D11B6083C3D2. 



https://sfgov.legistar.com/View.ashx?M=F&ID=5792879&GUID=75361D57-546D-41F0-B0A3-D11B6083C3D2
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• On June 11, 2018, DBI closed complaint no. 201727261 and noted, “Planning Department 
suspended two permits: 201705116316 and 201710020114.”  


• On June 22, 2018, the planning department issued a categorical exemption certificate for a 
revised building expansion project to lower all floor plates by approximately 2 feet; construct 
one- and three-story horizontal rear additions; construct third and fourth floor vertical 
additions; add an accessory dwelling unit; excavate at rear; and expand existing basement level 
garage to accommodate one additional vehicle (planning case no. 2017-002545ENV).  


• On July 20, 2018, the representative of 2421 Green Street filed an appeal of the June 22, 2018 
categorical exemption certificate, raising concerns regarding (1) impacts to historic resources 
at 2421 Green Street related to views, air, and light (2) impacts to historic resources at 2421 
Green Street related to construction methodology, and (3) impacts related to the release of 
hazardous materials.  


• On July 30, 2018, the planning department determined that the July 20, 2018 appeal of the June 
22, 2018 categorical exemption certificate was not timely because the approval action under 
CEQA (i.e., the discretionary review hearing before the Planning Commission) had not yet 
occurred. 


• On August 28, 2018, DBI opened complaint case no. 201888531, “Work being done without 
permits. PA# 201804277607 issued in May for temp.” (DBI closed the case on September 4, 2018, 
stating “work being performed is approved.”) 


• On September 20, 2018, DBI received complaint no. 201804277607, “Beyond scope of work 
$500. Tomporing shoring.” (DBI closed the case on November 14, 2018, noting “work 
complete.”) 


• On September 21, 2018, DBI received complaint case no. 201893553: “date last observed: 20-
SEP-18; time last observed: For the past year; identity of person performing the work: 
Christopher Durkin; exact location: Main Bldg; building type: Residence/Dwelling 
ABANDONED/DERELICT STRUCTURE; WORK W/O PERMIT; WORK BEYOND SCOPE OF 
PERMIT; OTHER BUILDING; additional information: The windows have been left open to the 
elements for over a year; there are animals, mold, asbestos; the building windows are adjacent 
to our home’s windows.” (DBI closed the case on September 25, 2018, noting “Permits for this 
project have been suspended and there is no work taking place on site. Permit for temp shoring 
201804277607 is complete. No windows were open at time of visit. I asked to contractor to make 
sure site is secure.”) 


• On January 15, 2019, the planning department rescinded the categorical exemption issued on 
June 22, 2018 and began preparation of an initial study for the project. 


• On January 18, 2019 DBI received complaint no. 201920322: “date last observed: 17-JAN-19; 
time last observed: Daily x2years; identity of person performing the work: Chris Durkin, 
developer; Eric ; floor: Third; exact location: Main Bldg; building type: Residence/Dwelling 
WATER INTRUSION; VACANT STRUCTURE; ; additional information: Windows on East 
side and at rear of vacant building remain open to rain and animal intrusion past 2 years. 
Neighbors have filed numerous complaints.” (DBI closed the case on January 18, 2019 with the 
note, “Case closed and referred to CES by email per MH; slw.”) 
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• On January 18, 2019, DBI received complaint no. 201920683: “vacant building.” 


• On March 19, 2019, DBI received complaint no. 201937943: “Date last observed: 19-mar-19; time 
last observed: continual; identity of person performing the work: christopher durkin & ; floor: 
all storie; unit: single res; exact location: common area; building type: residence/dwelling water 
intrusion; abandoned/derelict structure; structural problems; work being done in dangerous 
manner; ; additional information: water is pouring out of vacant building making the front 
sidewalk slick and dangerous; *.” (DBI closed the case on March 19, 2019, noting, “Case 
reviewed, to be referred to CES. mh/oh.”) 


Project Approvals 
The proposed project requires issuance of building permits by DBI. A discretionary review hearing 
before the Planning Commission has been requested for BPA #201704285244, which is the building 
permit application that corresponds to the proposed project. The discretionary review decision 
would constitute the Approval Action for the Project that would establish the start of the 30-day 
period for the appeal of the final negative declaration to the Board of Supervisors, pursuant to 
section 31.04(h) of the San Francisco Administrative Code.  


C. PROJECT SETTING 


Project Site and Surrounding Land Uses 
As noted above, the project site is on the south side of Green Street, within a city block bounded 
by Pierce Street to the east, Green Street to the north, Scott Street to the west, and Vallejo Street to 
the south. The immediately surrounding neighborhood is comprised primarily of two- to three-
story single-family homes constructed between 1900 and the 1950s in a wide range of architectural 
styles. Lots on the block and in the vicinity are generally 25 feet wide by 125 feet deep, with some 
wider lots containing larger homes. The project block slopes upward to the southwest, generally 
on a greater than 20 percent slope.  


The project block and immediately surrounding blocks are zoned RH-1 (Residential-House, One-
Family). Nearby zoning districts include RH-3 (Residential-House, Three-Family) and RM-1 
(Residential, Mixed, Low Density) zoning on blocks to the northeast, closer to the Union Street 
Neighborhood Commercial District (NCD). The nearest commercial district, the Union Street NCD, 
is two blocks to the north and two blocks to the east of the project site, and the Upper Fillmore 
NCD is located three blocks east and four blocks south of the project site. One block east of the 
project site on the opposite side of Green Street is St. Vincent de Paul Church and K-8 school. Streets 
in the vicinity are neighborhood residential, generally around 35-40 feet wide, and contain limited 
traffic. The sidewalks along the project site and block are approximately 15 feet wide. The project 
site is well served by public transportation. Within one-quarter mile of the project site, Muni 
operates the following bus lines: the 22 Fillmore, 24 Divisadero, 41 Union and 3 Jackson. 


Cumulative Projects  
The cumulative context for land use development project effects is typically localized, within the 
immediate vicinity of the project site, or at the neighborhood level. Cumulative development in 
the project vicinity (within approximately a quarter-mile radius of the project site) includes the 
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projects listed in Table 2 and illustrated on Figure 13, on page 96 98. These projects are either under 
construction or are projects for which the planning department has a project application on file. 
The areas and the projects relevant to the analysis vary, depending on the topic, as detailed in the 
cumulative analyses presented in subsequent sections of this document. As shown, these projects 
primarily include new residential uses. 
 


Table 2 – Projects within One-Quarter Mile of the Project Site 


Address 
Planning 


Department Case 
No. 


Project Description Project Status 


2301 Lombard St 2015-014040CUA 
New construction of a mixed-use 
building with 22 dwelling units and 
2,600 square feet of retail 


Under construction 


2346-2350 Union 
St 2017-007518PRJ 


Addition of five new accessory 
dwelling units to an apartment 
building 


Under construction 


2637 Union St 2018-000739PRJ 
Modification of a single-family home 
and addition of an accessory dwelling 
unit 


Under planning 
department review 


2831 Pierce St 2018-006138PRJ Modification of a two-unit residential 
building. Addition of fourth floor. 


Under planning 
department review 


2582 Filbert St 2016-008605PRJ New construction of a single-family 
home Under construction 


2237 Union St 2014-001423PRJ Modification of a single-family home Under construction 


2251 Greenwich St 2014-002266PRJ Demolition-reconstruction of Fire 
Station #16 Under construction 


2261 Filbert St 2014-000645PRJ Modification of a single-family home Under construction 


Note: Some projects listed as under construction may have been recently completed. 
Sources: San Francisco Planning Department, 2018 Q4 Development Pipeline and San Francisco 
Property Information Map, reviewed in April 2019. 


 


D. COMPATIBILITY WITH EXISTING ZONING AND PLANS 
 Applicable Not Applicable 


Discuss any variances, special authorizations, or changes proposed 
to the planning code or zoning map, if applicable. 


  


Discuss any conflicts with any adopted plans and goals of the City 
or region, if applicable. 


  


Discuss any approvals and/or permits from city departments other 
than the planning department or the Department of Building 
Inspection, or from regional, state, or federal agencies. 
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San Francisco Planning Code  
The San Francisco Planning Code, which incorporates the Zoning Maps of the City and County of 
San Francisco (the City), governs permitted land uses, densities, and the arrangement of building 
structures within the city. Permits to construct new buildings (or to alter or demolish existing ones) 
may not be issued unless (1) the proposed project conforms to the planning code, (2) allowable 
exceptions are granted pursuant to provisions of the planning code, or (3) amendments to the 
planning code are incorporated into the proposed project.  


Zoning and Density  


The project site is in a Residential-House, One Family (RH-1) zoning district and a 40-X height and 
bulk district. The RH-1 district is occupied almost entirely by single-family houses on lots 25 feet 
in width without side yards. Floor sizes and building styles vary but tend to be uniform within 
tracts developed in distinct time periods. Though built on separate lots, the structures have the 
appearance of small-scale row housing, rarely exceeding 35 feet in height. Front setbacks are 
common, and ground level open space is generous. The 40-X height/bulk district indicates a 
maximum height of 40 feet (with certain allowable exceptions), and “X” indicates that bulk limits 
are not applicable. The proposed project would be consistent with the existing planning code 
zoning and height and bulk designations because it would not exceed the existing zoning and 
density. Specifically, the building would remain a single-family residence as zoned, and would 
add an accessory dwelling unit, as permitted under Planning Code section 207(c)(6). Furthermore, 
the project would not increase the building height beyond the existing height of 45 feet, as 
measured pursuant to Planning Code section 260.4 Thus the proposed project would be consistent 
with the planning code and would not require any variances, special authorizations, or changes to 
the planning code or zoning map. 


Plans and Policies  
San Francisco General Plan  


Development in San Francisco is subject to the San Francisco General Plan. The general plan 
provides general policies and objectives to guide all land use decisions in the City. Any conflicts 
between the proposed project and policies that relate to physical environmental issues are 
discussed in Section F, Evaluation of Environmental Effects. The compatibility of the proposed 
project with general plan policies that do not relate to physical environmental issues would be 
considered by decision-makers as part of their decision to approve or disapprove the proposed 
project. The project is a modification of a single-family home with the addition of an accessory 
dwelling unit. The project would be minor in scope, would not introduce incompatible land uses 
to the neighborhood, and would encourage housing production by adding the accessory dwelling 
unit. It would not otherwise conflict with any general plan policies or objectives. Thus, the project 
would not conflict with the San Francisco General Plan or any other adopted policy.  


                                                      
4   At its highest point, the existing building is almost 45 feet tall. Since it is on an upsloping lot, the height varies along 


with the slope and gradually becomes shorter as the grade increases towards the rear. With the proposed alteration to 
the roofline, the project would result in a decrease in the building height at the front by approximately 3 feet. 
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Proposition M – The Accountable Planning Initiative 


In November 1986, the voters of San Francisco approved Proposition M, the Accountable Planning 
Initiative, which added Section 101.1 to the City’s planning code to establish eight priority policies. 
These policies, and the corresponding sections of this document addressing the environmental 
issues associated with these policies, are as follows: (1) preservation and enhancement of 
neighborhood-serving retail uses; (2) protection of neighborhood character; (3) preservation and 
enhancement of affordable housing (Question 2b, Population and Housing, regarding housing 
displacement); (4) discouragement of commuter automobiles (Question 5a, Transportation and 
Circulation); (5) protection of industrial and service land uses from commercial office development 
and enhancement of resident employment and business ownership; (6) maximization of 
earthquake preparedness (Question 14a, Geology and Soils); (7) landmark and historic building 
preservation (Question 3a, Cultural Resources); and (8) protection of open space (Question 10a, 
Shadow, and Questions 11a and 11b, Recreation).  


Prior to issuing a permit for any project that requires an initial study under CEQA, or for any 
demolition, conversion, or change of use, and prior to taking any action that requires a finding of 
consistency with the general plan, the City is required to find the proposed project or legislation 
consistent with the priority policies. The compatibility of the proposed project with general plan 
objectives and policies that do not relate to physical environmental issues will be considered by 
decision makers as part of their decision whether to approve or disapprove the proposed project. 
Any potential conflicts identified as part of that process would not alter the physical environmental 
effects of the proposed project. 


Regional Plans and Policies 


The principal regional planning agencies and their overarching policies and plans that guide 
planning in the nine-county Bay Area include the Metropolitan Transportation Commission’s and 
Association of Bay Area Governments’ Plan Bay Area 2040,5 which is an integrated long-range 
transportation and land use plan to meet greenhouse gas reduction targets set by the California 
Air Resource Board, the Bay Area Air Quality Management District’s (the air district’s) Bay Area 
2017 Clean Air Plan (2017 Clean Air Plan), the Metropolitan Transportation Commission’s Regional 
Transportation Plan – Transportation 2035, the San Francisco Regional Water Quality Control Board’s 
San Francisco Basin Plan, and the San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission’s 
San Francisco Bay Plan.  


Based on the location, size, and nature of the proposed project, no anticipated conflicts with 
regional plans would occur as a result of the proposed project. 


Required Approvals by Other Agencies 


See Section B, Project Description, for a list of required project approvals. 


  


                                                      
5 Metropolitan Transportation Commission and the Association of Bay Area Governments. 2017. Plan Bay Area 2040 


Final Plan. Available: http://www.2040.planbayarea.org/what-is-plan-bay-area-2040. Accessed: April 24, 2019. 
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SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS 


The proposed project could potentially affect the environmental factor(s) checked below. The 
following pages present a more detailed checklist and discussion of each environmental factor. 


 Land Use/Planning  Greenhouse Gas Emissions  Hydrology/Water Quality 


 Aesthetics  Wind  Hazards & Hazardous Materials 


 Population and Housing  Shadow  Mineral Resources  


 Cultural Resources  Recreation  Energy 


 Tribal Cultural Resources  Utilities/Service Systems  Agriculture and Forestry Resources 


 Transportation and Circulation  Public Services  Wildfire 


 Noise  Biological Resources  Mandatory Findings of Significance 


 Air Quality  Geology/Soils   


 


E. EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS 


All items on the initial study checklist that have been checked “Less than Significant Impact,” “No 
Impact,” or “Not Applicable” indicate that, upon evaluation, staff has determined that the 
proposed project could not have a significant adverse environmental effect relating to that topic. A 
discussion is included for those issues checked “Less than Significant Impact” and for most items 
checked with “No Impact” or “Not Applicable.” For all of the items checked “Not Applicable” or 
“No Impact” without discussion, the conclusions regarding potential significant adverse 
environmental effects are based upon field observation, staff experience and expertise on similar 
projects, and/or standard reference material available within the planning department, such as the 
planning department’s Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines for Environmental Review, and 
the California Natural Diversity Data Base and maps, published by the California Department of 
Fish and Wildlife. For each checklist item, the evaluation has considered the impacts of the 
proposed project both individually and cumulatively. 


Analysis of Topics Raised in the Appeal of the Categorical Exemption 
The following impact analyses address concerns that were raised in both appeals of the categorical 
exemption: Impact CR-1 (historic resources), Impact GE-1 (geology and soils), and Impact HZ-2 
(hazardous materials). 


Public Resources Code Section 21099 – Aesthetics and Parking Analysis  
On September 27, 2013, Governor Brown signed Senate Bill (SB) 743, which became effective on 
January 1, 2014.6 Among other provisions, SB 743 amends CEQA by adding Public Resources 


                                                      
6 SB 743 is available at: http://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtml?bill_id=201320140SB743.  



http://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtml?bill_id=201320140SB743
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section 21099 regarding analysis of aesthetics and parking impacts for urban infill projects.7 The 
CEQA Guidelines8 were amended in 2019 to include a new section 15064.3 that addresses the 
provisions of SB 743. 


Public Resources Code section 21099(d) states, “Aesthetic and parking impacts of a residential, 
mixed- use residential, or employment center project on an infill site located within a transit 
priority area shall not be considered significant impacts on the environment.”9 Accordingly, 
aesthetics and parking are not to be considered in determining whether a project has the potential 
to result in significant environmental effects for projects that meet all of the following three criteria:  


a) The project is in a transit priority area10  
b) The project is on an infill site11  
c) The project is residential, mixed-use residential, or an employment center12  


 
The proposed project meets each of the above three criteria because it (1) is located within one-half 
mile of several bus transit stops that meet the definition in Public Resources Code section 21099(d) 
of a “major transit stop,” (2) is located on an infill site that is already developed with and 
surrounded by other urban development, and (3) is a residential project.13 Thus, this initial study 
does not consider aesthetics and the adequacy of parking in determining the significance of project 
impacts under CEQA.  


Public Resources Code section 21099(e) states that a lead agency maintains the authority to 
consider aesthetic impacts pursuant to local design review ordinances or other discretionary 
powers, and that aesthetics impacts as addressed by the revised Public Resources Code do not 
include impacts on historical or cultural resources. Thus, there is no change in the planning 
department’s methodology related to design and historic review.  


                                                      
7 Public Resources Code section 21099(d).  
8    California Code of Regulations, Title 14, Division 6, Chapter 3. 
9  Public Resources Code section 21099(d)(1). 
10 Public Resources Code section 21099(a) defines a “transit priority area” as an area within one-half mile of an existing 


or planned major transit stop. A "major transit stop" is defined in section 21064.3 of the Public Resources Code as a rail 
transit station, a ferry terminal served by either a bus or rail transit service, or the intersection of two or more major 
bus routes with a frequency of service interval of 15 minutes or less during the morning and afternoon peak commute 
periods.  


11 Public Resources Code section 21099(a) defines an “infill site” as a lot located within an urban area that has been 
previously developed, or a vacant site where at least 75 percent of the perimeter of the site adjoins, or is separated 
only by an improved public right-of-way from, parcels that are developed with qualified urban uses.  


12 Public Resources Code section 21099(a) defines an “employment center” as a project located on property zoned for 
commercial uses with a floor area ratio of no less than 0.75 and located within a transit priority area.  


13 San Francisco Planning Department, Transit-oriented Infill Project Eligibility Checklists for 2417 Green Street, 
February 1, 2019. This document (and all documents cited in this initial study unless otherwise noted) is available for 
review at the San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, as part of Case No. 2017-002545ENV. 
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Topics: 


Potentially 
Significant 


Impact 


Less Than 
Significant 


with 
Mitigation 


Incorporated 


Less Than 
Significant 


Impact 
No 


Impact 
Not 


Applicable 


1. LAND USE AND PLANNING. Would the 
project: 


     


a) Physically divide an established community?      


b) Cause a significant environmental impact due to 
a conflict with any land use plan, policy, or 
regulation adopted for the purpose of avoiding or 
mitigating an environmental effect? 


     


 


Impact LU-1: The proposed project would not physically divide an established community. 
(Less than Significant)  


The proposed project involves modification and expansion of an existing single-family home on 
an established lot and the addition of one accessory dwelling unit. The project would not alter the 
established street grid or permanently close any streets or sidewalks. The project would not impede 
the passage of persons through construction of any physical barriers. Although portions of the 
sidewalk adjacent to the project site could be closed for periods of time during project construction 
(approximately three to five months), these closures would be temporary in nature. Therefore, the 
proposed project would not physically divide an established community and this impact would be 
less than significant.  


Impact LU-2: The proposed project would not cause a significant impact due to a conflict with 
any land use plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an 
environmental effect. (Less than Significant)  


Land use impacts could be considered significant if a proposed project conflicts with any plan, 
policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of avoiding an environmental effect. However, a 
conflict with a plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of mitigating an environmental 
effect does not necessarily indicate a significant effect on the environment. The proposed project 
would result in an expansion of an existing (currently vacant) residential unit on the site and an 
addition of one accessory dwelling unit to the city housing stock and would not be expected to 
conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation such that an adverse physical 
change would result. The project would be generally consistent with the land use policies outlined 
in the San Francisco General Plan, including promoting infill development, providing new 
housing, and concentrating more intense development near transit services. Moreover, the 
proposed residential use is permitted by city code and plans applicable to the area, and the project 
would be within the applicable bulk limits. Thus, the proposed project would not result in adverse 
physical changes in the environment related to conflicts with any plan, policy, or regulation 
adopted for the purpose of avoiding an environmental effect.  


Furthermore, the proposed project would not conflict with any adopted environmental plan or 
policy, such as the Metropolitan Transportation Commission’s and the Association of Bay Area 
Governments’ Plan Bay Area 2040 or the air district’s 2017 Clean Air Plan, which directly 
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addresses environmental issues and/or contains targets or standards that must be met in order to 
preserve or improve characteristics of the city’s physical environment. See Section D, 
Compatibility with Existing Zoning and Plans, for a more detailed discussion of the proposed 
project’s general consistency with applicable plans and policies. Thus, the proposed project 
would result in a less-than-significant impact with regard to consistency with existing plans and 
policies adopted for the purpose of avoiding an environmental effect.  


Impact C-LU-1: The proposed project, in combination with past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future projects in the project vicinity, would result in less-than-significant 
cumulative land use impacts. (Less than Significant)  


The cumulative context for land use effects is typically localized, within the immediate vicinity of 
the project site, or at the neighborhood level. Table 2 on page 7 identifies development projects 
within a quarter-mile radius of the project site. All of the nearby cumulative projects would be 
constructed within their individual project sites and would perpetuate the existing land uses and 
land use pattern in the neighborhood (largely, single-family and some multi-family residential). 
None of these cumulative development projects would introduce incompatible uses that would 
adversely impact the existing character of the project vicinity. Thus, the proposed project, in 
combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would result in a less-
than-significant cumulative land use impact.  


  


Topics: 


Potentially 
Significant 


Impact 


Less Than 
Significant 


with 
Mitigation 


Incorporated 


Less Than 
Significant 


Impact 
No 


Impact 
Not 


Applicable 


2. POPULATION AND HOUSING. Would the 
project: 


     


a) Induce substantial unplanned population 
growth in an area, either directly (for example, 
by proposing new homes and businesses) or 
indirectly (for example, through extension of 
roads or other infrastructure)? 


     


b) Displace substantial numbers of existing people 
or housing units, necessitating the construction 
of replacement housing? 


 


     


Impact PH-1: The proposed project would not induce substantial unplanned population growth. 
(Less than Significant) 


The project would enlarge one existing (currently vacant) single-family home and add one 
accessory dwelling unit. According to the 2017 America Communities Survey five-year estimates, 
Census Tract 132, where the project site is located, had a reported population of 4,044 residents. 
The U.S. Census population estimate for San Francisco in 2017 was 884,363 residents. Based on San 
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Francisco’s average household size of 2.35,14 the two newly occupied dwelling units would 
accommodate approximately five residents. The five new residents would increase the population 
within the Census Tract 132 by approximately 0.012 percent and would increase the citywide 
population by approximately 0.0005 percent, which would not be considered substantial. Thus, 
population growth associated with the proposed project would not be substantial in relation to the 
overall population of the area, and this impact would be less than significant.  


Impact PH-2: The proposed project would not displace substantial numbers of existing people 
or housing units, necessitating the construction of replacement housing. (No Impact)  


The project site is currently vacant; thus, no residents would be displaced. The project would result 
in construction of one net new dwelling unit on the site. Thus, there would be no impact related to 
displacement of people or housing units. 


Impact C-PH-1: The proposed project, cumulatively with other past, present and reasonably 
foreseeable future development, would not induce substantial population growth or displace 
substantial numbers of people or housing units. (Less than Significant) 


Table 2 on page 7 lists development projects within a quarter-mile radius of the project site. These 
cumulative development projects would not introduce incompatible uses that would adversely 
impact the existing character of the project vicinity. Moreover, projects in the City’s development 
pipeline would result in population growth that is consistent with Association of Bay Area 
Governments’ projections through 2040. Thus, the proposed project, in combination with past, 
present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would result in a less-than-significant 
cumulative land use impact.  


The San Francisco General Plan 2014 Housing Element15 anticipates continuation of the trend of 
residential population growth in San Francisco that has been in progress since at least 2000.16 San 
Francisco Mayor’s Executive Directive 17-0217 calls for construction of “at least 5,000 units of new 
or rehabilitated housing every year for the foreseeable future,” and for the implementation of 
policies to facilitate this construction. Any cumulative growth in the project area therefore is not 
expected to result in a cumulative demand for new housing, since this demand is already 
anticipated. For these reasons, the proposed project, in combination with other past, present, and 
reasonably foreseeable future projects, would increase the population in the area, but would not 
induce substantial population growth beyond that already anticipated to occur and this impact 
would be less than significant.   


                                                      
14  U.S. Census, 2017, 


https://www.census.gov/quickfacts/fact/table/sanfranciscocitycalifornia,sanfranciscocountycalifornia/HSD310217#vie
wtop, accessed January 31, 2019. 


15  City of San Francisco, 2015, San Francisco General Plan 2014 Housing Element, April, http://www.sf-
planning.org/ftp/General_Plan/2014HousingElement-AllParts_ADOPTED_web.pdf, accessed November 6, 2017. 


16  The New York Times. Mapping the US Census 2010.Mapping the 2010 U.S. Census, San Francisco, 
http://www.nytimes.com/projects/census/2010/map.html?view=PopChangeView&l=14&lat=37.77752894957491&lng=-
122.41932345299993, accessed May 2, 2018. 


17  City and County of San Francisco Office of the Mayor, Executive Directive 17-02, http://sfmayor.org/article/executive-
directive-17-02, accessed February 19, 2019. 



https://www.census.gov/quickfacts/fact/table/sanfranciscocitycalifornia,sanfranciscocountycalifornia/HSD310217#viewtop

https://www.census.gov/quickfacts/fact/table/sanfranciscocitycalifornia,sanfranciscocountycalifornia/HSD310217#viewtop

http://www.sf-planning.org/ftp/General_Plan/2014HousingElement-AllParts_ADOPTED_web.pdf

http://www.sf-planning.org/ftp/General_Plan/2014HousingElement-AllParts_ADOPTED_web.pdf

http://www.nytimes.com/projects/census/2010/map.html?view=PopChangeView&l=14&lat=37.77752894957491&lng=-122.41932345299993

http://www.nytimes.com/projects/census/2010/map.html?view=PopChangeView&l=14&lat=37.77752894957491&lng=-122.41932345299993

http://sfmayor.org/article/executive-directive-17-02

http://sfmayor.org/article/executive-directive-17-02
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Topics: 


Potentially 
Significant 


Impact 


Less Than 
Significant 


with 
Mitigation 


Incorporated 


Less Than 
Significant 


Impact 
No 


Impact 
Not 


Applicable 


3. CULTURAL RESOURCES. Would the project:      


a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of a historical resource pursuant to 
§15064.5, including those resources listed in 
article 10 or article 11 of the San Francisco 
Planning Code? 


     


b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of an archaeological resource 
pursuant to §15064.5? 


     


c) Disturb any human remains, including those 
interred outside of formal cemeteries? 


     


 


   


Impact CR-1: The proposed project could cause a substantial adverse change in the significance 
of a historical resource pursuant to section 15064.5, including those resources listed in Articles 
10 and 11 of the planning code. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)  


Historical resources are those properties that meet the definitions in section 21084.1 of CEQA and 
section 15064.5 of the CEQA Guidelines. Historical resources include properties listed in, or 
formally determined eligible for listing in, the California Register of Historical Resources 
(California Register) or in an adopted local historic register. Historical resources also include 
resources identified as significant in a historical resource survey, meeting one or more of the 
following criteria.  


• Criterion 1 (Events): Is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the 
broad pattern of California’s history and cultural heritage; 


• Criterion 2 (Persons): Is associated with the lives of persons important in our past; 


• Criterion 3 (Architecture): Embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region, or 
method of construction, or represents the work of an important creative individual, or 
possesses high artistic values; or 


• Criterion 4 (Information Potential): Has yielded, or may be likely to yield, information 
important in prehistory or history. 


Additionally, properties that are not listed but are otherwise determined to be historically 
significant, based on substantial evidence, would also be considered historical resources. 


Potential impacts to historic resources are addressed in section 15064.5(b) of the CEQA Guidelines, 
which states, “A project with an effect that may cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of an historical resource is a project that may have a significant effect on the 
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environment.” A “substantial adverse change” is defined in the CEQA Guidelines as the “physical 
demolition, destruction, relocation, or alteration of the resource or its immediate surroundings 
such that the significance of an historical resource would be materially impaired.”18 CEQA also 
defines “materially impaired” as work that “materially alters, in an adverse manner, those physical 
characteristics that convey the historical resource’s historical significance and justify its inclusion 
in or eligibility for inclusion in the California Register of Historical Resources or in a local register 
of historical resources.”19  


Under CEQA Guidelines section 15064.5(b), a significant impact would occur if the project 
“demolishes or materially alters in an adverse manner those physical characteristics of an historical 
resource that convey its historical significance.” Under these provisions, the significance of a 
historical resource would be materially impaired—that is, a significant impact would occur—if the 
project would result in physical demolition, destruction, relocation, or alteration of the resource 
(which would be considered direct impacts of the project) or its immediate surroundings.  


Project Site 
The planning department evaluated whether the building at 2417 Green Street is a historical 
resource as defined by CEQA. The planning department required the submittal of a historic 
resource evaluation and determined, based on the conclusions of that historic resource evaluation 
and additional independent analysis conducted by qualified planning department staff, that the 
existing structure on the project site is not a historical resource as defined by CEQA. 20,21 The 
following is a summary of the planning department’s findings.  


The building located at 2417 Green Street was built circa 1905 and was first owned by Lonella H. 
Smith. Louis B. Floan was the contractor for the building, but no architect was identified. The 
building 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 was altered in 1954 to 
insert a garage with concrete cladding, in 1972–1973 to replace the front entry porch, and at an 
unknown date to replace upper floor windows. While the building retains some characteristics of 
the First Bay Tradition style, including the simple wall surface, wood shingles, and small-scale 
ornamentation, it has been substantially altered such that it is not considered an outstanding 
example of this architectural style. Thus, the building at the project site is not a historical resource 
as defined by CEQA. 


The planning department found that the existing building on the project site 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 in the historical resource 
evaluation or in the planning department’s background files to indicate that the existing structure 
at 2417 Green Street is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad 


                                                      
18  CEQA Guidelines, section 15064.5(b)(1).  
19  CEQA Guidelines, section 15064.5(b)(2). 
20  Tim Kelley Consulting, LLC, Historical Resource Evaluation Part 1, 2417 Green Street, San Francisco, California, April 


2017.  
21  San Francisco Planning Department, Preservation Team Review Form, 2417 Green Street, May 10, 2017; and San 


Francisco Planning Department, Historic Resource Evaluation Response, 2417 Green Street, May 31, 2018. 







Case No. 2017-002545ENV 17 2417 Green Street 
 


patterns of local or regional history or the cultural heritage of California or the United States. 
Moreover, no significant historical figures are known to be associated with the existing building. 
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 value. 


Furthermore, the existing building on the project site is not located within a California Register-
eligible historic district. The historical resources evaluation found no cohesive collection of 
buildings in the immediate area that would indicate a possible district. The nearest historic district 
is the California Register-eligible Pacific Heights Historic District, which includes buildings 
immediately south of and 125 feet to the west of the subject building. The 2417 Green Street 
structure was found to 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 building at 2417 
Green Street 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 existing building on 
the project site was found to not contribute to the eligible Pacific Heights Historic District.  


Adjacent Historic Resources 
The project site is located immediately adjacent to and east of an identified-eligible historic resource 
located at 2421 Green Street.22 The rear yard of 2417 Green Street also abuts 2727 Pierce Street (City 
Landmark 51). Due to the proximity of two adjacent historic resources to the project site, potential 
direct and indirect impacts to both were analyzed and are discussed below.  


Potential Direct Impacts to Adjacent Historic Resources  


As discussed in the planning department’s Historic Resource Evaluation Response, the proposed 
project at 2417 Green Street would adhere to all planning department requirements with regard to 
rear yard setbacks and mid-block open space. It is unlikely that the proposed rear addition would 
cause a physical direct impact to the adjacent historic resources at 2421 Green Street or 2727 Pierce 
Street due to the fact that the addition would not physically attach to or require physical alterations 
of any components of these adjacent properties. The proposed project at 2417 Green Street would 
be confined to the boundary of the subject lot. The proposed rear addition would incorporate 3’-4” 
side setbacks at the basement level, 0’-3” side setbacks at the first floor, and 3’-10” side setbacks at 
the second, third, and fourth floors between the addition and the immediately adjacent historic 
resource at 2421 Green Street and would sit below the overall height of the historic resource at 2421 
Green Street.23 The size and location of the addition would not require the removal or infill of 
property line windows at 2421 Green Street.24  


                                                      
22  2421 Green Street was identified in the planning department’s 1976 Survey and given a rating of “4.” The property 


was also discussed in Here Today: San Francisco’s Architectural Heritage, by Roger R. Olmsted and Tom H. Watkins 
(page 270).  


23  At its highest point, the existing building is almost 45 feet tall. Since it is on an upsloping lot, the height varies along 
with the slope and gradually becomes shorter as the grade increases towards the rear. With the proposed alteration to 
the roofline, the project would result in a decrease in the building height at the front by approximately 3 feet. 


24  Property line windows are not protected in the San Francisco Planning Code. 
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During the exemption appeal, the appellant’s engineer cited an elevation detail on the foundation 
replacement permit (BPA #201705116316) drawings that indicated a connection with the 
foundation of 2421 Green Street, discussed in more detail under Impact GE-1 on page 59 60. Given 
the history of this project, as outlined in the Project History section above, combined with the 
concerns raised by the Board of Supervisors at the appeal hearing, this initial study finds that 
project construction could compromise the structural integrity of the historic adjacent foundation 
at 2421 Green Street. As noted in the CEQA findings by the Board of Supervisors during the appeal 
of the categorical exemption,25 such an impact could be considered significant. To address this 
concern, the planning department coordinated with the building department during the 
preparation of this initial study, and had the Plan Review Services Division of the building 
department review the project’s geotechnical investigation in advance of when they would 
typically do so.  


Mitigation Measure M-GE-1, Ongoing Monitoring By and Coordination with the Planning 
Department and the Department of Building Inspections Prior to and During the Construction 
Phase Regarding Compliance with Geotechnical Requirements, provided below for ease of 
reference and also discussed further on pages 643–65, would obligate the project sponsor to 
maintain ongoing coordination with DBI and the planning department, pursuant to a required 
milestone schedule, prior to and over the course of project construction for the specific purposes 
of ensuring the security and stability of the project site and adjacent historic resources.  


Mitigation Measure M-GE-1: Ongoing Monitoring By and Coordination with the 
Planning Department and the Department of Building Inspections Prior to and During 
the Construction Phase Regarding Compliance with Geotechnical Requirements. 
Pursuant to the San Francisco Department of Building Inspection process, the project 
sponsor (and their design and construction team, geotechnical engineer, and contractor, as 
applicable) will shall be subject to ongoing monitoring by and coordination requirements 
with the planning department and the building department regarding plan check reviews 
and building inspections prior to and during construction work. This process will include 
the following requirements: 


 Prior to commencement of construction, the project sponsor shall submit to the 
planning department and building department a report outlining anticipated 
construction milestones with corresponding (approximate) dates of reaching those 
milestones as well and all memoranda and/or reports anticipated to be prepared or 
approved at those milestones. The report shall address how all code requirements 
will be met, including responsible parties and the city agency providing oversight. 
The report shall be reviewed and approved by the planning department and the 
building department prior to commencement of construction.  


 Once construction commences, the sponsor shall notify the planning department 
and the building department (when coordination with the building department is 


                                                      
25  San Francisco Board of Supervisors, Motion No. M18-012, Adopting Findings Reversing the Categorical Exemption 


Determination – 2417 Green Street, Amended February 6, 2018, File No. 180123, available at 
https://sfgov.legistar.com/View.ashx?M=F&ID=5792879&GUID=75361D57-546D-41F0-B0A3-D11B6083C3D2 



https://sfgov.legistar.com/View.ashx?M=F&ID=5792879&GUID=75361D57-546D-41F0-B0A3-D11B6083C3D2
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not already included as typical part of the process) when the above milestones have 
been reached and their outcomes. Specifically, all memoranda and/or reports issued 
at times of those milestones shall be provided to the planning department and the 
building department.26 


In conjunction with its submittal of structural plans, the project sponsor shall submit to 
the building department construction documents that identify anticipated significant 
construction milestones when a field report and/or memorandum by the engineer(s) of 
record shall be submitted to the planning and building departments. The building 
department shall review and determine whether to approve the list of significant 
reporting milestones as part of its approval of structural plans. 


The engineer(s) of record shall notify the planning and building departments when 
milestones indicated on the construction documents have been reached, and their 
outcomes. Specifically, the project sponsor’s engineer of record shall submit field reports 
and/or memoranda documenting each milestone to the planning and building 
departments.  


Pursuant to planning department policy, any memoranda and/or reports prepared by 
the project sponsor and/or a consultant working for the project sponsor shall adhere to 
the planning department’s protocols of objectivity. 


Structural and geotechnical observation and inspection shall be provided onsite during 
construction.  


With implementation of Mitigation Measure M-GE-1, potential significant impacts related to 
historical resources (including construction-related impacts on the adjacent historical resource at 
2721 Green Street) would be reduced to a less-than-significant level. 


Additionally, the rear yard of 2727 Pierce Street (City Landmark 51) that abuts the rear yard of 2417 
Green Street would not be physically impacted by the proposed rear addition, which would be 
entirely located within the buildable area of the lot such that a planning code-compliant 25-foot 
rear yard is maintained. This would provide significant distance between the rear yard of 2727 
Pierce Street and the proposed rear addition at 2417 Green Street such that there would be no 
potential for a direct impact to the landmark building.  


Potential Indirect Impacts to Adjacent Historic Resources 


Construction impacts to the adjacent building at 2421 Green Street are addressed under Impact 
NO-2 (vibration) on page 311 and Impact GE-1 (geology and soils) on page 59 60.  


This section addresses the potential for the project to result in indirect impacts to the historic setting 
of the immediately adjacent historic resource at 2421 Green Street and the nearby 2727 Pierce Street 
(City Landmark 51), including impacts related to public views of the 2421 Green Street structure. 


                                                      
26  Pursuant to Department policy, any memoranda and/or reports prepared by project sponsor and/or a consultant 


working for the project sponsor shall adhere to Planning Department’s protocols of objectivity. 
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The loss of private views does not constitute a significant impact under CEQA and is and therefore 
is not included in this analysis.  


The current setting of the adjacent historic resources at 2421 Green Street and 2727 Pierce Street is 
comprised of standard city lots subject to the restrictions and requirements of the RH-1 
(Residential-House, One Family) zoning district and 40-X height and bulk district. Historically, the 
subject block remained unified and largely undeveloped until the Casebolt House (City Landmark 
51) was constructed at 2727 Pierce Street in 1867. The block was subsequently subdivided, and lots 
were sold for private development that ultimately resulted in the current setting, comprised of 
multi-level single-family residences that adhere to the slope of the land and have a strong pattern 
of mid-block open space.  


The existing footprint of 2417 Green Street is not a precondition for 2421 Green Street or 2727 Pierce 
Street to convey their historic architectural designs, for which they have been found to be 
significant under Article 10 of the planning code and the National Register, respectively. The 
setting of the two historic resources has changed over time to accommodate an ever-changing 
urban environment. Although the 2417 Green Street project includes a rear expansion that would 
be visible from 2421 Green Street and from 2727 Pierce Street, this change would not physically 
impact either resource such that they would no longer be able to convey their architectural 
significance.  


The designating ordinance for 2727 Pierce Street (City Landmark 51) identifies character-defining 
features associated with the significance of the property. These features include architectural 
details that collectively illustrate the property’s high-style Italianate design. Features associated 
with the setting of the landmark (i.e., landscaping, open space, and views) are not identified in the 
designating ordinance as character-defining features. Although there is an extant garden at the rear 
of the property, it is not identified as a character-defining feature in the landmark designation 
report. The proposed project at 2417 Green Street would be visible from the rear yard of 2727 Pierce 
Street but it would not physically touch or materially impair any of the landmark’s character-
defining features such that it would no longer be able to convey its significance. Therefore, the 
proposed project at 2417 Green Street would not cause a significant adverse impact on 2727 Pierce 
Street.  


The adjacent historic resource at 2421 Green Street is currently undergoing consideration for listing 
in the National Register of Historic Places for its association with the life and work of master 
architect Ernest Albert Coxhead and for its representation as an outstanding example of the First 
Bay Tradition architectural style.27 Based on the information presented in the National Register 
nomination form, the intent of the original design of 2421 Green Street was to take advantage of 
the view(s) from the eastern, western, and northern elevations. While this design intent is 
important to understanding the original design, it is only one aspect of the overall design. Other 
aspects that speak to the architectural significance of 2421 Green Street include its exterior shingle 


                                                      
27  Carol L. Karp, Nomination for Listing, National Register of Historic Places, Architect Ernest Coxhead’s Residence & Studio, 


1893, 2421 Green Street, San Francisco, California, August 28, 2017. Submitted with November 22, 2017, CEQA 
Exemption Appeal, Board of Supervisors File No. 171267. Available at 
https://sfgov.legistar.com/View.ashx?M=F&ID=5672392&GUID=AC8156DB-3B1C-4308-AD5D-56087798A95E.  
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cladding, general form and mass, steeply pitched roof forms, and fenestration patterns. The quality 
of view(s) from the windows that would be blocked by the proposed project is not an aspect of 
historic significance and is not character-defining to the architectural significance of the building. 
Rather, these are private views from a private residence, some of which would be noticeably 
affected by the proposed project, but not to the degree that would materially impair the ability of 
this resource to convey its historical importance. Moreover, private views are typically not 
analyzed under CEQA. Additionally, the 2421 Green Street was constructed within an ever-
changing urban environment that saw rapid residential development in the years following 
construction – specifically on adjacent lots – that resulted in the partial obstruction of these views. 
The site also has a “[s]outhern 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.” Although the 
overall setting of 2421 Green Street is described as “park-like” in the National Register Nomination 
Form, it is located within an urban environment of developed city lots.  


The proposed project at 2417 Green Street would not physically touch or alter the exterior features 
of 2421 Green Street, as the project would be confined to the boundaries of the 2417 Green Street 
lot. The proposed rear addition would incorporate 3’-4” side setbacks at the basement level, 0’-3” 
side setbacks at the first floor, and 3’-10” side setbacks at the second, third, and fourth floors to 
allow for space between the addition and the immediately adjacent properties and would sit below 
the overall height of the historic resource at 2421 Green Street such that no existing windows would 
require physical alteration. The proposed rear addition may alter the amount of direct sunlight on 
the rear garden at 2421 Green Street but would not significantly diminish or alter the “park-like” 
setting at the rear. The proposed project would maintain a 25-foot rear yard that would adhere to 
the rear yard requirements of the planning code and would maintain mid-block open space 
consistent with residential design guidelines such that these features would continue to relate to 
adjacent properties. Although the proposed project would be visible from the east-facing windows 
of 2421 Green Street, it would not physically touch or alter any of the historic resource’s character-
defining features. The 2421 Green Street property would continue to convey its historical 
significance. Therefore, the project at 2417 Green Street would not cause a significant adverse 
impact to the setting or surroundings of 2421 Green Street.  


Based on massing studies provided by the project sponsor, views of the proposed project would 
not result in a significant impact due to a change of public views available of the adjacent 2421 
Green Street structure, for the following reasons: 


 The primary view of the 2421 Green Street residence from the closest public right-of-way 
(Green Street) is how most people experience the building and that primary view would not 
change. 


 Views of the 2421 Green Street that would change (specifically, by blocking one of the side 
facades of the building) are from a block or more away. These medium- and long-range view 
show the building within a dense urban context, and the change in these views as a result of 
the proposed project would not compromise the integrity of significance or character-defining 
features of the historic resource. 


 Most public views from sidewalks and roadways of adjacent historic resources would remain 
the same as under the existing conditions.  
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The July 20, 2018 appeal of the June 22, 2018 categorical exemption issued for the project cites a 
report by architect Carol Karp that states that the proposed project would adversely affect the 
historical significance of the adjacent historic resource at 2421 Green Street by blocking light, air, 
and views from the 2421 Green Street structure. Light, air, and private views are not character-
defining features of 2421 Green Street, and effects on light, air, and private views are not considered 
impacts under CEQA; public views of the 2421 Green Street structure are discussed above and 
would not be affected by the proposed project in a way that would result in a significant impact. 


As discussed above, the proposed addition to the existing single-family residence at 2417 Green 
Street would not include any physical alterations or setting impacts to the adjacent historical 
resources at 2421 Green Street or 2727 Pierce Street such that there would be a substantial adverse 
change in the significance of these resources that would no longer make them eligible for inclusion 
in a local, state, or national register of historical resources.  


Potential Impacts to Adjacent Historic District 


The project also would not have the potential to affect any adjacent historic district. The nearest 
historic district is the Pacific Heights Historic District, which captures buildings to the south and 
west of the subject building. The historic district is significant under Criterion 3 (Architecture) for 
its strong collection of late-Victorian (typically Queen Anne), Shingle (First Bay Region), Arts & 
Crafts, Classical Revival, Colonial Revival, Tudor Revival, French Provincial, and Mediterranean 
Revival architecture. The boundaries of the historic district are roughly Pacific, Lyon, Steiner and 
Green Streets and the period of significance is 1895 to 1930. Specifically, the boundaries include 
buildings immediately to the south of the subject property that front on Vallejo Street and buildings 
to the west that front on Scott Street. The subject property and the four adjacent properties to the 
west are not included within the boundaries of the historic district. The 2417 Green Street structure 
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. 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. Therefore, the proposed project would have no 
adverse impact to the historic district.  


In conclusion, the project would not significant adverse impacts to historic resources. 


Impact CR-2: The proposed project would not cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of an archeological resource pursuant to CEQA Guidelines section 15064.5. (Less 
than Significant)  


In March 2017 and in January 2019, planning department staff archeologists conducted preliminary 
archeological review for the project and determined that the potential for resources to be present 
is low based on the steepness of the project site and the fact that the existing residence was 
constructed by terracing into the slope, which removed several feet of near-surface soils. 
Additional excavation would not change this assessment as there is little potential for buried 
resources to be present in this setting.28 Thus, the project would not cause a substantial adverse 


                                                      
28  Sally Salzman Morgan, Planner/Archaeologist, San Francisco Planning Department, email to Jeanie Poling regarding 


2417 Green St archeological review, January 30, 2019.  
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change in the significance of an archeological resource and this impact would be less than 
significant. 


Impact CR-3: The proposed project would not disturb human remains, including those interred 
outside of formal cemeteries (Less than Significant) 


In March 2017 and in January 2019, planning department staff archeologists conducted preliminary 
archeological review for the project. There are no known human remains, including those interred 
outside of formal cemeteries, located in the immediate vicinity of the project site. Thus, this impact 
would be less than significant. 


Impact C-CR-1: The proposed project in combination with past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future projects in the vicinity would not result in cumulative impacts to historic 
resources. (Less than Significant) 


The analysis of cumulative impacts on historical resources considers past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future projects within a 0.25-mile radius of the project site. The planning department 
has identified eight environmental cases within this area associated with projects either under 
construction or for which entitlements have been approved. These projects are listed in Table 2 on 
page 7. 


Those past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects would be constructed in a densely 
developed urban environment and would be minimally visible from locations outside of their 
immediate vicinities. These projects are geographically dispersed and sufficiently removed from 
the project site such that any alteration or demolition of existing buildings and new construction 
in these locations would not act in combination with one another to substantially change the setting 
of any historical resource. Thus, these projects in combination with one another would not 
materially alter the characteristics that qualify any of the historical resources for listing in the 
California Register, and would not contribute to any cumulative impacts on historical resources. 


Impact C-CR-2: The proposed project in combination with past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future projects in the vicinity would not result in cumulative impacts to 
archeological resources or human remains. (Less than Significant) 


Archeological resources and human remains are non-renewable resources of a finite class. All 
adverse effects to archeological resources erode a dwindling cultural/scientific resource base. 
Federal and state laws protect archeological resources in most cases, either through project 
redesign or by requiring that the scientific data present within an archeological resource be 
archeologically recovered. As discussed above, the proposed project would not have a significant 
impact related to archeological resources, and the project’s impact, in combination with other 
projects in the area that would also involve ground disturbance, and that also could encounter 
previously recorded or unrecorded archeological resources or human remains, would not result in 
a cumulatively considerable significant cumulative impact. 
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Topics: 


Potentially 
Significant 


Impact 


Less Than 
Significant 


with 
Mitigation 


Incorporated 


Less Than 
Significant 


Impact 
No 


Impact 
Not 


Applicable 


4. TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES. Would the 
project: 


     


a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of a tribal cultural resource, defined 
in Public Resources Code section 21074 as either 
a site, feature, place, or cultural landscape that is 
geographically defined in terms of the size and 
scope of the landscape, sacred place, or object 
with cultural value to a California Native 
American tribe, and that is: 


     


i) Listed or eligible for listing in the California 
Register of Historical Resources, or in a local 
register of historical resources as defined in 
Public Resources Code section 5020.1(k), or 


     


ii) A resource determined by the lead agency, 
in its discretion and supported by 
substantial evidence, to be significant 
pursuant to criteria set forth in subdivision 
(c) of Public Resources Code section 5024.1. 
In applying the criteria set forth in 
subdivision (c) of Public Resource Code 
section 5024.1, the lead agency shall 
consider the significance of the resource to a 
California Native American tribe.  


     


 


Impact TC-1: The proposed project would not cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of a tribal cultural resource as defined in Public Resources Code Section 21074. 
(Less than Significant) 


CEQA section 21074.2 requires the lead agency to consider the effects of a project on tribal cultural 
resources. As defined in CEQA section 21074, tribal cultural resources include sites, features, 
places, cultural landscapes, sacred places, and objects with cultural value to a California Native 
American tribe and that are listed, or determined to be eligible for listing, on a national, state, or 
local register of historical resources. Pursuant to CEQA section 21080.3.1, on January 31, 2019, the 
planning department requested consultation with Native American tribes regarding the potential 
for the proposed project to affect tribal cultural resources. The planning department received no 
response requesting consultation from any representative of a Native American tribe during the 
30-day comment period.  


Based on the background research, there are not known tribal cultural resources in the project area. 
Moreover, the project site is not located in an archeological sensitive area; therefore, the potential 
for the site to contain tribal cultural resources is very low. Based on this, impacts on tribal cultural 
resources would be less than significant. 
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Impact C-TC-1: The proposed project, in combination with past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future projects in the project vicinity, would not cause a substantial adverse change 
in the significance of a tribal cultural resource as defined in Public Resources Code Section 
21074. (Less than Significant) 


Impacts related to tribal cultural resources are typically site-specific and generally limited to the 
immediate construction area. As discussed above, under TC-1, project-level impacts would be less 
than significant. Moreover, there are no other projects that have the potential to be affected by the 
proposed project. Thus, the proposed project, in combination with past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future projects, would result in a less-than-significant cumulative impact on tribal 
cultural resources.  


  


Topics: 
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5. TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION. 
Would the project: 


     


a) Conflict with a program, plan, ordinance, or 
policy addressing the circulation system, 
including transit, roadway, bicycle and 
pedestrian facilities? 


     


b) Conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA 
Guidelines section 15064.3, subdivision (b)? 


     


c) Substantially increase hazards due to a 
geometric design feature (e.g., sharp curves or 
dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses? 


     


d) Result in inadequate emergency access?      


 


Impact TR-1: The proposed project would not conflict with a program, plan, ordinance, or policy 
addressing circulation systems; would not conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA Guideline 
section 15064.3(b); would not substantially increase hazards due to a design feature or 
incompatible uses; and would not result in an inadequate emergency access (Less than 
Significant) 


Vehicle Miles Traveled in San Francisco and Bay Area 
Many factors affect travel behavior. These factors include density, diversity of land uses, design of 
the transportation network, access to regional destinations, distance to high-quality transit, 
development scale, demographics, and transportation demand management. Typically, low-
density development at great distance from other land uses, located in areas with poor access 
to non-private vehicular modes of travel, generate more automobile travel compared to 
development located in urban areas, where a higher density, mix of land uses, and travel options 
other than private vehicles are available. 
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Given these travel behavior factors, San Francisco has a lower vehicle miles traveled (VMT) ratio 
than the nine-county San Francisco Bay Area region. In addition, some areas of the city have lower 
VMT ratios than other areas of the city. These areas of the city can be expressed geographically 
through transportation analysis zones (TAZs). TAZs are used in transportation planning models 
for transportation analysis and other planning purposes. The zones vary in size from single city 
blocks in the downtown core, multiple blocks in outer neighborhoods, to even larger zones in 
historically industrial areas like the Hunters Point Shipyard. 


The San Francisco County Transportation Authority (the transportation authority) uses the San 
Francisco Chained Activity Model Process (SF-CHAMP) to estimate VMT by private automobiles 
and taxis for different land use types. Travel behavior in SF-CHAMP is calibrated based on 
observed behavior from the California Household Travel Survey 2010-2012, Census data 
regarding automobile ownership rates and county-to-county worker flows, and observed vehicle 
counts and transit boardings. SF-CHAMP uses a synthetic population, which is a set of individual 
actors that represents the Bay Area’s actual population, who make simulated travel decisions for a 
complete day. The transportation authority uses tour-based analysis for office and residential uses, 
which examines the entire chain of trips over the course of a day, not just trips to and from the 
project. For retail uses, the transportation authority uses trip-based analysis, which counts VMT 
from individual trips to and from the project (as opposed to an entire chain of trips). A trip-based 
approach, as opposed to a tour-based approach, is necessary for retail projects because a tour is 
likely to consist of trips stopping in multiple locations, and the summarizing of tour VMT to each 
location would over-estimate VMT.29  


For residential development, the existing regional average daily VMT per capita is 14.6.30 San 
Francisco 2040 cumulative conditions were projected using a SF-CHAMP model run, using the 
same methodology as outlined above for existing conditions, but includes residential and job 
growth estimates and reasonably foreseeable transportation investments through 2040. For 
residential development, the projected 2040 regional average daily VMT per capita is 13.7.  


Vehicle Miles Traveled Analysis 
Land use projects may cause substantial additional VMT. The following identifies thresholds of 
significance and screening criteria used to determine if a land use project would result in significant 
impacts under the VMT metric. 


Per San Francisco Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines,31 for residential projects, a project 
would generate substantial additional VMT if it exceeds the regional household VMT per capita 
minus 15 percent. For office projects, a project would generate substantial additional VMT if it 
exceeds the regional VMT per employee minus 15 percent. As documented in the proposed 


                                                      
29  San Francisco Planning Department, Executive Summary: Resolution Modifying Transportation Impact Analysis, 


Appendix F, Attachment A, March 3, 2016. 
30  Includes the VMT generated by the project. 
31  Updated February 14, 2019. Available at https://sfplanning.org/project/transportation-impact-analysis-guidelines-


environmental-review-update#impact-analysis-guidelines. 
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transportation impact guidelines, a 15 percent threshold below existing development is “both 
reasonably ambitious and generally achievable.”  


California Office of Planning and Research’s (OPR’s) proposed transportation impact guidelines 
provides screening criteria to identify types, characteristics, or locations of land use projects that 
would not exceed these VMT thresholds of significance. OPR recommends that if a project or land 
use proposed as part of the project meets any of the below screening criteria, then VMT impacts 
are presumed to be less than significant for that land use and a detailed VMT analysis is not 
required. These screening criteria and how they are applied in San Francisco are described below: 


• Map-Based Screening for Residential, Office, and Retail Projects. OPR recommends mapping areas 
that exhibit where VMT is less than the applicable threshold for that land use. Accordingly, the 
transportation authority has developed maps depicting existing VMT levels in San Francisco 
for residential, office, and retail land uses based on the SF-CHAMP 2012 base-year model run. 
The planning department uses these maps and associated data to determine whether a 
proposed project is located in an area of the city that is below the VMT threshold. 


• Small Projects. OPR recommends that lead agencies may generally assume that a project would 
not have significant VMT impacts if the project would either: (1) generate fewer trips than the 
level required for studying consistency with the applicable congestion management program; 
or (2) where the applicable congestion management program does not provide such a level, 
fewer than 100 vehicle trips per day. The transportation authority’s 2015 San Francisco 
Congestion Management Program does not include a trip threshold for studying consistency. 
Therefore, the planning department uses the 100 vehicle trip per day screening criterion as a 
level at which projects generally would not generate a substantial increase in VMT. 


• Proximity to Transit Stations. OPR recommends that residential, retail, and office projects, as 
well as projects that are a mix of these uses, proposed within 0.5 miles of an existing major 
transit stop (as defined by CEQA Guidelines section 21064.3) or an existing stop along a high 
quality transit corridor (as defined by CEQA Guidelines section 21155) would not result in a 
substantial increase in VMT. However, this presumption would not apply if the project would: 
(1) have a floor area ratio of less than 0.75; (2) include more parking for use by residents, 
customers, or employees of the project than required or allowed, without a conditional use; or 
(3) is inconsistent with the applicable sustainable communities strategy. 


The existing average daily VMT per capita for the transportation analysis zone the project site is 
located in, TAZ 794, is below the existing regional average daily VMT. In TAZ 794, the average 
daily VMT per capita for residential uses is 6.9, which is 47 percent below the existing regional 
average daily VMT per capita for residential uses of 14.6. Therefore, the project site is located within 
an area of the city where the existing VMT is more than 15 percent below the regional VMT, and 
the proposed project would not generate substantial additional VMT. Future 2040 average daily 
VMT per capita for TAZ 794 is 6.7; this is 49 percent below the future 2040 regional average daily 
VMT per capita of 13.7. Furthermore, the project meets the proximity to transit stations screening 
criterion, which also indicates that the proposed project use would not cause substantial additional 
VMT. 
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Project Travel Demand 
Localized trip generation of the proposed project was calculated using a trip-based analysis and 
information in the 2002 Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines for Environmental Review 
developed by the San Francisco Planning Department.32 


The proposed project would expand an existing (currently vacant) single-family residence and add 
an accessory dwelling unit. It is anticipated that the project would result in an additional five 
residents who would add approximately 18 daily person-trips, 10 daily auto trips, and two PM 
peak-hour auto trips.33  


During the three- to five-month project construction period, trucks would travel to and from the 
project site. It is not anticipated that any construction-related lane closure would be required; 
however, if required, a lane closure permit would be secured to accommodate this work scope. 
Lane and sidewalk closures are subject to review and approval by San Francisco Public Works and 
the Transportation Advisory Staff Committee, which consists of representatives from the Fire 
Department, Police Department, MTA Traffic Engineering Division, and San Francisco Public 
Works. Due to its temporary duration and limited scope, project-related construction impacts on 
traffic generally would not be considered significant.  


No transit lines run along Green Street in front of the project site; the nearest transit lines to the 
project site are the 41 Union line that runs along Union Street, one block north of the project site, 
and the 22 Fillmore line that runs along Fillmore Street, a block and a half east of the project site. 
Pedestrian use is typical of a residential neighborhood. The project would not generate a significant 
number of additional trips and would not change transit, bicycle, or pedestrian conditions in the 
project vicinity. During project construction, truck traffic and any construction activities would be 
noticeable to transit users, bicycle riders, and pedestrians in the project vicinity; however, 
construction-related impacts would be less than significant due to their temporary duration and 
limited scope. 


The project is an infill site as defined under CEQA Guideline section 15064.3(b); thus, as discussed 
above under Public Resources Code section 21099, parking is not considered in determining 
whether a project has the potential to result in significant environmental effects.34 The project 
involves alterations to an existing single-family home and the addition of an accessory dwelling 
unit. All physical changes would be on the project site and not in the public right-of-way (other 
than the addition of a street tree). Thus, the project would not substantially increase hazards due 
to a design feature or incompatible uses and would not result in inadequate emergency access. 
Furthermore, the project would not conflict with any plans, programs, or ordinances addressing 
circulation systems because the project would not modify any roadways in a way that could affect 
circulation. 


                                                      
32  In February 2019, the Planning Department published an update to the 2002 Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines 


for Environmental Review. The guidelines updated some of the transportation significance criteria and methodology but 
would not change the less-than-significant impact conclusions herein.  


33  San Francisco Planning Department, Transportation Calculations for 2417 Green Street, February 1, 2019. 
34  San Francisco Planning Department, Eligibility Checklist: CEQA Section 21099 – Modernization of Transportation 


Analysis, 2417 Green Street, February 1, 2019. 
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In conclusion, project impacts related to transportation and circulation and less than significant. 


Impact C-TR-1: The proposed project, in combination with past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future projects in the project vicinity, would result in less-than-significant 
cumulative impacts related to transportation and circulation. (Less Than Significant) 


Construction of the proposed project could overlap with construction of nearby cumulative 
development projects. For the purposes of transportation analysis, the cumulative setting includes 
development projects within a quarter-mile radius of the project site, as identified in Table 2 on 
page 7. None of these cumulative development projects would introduce incompatible uses that 
would adversely impact transportation and circulation in the project vicinity or combine with 
construction of the proposed project to result in cumulative construction-related impacts. Thus, the 
proposed project, in combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, 
would result in a less-than-significant cumulative impacts related to transportation and circulation.  
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6. NOISE. Would the project result in:      


a) Generation of a substantial temporary or 
permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the 
vicinity of the project in excess of standards 
established in the local general plan or noise 
ordinance, or applicable standards of other 
agencies? 


     


b) Generation of excessive groundborne vibration 
or groundborne noise levels? 


     


c) For a project located within the vicinity of a 
private airstrip or an airport land use plan area, 
or, where such a plan has not been adopted, in 
an area within two miles of a public airport or 
public use airport, would the project expose 
people residing or working in the area to 
excessive noise levels? 


     


The project site is not within the vicinity of an airstrip or airport. Therefore, topic 6c is not 
applicable. 


Impact NO-1: During project construction, the proposed project would not generate substantial 
temporary noise levels in excess of established standards. (Less than Significant) 


The construction period for the proposed project would last approximately three to five months 
and would generally consist of excavation, structural and seismic upgrades, interior renovations, 
and exterior work. Excavation and building construction would temporarily increase noise that 
could be considered an annoyance by occupants of nearby properties. The amount of construction 
noise generated at any one time would vary depending on the types of construction activities 
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underway, numbers and types of pieces of heavy equipment and duration of use of each, distance 
between noise source and listener, and presence or absence of barriers (including subsurface 
barriers) between the noise source and the receptors. Table 3 identifies typical noise levels from 
construction equipment. There would be times when noise could interfere with indoor activities in 
nearby residences and other businesses near the project site.  


Table 3 – Typical Noise Levels from Construction Equipment 


Construction Equipment Noise Level 
(dBA, Leq at 50 feet) 


Noise Level 
(dBA, Leq at 100 feet) 


Jackhammer (Pavement Breaker)1 88 82 


Hoe ram 90 94 
Drill rig truck 79 73 


Loader 79 73 


Dozer 82 76 


Excavator 81 75 


Grader 85 79 


Dump truck 76 70 


Flatbed truck 74 68 


Concrete truck 81 75 


Forklift (gas-powered) 83 77 


Generator 81 75 


Compressor 78 72 


San Francisco Noise Ordinance Limit 86 80 


Source: Federal Highway Administration, Roadway Construction Noise Model User Guide, 2006. 
Notes:  
Leq noise levels are calculated assuming a 100 percent usage factor at full load (i.e., Lmax noise level 100 
percent) for the one-hour measurement period. Noise levels in bold exceed the Noise Ordinance limit, but as 
indicated in note 1, two of the exceedances are exempt from this limit. 
1.  Exempt from the ordinance noise limit of 86 dBA at 50 feet or 80 dBA at 100 feet. 


In San Francisco, construction noise is regulated by the San Francisco Noise Ordinance (San 
Francisco Police Code article 29). The ordinance requires that noise levels from individual pieces 
of construction equipment, other than impact tools, not exceed 80 dBA at a distance of 100 feet 
from the source. To comply with the Noise Ordinance, impact tools (e.g., jackhammers, hoe rams, 
impact wrenches) must have manufacturer-recommended and City-approved mufflers for both 
intake and exhaust. Furthermore, section 2908 of the police code prohibits construction work 
between 8:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. if noise would exceed the ambient noise level by 5 dBA at the 
project property line, unless a special permit is authorized by the Director of the Department of 
Public Works or the Director of Building Inspection.  


As discussed above under Project History, some project excavation below the existing building has 
already occurred. Additional excavation would be conducted using a pneumatic pavement breaker 
(hand-held jackhammer). Excavation would occur in sections for one to two weeks over a period 
of three to five months. No nighttime construction would occur for the proposed project and no 
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pile driving would be necessary. The project would be required to comply with regulations set 
forth in the Noise Ordinance. 


Because the project would not use heavy equipment, and would comply with noise regulations, 
and because noise associated with construction activities would be temporary and intermittent, 
construction noise impacts would be less than significant. 


Impact NO-2: During construction, the proposed project would not generate excessive 
groundborne vibration. (Less than Significant) 


Excavation and building construction would temporarily increase noise and produce groundborne 
vibration in the project vicinity. Construction equipment would generate vibration that could be 
considered an annoyance by occupants of nearby properties.  


The project would require excavation of approximately 408 cubic yards of soil and rock to a depth 
of 13 feet below grade. As discussed under Project Description, above, some project excavation 
below the existing building has already occurred. Additional excavation would be conducted in 
sections for one to two weeks over a period of three to five months using a hand-held jackhammer 
with a force rating of 90 pounds. A vibration assessment was conducted for the proposed project.35 
The vibration assessment determined that if the jackhammer were operating 3 feet from any 
adjacent residence, the estimated ground vibration would be within the range of 0.05 to 0.25 inches 
per second. A conservative limit of 0.5 inches per second is suggested by the U.S. Bureau of Mines 
to help prevent minor cosmetic damage to buildings (i.e., ‘hairline’ cracking of gypsum board or 
plaster finishes). The estimated ground vibration of 0.05 to 0.25 inches per second is below the 
conservative threshold of 0.5 inches per second; thus, project construction would not result in 
vibration that has the potential to cause a significant impact and construction-related vibration 
impacts of the proposed project would be less than significant.  


Construction impacts on adjacent foundations are addressed under Impact GE-1 (geology and 
soils) on page 59 60.  


Impact NO-3: During project operation, the proposed project would not generate excessive 
groundborne vibration or noise levels. (Less than Significant) 


The project site is in an urbanized area with ambient noise levels typical of those in San Francisco’s 
residential neighborhoods. The primary source of ambient noise in the project vicinity is traffic 
flow. San Francisco traffic noise modeling indicates that existing noise levels at the project site 
range from 55 to 60 Ldn.36 


The project proposes alterations to an existing dwelling unit and the addition of a new accessory 
dwelling unit. Vehicular traffic makes the greatest contribution to ambient noise levels throughout 
most of San Francisco. Based on published scientific acoustic studies, the traffic volumes in a given 


                                                      
35  Charles M. Salter Associates Inc., 2417 Green Street Vibration Assessment, June 15, 2018. 
36  San Francisco Planning Department, Traffic Noise Model, May 3, 2017. Ldn is the average equivalent sound level over 


a 24-hour period, with a penalty added for noise during the nighttime hours of 10:00 p.m. to 07:00 a.m. During the 
nighttime period, 10 decibels is added to reflect the impact of the noise. 
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location would need to approximately double to produce an increase in ambient noise levels 
noticeable to most people.37 Implementation of the proposed project would increase the number 
of daily vehicle trips to and from the project site by approximately 10 trips,38 which would 
represent a negligible increase in existing traffic volumes on the surrounding streets and would 
not cause a noticeable increase in the ambient noise level in the project vicinity. 


The proposed project would not require an emergency generator but may include small-scale 
mechanical equipment, specifically an HVAC system, that could produce operational noise. These 
operations would be subject to section 2909 of the City’s Noise Ordinance (Article 29 of the San 
Francisco Police Code). Given its size and scale, the stationary equipment at the proposed two-unit 
residential building is unlikely to generate noise that exceeds established standards or results in a 
substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels. Thus, operational noise and vibration 
impacts would be less than significant. 


Impact C-NO-1: The implementation of the proposed project, in combination with past, present, 
and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would not result in a significant cumulative noise 
or vibration impacts. (Less than Significant) 


Cumulative Construction Noise  
The projects listed in Table 2 on page 7 are located one or more blocks away from the project site 
and therefore would be unlikely to combine in a way that would result in cumulative noise 
impacts. Moreover, construction noise from the proposed project and other nearby projects would 
be temporary and intermittent. Thus, project noise effects would not combine with past, present 
and reasonably foreseeable future projects to result in cumulative construction noise impacts. 


Cumulative Vibration 
Vibration effects associated with construction the projects listed in Table 2 would be far enough 
away from the project site such that they would not combine to result in cumulative vibration 
impacts. Thus, cumulative construction vibration impacts are less than significant. 


Cumulative Operational Noise 
Past and present development in the project vicinity may result in permanent increases in ambient 
noise levels from traffic and temporary and periodic increases from repeated and ongoing episodes 
of major construction. Recently approved and reasonably foreseeable nearby projects listed in 
Table 2, including the proposed project, would be expected to result in continuing increases in 
traffic volumes and associated traffic noise, but traffic would be distributed along local roadways 
and would not result in a doubling of traffic volumes along nearby streets. Moreover, the proposed 
project’s mechanical equipment and mechanical equipment from reasonably foreseeable 
cumulative projects would be required to comply with the Noise Ordinance. Therefore, in 
combination with reasonably foreseeable cumulative projects, the proposed project would not 


                                                      
37  FHWA. Highway Traffic Noise Analysis and Abatement Guidance, 


https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/noise/regulations_and_guidance/analysis_and_abatement_guidance/revguid
ance.pdf, accessed May 11, 2018. 


38  San Francisco Planning Department, Transportation Calculations for 2417 Green Street, February 1, 2019.  



https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/noise/regulations_and_guidance/analysis_and_abatement_guidance/revguidance.pdf

https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/noise/regulations_and_guidance/analysis_and_abatement_guidance/revguidance.pdf
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make a considerable contribution to any significant noise impacts during project operation, and 
cumulative operational noise impacts would be less than significant. 


  


Topics: 


Potentially 
Significant 


Impact 


Less Than 
Significant 


with 
Mitigation 


Incorporated 


Less Than 
Significant 


Impact 
No 


Impact 
Not 


Applicable 


7. AIR QUALITY. Would the project:      


a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the 
applicable air quality plan? 


     


b) Result in a cumulatively considerable net 
increase of any criteria pollutant for which the 
project region is non-attainment under an 
applicable federal, state, or regional ambient air 
quality standard? 


     


c) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial 
pollutant concentrations? 


     


d) Result in other emissions (such as those leading 
to odors) adversely affecting a substantial 
number of people? 


     


Overview 
The Bay Area Air Quality Management District (air district) is the regional agency with jurisdiction 
over the nine-county San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin (air basin), which includes San Francisco, 
Alameda, Contra Costa, Marin, San Mateo, Santa Clara, and Napa counties and portions of Sonoma 
and Solano counties. The air district is responsible for attaining and maintaining federal and state 
air quality standards in the air basin, as established by the federal Clean Air Act and the California 
Clean Air Act, respectively. Specifically, the air district has the responsibility to monitor ambient 
air pollutant levels throughout the air basin and to develop and implement strategies to attain the 
applicable federal and state standards. The federal and state Clean Air Acts require plans to be 
developed for areas that do not meet air quality standards, generally. The most recent air quality 
plan, the 2017 Clean Air Plan, was adopted by the air district on April 19, 2017. The 2017 Clean Air 
Plan updates the most recent Bay Area ozone plan, the 2010 Clean Air Plan, in accordance with the 
requirements of the state Clean Air Act to implement all feasible measures to reduce ozone; provide 
a control strategy to reduce ozone, particulate matter, air toxics, and greenhouse gases in a single, 
integrated plan; and establish emission control measures to be adopted or implemented. The 2017 
Clean Air Plan contains the following primary goals:  


• Protect air quality and health at the regional and local scale: Attain all state and national air 
quality standards, and eliminate disparities among Bay Area communities in cancer health risk 
from toxic air contaminants; and 


• Protect the climate: Reduce Bay Area greenhouse gas emissions to 40 percent below 1990 levels 
by 2030 and 80 percent below 1990 levels by 2050. 
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The 2017 Clean Air Plan is the most current applicable air quality plan for the air basin. Consistency 
with this plan is the basis for determining whether the proposed project would conflict with or 
obstruct implementation of an air quality plan. 


Criteria Air Pollutants 


In accordance with the state and federal Clean Air Acts, air pollutant standards are identified for 
the following six criteria air pollutants: ozone, carbon monoxide (CO), particulate matter (PM), 
nitrogen dioxide (NO2), sulfur dioxide (SO2), and lead. These air pollutants are termed criteria air 
pollutants because they are regulated by developing specific public health- and welfare-based 
criteria as the basis for setting permissible levels. In general, the air basin experiences low 
concentrations of most pollutants when compared to federal or state standards. The air basin is 
designated as either in attainment39 or unclassified for most criteria air pollutants with the 
exception of ozone, PM2.5, and PM10, for which these pollutants are designated as non-attainment 
for either the state or federal standards. By its very nature, regional air pollution is largely a 
cumulative impact in that no single project is sufficient in size to, by itself, result in non-attainment 
of air quality standards. Instead, a project’s individual emissions contribute to existing cumulative 
air quality impacts. If a project’s contribution to cumulative air quality impacts is considerable, 
then the project’s impact on air quality would be considered significant.40 


Land use projects may contribute to regional criteria air pollutants during the construction and 
operational phases of a project. Table 4 identifies air quality significance thresholds followed by a 
discussion of each threshold. Projects that would result in criteria air pollutant emissions below 
these significance thresholds would not violate an air quality standard, contribute substantially to 
an air quality violation, or result in a cumulatively considerable net increase in criteria air 
pollutants within the air basin.  


                                                      
39  “Attainment” status refers to those regions that are meeting federal and/or state standards for a specified criteria 


pollutant. “Non-attainment” refers to regions that do not meet federal and/or state standards for a specified criteria 
pollutant. “Unclassified” refers to regions where there is not enough data to determine the region’s attainment status 
for a specified criteria air pollutant. 


40  Bay Area Air Quality Management District, CEQA Air Quality Guidelines, page 2-1, May, 2017, 
http://www.baaqmd.gov/~/media/files/planning-and-research/ceqa/ceqa_guidelines_may2017-pdf.pdf?la=en, 
accessed November 15, 2017. 



http://www.baaqmd.gov/%7E/media/files/planning-and-research/ceqa/ceqa_guidelines_may2017-pdf.pdf?la=en
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 Table 4 – Criteria Air Pollutant Significance Thresholds 


Pollutant 
Construction Thresholds Operational Thresholds 
Average Daily Emissions 


(lbs./day) 
Average Daily 


Emissions (lbs./day) 
Maximum Annual 


Emissions (tons/year) 


ROG 54 54 10 


NOx 54 54 10 


PM10 82 (exhaust) 82 15 


PM2.5 54 (exhaust) 54 10 


Fugitive 
dust 


Construction Dust Ordinance or 
other best management practices Not applicable 


Source: Bay Area Air Quality Management District, CEQA Air Quality Guidelines, May 2017, page 
2-1. 


Ozone Precursors. As discussed previously, the air basin is currently designated as non-attainment 
for ozone and particulate matter. Ozone is a secondary air pollutant produced in the atmosphere 
through a complex series of photochemical reactions involving reactive organic gases (ROG) and 
oxides of nitrogen (NOx). The potential for a project to result in a cumulatively considerable net 
increase in criteria air pollutants, which may contribute to an existing or projected air quality 
violation, are based on the state and federal Clean Air Acts emissions limits for stationary sources. 
To ensure that new stationary sources do not cause or contribute to a violation of an air quality 
standard, air district regulation 2, rule 2 requires that any new source that emits criteria air 
pollutants above a specified emissions limit must offset those emissions. For ozone precursors ROG 
and NOx, the offset emissions level is an annual average of 10 tons per year (or 54 pounds (lbs.) 
per day).41 These levels represent emissions below which new sources are not anticipated to 
contribute to an air quality violation or result in a considerable net increase in criteria air pollutants.  


Although this regulation applies to new or modified stationary sources, land use development 
projects result in ROG and NOx emissions as a result of increases in vehicle trips, architectural 
coating, and construction activities. Therefore, the above thresholds can be applied to the 
construction and operational phases of land use projects and those projects that result in emissions 
below these thresholds would not be considered to contribute to an existing or projected air quality 
violation or result in a considerable net increase in ROG and NOx emissions. Due to the temporary 
nature of construction activities, only the average daily thresholds are applicable to construction 
phase emissions.  


Particulate Matter (PM10 and PM2.5).42 The air district has not established an offset limit for 
PM2.5. However, the emissions limit in the federal New Source Review for stationary sources in 
nonattainment areas is an appropriate significance threshold. For PM10 and PM2.5, the emissions 
limit under New Source Review is 15 tons per year (82 lbs. per day) and 10 tons per year (54 lbs. 
per day), respectively. These emissions limits represent levels below which a source is not expected 


                                                      
41 Bay Area Air Quality Management District 2009, Revised Draft Options and Justification Report, CEQA Thresholds of 


Significance, page 17, http://sfmea.sfplanning.org/2014.0653E_Revised_FND.pdf, accessed February 19, 2019. 
42  PM10 is often termed “coarse” particulate matter and is made of particulates that are 10 microns in diameter or 


smaller. PM2.5, termed “fine” particulate matter, is composed of particles that are 2.5 microns or less in diameter. 



http://sfmea.sfplanning.org/2014.0653E_Revised_FND.pdf





Case No. 2017-002545ENV 36 2417 Green Street 
 


to have an impact on air quality.43 Similar to ozone precursor thresholds identified above, land use 
development projects typically result in particulate matter emissions as a result of increases in 
vehicle trips, space heating and natural gas combustion, landscape maintenance, and construction 
activities. Therefore, the above thresholds can be applied to the construction and operational 
phases of a land use project. Again, because construction activities are temporary in nature, only 
the average daily thresholds are applicable to construction-phase emissions.  


Fugitive Dust. Fugitive dust emissions are typically generated during construction phases. Studies 
have shown that the application of best management practices at construction sites significantly 
control fugitive dust44 and individual measures have been shown to reduce fugitive dust by 
anywhere from 30 to 90 percent.45 The air district has identified a number of best management 
practices to control fugitive dust emissions from construction activities.46 The City’s Construction 
Dust Control Ordinance (ordinance 176-08, effective July 30, 2008) requires a number of measures 
to control fugitive dust and the best management practices employed in compliance with the 
ordinance are an effective strategy for controlling construction-related fugitive dust. 


Other Criteria Pollutants. Regional concentrations of CO in the Bay Area have not exceeded the 
state standards in the past 11 years and SO2 concentrations have never exceeded the standards. The 
primary source of CO emissions from development projects is vehicle traffic. Construction-related 
SO2 emissions represent a negligible portion of the total basin-wide emissions and construction-
related CO emissions represent less than five percent of the Bay Area total basin-wide CO 
emissions. As discussed previously, the Bay Area is in attainment for both CO and SO2. 
Furthermore, the air district has demonstrated, based on modeling, that to exceed the California 
ambient air quality standard of 9.0 ppm (parts per million) (8-hour average) or 20.0 ppm (1-hour 
average) for CO, project traffic in addition to existing traffic would need to exceed 44,000 vehicles 
per hour at affected intersections (or 24,000 vehicles per hour where vertical and/or horizontal 
mixing is limited). Therefore, given the Bay Area’s attainment status and the limited CO and SO2 
emissions that could result from development projects, development projects would not result in 
a cumulatively considerable net increase in CO or SO2 emissions, and quantitative analysis is not 
required. 


Local Health Risks and Hazards 


In addition to criteria air pollutants, individual projects may emit toxic air contaminants (TACs). 
TACs collectively refer to a diverse group of air pollutants that are capable of causing chronic (i.e., 
of long-duration) and acute (i.e., severe but short-term) adverse effects to human health, including 
carcinogenic effects. Human health effects of TACs include birth defects, neurological damage, 
cancer, and mortality. There are hundreds of different types of TACs with varying degrees of 
toxicity. Individual TACs vary greatly in the health risk they present; at a given level of exposure, 
one TAC may pose a hazard that is many times greater than another.  


                                                      
43  Ibid. Footnote 63, page 16. 
44  Western Regional Air Partnership, 2006, WRAP Fugitive Dust Handbook, September 7, 


http://www.wrapair.org/forums/dejf/fdh/content/FDHandbook_Rev_06.pdf, accessed May 11, 2018. 
45  Bay Area Air Quality Management District, CEQA Air Quality Guidelines, page D-47, May, 2017. 
46  Ibid.  



http://www.wrapair.org/forums/dejf/fdh/content/FDHandbook_Rev_06.pdf
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Unlike criteria air pollutants, TACs do not have ambient air quality standards but are regulated by 
the air district using a risk-based approach to determine which sources and pollutants to control 
as well as the degree of control. A health risk assessment is an analysis in which human health 
exposure to toxic substances is estimated, and considered together with information regarding the 
toxic potency of the substances, to provide quantitative estimates of health risks.47  


Air pollution does not affect every individual in the population in the same way, and some groups 
are more sensitive to adverse health effects than others. Land uses such as residences, schools, 
children’s day care centers, hospitals, and nursing and convalescent homes are considered to be 
the most sensitive to poor air quality because the population groups associated with these uses 
have increased susceptibility to respiratory distress or, as in the case of residential receptors, their 
exposure time is greater than that for other land uses. Therefore, these groups are referred to as 
sensitive receptors. Exposure assessment guidance typically assumes that residences would be 
exposed to air pollution 24 hours per day, seven days a week, for 30 years.48 Therefore, assessments 
of air pollutant exposure to residents typically result in the greatest adverse health outcomes of all 
population groups. 


Exposures to fine particulate matter (PM2.5) are strongly associated with mortality, respiratory 
diseases, and lung development in children, and other endpoints such as hospitalization for 
cardiopulmonary disease.49 In addition to PM2.5, diesel particulate matter is also of concern. The 
California Air Resources Board (California air board) identified diesel particulate matter as a TAC 
in 1998, primarily based on evidence demonstrating cancer effects in humans.50 The estimated 
cancer risk from exposure to diesel exhaust is much higher than the risk associated with any other 
TAC routinely measured in the region. 


In an effort to identify areas of San Francisco most adversely affected by sources of TACs, San 
Francisco partnered with the air district to conduct a citywide health risk assessment based on an 
inventory and assessment of air pollution and exposures from mobile, stationary, and area sources 
within San Francisco. Areas with poor air quality, termed the “Air Pollutant Exposure Zone,” were 
identified based on health-protective criteria that consider estimated cancer risk, exposures to fine 
particulate matter, proximity to freeways, and locations with particularly vulnerable populations. 
The project site is not located within the Air Pollutant Exposure Zone. Each of the Air Pollutant 
Zone criteria is discussed below. 


Excess Cancer Risk. The Air Pollution Exposure Zone includes areas where modeled cancer risk 
exceeds 100 incidents per million persons exposed. This criterion is based on United States 
Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) guidance for conducting air toxic analyses and 


                                                      
47  In general, a health risk assessment is required if the air district concludes that projected emissions of a specific air 


toxic compound from a proposed new or modified source suggest a potential public health risk. The applicant is then 
subject to a health risk assessment for the source in question. Such an assessment generally evaluates chronic, long-
term effects, estimating the increased risk of cancer as a result of exposure to one or more toxic air contaminants. 


48  California Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment, 2015, Air Toxics Hot Spot Program Risk Assessment 
Guidelines, Pg. 4-44, 8-6, February, https://oehha.ca.gov/media/downloads/crnr/2015guidancemanual.pdf. 


49  San Francisco Department of Public Health, 2014, Assessment and Mitigation of Air Pollutant Health Effects from 
Intra-Urban Roadways: Guidance for Land Use Planning and Environmental Review.  


50  California Air Resources Board (ARB), Fact Sheet, The Toxic Air Contaminant Identification Process: Toxic Air 
Contaminant Emissions from Diesel-fueled Engines, October, 1998. 



https://oehha.ca.gov/media/downloads/crnr/2015guidancemanual.pdf
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making risk management decisions at the facility and community-scale level.51 As described by 
the air district, the U.S. EPA considers a cancer risk of 100 per million to be within the “acceptable” 
range of cancer risk. Furthermore, in the 1989 preamble to the benzene National Emissions 
Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants rulemaking,52 the U.S. EPA states that it “…strives to 
provide maximum feasible protection against risks to health from hazardous air pollutants by (1) 
protecting the greatest number of persons possible to an individual lifetime risk level no higher 
than approximately one in one million and (2) limiting to no higher than approximately one in ten 
thousand (100 in one million) the estimated risk that a person living near a plant would have if he 
or she were exposed to the maximum pollutant concentrations for 70 years.” The 100 per one 
million excess cancer cases is also consistent with the ambient cancer risk in the most pristine 
portions of the Bay Area based on air district regional modeling.53  


Fine Particulate Matter. U.S. EPA staff’s 2011 review of the federal PM2.5 standard concluded that 
the then current federal annual PM2.5 standard of 15 µg/m3 (micrograms per cubic meter) should 
be revised to a level within the range of 13 to 11 µg/m3, with evidence strongly supporting a 
standard within the range of 12 to 11 µg/m3.54 The Air Pollutant Exposure Zone for San Francisco 
is based on the health protective PM2.5 standard of 11 µg/m3, as supported by the U.S. EPA’s 
assessment, although lowered to 10 µg/m3 to account for uncertainty in accurately predicting air 
pollutant concentrations using emissions modeling programs.  


Proximity to Freeways. According to the California air board, studies have shown an association 
between the proximity of sensitive land uses to freeways and a variety of respiratory symptoms, 
asthma exacerbations, and decreases in lung function in children. Siting sensitive uses in close 
proximity to freeways increases both exposure to air pollution and the potential for adverse health 
effects. As evidence shows that sensitive uses in an area within a 500-foot buffer of any freeway 
are at an increased health risk from air pollution,55 parcels that are within 500 feet of freeways are 
included in the Air Pollutant Exposure Zone. 


Health Vulnerable Locations. Based on the air district’s evaluation of health vulnerability in the 
Bay Area, those ZIP codes (94102, 94103, 94105, 94124, and 94130) in the worst quintile of Bay Area 
health vulnerability scores as a result of air pollution-related causes were afforded additional 
protection by lowering the standards for identifying parcels in the Air Pollutant Exposure Zone to: 
(1) an excess cancer risk greater than 90 per one million persons exposed, and/or (2) PM2.5 
concentrations in excess of 9 µg/m3.56 


                                                      
51  Ibid. Footnote 63, page 67. 
52  54 Federal Register 38044, September 14, 1989. 
53  Bay Area Air Quality Management District, 2017, Clean Air Plan, page D-43. 
54  U.S. EPA, Policy Assessment for the Review of the Particulate Matter National Ambient Air Quality Standards. 


“Particulate Matter Policy Assessment,” April, 2011, 
https://www3.epa.gov/ttn/naaqs/standards/pm/data/20110419pmpafinal.pdf, accessed February 19, 2019.  


55  California Air Resources Board, 2005 Air Quality and Land Use Handbook: A Community Health Perspective. April, 
http://www.arb.ca.gov/ch/landuse.htm.  


56  San Francisco Planning Department and San Francisco Department of Public Health, Air Pollutant Exposure Zone 
Map (Memo and Map), April 9, 2014. These documents are part of San Francisco Board of Supervisors File No. 14806, 
Ordinance No. 224-14; Amendment to Health Code Article 38. 



https://www3.epa.gov/ttn/naaqs/standards/pm/data/20110419pmpafinal.pdf
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The above citywide health risk modeling was also used as the basis in approving amendments to 
the San Francisco Building and Health Codes, referred to as the Enhanced Ventilation Required 
for Urban Infill Sensitive Use Developments or Health Code Article 38 (ordinance 224-14, 
effective December 8, 2014) (article 38). The purpose of article 38 is to protect the public health 
and welfare by establishing an Air Pollutant Exposure Zone and imposing an enhanced 
ventilation requirement for all urban infill sensitive use development within the Air Pollutant 
Exposure Zone. In addition, projects within the Air Pollutant Exposure Zone require special 
consideration to determine whether the project’s activities would add a substantial amount of 
emissions to areas already adversely affected by poor air quality.  


Impact AQ-1: The project would not conflict with, or obstruct implementation of, the 2017 
Clean Air Plan. (Less than Significant) 


The most recently adopted air quality plan for the air basin is the 2017 Clean Air Plan. The 2017 
Clean Air Plan is a road map that demonstrates how the San Francisco Bay Area will achieve 
compliance with the state ozone standards as expeditiously as practicable and how the region will 
reduce the transport of ozone and ozone precursors to neighboring air basins. In determining 
consistency with the plan, this analysis considers whether the project would: (1) support the 
primary goals of the plan, (2) include applicable control measures from the plan, and (3) avoid 
disrupting or hindering implementation of control measures identified in the plan. 


The primary goals of the plan are to (1) protect air quality and health at the regional and local scale; 
(2) eliminate disparities among Bay Area communities in cancer health risk from toxic air 
contaminants; and (3) protect the climate by reducing greenhouse gas emissions. To meet the 
primary goals, the plan recommends specific control measures and actions. These control measures 
are grouped into various categories and include stationary and area source measures, mobile 
source measures, transportation control measures, land use measures, and energy and climate 
measures. The plan recognizes that to a great extent, community design dictates individual travel 
mode, and that a key long‐term control strategy to reduce emissions of criteria pollutants, air toxics, 
and greenhouse gases from motor vehicles is to channel future Bay Area growth into vibrant urban 
communities where goods and services are close at hand, and people have a range of viable 
transportation options. To this end, the plan includes 85 control measures aimed at reducing air 
pollution in the air basin. 


The measures applicable to the proposed project site are in the transportation sector (bicycle 
parking requirement), energy efficiency sector (water and energy conservation requirements), 
waste reduction sector (mandatory recycling and composting and demolition debris recycling 
requirements) and environment/conservation sector (tree planting requirements, construction site 
runoff prevention best management practices, and the use of low-emission building materials). The 
proposed project’s impact with respect to greenhouse gases are discussed in Section F.8, 
Greenhouse Gas Emissions, which demonstrates that the proposed project would comply with the 
applicable provisions of the City’s greenhouse gas reduction strategy. 


The compact development of the proposed project and high availability of viable transportation 
options ensure that residents could bicycle, walk, and ride transit to and from the project site 
instead of taking trips via private automobile. These features ensure that the project would avoid 
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substantial growth in automobile trips and vehicle miles traveled. The proposed project’s 
anticipated 10 daily vehicle trips would result in a negligible increase in air pollutant emissions. 
Furthermore, the proposed project would be generally consistent with the San Francisco General 
Plan, as discussed in Section D above under Plans and Policies. Transportation control measures 
that are identified in the 2017 Clean Air Plan are implemented by the San Francisco General Plan 
and the planning code, for example, through the city’s Transit First Policy, bicycle parking 
requirements, and transit impact development fees. Compliance with these requirements would 
ensure the project includes relevant transportation control measures specified in the 2017 Clean 
Air Plan. Therefore, the proposed project would include applicable control measures identified in 
the 2017 Clean Air Plan to the meet the 2017 Clean Air Plan’s primary goals. 


Examples of a project that could cause the disruption or delay of 2017 Clean Air Plan control 
measures are projects that would preclude the extension of a transit line or bike path, or projects 
that propose excessive parking beyond parking requirements. The proposed project would expand 
an existing, vacant single-family home and add an accessory dwelling unit in a dense, walkable 
urban area near a concentration of regional and local transit service. It would not preclude the 
extension of a transit line or a bike path or any other transit improvement, and thus would not 
disrupt or hinder implementation of control measures identified in the 2017 Clean Air Plan. 


For the reasons described above, the proposed project would not interfere with implementation of 
the 2017 Clean Air Plan, and because the proposed project would be consistent with the applicable 
air quality plan that demonstrates how the region will improve ambient air quality and achieve the 
state and federal ambient air quality standards, this impact would be less than significant.  


Construction Air Quality Impacts 
Project-related air quality impacts fall into two categories: short-term impacts from construction 
and long-term impacts from project operation. The following addresses construction-related air 
quality impacts resulting from the proposed project. 


Impact AQ-2: The project’s construction activities would generate fugitive dust and criteria air 
pollutants but would not result in a cumulatively considerable net increase in criteria air 
pollutants. (Less than Significant)  


Construction activities (short-term) typically result in emissions of ozone precursors and fine 
particulate matter in the form of dust (fugitive dust) and exhaust (e.g., vehicle tailpipe emissions). 
Emissions of ozone precursors and fine particular matter are primarily a result of the combustion 
of fuel from on-road and off-road vehicles. However, ROGs are also emitted from activities that 
involve painting, other types of architectural coatings, or asphalt paving. The proposed project 
would expand an existing single-family home and add an accessory dwelling unit. During the 
project’s approximately three- to five-month construction period, construction activities would 
have the potential to result in emissions of ozone precursors and fine particulate matter, as 
discussed below.  
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Fugitive Dust  


Project-related demolition, excavation, grading, and other construction activities may cause wind-
blown dust that could contribute particulate matter into the local atmosphere. Depending on 
exposure, adverse health effects can occur due to this particulate matter in general and also due to 
specific contaminants such as lead or asbestos that may be constituents of soil. Although there are 
federal standards for air pollutants and implementation of state and regional air quality control 
plans, air pollutants continue to have impacts on human health throughout the country. California 
has found that particulate matter exposure can cause health effects at lower levels than national 
standards. The current health burden of particulate matter demands that, where possible, public 
agencies take feasible available actions to reduce sources of particulate matter exposure. According 
to the California air board, reducing PM2.5 concentrations to state and federal standards of 12 
µg/m3 in the San Francisco Bay Area would prevent between 200 and 1,300 premature deaths.57  


In response, the San Francisco Board of Supervisors approved the Construction Dust Control 
Ordinance (ordinance 176-08, effective July 30, 2008) with the intent of reducing the quantity of 
dust generated during site preparation, demolition and construction work in order to protect the 
health of the general public and of onsite workers, minimize public nuisance complaints, and to 
avoid orders to stop work by the Department of Building Inspection.  


The Construction Dust Control Ordinance requires that all site preparation work, demolition, or 
other construction activities within San Francisco that have the potential to create dust or to expose 
or disturb more than 10 cubic yards or 500 square feet of soil comply with specified dust control 
measures whether or not the activity requires a permit from the Department of Building Inspection. 
The Director of the Department of Building Inspection may waive this requirement for activities 
on sites less than one half-acre that are unlikely to result in any visible wind-blown dust.  


In compliance with the Construction Dust Control Ordinance, the project sponsor and the 
contractor responsible for construction activities at the project site would be required to use the 
following practices to control construction dust on the site or other practices that result in 
equivalent dust control that are acceptable to the director. Dust suppression activities may include 
watering all active construction areas sufficiently to prevent dust from becoming airborne; 
increased watering frequency may be necessary whenever wind speeds exceed 15 miles per hour. 
During excavation and dirt-moving activities, contractors shall wet sweep or vacuum the streets, 
sidewalks, paths, and intersections where work is in progress at the end of the workday. Inactive 
stockpiles (where no disturbance occurs for more than seven days) greater than 10 cubic yards or 
500 square feet of excavated material, backfill material, import material, gravel, sand, road base, 
and soil shall be covered with a 10 mil (0.01 inch) polyethylene plastic (or equivalent) tarp, braced 
down, or use other equivalent soil stabilization techniques. San Francisco ordinance 175-91 restricts 
the use of potable water for soil compaction and dust control activities undertaken in conjunction 
with any construction or demolition project occurring within the boundaries of San Francisco, 
unless permission is obtained from the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission. Non-potable 
water must be used for soil compaction and dust control activities during project construction and 


                                                      
57  ARB, Methodology for Estimating Premature Deaths Associated with Long-term Exposure to Fine Airborne 


Particulate Matter in California, Staff Report, Table 4c, October 24, 2008. 
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demolition. The San Francisco Public Utilities Commission operates a recycled water truck-fill 
station at the Southeast Water Pollution Control Plant that provides recycled water for these 
activities at no charge. 


Compliance with the regulations and procedures set forth by the Dust Control Ordinance would 
ensure that fugitive dust generated by the project’s construction activities would not result in a 
cumulatively considerable net increase in criteria air pollutants. 


Criteria Air Pollutants 


As discussed above, construction activities would result in emissions of criteria air pollutants from 
the use of off- and on-road vehicles and equipment. To assist lead agencies in determining whether 
short-term construction-related air pollutant emissions require further analysis as to whether the 
project may exceed the criteria air pollutant significance thresholds shown in Table 4 on page 34 
35, the air district, in its CEQA Air Quality Guidelines (May 2017), developed screening criteria. If a 
proposed project meets the screening criteria, then construction of the project would result in less-
than-significant criteria air pollutant impacts. A project that exceeds the screening criteria may 
require a detailed air quality assessment to determine whether criteria air pollutant emissions 
would exceed significance thresholds. The CEQA Air Quality Guidelines note that the screening 
levels are generally representative of new development on greenfield58 sites without any form of 
mitigation measures taken into consideration. In addition, the screening criteria do not account for 
project design features, attributes, or local development requirements that could also result in 
lower emissions.  


The proposed project would expand an existing single-family home and add an accessory dwelling 
unit. The size of proposed construction activities would be well below the criteria air pollutant 
screening sizes identified in the air district’s CEQA Air Quality Guidelines. Thus, quantification of 
construction-related criteria air pollutant emissions is not required, and the proposed project’s 
construction activities would result in a less-than-significant criteria air pollutant impact. 


In conclusion, the project would not result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any 
criteria pollutant for which the project region is non-attainment under an applicable federal, state, 
or regional ambient air quality standard.  


Impact AQ-3: The project’s construction activities would not expose sensitive receptors to 
substantial pollutant concentrations. (Less than Significant)  


As discussed above, the project site is not within an Air Pollutant Exposure Zone. During project 
construction, emissions would be temporary and variable in nature and would not be expected to 
expose sensitive receptors to substantial air pollutants. Furthermore, the project would be required 
to comply with California regulations limiting idling to no more than five minutes.59 Thus, the 
proposed project a would not generate toxic air contaminants, including diesel particulate matter, 


                                                      
58  A greenfield site refers to agricultural or forest land or an undeveloped site earmarked for commercial, residential, or 


industrial projects. 
59  California Code of Regulations, Title 13, Division 3, § 2485 (on-road) and § 2449(d)(2) (off-road). 
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exposing sensitive receptors to substantial air pollutant concentrations, and this impact would be 
less than significant. 


Operational Air Quality Impacts 


Land use projects typically result in emissions of criteria air pollutants and toxic air contaminants 
primarily from an increase in motor vehicle trips. However, land use projects may also result in 
criteria air pollutants and toxic air contaminants from combustion of natural gas, landscape 
maintenance, use of consumer products, and architectural coating. The following addresses air 
quality impacts resulting from operation of the proposed project. 


Impact AQ-4: Project operations would not result in a cumulatively considerable net increase in 
criteria air pollutants and would not expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant 
concentrations. (Less than Significant) 


As discussed above in Impact AQ-2, the air district, in its CEQA Air Quality Guidelines (May 2017), 
has developed screening criteria to determine whether a project requires an analysis of project-
generated criteria air pollutants. If all the screening criteria are met by a proposed project, then the 
lead agency or applicant does not need to perform a detailed air quality assessment.  


The proposed project would expand an existing single-family home and add an accessory dwelling 
unit. The proposed project would be well below the criteria air pollutant screening sizes for 
construction and operation of low- and mid-rise apartments identified in the air district’s CEQA 
Air Quality Guidelines. Thus, the proposed project would not result in a cumulatively considerable 
net increase in criteria air pollutants. 


Vehicle trips are the primary source of toxic air contaminants that could result in health risk 
impacts to sensitive receptors (i.e., people exposed to the toxic air contaminants). The proposed 
project’s estimated 10 daily vehicle trips would be well below the 10,0000 vehicle-per-day ‘minor, 
low-impact’ source of toxic air contaminants that the Bay Area Air Quality Management District 
estimates could pose a significant health risk. Also, as noted above, the proposed project would 
not require an emergency generator. Therefore, the proposed project would not exposure sensitive 
receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations, and this impact is less than significant. 


Impact AQ-5: The proposed project would not create objectionable odors that would affect a 
substantial number of people. (Less than Significant) 


Typical odor sources of concern include wastewater treatment plants, sanitary landfills, transfer 
stations, composting facilities, petroleum refineries, asphalt batch plants, chemical manufacturing 
facilities, fiberglass manufacturing facilities, auto body shops, rendering plants, and coffee roasting 
facilities. During construction, diesel exhaust from construction equipment would generate some 
odors; however, construction-related odors would be temporary and would not persist upon 
project completion. The proposed project’s new residential use would not be a significant source 
of new odors. Therefore, odor impacts would be less than significant. 
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Cumulative Air Quality Impacts 


Impact C-AQ-1: The proposed project, in combination with past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future development in the project area would not contribute to cumulative air 
quality impacts. (Less than Significant)  


As discussed above, regional air pollution is by its very nature largely a cumulative impact. 
Emissions from past, present, and future projects contribute to the region’s adverse air quality on 
a cumulative basis. No single project by itself would be sufficient in size to result in regional 
nonattainment of ambient air quality standards. Instead, a project’s individual emissions 
contribute to existing cumulative adverse air quality impacts.60 The project-level thresholds for 
criteria air pollutants are based on levels by which new sources are not anticipated to contribute to 
an air quality violation or result in a considerable net increase in criteria air pollutants. Therefore, 
because the proposed project’s construction (Impact AQ-2) and operational (Impact AQ-4) 
emissions would not exceed the project-level thresholds for criteria air pollutants, the proposed 
project would not be considered to result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to regional 
air quality impacts. Furthermore, as discussed above, the project site is not located in an area that 
already experiences poor air quality and project operations would not contribute to substantial 
pollutant concentrations or other emissions. Thus, cumulative air quality impacts would be less 
than significant. 
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8. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS. Would the 
project: 


     


a) Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either 
directly or indirectly, that may have a significant 
impact on the environment? 


     


b) Conflict with any applicable plan, policy or 
regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing 
the emissions of greenhouse gases? 


     


 


Greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions and global climate change represent cumulative impacts. GHG 
emissions cumulatively contribute to the significant adverse environmental impacts of global 
climate change. No single project could generate enough GHG emissions to noticeably change the 
global average temperature; instead, the combination of GHG emissions from past, present, and 
future projects have contributed and will continue to contribute to global climate change and its 
associated environmental impacts.  


The Bay Area Air Quality Management District (air district) has prepared guidelines and 
methodologies for analyzing GHGs. These guidelines are consistent with CEQA Guidelines 
                                                      
60  Bay Area Air Quality Management District, CEQA Air Quality Guidelines, page 2-1, May 2017. 
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sections 15064.4 and 15183.5, which address the analysis and determination of significant impacts 
from a proposed project’s GHG emissions. CEQA Guidelines section 15064.4 allows lead agencies 
to rely on a qualitative analysis to describe GHG emissions resulting from a project. CEQA 
Guidelines section 15183.5 allows for public agencies to analyze and mitigate GHG emissions as 
part of a larger plan for the reduction of GHGs and describes the required contents of such a plan. 
Accordingly, San Francisco has prepared Strategies to Address Greenhouse Gas Emissions61 which 
presents a comprehensive assessment of policies, programs, and ordinances that collectively 
represent San Francisco’s qualified GHG reduction strategy in compliance with the CEQA 
Guidelines. These GHG reduction actions have resulted in a 28 percent reduction in GHG 
emissions in 2015 compared to 1990 levels,62 exceeding the year 2020 reduction goals outlined in 
the air district’s 2017 Clean Air Plan, Executive Order S-3-05, and Assembly Bill 32 (also known as 
the Global Warming Solutions Act).63  


Given that the City has met the state and region’s 2020 GHG reduction targets and San Francisco’s 
GHG reduction goals are consistent with, or more aggressive than, the long-term goals established 
under order S-3-05,64 order B-30-15,65,66 and Senate Bill 32,67,68 the City’s GHG reduction goals are 
consistent with order S-3-05, order B-30-15, Assembly Bill 32, Senate Bill 32 and the 2017 Clean Air 
Plan. Therefore, proposed projects that are consistent with the City’s GHG reduction strategy 
would be consistent with the aforementioned GHG reduction goals, would not conflict with these 
plans or result in significant GHG emissions, and would therefore not exceed San Francisco’s 
applicable GHG threshold of significance.  


                                                      
61  San Francisco Planning Department, 2017, Strategies to Address Greenhouse Gas Emissions in San Francisco, 2017, 


https://sfplanning.org/project/greenhouse-gas-reduction-strategies, accessed February 19, 2019. 
62  San Francisco Department of the Environment, San Francisco’s Carbon Footprint, https://sfenvironment.org/carbon-


footprint, accessed July 19, 2017.  
63  Executive Order S-3-05, Assembly Bill 32, and the air district’s 2017 Clean Air Plan (continuing the trajectory set in the 


2010 Clean Air Plan) set a target of reducing GHG emissions to below 1990 levels by year 2020. 
64  Office of the Governor, Executive Order S-3-05, 2005, 


http://www.pcl.org/projects/2008symposium/proceedings/Coatsworth12.pdf, accessed March 16, 2016. Executive 
Order S-3-05 sets forth a series of target dates by which statewide emissions of GHGs need to be progressively 
reduced, as follows: by 2010, reduce GHG emissions to 2000 levels (approximately 457 million metric tons of carbon 
dioxide equivalents (MTCO2E)); by 2020, reduce emissions to 1990 levels (approximately 427 million MTCO2E); and 
by 2050 reduce emissions to 80 percent below 1990 levels (approximately 85 million MTCO2E). Because of the 
differential heat absorption potential of various GHGs, GHG emissions are frequently measured in “carbon dioxide-
equivalents,” which present a weighted average based on each gas’s heat absorption (or “global warming”) potential. 


65  Office of the Governor, Executive Order B-30-15, April 29, 2015. https://www.gov.ca.gov/news.php?id=18938, 
accessed November 15, 2017. Executive Order B-30-15, issued on April 29, 2015, sets forth a target of reducing GHG 
emissions to 40 percent below 1990 levels by 2030 (estimated at 2.9 million MTCO2E). 


66  San Francisco’s GHG reduction goals are codified in section 902 of the Environment Code and include: (i) by 2008, 
determine City GHG emissions for year 1990; (ii) by 2017, reduce GHG emissions by 25 percent below 1990 levels; (iii) 
by 2025, reduce GHG emissions by 40 percent below 1990 levels; and by 2050, reduce GHG emissions by 80 percent 
below 1990 levels.  


67  Senate Bill 32 amends California Health and Safety Code Division 25.5 (also known as the California Global Warming 
Solutions Act of 2006) by adding section 38566, which directs that statewide greenhouse gas emissions to be reduced 
by 40 percent below 1990 levels by 2030. 


68  Senate Bill 32 was paired with Assembly Bill 197, which would modify the structure of the State Air Resources Board; 
institute requirements for the disclosure of greenhouse gas emissions criteria pollutants, and toxic air contaminants; 
and establish requirements for the review and adoption of rules, regulations, and measures for the reduction of 
greenhouse gas emissions. 



https://sfplanning.org/project/greenhouse-gas-reduction-strategies

https://sfenvironment.org/carbon-footprint

https://sfenvironment.org/carbon-footprint

http://www.pcl.org/projects/2008symposium/proceedings/Coatsworth12.pdf

https://www.gov.ca.gov/news.php?id=18938
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The following analysis of the proposed project’s impact on climate change focuses on the project’s 
contribution to cumulatively significant GHG emissions. Because no individual project could emit 
GHGs at a level that could result in a significant impact on the global climate, this analysis is in a 
cumulative context, and this section does not include an individual project-specific impact 
statement.  


Impact C-GG-1: The proposed project would generate greenhouse gas emissions, but not at 
levels that would result in a significant impact on the environment or conflict with any policy, 
plan, or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing greenhouse gas emissions. (Less than 
Significant) 


Individual projects contribute to the cumulative effects of climate change by directly or indirectly 
emitting GHGs during construction and operational phases. Direct operational emissions include 
GHG emissions from new vehicle trips and area sources (natural gas combustion). Indirect 
emissions include emissions from electricity providers; energy required to pump, treat, and convey 
water; and emissions associated with waste removal, disposal, and landfill operations.  


The proposed project involves the expansion of an existing single-family home and the addition of 
an accessory dwelling unit. Therefore, the proposed project would contribute to annual long-term 
increases in GHGs as a result of increased vehicle trips (mobile sources) and residential operations 
that result in an increase in energy use, water use, wastewater treatment, and solid waste disposal. 
Construction activities would also result in temporary increases in GHG emissions. The proposed 
project would be subject to regulations adopted to reduce GHG emissions as identified in the GHG 
reduction strategy. As discussed below, compliance with the applicable regulations would reduce 
the project’s GHG emissions related to transportation, energy efficiency, waste reduction, and 
conservation.  


Compliance with the City’s bicycle parking requirements would reduce the proposed project’s 
transportation-related emissions by reducing GHG emissions from single-occupancy vehicles and 
promoting the use of alternative transportation modes with zero GHG emissions. The City’s energy 
efficiency requirements that are applicable to the project include residential water conservation 
measures (showerhead and faucet replacement) and residential energy conservation measures 
(attic insulation).  


The City’s waste-reduction requirements that are applicable to the project include mandatory 
recycling and composting and construction and demolition debris recycling. Compliance with 
these measures would reduce the amount of materials sent to a landfill, thus reducing GHGs 
emitted by landfill operations, and promoting the reuse of materials, which conserves their 
embodied energy69 and reduces the energy required to produce new materials. In the 
environment/conservation sector, the project would comply with the City’s street tree planting 
requirements (which increase carbon sequestration), wood-burning device restrictions (which 


                                                      
69  Embodied energy is the total energy required for the extraction, processing, manufacture and delivery of building 


materials to the building site.  
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reduce emissions of GHGs and black carbon), and use low-emitting finishes (which limits the 
release of volatile organic compounds70).  


Thus, the proposed project was determined to be consistent with San Francisco’s GHG reduction 
strategy.71 These regulations have proven effective, as San Francisco’s GHG emissions have 
measurably decreased when compared to 1990 emissions levels, demonstrating that the City has 
met and exceeded Executive Order S-3-05, Assembly Bill 32, and the 2017 Clean Air Plan GHG 
reduction goals for the year 2020. Furthermore, the City has met its 2017 GHG reduction goal of 
reducing GHG emissions to 25 percent below 1990 levels by 2017. Other existing regulations, such 
as those implemented through Assembly Bill 32, will continue to reduce a proposed project’s 
contribution to climate change. In addition, San Francisco’s local GHG reduction targets are 
consistent with the long-term GHG reduction goals of Executive Order S-3-05, Executive Order B-
30-15, Assembly Bill 32, Senate Bill 32 and the 2017 Clean Air Plan. Therefore, because the proposed 
project is consistent with the City’s GHG reduction strategy, it is also consistent with the GHG 
reduction goals of Executive Order S-3-05, Executive Order B-30-15, Assembly Bill 32, Senate Bill 
32 and the 2017 Clean Air Plan, would not conflict with these plans, and would therefore not exceed 
San Francisco’s applicable GHG threshold of significance. As such, the proposed project would 
result in a less-than-significant impact with respect to GHG emissions.  
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9. WIND. Would the project:      


a) Create wind hazards in publicly accessible areas 
of substantial pedestrian use? 


     


 


Impact WI-1: The proposed project would not create wind hazards in publicly accessible areas 
of substantial pedestrian use. (Less than Significant)  


In San Francisco, average winds speeds are the highest in the summer and lowest in winter. 
However, the strongest peak wind speeds occur in winter. The highest average wind speeds occur 
in mid-afternoon and the lowest in the early morning. Based on over 40 years of recordkeeping, 
the highest mean hourly wind speeds (approximately 20 mph) occur midafternoon in July, while 
the lowest mean hourly wind speeds (in the range of 6 to 9 mph) occur throughout the day in 
November. Meteorological data collected at the old San Francisco Federal Building at 50 United 


                                                      
70  While not a GHG, volatile organic compounds are precursor pollutants that form ground level ozone. Increased 


ground level ozone is an anticipated effect of future global warming that would result in added health effects locally. 
Reducing volatile organic compound emissions would reduce the anticipated local effects of global warming.  


71  San Francisco Planning Department, Greenhouse Gas Analysis: Compliance Checklist for 2417 Green Street, January 
31, 2019. 
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Nations Plaza over a six-year period72 show that westerly73 through northwesterly winds are the 
most frequent and strongest winds during all seasons. Of the 16 primary wind directions, four have 
the greatest frequency of occurrence: these are northwest, west-northwest, west, and southwest 
(referred to as prevailing winds).  


Analysis of the Federal Building wind data shows that during the hours from 6:00 a.m. to 8:00 p.m., 
about 70 percent of the winds blow from five adjacent directions of the 16 directions as follows: 
northwest (10 percent of all winds), west-northwest (14 percent of all winds), west (35 percent of 
all winds), west-southwest (accounting for 2 percent of all winds), and southwest (9 percent of all 
winds). In San Francisco, over 90 percent of all measured winds with speeds over 13 mph blow 
from these five directions. The other 10 percent of winds over 13 mph are from storms and can 
come from any other direction.  


Section 148 of the San Francisco Planning Code establishes wind comfort and wind hazard criteria 
used to evaluate new development in four areas of the city. Section 148 provides that any new 
building or addition in these areas of the city that would cause wind speeds to exceed the hazard 
level of 26-mph-equivalent wind speed (as defined in the planning code) more than one hour of 
any year must be modified to meet this criterion. (The 26 mph standard accounts for short-term—
three-minute averaged—wind observations at 36 mph as equivalent to the frequency of an hourly 
averaged wind of 26 mph. As noted above, winds over 34 mph make it difficult for a person to 
maintain balance, and gusts can blow a person over.) While the proposed project is not subject to 
section 148, the planning department uses the wind hazard criterion as the CEQA significance 
threshold to determine whether a proposed project would substantially alter ground-level winds 
in public areas in an adverse manner. 


Building structures near or greater than 100 feet in height could create pedestrian level conditions 
such that the wind hazard criterion of 26-mph-equivalent wind speed for a single hour of the year 
would be exceeded. There is no threshold height that triggers the need for wind-tunnel testing to 
determine whether the building design would result in street-level winds that exceed the standard. 
It is generally understood, however, from many prior wind-tunnel tests on a variety of projects 
throughout San Francisco that most, if not all, buildings under 80 feet do not result in adverse wind 
effects at street level, barring unusual circumstances.  


The proposed project would construct one- and three-story horizontal rear additions, and third 
and fourth floor vertical additions that would not exceed the existing approximately 45-foot-tall 
building. Because the project elements would all be well below 100 feet tall and because the 
project site is not located near any other tall buildings, the project would not alter wind in a 
manner that creates wind hazards in publicly accessible areas. Therefore, impacts related to wind 
hazards in publicly accessible areas of substantial pedestrian use would be less than significant. 


                                                      
72  Arens, E. et al., “Developing the San Francisco Wind Ordinance and its Guidelines for Compliance,” Building and 


Environment, Vol. 24, No. 4, pages 297-303, 1989. 
73  Wind directions are reported as directions from which the winds blow. 
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Impact C-WI-1: The proposed project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable projects, would not result in cumulatively considerable impacts related to wind. 
(Less than Significant)  


As discussed above, the proposed modification to the building would be less than 100 feet tall and 
would not alter wind in a manner that substantially affects public areas. For this reason, the project 
would not combine with cumulative development projects to create or contribute to a cumulative 
wind impact.  
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10. SHADOW. Would the project:      


a) Create new shadow that substantially and 
adversely affects the use and enjoyment of 
publicly accessible open space? 


     


 


Impact SH-1: The proposed project would not create new shadow that substantially and 
adversely affects the use and enjoyment of publicly accessible open space. (Less than 
Significant)  


In an urban environment, shadow is a function of the height, size, and massing of buildings and 
other elements of the built environment, and the angle of the sun. The angle of the sun varies due 
to the time of day (from rotation of the earth) and the change in seasons (due to the earth’s elliptical 
orbit around the sun and the earth’s tilted axis). Morning and afternoon shadows are typically 
longer because the sun is lower in the sky. The longer mid-day shadows are cast during the winter, 
when the mid-day sun is lowest in the sky, and the shorter mid-day shadows are cast during the 
summer, when the mid-day sun is higher in the sky. At the time of the summer solstice (which falls 
on approximately June 21 of every year), the mid-day sun is highest in the sky, and the longest day 
and shortest night occur on this date. Conversely, the shortest day and longest night occur on the 
winter solstice (which falls on approximately December 21 of every year). The vernal and fall 
equinoxes (when day and night are equal in length) represent the halfway point between solstices.  


San Francisco Planning Code section 295, which was adopted in response to Proposition K (passed 
November 1984), mandates that new structures above 40 feet in height that would cast additional 
shadows on properties under the jurisdiction of, or designated to be acquired by, the Recreation 
and Parks Department cannot be approved by the Planning Commission (based on 
recommendation from the Recreation and Park Commission) if the shadow “will have any adverse 
impact on the use” of the park, unless the impact is determined to be insignificant. The proposed 
project would expand an existing four-story 45-foot-tall single-family home and add one accessory 
dwelling unit but would not have the potential to cast new shadow on nearby parks or open spaces. 
Section 295(a)(4) exempts “structures of the same height and in the same location as structures in 
place on June 6, 1984.” In any event, a 43-foot shadow fan illustrates that project would not cast 
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shadow on Recreation & Parks land or publicly accessible open space.74 The park and recreational 
facilities closest to the project site are the 11.9-acre Alta Plaza located four blocks south of the 
project site, and the 1,480-acre Presidio of San Francisco, located five blocks west of the project site. 
Given the distance between the project site and these parks, as well as the existing and proposed 
height of the building (approximately 45 feet tall), the proposed project would not result in new 
shadow on nearby publicly accessible open spaces.  


The proposed project would shade portions of streets, sidewalks, and private properties in the 
project vicinity at various times of the day throughout the year. Shadows on streets and sidewalks 
would not exceed levels commonly expected in urban areas and would be considered a less‐than‐
significant effect under CEQA. Although occupants of nearby properties may regard the increase 
in shadow as undesirable, the limited increase in shading of private properties as a result of the 
proposed project would not be considered a significant impact under CEQA. For these reasons, the 
proposed project would not create new shadow that substantially and adversely affects the use 
and enjoyment of publicly accessible open space. 


Impact C-SH-1: The proposed project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable projects, would not result in cumulatively considerable impacts related to shadow. 
(Less than Significant)  


As discussed above, the proposed building would not result in any net new shadow on any 
publicly accessible open spaces, and thus would not combine with cumulative development 
projects to create or contribute to a cumulative shadow impact.  
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11. RECREATION. Would the project:      


a) Increase the use of existing neighborhood and 
regional parks or other recreational facilities such 
that substantial physical deterioration of the 
facilities would occur or be accelerated? 


     


b) Include recreational facilities or require the 
construction or expansion of recreational 
facilities that might have an adverse physical 
effect on the environment? 


     


 


                                                      
74  San Francisco Planning Department, 2417 Green Street Shadow fan modeled from proposed 43-foot tall building, May 


30, 2019. At its highest point, the existing building is almost 45 feet tall. Since it is on an upsloping lot, the height 
varies along with the slope and gradually becomes shorter as the grade increases towards the rear. With the proposed 
alteration to the roofline, the project would result in a decrease in the building height at the front by approximately 3 
feet. 
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Impact RE-1: The proposed project would not increase the use of existing parks and recreational 
facilities, would not deteriorate any such facilities, and would not require the expansion of such 
facilities. (Less than Significant)  


As noted above, the park and recreational facilities closest to the project site are the 11.9-acre Alta 
Plaza located four blocks south of the project site, and the 1,480-acre Presidio of San Francisco, 
located five blocks west of the project site. The project site would provide passive recreational uses 
onsite for the residents through the approximately 600-square-foot backyard. In addition, residents 
of the proposed units would be within walking distance of the above-noted open spaces. 


The projected five new permanent residents on the project site would not substantially increase 
demand for, or use of, neighborhood parks or recreational facilities such that substantial physical 
deterioration would be expected. Also, the new residents would not require the construction of 
new recreational facilities or the expansion of existing facilities. For these reasons, the proposed 
project would have a less-than-significant impact on recreational facilities and resources. 


Impact C-RE-1: The proposed project, in combination with past, present and reasonably 
foreseeable future projects, would not result in cumulative impacts on recreational facilities or 
resources. (Less than Significant) 


Cumulative residential development in the project vicinity would result in an intensification of 
land uses and a cumulative increase in the demand for recreational facilities and resources in the 
project vicinity and in the city overall. The City has accounted for such growth in the 2014 update 
of the Recreation and Open Space Element of the San Francisco General Plan.75 In addition, San 
Francisco voters passed two bond measures, in 2008 and 2012, to fund the acquisition, planning, 
and renovation of City recreational resources. For these reasons, the proposed project would not 
combine with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects in the project vicinity to 
create a significant cumulative impact on recreational facilities or resources. 
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12. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS.  
Would the project: 


     


a) Require or result in the relocation or construction 
of new or expanded water, wastewater 
treatment, or stormwater drainage, electric 
power, natural gas, or telecommunications 
facilities, the construction or relocation of which 
could cause significant environmental effects? 


     


                                                      
75 San Francisco Planning Department, San Francisco General Plan, Recreation and Open Space Element, April 2014, 


pp. 20-36, http://www.sf-planning.org/ftp/General_Plan/Recreation_OpenSpace_Element_ADOPTED.pdf, accessed 
May 20, 2016. 



http://www.sf-planning.org/ftp/General_Plan/Recreation_OpenSpace_Element_ADOPTED.pdf





Case No. 2017-002545ENV 52 2417 Green Street 
 


Topics: 


Potentially 
Significant 


Impact 


Less Than 
Significant 


with 
Mitigation 


Incorporated 


Less Than 
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Impact 
Not 
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b) Have sufficient water supplies available to serve 
the project and reasonably foreseeable future 
development during normal, dry, and multiple 
dry years? 


     


c) Result in a determination by the wastewater 
treatment provider which serves or may serve 
the project that it has inadequate capacity to 
serve the project’s projected demand in addition 
to the provider’s existing commitments? 


     


d) Generate solid waste in excess of state or local 
standards, or in excess of the capacity of local 
infrastructure, or otherwise impair the 
attainment of solid waste reduction goals? 


     


e) Comply with federal, state, and local 
management and reduction statutes and 
regulations related to solid waste? 


     


 


Impact UT-1: Implementation of the proposed project would not exceed the wastewater 
treatment capacity of the provider that would serve the project and would not require or result 
in the relocation or construction of new or expanded water, wastewater treatment, or stormwater 
drainage, electric power, natural gas, or telecommunications facilities. (Less than Significant) 


Most of San Francisco, including the project site, is served by a combined wastewater system. 
Under such a system, sewage and stormwater flows are captured by a single collection system and 
the combined flows are treated through the same wastewater treatment plants. The San Francisco 
Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC) provides and operates water supply and wastewater 
treatment facilities for the city. Pacific Gas and Electric Company provides electricity and natural 
gas to the project site, and various private companies provide telecommunications facilities. 


The proposed project would add an estimated five new residents to the currently vacant project 
site; this would result in an incremental increase in the demand for water and wastewater 
treatment, but not in excess of amounts expected and provided for in the project area by the SFPUC. 
Further, the proposed project would incorporate water-conserving design features, such as low-
flush toilets and showerheads, which would reduce both water demand and wastewater 
production. Wastewater and water lines that serve the project site have sufficient capacity to serve 
the population added to the area by the project. The SFPUC’s treatment facilities have adequate 
capacity to serve the growth anticipated in the general plan. The project would not cause collection 
treatment capacity of the sewer system in the city to be exceeded. 


The project would result in an incremental increase in the demand for electricity, natural gas, and 
telecommunications, which is not in excess of amounts expected and provided for in the project 
area by utility service providers. 
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For the reasons discussed above, the utilities demand associated with the project-related residential 
population increase would not exceed the service capacity of the existing providers and would not 
require the construction of new facilities or expansion of existing facilities. Therefore, this impact 
would be less than significant.  


Impact UT-2: Sufficient water supplies are available to serve the proposed project and 
reasonably foreseeable future development in normal, dry, and multiple dry years; therefore, 
the proposed project would not require or result in the relocation or construction of new or 
expanded water facilities the construction or relocation of which could cause significant 
environmental effects.  


Water would be supplied to the proposed project from the SFPUC’s Hetch-Hetchy regional water 
supply system. Under sections 10910 through 10915 of the California Water Code, urban water 
suppliers like the SFPUC must prepare water supply assessments for certain large “water demand” 
projects, as defined in CEQA Guidelines section 15155.76 The proposed project does not qualify as 
a “water-demand” project as defined by CEQA Guidelines section 15155(a)(1); therefore, a water 
supply assessment has not been prepared for the project. However, the SFPUC estimates that a 
typical development project in San Francisco comprised of either 100 dwelling units, 100,000 
square feet of commercial use, 50,000 square feet of office, 100 hotel rooms, or 130,000 square feet 
of PDR use would generate demand for approximately 10,000 gallons of water per day, which is 
the equivalent of 0.011 percent of the total water demand anticipated for San Francisco in 2040 of 
89.9 million gallons per day.77 Because it would expand an existing single-family home and add 
one accessory dwelling unit, the proposed project would generate less than 0.011 percent of water 
demand for the city as a whole in 2040, which would constitute a negligible increase in anticipated 
water demand. 


The SFPUC uses population growth projections provided by the planning department to develop 
the water demand projections contained in the urban water management plan. As discussed in 
Section F.2, Population and Housing, above, the proposed project would be encompassed within 
planned growth in San Francisco and is therefore also accounted for in the water demand 
projections contained in the urban water management plan. Because the proposed project would 
comprise a small fraction of future water demand that has been accounted for in the city’s urban 
water management plan, sufficient water supplies would be available to serve the proposed project 
in normal, dry, and multiple dry years, and the project would not require or result in the relocation 
or construction of new or expanded water supply facilities the construction or relocation of which 


                                                      
76  Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines section 15155(1), “a water-demand project” means: (A) A residential development of 


more than 500 dwelling units; (B) A shopping center or business establishment employing more than 1,000 persons or 
having more than 500,000 square feet of floor space; (C) A commercial office building employing more than 1,000 
persons or having more than 250,000 square feet of floor area; (D) A hotel or motel, or both, having more than 500 
rooms, (e) an industrial, manufacturing, or processing plant, or industrial park planned to house more than 1,000 
persons, occupying more than 40 acres of land, or having more than 650,000 square feet of floor area; (F) a mixed-use 
project that includes one or more of the projects specified in subdivisions (a)(1)(A), (a)(1)(B), (a)(1)(C), (a)(1)(D), 
(a)(1)(E), and (a)(1)(G) of this section; (G) A project that would demand an amount of water equivalent to, or greater 
than, the amount of water required by a 500 dwelling unit project.  


77  San Francisco Public Utilities Commission, 2015 Urban Water Management Plan for the City and County of San 
Francisco, June 2016. This document is available at https://sfwater.org/index.aspx?page=75 



https://sfwater.org/index.aspx?page=75
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could cause significant environmental effects. This impact would be less than significant, and no 
mitigation measures are necessary. 


Impact UT-3: The proposed project would not generate solid waste in excess of state or local 
standards, would not impair the attainment of solid waste reduction goals, and would comply 
with statutes, regulations, and reduction goals concerning solid waste. (Less than Significant) 


In September 2015, the City entered into a landfill disposal agreement with Recology, Inc. for 
disposal of all solid waste collected in San Francisco, at the Recology Hay Road Landfill in Solano 
County, through September 2024 or until 3.4 million tons have been disposed, whichever occurs 
first. The City would have an option to renew the agreement for a period of six years or until an 
additional 1.6 million tons have been disposed, whichever occurs first.78 The Recology Hay Road 
Landfill is permitted to accept up to 2,400 tons per day of solid waste. At that maximum permitted 
rate, the landfill has the capacity to accommodate solid waste until approximately 2034. Under 
existing conditions, the landfill receives an average of approximately 1,850 tons per day from all 
sources, with approximately 1,200 tons per day from San Francisco, which includes residential and 
commercial waste and demolition and construction debris that cannot be reused or recycled79 (see 
discussion below). At the current rate of disposal, the landfill closure has operating capacity until 
2041. The City’s contract with the Recology Hay Road Landfill will extend until 2031 or when the 
City has disposed 5 million tons of solid waste, whichever occurs first. At that point, the City would 
either further extend the landfill contract or find and entitle an alternative landfill site. 


The project’s population is part of the population growth taken into account in the San Francisco 
General Plan 2014 Housing Element Update, as discussed under Section F.2, Population and 
Housing, and therefore can be assumed to have been taken into account in waste management 
planning. Further, the project would be required to implement the City’s Mandatory Recycling and 
Composting Ordinance (No. 100-09), the objective of which is to minimize the City’s landfill trash 
generation. In compliance with this ordinance, the project would be required to provide convenient 
facilities for the separation of recyclables, compostables and landfill trash for its users. Occupants 
of the project site would be required to separate disposed material.  


Project construction also would generate demolition and construction waste. The City’s 
Construction and Demolition Debris Recovery Ordinance prohibits construction and demolition 
material from being taken to landfill or placed in the garbage. All mixed debris must be transported 
by a registered hauler to a registered facility to be processed for recycling, and source separated 
material must be taken to a facility that recycles or reuses those materials. As discussed above, the 
City has access to adequate landfill capacity at least through 2031 and potentially through 2041 and 
anticipates that an adequate alternative site will be identified at that point. On this basis, the City 
has adequate solid waste capacity to serve the proposed project, and the project’s impact with 
respect to landfill capacity would be less than significant.  


                                                      
78  San Francisco Planning Department, Agreement for Disposal of San Francisco Municipal Solid Waste at Recology Hay 


Road Landfill in Solano Count, Final Negative Declaration, Planning Department Case No. 2014.0653, May 21, 2015, 
http://sfmea.sfplanning.org/2014.0653E_Revised_FND.pdf, accessed February 19, 2019. 


79 CalRecycle, 2010, Jurisdiction diversion/disposal rate detail. http://www.calrecycle.ca.gov/LGCentral/ reports/ 
diversionprogram/JurisdictionDiversionDetail.aspx?JurisdictionID=438&Year=2010, accessed October 23, 2017. 



http://sfmea.sfplanning.org/2014.0653E_Revised_FND.pdf
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Impact C-UT-1: The proposed project, in combination with past, present and reasonably 
foreseeable future projects, would not result in cumulative impacts on utilities and service 
systems. (Less than Significant) 


Cumulative development in the project vicinity would incrementally increase demand for utilities 
and service systems within the city, but not beyond levels anticipated and planned for by the City’s 
public service providers. The SFPUC has accounted for the anticipated growth in its wastewater 
service projections. The City also has implemented various programs to minimize generation of 
solid waste disposed to landfills from all projects, as discussed above. All development projects in 
the city, including development that contributes to demand for utility service in the immediate 
vicinity of the proposed project, as well as projects throughout the city that contribute to water 
demand and the demand for wastewater treatment and for solid waste disposal, are required to 
comply with the City’s water conservation, wastewater minimization, and solid waste reduction 
ordinances and policies.  


As explained in Impact UT-2 above, no single development project alone in San Francisco would 
require the development of new or expanded water supply facilities. The analysis provided in 
Impact UT-2 considers whether the proposed project in combination with both existing 
development and projected growth through 2040 would require new or expanded water supply 
facilities, the construction or relocation of which could have significant cumulative impacts on the 
environment. Therefore, no separate cumulative analysis is required.  


Compliance with City ordinances would reduce the effects of cumulative demand for utility 
capacity and services such that service capacities would not be exceeded. In addition, electricity, 
natural gas, and telecommunications companies provide adequate services for the proposed 
project in combination with reasonably foreseeable future project; therefore, the proposed project, 
in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, has been 
accounted for in these plans and would not result in a cumulative utilities and service systems 
impact.  
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13. PUBLIC SERVICES. Would the project:      


a) Result in substantial adverse physical impacts 
associated with the provision of new or 
physically altered governmental facilities, need 
for new or physically altered governmental 
facilities, the construction of which could cause 
significant environmental impacts, in order to 
maintain acceptable service ratios, response 
times, or other performance objectives for any of 
the public services such as fire protection, police 
protection, schools, parks, or other public 
facilities? 
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Impact PS-1: The proposed project would increase demand for police and fire protection 
services but would not require construction of new or physically altered facilities, associated 
with the provision of such services, that could cause significant environmental impacts. (Less 
than Significant) 


The project site receives police protection services from the San Francisco Police Department. The 
Northern Police Station, located at 1125 Fillmore Street, approximately a mile south of the project 
site, serves the project site.80 The station underwent seismic, structural, electrical and plumbing 
improvements in 2016 and no expansions of the station are proposed. Fire Station 16, located at 
2251 Greenwich Street, is about a quarter mile northeast of the project site is being replaced and is 
currently under construction. The next closest fire station that currently provides first responder 
service to the project site is Fire Station 38 at 2150 California Street, about a mile southeast of the 
project site. A new public safety building, which serves as citywide police and fire headquarters, 
was completed in 2016. There are no current plans to construct or expand additional police or fire 
stations that serve the project area. 


The project would add an estimated five residents to the project site. The project would comply 
with the regulations of the 2016 California Fire Code, which includes requirements for fire 
protection systems, such as the provision of smoke alarms and fire extinguishers, adequate 
building access, and emergency response systems.  


For these reasons, the proposed project would not require the construction or alteration of a police 
or fire station or affect response times, service ratios, or other performance objectives related to 
police and fire protection services, and these impacts would be less than significant.  


Impact PS-2: The proposed project would not result in a substantial increased demand for school 
facilities and would not require new or expanded school facilities. (Less than Significant)  


The proposed project would add an estimated five new residents, which may include school‐aged 
children who might attend schools operated by the San Francisco Unified School District (SFUSD). 
SFUSD ongoing enrollment forecasting allows the district to plan for additional expansion of its 
facilities if determined necessary. Given the SFUSD’s overall capacity of almost 64,000 students,81 
the increase of one or two students associated with the project would not substantially change the 
demand for schools, nor would the project result in the need for construction of new school 
facilities. The impact would be less than significant. 


Impact PS-3: The proposed project would not substantially increase the demand for other 
government services, and would not necessitate the need for new or physically altered 
government facilities to meet service performance objectives. (Less than Significant) 


The proposed project would increase the population of the city by approximately five residents. 
Population increase in the area from development of the proposed project would be nominal 


                                                      
80  San Francisco Police Department, http://sanfranciscopolice.org/police-district-maps, accessed April 30, 2018. 
81  San Francisco Unified School District. Growing Population, Growing Schools. SPUR Forum Presentation, Slide 14. 


August 31, 2016, https://www.spur.org/sites/default/files/events_pdfs/SPUR%20Forum_August%2031%202016.pptx_.pdf, 
accessed May 23, 2018. 



http://sanfranciscopolice.org/police-district-maps

https://www.spur.org/sites/default/files/events_pdfs/SPUR%20Forum_August%2031%202016.pptx_.pdf
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compared to population growth for the city overall. The project area is adequately served by 
government facilities. The population of the proposed project would not generate the need for new 
or physically altered government facilities. Therefore, the proposed project would have a less-than-
significant impact on governmental facilities.  


In addition, the proposed project, in combination with the other residential and mixed-use projects 
proposed in the area, would incrementally increase demand for public services, which include fire 
and police protection, school services, and other governmental services. The Fire Department, the 
Police Department, other City agencies, and SFUSD have accounted for such growth in providing 
other public services to the residents of San Francisco. For these reasons, the proposed project 
would not combine with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects in the project 
vicinity to create a significant cumulative impact related to public services. 


Impact C-PS-1: The proposed project, in combination with past, present and reasonably 
foreseeable future projects, would not result in cumulative impacts on public services. (Less 
than Significant) 


The proposed project, in combination with other residential projects proposed in the area, would 
incrementally increase the demand for public services, which include fire and police protection, 
and other governmental services. The Fire Department, the Police Department, and other city 
agencies have accounted for such growth in providing other public services to the residents of 
San Francisco. For these reasons, the proposed project would not combine with past, present, and 
reasonably foreseeable future projects in the project vicinity to create a significant cumulative 
impact related to public services. 
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14. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES.  
Would the project: 


     


a) Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly 
or through habitat modifications, on any species 
identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special-
status species in local or regional plans, policies, 
or regulations, or by the California Department 
of Fish and Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service? 


     


b) Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian 
habitat or other sensitive natural community 
identified in local or regional plans, policies, 
regulations or by the California Department of 
Fish and Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service? 
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c) Have a substantial adverse effect on state or 
federally protected wetlands (including, but not 
limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) 
through direct removal, filling, hydrological 
interruption, or other means? 


     


d) Interfere substantially with the movement of any 
native resident or migratory fish or wildlife 
species or with established native resident or 
migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use 
of native wildlife nursery sites? 


     


e) Conflict with any local policies or ordinances 
protecting biological resources, such as a tree 
preservation policy or ordinance? 


     


f) Conflict with the provisions of an adopted 
habitat conservation plan, natural community 
conservation plan, or other approved local, 
regional, or state habitat conservation plan? 


     


 


Impact BI‐1: The proposed project would not have a substantial adverse effect, either directly 
or through habitat modifications, on any special-status species. Would not interfere with the 
movement of species, and would not conflict with the City’s tree ordinance. (Less than 
Significant) 


The project site is located in a developed area of San Francisco. It provides no habitat for special 
status plants or wildlife and does not include any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural 
communities as defined by the California Department of Fish and Wildlife and the United States 
Fish and Wildlife Service, or any state or federally protected wetlands. No trees are proposed for 
removal as part of the proposed project, and the proposed project does not fall within any local, 
regional or state habitat conservation plan areas. The project would not remove any trees protected 
by the City’s Urban Forestry Ordinance (Public Works Code section 801 et seq.) and would plant a 
new street tree, in compliance with the public works code. Therefore, project-related biological 
impacts of the proposed project would be less than significant.  


Impact C-BI-1: The proposed project, in combination with past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future projects, would not result in a cumulative impact related to biological 
resources. (Less than Significant) 


As with the proposed project, nearby cumulative development projects would also be subject to 
federal, state, and local regulations related to biological resources. As with the proposed project, 
compliance with these ordinances would reduce the effects of development projects to less-than-
significant levels. 
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The proposed project would not modify any natural habitat and would have no impact on any 
candidate, sensitive, or special-status species, any riparian habitat, or other sensitive natural 
community; and/or would not conflict with any local policy or ordinance protecting biological 
resources or an approved conservation plan. For these reasons, the proposed project would not 
have the potential to combine with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects in the 
project vicinity to result in a significant cumulative impact related to biological resources. 
Therefore, there would be no cumulative impacts on biological resources.  
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15. GEOLOGY AND SOILS. Would the project:      


a) Directly or indirectly cause potential substantial 
adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, 
or death involving: 


     


i) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as 
delineated on the most recent Alquist-
Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued 
by the State Geologist for the area or based 
on other substantial evidence of a known 
fault? Refer to Division of Mines and 
Geology Special Publication 42. 


     


ii) Strong seismic ground shaking?      


iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including 
liquefaction? 


     


iv) Landslides?      


b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of 
topsoil? 


     


c) Be located on geologic unit or soil that is 
unstable, or that would become unstable as a 
result of the project, and potentially result in on- 
or off-site landslide, lateral spreading, 
subsidence, liquefaction or collapse? 


     


d) Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 
18-1-B of the Uniform Building Code (1994), 
creating substantial direct or indirect risks to life 
or property? 


     


e) Have soils incapable of adequately supporting 
the use of septic tanks or alternative wastewater 
disposal systems where sewers are not available 
for the disposal of waste water? 


     


f) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique 
paleontological resource or site or unique 
geologic feature? 
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The proposed project would connect to San Francisco’s sewer and stormwater collection and 
treatment system. It would not use a septic water disposal system. Therefore, Topic 15e is not 
applicable to the project. 


Impact GE-1: The proposed project could directly or indirectly cause potential substantial 
adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving rupture of a known 
earthquake fault, seismic ground shaking, ground failure, or landslides. (Less than Significant 
with Mitigation)  


San Francisco Permit Review Process  
To ensure that the potential for adverse effects related to geology and soils is adequately addressed, 
San Francisco relies on the state and local regulatory process for review and approval of building 
permits pursuant to the California Building Code (state building code, California Code of 
Regulations, Title 24); the San Francisco Building Code (local building code), which is the state 
building code plus local amendments that supplement the state code, including the building 
department’s administrative bulletins and information sheets.  


The project site is located within an area of potential landslide hazard zone as identified on the 
1974 Blume map. In 2018, the San Francisco Building Code was amended by the Slope and Seismic 
Hazard Zone Protection Act (Ordinance No. 121-18) to no longer reference the Blume map. 
However, Building Permit Application No. 201704285244 for the building expansion is subject to 
the building code provisions in effect on April 28, 2017, before Ordinance No. 121-18 became 
effective. On August 23, 2019, the building department documented that this project site and thus 
is not subject to the additional requirements of the Slope Protection Act (building code section 
106A.4.1.4).8283,84 The building department, during its review of the project’s structural plans, may 
request the assistance of a structural design reviewer to provide additional and specialized 
expertise to supplement its plan review. The structural design reviewer would meet with the 
project sponsor’s engineer of record and with building department staff as the need arises 
throughout the design process. The Slope Protection Act states that the final geotechnical report 
must be prepared and signed by both a licensed geologist and a licensed geotechnical engineer, 
which in turn shall undergo design review by a licensed geotechnical or civil engineer to verify 
that appropriate geological and geotechnical issues have been considered and that appropriate 
slope instability mitigation strategies, including drainage plans if required, are proposed.  


Based on the review of the geotechnical submittal (discussed in more detail below), the building 
department director may also require that the project be subject to review by a three-member 
Structural Advisory Committee that will advise the building department on matters pertaining to 
the building’s design and construction. The three committee members must be selected from a list 


                                                      
82  The project site is located within an area of potential landslide hazard as identified on the 1974 Blume map. In 2018, 


the San Francisco Building Code was amended by the Slope and Seismic Hazard Zone Protection Act (Ordinance No. 
121-18) to no longer reference the Blume map. However, Building Permit Application 201704285244 for the building 
expansion was submitted before Ordinance No. 121-18 became effective, and thus the project is subject to DBI 
regulations in place before Ordinance No. 121-18 became effective. 


83  Cyril Yu, Supervisor, Permit Services, San Francisco Department of Building Inspection, email to Jeanie Poling 
regarding 2417 Green St PMND appeal, August 23, 2019. 


84  San Francisco Planning Department, 2417 Green St on Blume Map, August 28, 2019. 
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of qualified engineers submitted by the Structural Engineers Association of Northern California 
and approved by the building department. One member must be selected by the building 
department, one member shall be selected by the project sponsor, and the third member shall be 
selected jointly. 


Existing Subsurface Conditions  
The analysis in this section relies on the information and findings provided in the geotechnical 
investigation conducted for the proposed project.85 The geotechnical investigation includes a 
review of available geologic and geotechnical data for the site vicinity, an engineering analysis of 
the proposed project in the context of geologic and geotechnical site conditions, subsurface 
exploration including soil borings, and preparation of project-specific design and construction 
recommendations.  


In February 2017 (prior to excavation), two soil borings were taken in the back yard, at the location 
of the proposed building expansion. The borings encountered 2.6 to 2.7 feet of soft to medium stiff 
sandy clay with gravel and debris (fill), overlying 1 to 2 feet of very stiff sandy clay with gravel 
(residual soil) overlying friable to weak sandstone at 3.75 to 4.25 feet below ground surface. One 
dynamic penetration test/hand auger taken within the building encountered 0.5 feet of medium 
dense gravel (fill) overlying friable to weak sandstone at 1 foot below ground surface. 
Groundwater was not observed during field investigations. In April 2019, the geotechnical 
engineer and geologist visited the site to observe the partial excavation in the existing garage and 
two exploratory foundation pits along existing exterior foundations.  


While groundwater was not observed during the field investigation, groundwater levels vary 
seasonally depending on factors such as landscaping activities and seasonal rainfall. Groundwater 
is typically encountered at the interface between geologic contacts (i.e., between the soil and 
bedrock) and within sand lenses in the native clays. Seasonal springs may be encountered in the 
sands above the native clays.  


Proposed Excavation and Foundation Construction Activities 
Based on soil samples taken, the geotechnical report anticipates that the majority of site grading 
would consist of cuts in undocumented fill, native clays and bedrock, and that the foundation 
subgrade would consist of bedrock. The geotechnical report concludes that the site can be 
developed as planned, provided the recommendations presented in the geotechnical report are 
incorporated into the project plans and specifications and are implemented during construction. 
The geotechnical engineer anticipates that the proposed building alterations would be supported 
on shallow foundations bearing on bedrock. Depending on the final development plans, 
excavation of up to 10 feet below the ground level of the adjacent site to the west (2421 Green Street) 
would be required to construct the proposed basement expansion. It is anticipated that this 
excavation would be kept about 2 to 3 feet from the property line. Where the excavation would 
abut an adjacent building, and the adjacent foundations bear on soil, the foundation adjacent to the 
excavation would be shored using at-rest pressures and adding any surcharge loads; however, it 


                                                      
85  Divis Consulting, Inc., Geotechnical Report and Geologic Hazard Study, 2417 Green Street, San Francisco, California, 


April 25, 2019. 
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is anticipated that adjacent foundations bear on bedrock. Excavation may be performed in non-
sequential sections with a maximum length (along the adjacent property line) of 5 feet.  


Preliminary Building Department Review of the Proposed Project 
The July 20, 2018 appeal of the June 22, 2018 categorical exemption for the proposed project and 
subsequent correspondence from the 2421 Green Street representative cited multiple concerns by 
engineer Lawrence Karp concerning BPA#201705116316 (for the garage expansion and foundation 
replacement) and BPA #201710020114 (to legalize the excavation work). The Board of Supervisors 
upheld the appeal and noted,  


The Karp Report and other information submitted at and prior to the January 9, 2018, 
appeal hearing constituted substantial evidence that the Project, if approved, may result in 
one or more substantial adverse changes in the significance of the neighboring historic 
resource located at 2421 Green Street that have not been sufficiently addressed in the 
Categorical Exemption for the Project…The Board finds that the Karp Report and other 
information submitted at and prior to the January 9, 2018, appeal hearing constituted 
substantial evidence not previously identified that affect the CEQA evaluation set forth in 
the Categorical Exemption regarding how the Project may impair the significance of an 
historic resource by causing impacts to its immediate surroundings.86  


To address these concerns raised in the appeal and in response to the CEQA findings by the Board 
of Supervisors, the planning department coordinated with the building department to obtain 
preliminary review of the geotechnical report and geologic hazard study prepared for the 
proposed project. The building department’s Plan Review Services Division staff reviewed a 2017 
geotechnical investigation and made recommendations to revise the report; these 
recommendations are reflected in the geotechnical report dated April 25, 2019.87 The Plan Review 
Services Division staff reviewed the revised report and found that the report generally meets the 
standards for professional practice of geotechnical engineering.88  


Pursuant to City code requirements, the project sponsor will be required to undertake the following 
actions:  


• Final Structural Plan Development. The sponsor’s geotechnical engineer will be required 
to consult with the design team during the development of the structural plans and will 
review the structural plans and calculations, shoring plans, and civil plans as required by 
the Department of Building Inspection, and submittals by the foundation contractor. The 


                                                      
86  San Francisco Board of Supervisors, Motion No. M18-012, Adopting Findings Reversing the Categorical Exemption 


Determination – 2417 Green Street, Amended February 6, 2018, File No. 180123, available at 
https://sfgov.legistar.com/View.ashx?M=F&ID=5792879&GUID=75361D57-546D-41F0-B0A3-D11B6083C3D2. 


87  Divis Consulting, Inc., Geotechnical Report and Geologic Hazard Study, 2417 Green Street, San Francisco, California, 
April 25, 2019. 


88  Stephan Leung. G.E., Plan Review Services Division, San Francisco Department of Building Inspection, Preliminary 
Review of Geotechnical Report for 2417 Green Street, San Francisco, Block/Lot: 0560/028, DBI Permit Numbers: 2017-
0428-5244, May 16, 2019. 



https://sfgov.legistar.com/View.ashx?M=F&ID=5792879&GUID=75361D57-546D-41F0-B0A3-D11B6083C3D2
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final building design will be required to comply with all recommendations of the 
geotechnical engineer as well as DBI requirements.  


• Control of Groundwater. The final design will include measures to intercept groundwater 
where it may impact the proposed construction, using methods such as drainage behind 
retaining walls, under-slab-drainage, French drains and area drains, and waterproofing. 
Any required waterproofing system will be designed and inspected by the architect and/or 
engineer of record and shall be reviewed and approved by the building department. If 
groundwater, or evidence of groundwater, is encountered during construction, the 
contractor will notify the geotechnical consultant to evaluate whether additional measures 
are required to control the flow of groundwater at the site. Where collected, groundwater 
will be discharged to a suitable collection point.  


• Third-Party Review. Pursuant to the Slope Protection Act, the project’s geotechnical 
investigation report and construction documents will undergo third-party review by a 
licensed geotechnical engineer. Such review will verify that appropriate geological and 
geotechnical issues have been considered and that appropriate slope instability mitigation 
strategies have been proposed. 


• Unexpected Conditions During Construction. If the contractor encounters any adjacent 
foundations not shown on the project documents or unexpected materials during 
excavation, project excavation will be halted, and the project geotechnical engineer will be 
contacted immediately to provide additional consultation on site due to different site 
conditions. The geotechnical engineer’s recommendation shall be reviewed and approved 
by DBI staff prior to resuming of construction activities.  


• Construction Monitoring. The contractor will notify the geotechnical engineer and the 
building department five days prior to any excavation, and the geotechnical engineer shall 
periodically be present during excavation to observe the actual soil/rock conditions and to 
evaluate the stability of the cut. The contractor shall establish survey points on the shoring 
and on adjacent buildings and streets within twice the height of the proposed excavation 
prior to the start of excavation and where access permits and shall submit the proposed 
survey points to the building department for review and approval. These survey points 
shall be used to monitor the vertical and horizontal movements of the shoring and 
surrounding structures and streets during construction. The contractor shall survey and 
take photographs of the adjacent buildings prior to the start of excavation and immediately 
after its completion. If unacceptable earth movement or evidence of structural settlement 
is encountered during construction, as determined by the geotechnical engineer, project 
excavation shall be halted and the geotechnical engineer shall evaluate if additional 
measures are required to prevent further movement. In this event, the geotechnical 
engineer shall notify the building department that unacceptable earth movement has 
occurred and of the additional measures proposed to prevent further movement. 


Given the history of this project, as outlined in the Project History section, above, combined with 
the concerns raised by the Board of Supervisors at the appeal hearing, this initial study finds that 
project construction could compromise the structural integrity of the adjacent foundation at 2421 
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Green Street. This would be a significant impact. Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-GE-1, 
Ongoing Monitoring By and Coordination with the Planning Department and the Department 
of Building Inspections Prior to and During the Construction Phase Regarding Compliance with 
Geotechnical Requirements, would reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level. The 
mitigation measure would ensure ongoing monitoring by and coordination between the project 
sponsor’s team, the planning department, and the department of building inspection regarding 
geotechnical issues that could arise during the course of plan review and project construction.  


Mitigation Measure M-GE-1: Ongoing Monitoring by and Coordination with the 
Planning Department and the Department of Building Inspections Prior to and During 
the Construction Phase Regarding Compliance with Geotechnical Requirements. 
Pursuant to the San Francisco Department of Building Inspection process, the project 
sponsor (and their design and construction team, geotechnical engineer, and contractor, as 
applicable) will shall be subject to ongoing monitoring by and coordination requirements 
with the planning department and the building department regarding plan check reviews 
and building inspections prior to and during construction work. This process will include 
the following requirements: 


In conjunction with its submittal of structural plans, the project sponsor shall 
submit to the building department construction documents that identify 
anticipated significant construction milestones when a field report and/or 
memorandum by engineer(s) of record shall be submitted to the planning and 
building departments. The building department shall review and determine 
whether to approve the list of significant reporting milestones as part of its 
approval of structural plans. 


The engineer(s) of record shall notify the planning and building departments 
when milestones indicated on the construction documents have been reached, and 
their outcomes. Specifically, the project sponsor’s engineer of record shall submit 
field reports and/or memoranda documenting each milestone to the planning and 
building departments.  


Pursuant to planning department policy, any memoranda and/or reports prepared 
by project sponsor and/or a consultant working for the project sponsor shall 
adhere to the planning department’s protocols of objectivity. 


Structural and geotechnical observation and inspection shall be provided onsite 
during construction.     


 Prior to commencement of construction, the project sponsor shall submit to the 
planning department and building department a report outlining anticipated 
construction milestones with corresponding (approximate) dates of reaching those 
milestones as well and all memoranda and/or reports anticipated to be prepared or 
approved at those milestones. The report shall address how all code requirements 
will be met, including responsible parties and the city agency providing oversight. 
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The report shall be reviewed and approved by the planning department and the 
building department prior to commencement of construction.  


 Once construction commences, the sponsor shall notify the planning department 
and the building department (when coordination with the building department is 
not already included as typical part of the process) when the above milestones have 
been reached and their outcomes. Specifically, all memoranda and/or reports issued 
at times of those milestones shall be provided to the planning department and the 
building department.89 


Compliance with Mitigation Measure M-GE-1 would ensure the security and stability of the project 
site and adjacent properties. Furthermore, as addressed under Impact CR-1, compliance with this 
mitigation measure would avoid any potential impacts to historic resources.  


Other Geotechnical Issues Raised in the Exemption Appeal  
The July 20, 2018 appeal of the June 22, 2018 categorical exemption states, among other assertions, 
that no topographic and boundary survey has been performed for the proposed project, and that 
without land survey data, it would be impossible for the project sponsor to provide protection of 
adjacent properties. Project approval by the planning department concerns consistency with the 
planning code and does not require a survey or final structural plans. 


The July 20, 2018 appeal of the June 22, 2018 categorical exemption also states that the brick 
foundation of 2421 Green Street would be damaged by the project:  


Fundamentally, all that is needed to know is that the drawings (e.g. Detail 3, Sheet S4.1) 
show a critical new foundation on 2417 Green that crosses the property line to be anchored 
in the 125 year old brick foundation. 


A subsequent letter from Lawrence B. Karp dated January 17, 2019, also states that the proposed 
project cannot be accomplished without construction that would “compromise the lateral and 
subjacent support” of 2421 Green Street. The letter further states that Detail 3 on Sheet S4.1 of BPA 
#201705116316 (the foundation replacement permit) shows a connection with the adjacent 
foundation (see red arrow on Figure 14). The project sponsor subsequently clarified that the lines 
on the plans are call outs for longitudinal reinforcement in the wall footing and do not show a 
connection to the adjacent foundation. The sponsor’s letter of clarification further states, “For the 
avoidance of any further misunderstanding by any city department or board, the proposed project 
at 2417 Green Street is in NO WAY PHYSICALLY CONNECTED to 2421 Green Street and does 
not require any work whatsoever to be performed at 2421 Green Street.”90 DBI staff reviewed this 
plan sheet and concurred with the project sponsor that “[t]here is no physical connections between 
the new footings and the neighbor’s existing masonry footings.”91 Nevertheless, the foundation 


                                                      
89  Pursuant to Department policy, any memoranda and/or reports prepared by project sponsor and/or a consultant 


working for the project sponsor shall adhere to Planning Department’s protocols of objectivity. 
90  Christopher F. Durkin, P.E., Clarification Letter, 2417 Green Street – Exposing of Fraud in Reports prepared by Larry 


Karp, April 11, 2019. 
91  Stephen Leung, Department of Building Inspection, email to Tania Sheyner, Planner Department. June 13, 2019. 
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replacement permit (BPA #201705116316) has been suspended and would be superseded by the 
building expansion permit (BPA #201704285244). 


Impact GE-2: The proposed project would not result in substantial loss of topsoil or erosion. 
(Less than Significant) 


The 2,500-square-foot project site is covered with a building and a landscaped backyard. Grading 
and excavation would expose topsoil and could potentially result in erosion. Construction-related 
activities would be required to comply with San Francisco Public Works Code section 146, which 
requires all land-disturbing activities to implement and maintain best management practices to 
minimize surface runoff, erosion and sedimentation to prevent construction site runoff discharges 
into the City’s combined stormwater/sewer system.92 The project site’s relatively small landscaped 
area and compliance with section 146’s best management practices during construction activities 
would ensure that the project would not result in the loss of topsoil or erosion. This impact would 
be less than significant. 


Impact GE-3: The proposed project would not be located on a geologic unit that is unstable, or 
that could become unstable as a result of the project, and would not result in landslide, lateral 
spreading, subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse. (Less than Significant with Mitigation) 


As discussed under Impact GE-1, the project site is located within a landslide hazard zone and, 
thus, may be subject to landslide hazard. This hazard potential would be highest during site 
excavation and construction, which would last between three and five months, and the project has 
the potential to result in significant impacts related to protection of the adjacent foundation at 2421 
Green Street that could become unstable as a result of the project. As discussed above under Impact 
GE-1, oversight by DBI and implementation of Mitigation Measure M-GE-1 would ensure the 
security and stability of the project site and adjacent properties, and would reduce to less than 
significant any potential impacts related to earthquake fault, seismic ground shaking, ground 
failure, or landslide. Compliance with this mitigation measure would also reduce to less-than-
significant any effects related to landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse.  


Impact GE-4: The proposed project would not create substantial risks to life or property as a 
result of being located on expansive soil. (Less than Significant) 


Soils located beneath fully developed urban areas are generally not highly susceptible to the effects 
of expansive soils, which are characterized by their ability to undergo significant volume change 
(i.e., to shrink and swell) due to variations in moisture content. The presence of expansive soils is 
typically associated with high clay content. Expansive soils can damage structures and buried 
utilities and increase maintenance requirements. Section 1803 of the state building code states that 
in areas likely to have expansive soil, the building official shall require soil tests to determine where 
such soils do exist, and if so, the geotechnical report must include recommendations and special 
design and construction provisions for foundations of structures on expansive soils, as necessary.  


                                                      
92  Ordinance No. 260-13, Public Works Code - Control of Construction Site Runoff, November 5, 2013. 
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Subsurface exploration at the project site identified undocumented artificial fill overlying residual 
soils resting on friable to weak sandstone bedrock.93 Because soils with high clay content were not 
encountered, the project site is unlikely to contain expansive soil, and impacts related to expansive 
soils would be less than significant. 


Impact GE-5: The project would not directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological 
resource or site or unique geologic feature. (Less than Significant) 


Paleontological resources, or fossils, are the remains, imprints, or traces of mammals, plants, and 
invertebrates from a previous geological period. Such fossil remains as well as the geological 
formations that contain them are also considered a paleontological resource. Together, they 
represent a limited, non-renewable scientific and educational resource. The potential to affect 
fossils varies with the depth of disturbance, construction activities, and previous disturbance. 


Ground-disturbing activities would occur to a depth of 13 feet and be confined to the sandy clay and 
Franciscan Complex bedrock underlying the site. These geologic units are considered to have low 
potential to contain significant fossils or paleontological resources.94 Thus, the project site has a low 
potential to contain significant fossils due to the geologic units that would be affected by project 
construction. Thus, the proposed project would result in less-than-significant impacts to a unique 
paleontological resource or site. 


A unique geologic or physical feature embodies distinctive characteristics of any regional or local 
geologic principles, provides a key piece of information important to geologic history, contains 
minerals not known to occur elsewhere in the county, and/or is used as a teaching tool. No unique 
geologic features exist at the project site; therefore, no impacts on unique geological features would 
occur.  


Impact C-GE-1: The proposed project, in combination with past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future projects in the site vicinity, would not have a substantial cumulative impact 
on geology and soils. (Less than Significant) 


Environmental impacts related to geology and soils are generally site-specific. Nearby cumulative 
development projects identified in Table 2 on page 7 would be subject to the same seismic safety 
standards and design review procedures applicable to the proposed project. Compliance with the 
seismic safety standards and the design review procedures would ensure that the effects from 
nearby cumulative development projects would be reduced to less-than-significant levels. For 
these reasons, the proposed project would not combine with past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future projects in the project vicinity to create a significant cumulative impact related 
to geology and soils. 


                                                      
93  Divis Consulting, Inc., Geotechnical Investigation Report for 2417 Green Street, April 25, 2019. 
94  California Academy of Sciences Invertebrate, Zoology, and Geology Fossil Collection Database, 


http://researcharchive.calacademy.org/research/izg/fossil/index.asp?xAction=ShowForm&PageStyle=Single&PageSize
=0&OrderBy=AccessionNo&County=san+francisco&RecStyle=Full, accessed June 6, 2018. 
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Impact C-GE-2: The project, in combination with cumulative projects, would not directly or 
indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique geologic feature. (Less 
than Significant) 


Paleontological impacts are generally site specific and highly localized. Therefore, the potential for 
the proposed project to combine with reasonably foreseeable future projects and create a 
cumulative impact related to paleontological resources would be low. Therefore, the proposed 
project would have a less-than-significant cumulative impact on paleontological resources.  
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16. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY.  
 Would the project: 


     


a) Violate any water quality standards or waste 
discharge requirements or otherwise 
substantially degrade surface or groundwater 
quality? 


     


b) Substantially decrease groundwater supplies or 
interfere substantially with groundwater 
recharge such that the project may impede 
sustainable groundwater management of the 
basin? 


     


c) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern 
of the site or area, including through the 
alteration of the course of a stream or river or 
through the addition of impervious surfaces, in a 
manner that would:  


     


(i) Result in substantial erosion or 
siltation on- or off-site; 


     


(ii) Substantially increase the rate or 
amount of surface runoff in a manner 
which would result in flooding on or 
offsite; 


     


(iii) Create or contribute runoff water 
which would exceed the capacity of 
existing or planned stormwater 
drainage systems or provide 
substantial additional sources of 
polluted runoff; or  


     


(iv) Impede or redirect flood flows?      


d) In flood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zones, risk 
release of pollutants due to project inundation? 


     


e) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of a 
water quality control plan or sustainable 
groundwater management plan? 
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The project site does not contain any streams or water courses, and the proposed project would not 
alter the course of a stream or river or alter the existing drainage pattern of the project site or area. 
Thus, Question 15c is not applicable to the proposed project. 


In 2018, the SFPUC developed a Draft 100-Year Storm Flood Risk Map that shows areas of San 
Francisco where significant flooding from storm runoff is highly likely to occur during a 100-year 
storm. A “100-year storm” means a storm with a 1 percent chance of occurring in a given year. The 
project site is not on the Draft 100-Year Storm Flood Risk Map.95 At an elevation of approximately 
140 feet above mean sea level, the project site has no potential to be affected by sea level rise by the 
year 2100 as projected by the City of San Francisco.96 Because of its elevation, distance from the 
nearest potential sources of flooding, and intervening topography, the project site is not susceptible 
to the potential effects of a tsunami or seiche.97 For these reasons, there is no potential for project 
impacts with respect to flood hazard, tsunami or seiche zones, and Question 15d is not applicable.  


Impact HY-1: The proposed project would not violate any water quality standards or waste 
discharge requirements or otherwise substantially degrade surface or groundwater quality. 
(Less than Significant) 


The project site is located within the area of the city served by a combined stormwater and sewer 
system. Under such a system, wastewater (sewage) and stormwater are collected and comingled 
in underground piping and tunnels for conveyance to the City’s wastewater treatment plants, 
operated by the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC). The project site is less than 
5,000 square feet and thus does not require submittal of a stormwater control plan per San 
Francisco Public Works Code article 4.2, section 147. Nevertheless, the project sponsor would be 
required to maintain construction best management practices to minimize surface runoff, erosion, 
and sedimentation from the construction site. During project operation, combined stormwater and 
wastewater from the project site would be treated pursuant to the City’s National Pollutant 
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit prior to discharge to receiving waters. This would 
ensure that the proposed project would not degrade surface or groundwater quality during 
construction or operations. Therefore, impacts related to water quality from development of the 
proposed project would be less than significant.  


Impact HY-2: The proposed project would not substantially deplete groundwater supplies or 
interfere substantially with groundwater recharge such that there would be a net deficit in 
aquifer volume or lowering of the local groundwater table. (Less than Significant) 


                                                      
95  San Francisco Water Power Sewer, Draft 100-Year Storm Flood Risk Map, http://www.sfwater.org/index.aspx?page=1229, 


accessed February 11, 2019. 
96  The City projects a sea level rise of 66 inches by the year 2100 in City and County of San Francisco, 2016, San Francisco 


Sea Level Rise Action Plan, http://default.sfplanning.org/plans-and-programs/planning-for-the-city/sea-level-
rise/160309_SLRAP_Final_ED.pdf, accessed February 19, 2019. 


97  California Emergency Management Agency (CalEMA), Tsunami Inundation Map for Emergency Planning, State of 
California – City and County of San Francisco, San Francisco North Quadrangle, San Francisco South Quadrangle 
(San Francisco Bay), June 15, 2009, 
http://www.conservation.ca.gov/cgs/geologic_hazards/Tsunami/Inundation_Maps/SanFrancisco/Documents/Tsunami_Inundatio
n_SouthSFNorthSF_PacificCoast_SanFrancisco.pdf, accessed April 30, 2018. 



http://www.sfwater.org/index.aspx?page=1229

http://default.sfplanning.org/plans-and-programs/planning-for-the-city/sea-level-rise/160309_SLRAP_Final_ED.pdf

http://default.sfplanning.org/plans-and-programs/planning-for-the-city/sea-level-rise/160309_SLRAP_Final_ED.pdf

http://www.conservation.ca.gov/cgs/geologic_hazards/Tsunami/Inundation_Maps/SanFrancisco/Documents/Tsunami_Inundation_SouthSFNorthSF_PacificCoast_SanFrancisco.pdf

http://www.conservation.ca.gov/cgs/geologic_hazards/Tsunami/Inundation_Maps/SanFrancisco/Documents/Tsunami_Inundation_SouthSFNorthSF_PacificCoast_SanFrancisco.pdf





Case No. 2017-002545ENV 70 2417 Green Street 
 


The project site is covered with impervious surfaces except for the rear yard. Impervious surfaces 
greatly limit the amount of surface water that can infiltrate a site to recharge the groundwater. The 
proposed building expansion into the rear yard would result in a slight increase in impervious 
surface but not enough to interfere with groundwater recharge.  


If dewatering is required during project construction, any effects related to lowering the water table 
would be temporary and would not be expected to substantially deplete groundwater resources in 
any underlying aquifers. In addition, the proposed project does not include any groundwater wells 
to extract groundwater supplies.  


Project operation would not result in the use of groundwater and the project would not otherwise 
be expected to adversely affect groundwater supplies or quality.  


For these reasons, the proposed project would not substantially deplete groundwater supplies or 
interfere substantially with groundwater recharge, and impacts would be less than significant. 


Impact HY-3: The proposed project would not conflict with or obstruct implementation of a 
water quality control plan or sustainable groundwater management plan. (Less than Significant) 


As discussed under HY-1, above, during construction, the project sponsor would be required to 
maintain construction best management practices to minimize surface runoff, erosion, and 
sedimentation from the construction site, and during project operation, combined stormwater and 
wastewater from the project site would be treated pursuant to the City’s NPDES permit prior to 
discharge to receiving waters. Therefore, the project would not conflict with or obstruct 
implementation of a water quality control plan or sustainable groundwater management plan, and 
this impact would be less than significant.  


Impact C-HY-1: The proposed project, in combination with other past, present, or reasonably 
foreseeable projects, would not substantially deplete groundwater supplies, alter existing 
drainages, or otherwise degrade water quality. (Less than Significant) 


The proposed project and all future projects within San Francisco would be required to comply 
with the water quality and drainage control requirements discussed above that apply to all land 
use development projects within the city. Since all development projects would be required to 
follow the same regulations as the proposed project, the implementation of new, conforming 
development projects, peak stormwater drainage rates and volumes resulting from design storms 
would be expected to decrease gradually over time relative to existing peak flows. Moreover, all 
development projects would be required to comply with the same drainage, dewatering, and water 
quality regulations as the proposed project. As a result, cumulative effects related to drainage 
patterns, water quality, stormwater runoff, stormwater capacity of the combined sewer system and 
groundwater supply and quality would be less than significant. 


  







Case No. 2017-002545ENV 71 2417 Green Street 
 


Topics: 


Potentially 
Significant 


Impact 


Less Than 
Significant 


with 
Mitigation 


Incorporated 


Less Than 
Significant 


Impact 
No 


Impact 
Not 


Applicable 


17. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS. 
Would the project: 


     


a) Create a significant hazard to the public or the 
environment through the routine transport, use, 
or disposal of hazardous materials? 


     


b) Create a significant hazard to the public or the 
environment through reasonably foreseeable 
upset and accident conditions involving the 
release of hazardous materials into the 
environment? 


     


c) Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous 
or acutely hazardous materials, substances, or 
waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or 
proposed school? 


     


d) Be located on a site which is included on a list of 
hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to 
Government Code section 65962.5 and, as a 
result, would it create a significant hazard to the 
public or the environment? 


     


e) For a project located within an airport land use 
plan or, where such a plan has not been adopted, 
within two miles of a public airport or public use 
airport, would the project result in a safety 
hazard or excessive noise for people residing or 
working in the project area? 


     


f) Impair implementation of or physically interfere 
with an adopted emergency response plan or 
emergency evacuation plan? 


     


g) Expose people or structures, either directly or 
directly, to a significant risk of loss, injury or 
death involving wildland fires? 


     


 


The project site is not located within an airport land use plan area, nor is it within two miles of a 
public use airport or a private airstrip. There are no areas that would be classified as wildlands in 
the project vicinity. The closest heavily vegetated area to the project is the Presidio of San Francisco, 
about a half-mile west of the project site and separated from it by extensive urban infrastructure 
that is not intermixed with wildlands. Therefore, criteria 16e and 16h are not applicable.  


Impact HZ-1: The proposed project would not create a significant hazard to the public or the 
environment through the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials. (Less than 
Significant) 


Neither construction nor operation of the proposed project would involve the routine transport, 
use, or disposal of significant quantities of hazardous materials. Small quantities of commercially 
available hazardous materials such as household cleaning, paints, and landscaping supplies may 
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be used; however, these materials would not be expected to be used in sufficient quantities or 
contrary to normal use, and therefore would not pose a threat to human health or the environment. 


Based on the above, the impact of the proposed development on the public and the environment 
related to the routine transport, use, and handling of hazardous materials therefore would be less 
than significant. 


Impact HZ-2: The proposed project would not create a significant hazard to the public or the 
environment through the release of hazardous materials. (Less than Significant) 


The proposed project would disturb at least 50 cubic yards of soil in an area that the San Francisco 
Health Department (the health department), pursuant to San Francisco Building Code section 
106A.3.2.4, identified as likely containing hazardous substances in the soil or groundwater. 
Therefore, before the project may obtain a building permit, it must comply with the requirements 
of article 22A of the San Francisco Health Code (also known as the Maher Ordinance), which the 
health department administers and oversees.  


Per San Francisco Health Code section 22A.4, the health department may waive the requirements 
imposed by the Maher Ordinance if the applicant demonstrates that the property has been 
continuously zoned as residential under the 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 health department 
will provide the applicant with a waiver, which is a written notification that the requirements of 
article 22A have been waived and no further oversight by the health department is required for the 
project.  


The health department issued two Maher waivers for the proposed project because the property 
has been continuously zoned as residential under the 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. The first waiver, issued on 
March 28, 2017 for the excavation/addition building permit (#201704285244), recommends that 
construction activities follow a work health and safety plan and dust control measures.98 The 
second Maher waiver, issued on October 31, 2017 for the excavation-only building permit 
(#201705116316), recommends that construction activities follow a work health and safety plan and 
dust control measures, and determined that 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 publicly available state databases 
and health department files.99 The October 31, 2017 Maher waiver also recommends that excavated 
fill soils be segregated, stored on plastic sheeting, and analyzed for contaminants prior to reuse or 
disposal. 


                                                      
98  San Francisco Department of Public Health, Waiver from San Francisco Health Code Article 22A (Maher Ordinance), 


2417 Green Street, March 28, 2017. 
99  San Francisco Department of Public Health, Waiver from San Francisco Health Code Article 22A (Maher Ordinance), 


2417 Green Street, October 31, 2017. 
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On October 31, 2017, when the health department staff issued the second Maher waiver, and 
consistent with normal procedures for building permit approvals, staff also signed the back of 
building permit #201705116316 and added a stamp that stated the following: 


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. 


During a meeting with health department on January 17, 2018, to discuss the 2417 Green Street 
project, Stephanie Cushing, Director of Environmental Health, noted that the health department 
had one approval stamp that it used both for projects that have approved site mitigation plans and 
for projects that receive Maher waivers. Ms. Cushing noted that the language on the Maher waiver 
form and the language on the approval stamp could be misconstrued to indicate that further health 
department oversight is required.100 However, Ms. Cushing confirmed that the Maher waiver was 
appropriate for the 2417 Green Street project and that no further oversight by the health 
department was required.  


The July 20, 2018 appeal of the June 22, 2018 categorical exemption issued for the proposed project 
cited a report from hydrogeologist Matthew Hagemann that states that the project requires a 
remediation plan to ensure safe testing and removal of any contaminated soil. This assessment was 
based on an interpretation that the language on the approval stamp implied that the project was 
not eligible for a waiver. As discussed above, this is an understandable but incorrect reading of the 
facts concerning the case.  


On February 11, 2018, out of an abundance of caution, the health department requested that the 
project sponsor submit a work plan for soil and/or groundwater sampling and testing.101 On 
February 12, 2018 the project sponsor submitted a work plan to the health department that 
proposed two sample locations within the existing garage.102 The work plan proposed laboratory 
analysis for total petroleum hydrocarbons (TPH) as gasoline (TPHg), as diesel (TPHd), and as 
motor oil (TPHmo); volatile organic compounds (VOCs); semi-VOCs; organochlorine pesticides; 
polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs); reactivity, corrosivity, and ignitability; CAM 17 metals; and 
asbestos. On February 18, 2018, the health department approved the work plan.103 


On February 27, 2018, the sponsor’s consultant, ICES, submitted a site characterization report,104 
and on February 28, 2018, the health department issued a letter that agreed with the report’s 
conclusion that that the soil sediments within the foundation and garage expansion excavation are 
non-hazardous: 


                                                      
100 The health department has subsequently purchased and begun using a stamp that reads “MAHER WAIVER.” when 


such a waiver has been granted.  
101 San Francisco Department of Public Health, Environmental Health, SFHC Article 22A, 2417 Green Street Residence, 


EHB-SAM Case Number: 1534, February 11, 2018. 
102 ICES, Work Plan, Site Characterization, 2417 Green Street, San Francisco, California, February 12, 2018. 
103 San Francisco Department of Public Health, Environmental Health, SFHC Article 22A, 2417 Green Street Residence, 


EHB-SAM Case Number: 1534, February 18, 2018. 
104 ICES, Site Characterization, 2417 Green Street, San Francisco, California, February 27, 2018. 
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Results from the soil samples indicated that the samples contained TPHg, TPHd, TPHmo, 
VOC, SVOC, organochlorine pesticide, and PCB concentrations that were below the 
Regional Water Quality Control Board's Direct Exposure Human Health Risk Screening 
Levels (DE HHRSLs) for residential land use. Results of other analysis indicated that the 
samples were non-flammable and non-reactive; and contained pH values (corrosivity) 
ranging from 7.58 to 7.71. The asbestos concentrations contained in the samples were non-
detectable (less than 0.25%). The metal concentrations detected in the samples were below 
their respective residential DE HHRLs and/or within background levels for San Francisco 
Bay Area soils, with the exception of arsenic. The arsenic concentrations detected in 
[samples] S-l and S-2 ranging from 3.1 mg/kg to 3.5 mg/kg exceeded the residential DE 
HHRL of 0.067 mg/kg but were below the background level of 11 mg/kg. The Regional 
Water Quality Control Board considers background levels to be acceptable for 
contaminants where their respective DE HHRLs are less than typical background levels.105 


Based on review of the documents, health department staff found the project in compliance with 
San Francisco Health Code article 22A and required no further investigation.106  


In the appeal of the June 22, 2018 categorical exemption, the appellant raised the concern that the 
soil samples taken from under the garage would be clean and not contaminated soil. This concern 
is not valid for the following reasons. The two soil samples were collected from the proposed 
excavation area within the existing garage: one sidewall sample taken at a depth of 3 feet below 
ground surface to test the fill material and the other collected at a depth of 9 feet below ground 
surface to test the underlying soils. The samples were taken approximately 25 to 30 feet south of 
the front property line, and project excavation would extend no further than 55 feet south of the 
front property line. The health department allows for sampling locations to be spaced 150 feet 
apart, so the location of the sampling is appropriate and consistent with health department 
protocols. Also, as these samples represent the fill and the underlying soil, they were also taken at 
the appropriate depth.107 


In conclusion, the project would not result in a significant hazard to the public or the environment 
through the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials. 


Impact HZ-3: The proposed project would not emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous 
or acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste within 0.25 miles of an existing or 
proposed school. (Less than Significant) 


Three schools are located within 0.25 miles of the project site: St. Vincent de Paul School, Hillwood 
Academic Day School, and Town School for Boys. Any hazardous waste at the project site would 
be remediated and handled in accordance with local, state and federal law. Furthermore, the 
proposed project would include the use of common household items in quantities too small to 


                                                      
105 San Francisco Department of Public Health, Environmental Health, SFHC Article 22A Compliance, 2417 Green Street 


Residence, San Francisco, EHB-SAM Case Number: 1534, February 28, 2018. 
106 Ibid. 
107 Stephanie Cushing, Department of Public Health memo to Jeanie Poling, Planning Department regarding 2417 Green 


Street, March 13, 2019. 
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create a significant hazard to the public or the environment. Based on this, this impact would be 
less than significant. 


Impact HZ-4: The proposed project would not be located on a site that is included on a list of 
hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to Government Code section 65962.5 and not create 
a significant hazard to the public or the environment. (Less than Significant) 


Pursuant to section 65962.5 of the Government Code, the Secretary for Environmental Protection 
maintains a list of sites with potentially hazardous wastes, commonly referred to as the Cortese 
list. The Cortese list includes hazardous waste sites from the Department of Toxic Substances 
Control’s (DTSC’s) EnviroStor database, hazardous facilities identified by DTSC that are subject to 
corrective action pursuant to Health and Safety Code section 25187.5, leaking underground storage 
tank sites from the State Water Resources Control Board’s (state board’s) Geotracker database, solid 
waste disposal sites maintained by the state board, and sites with active cease and desist orders 
and clean up and abatement orders. The project site is not on the Cortese List and thus would not 
create a significant hazard to the public or environment. The impact would be less than significant. 


Impact HZ-5: The proposed project would not impair implementation of or physically interfere 
with an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan. (Less than Significant)  


No changes are proposed to the public right-of-way and the proposed project would continue the 
existing residential uses within the boundaries of the project site. Thus, the project would not 
substantially increase hazards due to a design feature or incompatible uses and would not result 
in an inadequate emergency access. The impact would be less than significant. 


Impact C-HZ-1: The proposed project, in conjunction with other past, present and reasonably 
foreseeable project, would not make a cumulatively considerable contribution to significant 
impacts with respect to hazards to people or the environment. (Less than Significant) 


Development in the city is subject to city, regional, and state controls designed to protect the public 
and the environment from risks associated with hazards and hazardous materials, and to ensure 
that emergency access routes are maintained. Any future development in the project vicinity would 
be subject to these same laws and regulations. For these reasons, the proposed project would not 
combine with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects in the project vicinity to 
create a significant cumulative impact related to hazards and hazardous materials. 
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Topics: 


Potentially 
Significant 


Impact 


Less Than 
Significant 


with 
Mitigation 


Incorporated 


Less Than 
Significant 


Impact 
No 


Impact 
Not 


Applicable 


18. MINERAL RESOURCES. Would the project:      


a) Result in the loss of availability of a known 
mineral resource that would be of value to the 
region and the residents of the state? 


     


b) Result in the loss of availability of a locally-
important mineral resource recovery site 
delineated on a local general plan, specific plan 
or other land use plan? 


     


Impact MI-1: The proposed project would have no impact with respect to the availability of 
known or locally important mineral resources. (No Impact) 


All land in San Francisco, including the project site, is designated by the California Geological 
Survey as Mineral Resource Zone 4 under the Surface Mining and Reclamation Act of 1975.108 The 
Zone 4 designation indicates that adequate information does not exist to assign the area to any 
other zone: the area has not been designated as having significant mineral deposits. Specifically, 
the project site is underlain by deep sand deposits that have not been designated as important at 
the state or local level. 


The project site is within a densely developed urban area and has been developed with residential 
use since 1905. Even were the underlying sand considered to contain marketable minerals, it would 
not be feasible to conduct sand extraction activities in the midst of urban development. The 
development and operation of the proposed project would not have an impact on any off-site 
operational mineral resource recovery sites, as there are no such operations in the vicinity, and the 
project site is not and has never been used in any way in mineral resources recovery. The proposed 
project therefore would have no impact with respect to the availability of mineral resources. 


Impact C-ME-1: The proposed project in combination with other past, present or reasonably 
foreseeable projects would have no impact with respect to the availability of known or locally 
important mineral resources. (No Impact) 


The proposed project has no potential to result in an impact to mineral resources. Therefore, the 
project would not contribute to a cumulative impact on these resources.  


   


                                                      
108 California Division of Mines and Geology, 1996, Open File Report 96-03 and Special Report 146 Parts I and II. 
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Topics: 


Potentially 
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Less Than 
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Impact 
Not 


Applicable 


19. ENERGY. Would the project:      


a) Result in a potentially significant environmental 
impact due to wasteful, inefficient, or 
unnecessary consumption of energy resources, 
during project construction or operation? 


     


b) Conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan for 
renewable energy or energy efficiency? 


     


 


Impact EN-1: The proposed project would result in increased energy consumption but would 
not encourage activities that result in the use of large amounts of fuel, water, or energy or use 
these in a wasteful manner. (Less than Significant) 


The proposed project would increase the population and intensity of use of the project site but 
would not exceed anticipated growth in the area. The proposed project would be subject to the 
energy conservation standards included in the San Francisco Green Building Ordinance. 
Documentation showing compliance with the ordinance would be required to be submitted with 
the applications of the building permits, and compliance would be enforced by the Department of 
Building Inspection. The project also, by its character, would conserve fuel and energy use because 
it would provide housing in an urban area that is accessible by transit and is bicycle and pedestrian 
friendly. Therefore, the proposed project would not cause a wasteful use of energy, and effects 
related to use of fuel, water, and energy would be less than significant. 


 
Impact C-EN-1: The proposed project in combination with other past, present or reasonably 
foreseeable projects would increase the use of energy, fuel and water resources, but not in a 
wasteful manner. (Less than Significant) 


The demand for energy created by the proposed project would be insubstantial in the cumulative 
context of citywide demand and would not require an expansion of power facilities. While overall 
energy demand in California is increasing commensurate with increasing population, the state also 
is making concerted energy conservation efforts. While the city produces a substantial demand for 
energy and fuel, both city and state policies seek to minimize increases in demand through 
conservation and energy efficiency regulations and policies such that energy is not used in a 
wasteful manner, and the cumulative impacts with respect to energy and fuel use would be less 
than significant. Because San Francisco is substantially built out, development in the city’s urban 
core focuses on densification, which effectively reduces per capita use of energy and fuel by 
concentrating utilities and services in locations where they can be used efficiently. Similarly, the 
City recognizes the need for water conservation and has instituted programs and policies to 
maximize water conservation. San Francisco has one of the lowest per capita water use rates in the 
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state109 and routinely implements water conservation measures through code requirements and 
policy. Therefore, the proposed project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future projects, would not result in a cumulatively considerable impact related to 
mineral and energy resources.  


  


Topics: 


Potentially 
Significant 


Impact 


Less Than 
Significant 


with 
Mitigation 


Incorporated 


Less Than 
Significant 


Impact 
No 


Impact 
Not 


Applicable 


20. AGRICULTURE AND FORESTRY RESOURCES: In determining whether impacts to agricultural resources are significant 
environmental effects, lead agencies may refer to the California Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site Assessment Model 
(1997) prepared by the California Department of Conservation as an optional model to use in assessing impacts on agriculture 
and farmland. In determining whether impacts to forest resources, including timberland, are significant environmental effects, 
lead agencies may refer to information compiled by the California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection regarding the 
state’s inventory of forest land, including the Forest and Range Assessment Project and the Forest Legacy Assessment project; 
and forest carbon measurement methodology provided in Forest Protocols adopted by the California Air Resources Board. 
Would the project: 


a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or 
Farmland of Statewide Importance, as shown on 
the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland 
Mapping and Monitoring Program of the 
California Resources Agency, to non-agricultural 
use?  


     


b) Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, 
or a Williamson Act contract? 


     


c) Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause 
rezoning of, forest land (as defined in Public 
Resources Code section 12220(g)) , timberland 
(as defined by Public Resources Code section 
4526), or timberland zoned Timberland 
Production (as defined by Government Code 
section 51104(g))? 


     


d) Result in the loss of forest land or conversion of 
forest land to non-forest use? 


     


e) Involve other changes in the existing 
environment which, due to their location or 
nature, could result in conversion of farmland to 
non-agricultural use or forest land to non-forest 
use? 


     


 


The project site is located within an urbanized area of San Francisco. No land in San Francisco 
County has been designated by the California Department of Conservation’s Farmland Mapping 
and Monitoring Program as agricultural land. Because the project site does not contain agricultural 
uses and is not zoned for such uses, the proposed project would not require the conversion of any 


                                                      
109 San Francisco Public Utilities Commission, Water Resources Division Annual Report, Fiscal Year 2017-18, 


https://view.joomag.com/water-resources-division-annual-report-fiscal-year-2017-18-waterresourcesar-fy17-
18/0863377001542310828, accessed February 20, 2019. 
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land designated as prime farmland, unique farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance to non-
agricultural use. The proposed project would not conflict with any existing agricultural zoning or 
Williamson Act contracts, as no lands in San Francisco are zoned agricultural or are under 
Williamson Act contracts.110 No land in San Francisco is designated as forest land or as Timberland 
Production by the California Public Resources Code or Government Code. Therefore, the proposed 
project would not conflict with zoning for forest land, cause a loss of forest land, or convert forest 
land to a different use. For these reasons, Questions 18a, 18b, 18c, 18d, and 18e are not applicable 
to the proposed project. 
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No 
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21. WILDFIRE. If located in or near state 
responsibility areas or lands classified as 
very high fire hazard severity zones, would 
the project: 


     


a) Substantially impair an adopted emergency 
response plan or emergency evacuation plans? 


     


b) Due to slope, prevailing winds, and other 
factors, exacerbate wildfire risks, and thereby 
expose project occupants to, pollutant 
concentrations from a wildfire or the 
uncontrolled spread of a wildfire? 


     


c) Require the installation or maintenance of 
associated infrastructure (such as roads, fuel 
breaks, emergency water sources, power lines or 
other utilities) that may exacerbate fire risk or 
that may result in temporary or ongoing impacts 
to the environment? 


     


d) Expose people or structure to significant risks 
including downslope or downstream flooding or 
landslides, as a result of runoff, post-fire slope 
instability, or drainage changes? 


     


 


The City and County of San Francisco and bordering areas within San Mateo County do not have 
any state responsibility areas for fire prevention or lands classified as very high fire hazard severity 
zones,111 therefore, this topic is not applicable. Refer to topic C.17, Hazards and Hazardous 
Materials, for a discussion of wildland fire risks. 


                                                      
110 San Francisco is identified as “Urban and Built-Up Land” on California Department of Conservation, 2008, Important 


Farmland in California Map, www.consrv.ca.gov, accessed October 23, 2017. 
111CALFIRE Fire and Resource Assessment Program, San Francisco County Draft Fire Hazard Severity Zones in Local 


Responsibility Areas Map, October 5, 2007; San Mateo County Fire Hazard Severity Zones in State Responsibility 
Areas Map, November 7, 2007; and San Mateo County Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zones in Local Responsibility 
Areas Map, November 24, 2008. Available at: 
http://www.fire.ca.gov/fire_prevention/fire_prevention_wildland_zones_maps. 
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22. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE. 
Does the project: 


     


a) Have the potential to substantially degrade the 
quality of the environment, substantially reduce 
the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a 
fish or wildlife population to drop below self-
sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or 
animal community, substantially reduce the 
number or restrict the range of a rare or 
endangered plant or animal, or eliminate 
important examples of the major periods of 
California history or prehistory? 


     


b) Have impacts that are individually limited, but 
cumulatively considerable? (“Cumulatively 
considerable” means that the incremental effects 
of a project are considerable when viewed in 
connection with the effects of past projects, the 
effects of other current projects, and the effects of 
probable future projects.) 


     


c) Have environmental effects which will cause 
substantial adverse effects on human beings, 
either directly or indirectly? 


     


 


Note: Authority cited: Sections 21083 and 21083.05, Public Resources Code. Reference: Section 65088.4, Gov. Code; 
Sections 21080(c), 21080.1, 21080.3, 21083, 21083.05, 21083.3, 21093, 21094, 21095, and 21151, Public Resources Code; 
Sundstrom v. County of Mendocino,(1988) 202 Cal.App.3d 296; Leonoff v. Monterey Board of Supervisors, (1990) 222 
Cal.App.3d 1337; Eureka Citizens for Responsible Govt. v. City of Eureka (2007) 147 Cal.App.4th 357; Protect the Historic 
Amador Waterways v. Amador Water Agency (2004) 116 Cal.App.4th at 1109; San Franciscans Upholding the Downtown 
Plan v. City and County of San Francisco (2002) 102 Cal.App.4th 656. 


The proposed project would not substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause 
a fish or wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or 
animal community, or reduce the number or restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant or 
animal. As discussed in Section F.3, Cultural Resources, implementation of the proposed project 
would not result in a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archeological resource or 
a tribal cultural resource and would not disturb human remains. As discussed in Section F.15, 
Geology and Soils, implementation of the proposed project would not directly or indirectly destroy 
a unique paleontological resource or site. For these reasons, the proposed project would not result 
in the elimination of important examples of major periods of California history or prehistory.  


The proposed project would not combine with past, present, or reasonably foreseeable future 
projects to create significant cumulative impacts related to any of the topics discussed in Section F, 
Evaluation of Environmental Effects. There would be no significant cumulative impacts to which 
the proposed project would make cumulatively considerable contributions. 
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As discussed in Section F.15, Geology and Soils, the proposed project would result in potentially 
significant impacts related to seismic hazards. The foregoing analysis identifies Mitigation 
Measure M-GE-1, which would reduce these impact to less than significant impacts related to 
geology and soils. With implementation of this mitigation measure, the proposed project would 
not result in environmental effects that would cause substantial adverse effects on human beings. 


  


G. MITIGATION MEASURE  


Mitigation Measure M-GE-1: Ongoing Monitoring By and Coordination with the Planning 
Department and the Department of Building Inspections Prior to and During the Construction 
Phase Regarding Compliance with Geotechnical Requirements. Pursuant to the San Francisco 
Department of Building Inspection process, the project sponsor (and their design and construction 
team, geotechnical engineer, and contractor, as applicable) will shall be subject to ongoing 
monitoring by and coordination requirements with the planning department and the building 
department regarding plan check reviews and building inspections prior to and during 
construction work. This process will include the following requirements: 


• Prior to commencement of construction, the project sponsor shall submit to the planning 
department and building department a report outlining anticipated construction milestones 
with corresponding (approximate) dates of reaching those milestones as well and all 
memoranda and/or reports anticipated to be prepared or approved at those milestones. The 
report shall address how all code requirements will be met, including responsible parties and 
the city agency providing oversight. The report shall be reviewed and approved by the 
planning department and the building department prior to commencement of construction.  


• Once construction commences, the sponsor shall notify the planning department and the 
building department (when coordination with the building department is not already 
included as typical part of the process) when the above milestones have been reached and 
their outcomes. Specifically, all memoranda and/or reports issued at times of those milestones 
shall be provided to the planning department and the building department. 


In conjunction with its submittal of structural plans, the project sponsor shall submit to the building 
department construction documents that identify anticipated significant construction milestones 
when a field report and/or memorandum by the engineer(s) of record shall be submitted to the 
planning and building departments. The building department shall review and determine whether 
to approve the list of significant reporting milestones as part of its approval of structural plans. 


The engineer(s) of record shall notify the planning and building departments when milestones 
indicated on the construction documents have been reached, and their outcomes. Specifically, the 
project sponsor’s engineer of record shall submit field reports and/or memoranda documenting 
each milestone to the planning and building departments.  


Pursuant to planning department policy, any memoranda and/or reports prepared by the project 
sponsor and/or a consultant working for the project sponsor shall adhere to the planning 
department’s protocols of objectivity. 
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Structural and geotechnical observation and inspection shall be provided onsite during 
construction.  


 


H.  PUBLIC NOTICE AND COMMENT 


Comments on Notification of Environmental Review 


On February 14, 2019, the planning department mailed a notification of project receiving 
environmental review to owners of properties within 300 feet of the project site, adjacent occupants, 
neighborhood groups, and other interested parties. In response to the notification, the planning 
department received three letters from the representative of 2421 Green Street and four letters from 
other neighbors. Comments included concerns about impacts to historic resources related to views, 
air, and light (addressed under Impact CR-1 on page 15), impacts to the historic resource at 2421 
Green Street related to construction methodology (addressed under Impacts GE-1 through GE-3 
on pages 59 60 through 65 66), impacts related to the release of hazardous matter (addressed under 
Impact HZ-2 on page 71 72), and the accuracy of the project description (see Project Characteristics 
on page 1).  


Comments were also raised concerning the scale of development, consistency with the planning 
code and with Cow Hollow design guidelines, and neighborhood notification for the discretionary 
review hearing. These issues are not related to impacts on the environment and will be addressed 
during the planning department’s review of the building permit. 


One commenter raised concern that the project was being piecemealed (divided into smaller 
projects to qualify for one or more exemptions, which is prohibited under state CEQA statute). This 
initial study (and the two categorical exemptions for the project that were previously issued and 
rescinded) appropriately covered the whole of the project – both the excavation and the expansion 
of the building. In other words, the sponsor did correctly obtain CEQA clearance for the entirety 
of his project. Subsequently, however, the sponsor exceeded the scope of work of a foundation 
permit, which is constitutes a permitting (not CEQA) violation. 


Other comments concerned permits that were suspended and not revoked and notices of violation 
concerning the safety and condition of the vacant building. These issues will be addressed as part 
of project approvals or through the permit enforcement process. 


Comments on the Preliminary Mitigated Negative Declaration 


On June 26, 2019, the planning department issued a notice of availability of and intent to adopt a 
mitigated negative declaration to owners and residents of properties within 300 feet of the project site, 
neighborhood groups, and interested parties. On July 15, 2015, the planning department received a 
comment letter on the preliminary mitigated negative declaration from a neighbor voicing concerns 
about the project’s impacts related to geological stability and subterranean water flows in combination 
with a proposed development project across the street at 2452 Green Street.  
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As discussed under Impact GE-1 on pages 60–66, to ensure that the potential for adverse effects related 
to geology and soils is adequately addressed, San Francisco relies on the state and local regulatory 
process for review and approval of building permits pursuant to the California Building Code and the 
San Francisco Building Code, which is the state building code plus local amendments that supplement 
the state code. Furthermore, compliance with Mitigation Measure M-GE-1 would ensure the security 
and stability of the project site and adjacent properties. 


As addressed under Impact C-GE-1 on page 67, environmental impacts related to geology and soils are 
generally site-specific. Nearby cumulative development projects would be subject to the same seismic 
safety standards and design review procedures applicable to the proposed project. Thus, the proposed 
project would not combine with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects in the project 
vicinity to create a significant cumulative impact related to geology and soils. 


 As discussed under “Control of Groundwater” on page 63, pursuant to City code requirements, the 
final design will include measures to intercept groundwater where it may impact the proposed 
construction, using methods such as drainage behind retaining walls, under-slab-drainage, French 
drains and area drains, and waterproofing. Any required waterproofing system will be designed and 
inspected by the architect and/or engineer of record and shall be reviewed and approved by the 
building department. If groundwater, or evidence of groundwater, is encountered during construction, 
the contractor will notify the geotechnical consultant to evaluate whether additional measures are 
required to control the flow of groundwater at the site. Where collected, groundwater will be 
discharged to a suitable collection point. 


As addressed under Impact C-HY-1 on page 70, the proposed project and all future projects within San 
Francisco would be required to comply with the water quality and drainage control requirements that 
apply to all land use development projects within the city. Since all development projects would be 
required to follow the same regulations as the proposed project, the implementation of new, 
conforming development projects, peak stormwater drainage rates and volumes resulting from design 
storms would be expected to decrease gradually over time relative to existing peak flows. Moreover, 
all development projects would be required to comply with the same drainage, dewatering, and water 
quality regulations as the proposed project. As a result, cumulative effects related to drainage patterns, 
water quality, stormwater runoff, stormwater capacity of the combined sewer system and groundwater 
supply and quality would be less than significant. 
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I. DETERMINATION


On the basis of this Initial Study: 


I find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment, and 
a NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared. 


I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, 
there will not be a significant effect in this case because revisions in the project have been 
made by or agreed to by the project proponent. A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION 
will be prepared.  


I find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required. 


I find that the proposed project MAY have a “potentially significant impact” or “potentially 
significant unless mitigated” impact on the environment, but at least one effect 1) has been 
adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and 2) has 
been addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis as described on attached 
sheets. An ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required, but it must analyze only the 
effects that remain to be addressed.  


I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, 
because all potentially significant effects (a) have been analyzed adequately in an earlier EIR or 
NEGATIVE DECLARATION pursuant to applicable standards, and (b) have been avoided or 
mitigated pursuant to that earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION, including revisions or 
mitigation measures that are imposed upon the proposed project, no further environmental 
documentation is required.  


___________________________________ 
Lisa Gibson 
Environmental Review Officer 
 for  
John Rahaim 


DATE_______________ Director of Planning 
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Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco 
Environmental Planning Division 
165 Mission Street, Suite 400 
San Francisco, CA 94103 


Environmental Review Officer: Lisa Gibson 
Principal Environmental Planner: Tania Sheyner, AICP 
Senior Environmental Planner: Jeanie Poling 
Preservation Planner: Stephanie Cisneros 


K. FIGURES – See the following pages.







□ I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment,
because all potentially significant effects (a) have been analyzed adequately in an earlier EIR or
NEGATIVE DECLARATION pursuant to applicable standards, and (b) have been avoided or
mitigated pursuant to that earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION, including revisions or
mitigation measures that are imposed upon the proposed ·project, no further environmental
documentation is required.


Lisa Gibson 


Environmental Review Officer 


for 
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John Rahaim 


Director of Planning 


Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco 


Environmental Planning Division 


165 Mission Street, Suite 400 


San Francisco, CA 94103 


Environmental Review Officer: Lisa Gibson 


Principal Environmental Planner: Tania Sheyner, AICP 


Senior Environmental Planner: Jeanie Poling 


Preservation Planner: Stephanie Cisneros 
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Figure 1 – Project Site Location 
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Figure 2 – Existing and Proposed Site Plans 
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Figure 3 – Proposed Basement Plan 
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Figure 4 – Proposed First Floor Plan 
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Figure 5 – Proposed Second Floor Plan 
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Figure 6 – Proposed Third Floor Plan 
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Figure 7 – Proposed Fourth Floor Plan 
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Figure 8 – Proposed Roof Plan 
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Figure 9 – Proposed North (Front) Elevation 
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Figure 10 – Proposed South (Rear) Elevation 
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Figure 11– Proposed East Elevation 
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Figure 12 – Proposed West Elevation 
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Figure 13 – Projects within One-Quarter Mile of the Project Site  
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Figure 14 – Detail 3 on Sheet S4.1 of Building Permit Application No. 201705116316 
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LAWRENCE B. KARP 
CONSULTING GEOTECHNICAL ENGINEER 


July 7, 2020 


C&CSF Planning Department 
Rich Hillis, Director 
1650 Mission Street, 41


h Floor 
San Francisco, CA 94103 


Subject: 2417 Green Street Project [Block 560 - Lot 028] 
Lateral and Subjacent Support Loss for 2421 Green Street 
Excavation Without Valid Permits, Missing Documents 
Architect Specifies Full Foundation Replacement 


Dear Mr. Hillis: 


FOUNDATIONS, WALLS, PILES 
UNDERPINNING, TIEBACKS 


DEEP RETAINED EXCAVATIONS 
SHORING & BULKHEADS 


CEQA, EARTHWORK & SLOPES 
CAISSONS, COFFERDAMS 


COASTAL & MARINE STRUCTURES 


SOIL MECHANICS, GEOLOGY 
GROUNDWATER HYDROLOGY 


CONCRETE TECHNOLOGY 


Submitted herewith is a briefletter-report concerning the subject Project's certain effect on the 
upslope building, the historic Coxhead House & Residence at 2421 Green, constructed in 1892-93. 
Tlie Project residence, at 2417 Green, built in 1906, unoccupied for years, is situated below the tall 
common brick foundations of its upslope zero setback neighbor at 2421 Green. The undersigned 
has reviewed public documents on file with the City, and has conducted on-site inspections of 
2421 Green as well as the 2417 Green Project site (Civil Code §846.5). The undersigned has 
Wr-itten six reports to SF City Planning and the SF Board of Supervisors; list appears on page 5. 


Background to Proposed Project 


The design and construction of the 2417 Green Project, owned by Christopher Durkin, had its 
effective start with preparation of 7 drawings by Durkin dated 4115117. Without any consideration 
of the neighboring well known historical resource First Bay Tradition hillside residence ofma,ster 
architect Ernest Coxhead, 2421 Green, including its common brick foundations and its CEQA status 
(Karp 2019, Exhibit 7), Slope Protection Act mapping by the City showing the Lots are irl ~. 
landslide area (Karp 20 18., Exhibit J), the San Francisco Existing Building Code.,(SFEBC) and the 
San Francisco Building Code (SFBC) prohibiting excavations near the foundations of adjacent 
buildings, SFBC [§1804.1] and §1803.5.7, (Karp 2019, Exhibit 5), and Code foundation stability 
requirements, SFBC §3307 (Karp 2019, Exhibit 6) requiring lateral and subjacent support and 
protection of adjoining buildings, Durkin or his lawyers had City Planning (Christopher May) 
approve the Durkin drawings to circumvent building department scrutiny (Karp 2019, Exhibits 2 & 4). 


The drawings, following City Planning (May) full signatures of approval on 10/10/17, were initialed 
on 10113/17 by Cyril Yu of SFDBI who also rubber stamped them with the Director's pass on 
11/3/17 for Permit Application 2017.10.02.0114 (Karp 2018, Exhibit H), suspended on 12/20/17 
and now cancelled (SFEBC § 1 05.5), After observing the excavations at 2417 below 2421 Green 
(Karp 2018, Exhibit G), the undersigned visited Yu and asked him why he approved permit 
application 0114; he said each drawing had been approved by City Planning so SFDBI could not 
obstruct their approval and had to approve because City Planning are the zoning investigators not 
DBI and they had before approved the Project and the prior Permit Application 2017.05.11.6316 
(which was also suspended on 12/20/17) thereby becoming invalid 6 months later. 


100 TRES MESAS, ORINDA CA 94563 (415) 860-0791 fax: (925) 253-0101 e-mail: lbk@berkeley.edu 
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Missing Project Information 


The following information does not exist although all of it is required to prepare and evaluate any 
architectural design, environmental impact, and determination of the extent of expected damage to the 
historic resource, the Coxhead House & Residence at 2421 Green. 


1. "Topographical & Boundary Survey, 2417 Green Street SF", map prepared/stamped by LLS 
(per Ord. 121-18; SSPA Information Sheet No. S-15 10/2/18, SFEBC §106.25, SFBC §§107.2.5, 
1804.1, 3307.1). 


2. "Elevation Survey- East Wall, 2421 Green Street, SF", detailed map prepared/stamped by LLS. 


3. "Structural Design- Foundation & Superstructure- Seismic Upgrade, 2417 Green Street, SF" 


4. "Protection Details, Foundations at 2417 Green SF Property Line" (Excavations were approved by 
City Planning, no valid permit or compliance w/Code, in 2017); SFBC §§1804.1, 1803,5.7, 3307.1. 


5. Slope & Seismic Protection Act 2018" geotechnical engineering questionaire certified under oath. 


All the above information is missing but they are vital requirements for evaluation of the current drawings. 


Architect Specifies Full Foundation Replacement 


Recent drawings submitted to City Planning by the developer indicate nothing significant has improved 
since the 119/20 Planning Commission hearing where the undersigned submitted a report (Karp 2020) 
concerning a grossly inadequate mitigated negative declaration. The developer is still arguing for [more] 
excavations below 2421 Green for further underground expansion, refuses to admit that windows at 2421 
Green will be obliterated by the enlarged 2417 western wall heightened by a new fourth story requiring 
rebuilding of the wall, and that there must be an Accessory Dwelling Unit (ADU); all the things the 
Planning Commission said "NO" to when they ordered a severe scaling back of the 2417 Project. 


Recent, during the last month, drawings for 2417 Green show expansion of the building envelope which 
indicates [additional] underground excavation, addition of a fourth story that will block more windows at 
2421 Green and add loads to the west wall of2417 and its foundations which will require excavations and 
enlarged foundations. The architect's ~pecification for a full foundation replacement is pwt: of the Project. . 
Basically, at this point the neighbor to the Project, at 2421 Green Street, the C0xhead House & Residence, a 
well known historical resource. will be severely, irreparably, damaged if the developer's plans are allowed to 
proceed. Cover Sheet 1 of 42 states that Holmes is the part of the team that will provide structural engineering, 
but that is impossible without a topographical land survey and a Site Plan derived from the survey and a proper 
geotechni~al report. More than two years ago the owner and his engineer were promised drawings by Holmes, 
but there is nothing and probably never will be because of the withholding of site information. 


Proper Site Plan Required By Law 


SFEBC § 106.25 states: "Site plan ..... documents .... shall be accompanied by a site plan showing to scale 
the size and location of new construction and existing structures on the site, distances from lot lines 
..... proposed finish grades, and it shall be drawn in accordance with an accurate boundary line survey." 
In June 2020 land surveyor Westover did what he called a "Partial" survey of the back yard, leaving out 
everything to do with the building. A proper, essential, survey will show existing excavations and existing 
foundation elevations as well as bonding of the buildings with respect to the common property line. 


LAWRENCE B. KARP CONSULTING ENGINEER 
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SFCPD Pretends the Slope Protection Ordinances Do Not Exist 


The Slope & Seismic Protection Act, SSPA, (Karp 2020, Exhibit E) is a San Francisco ordinance that 
updates previous iterations of the Slope Protection Act, SPA, an ordinance assembled and updated by 
the Board of Supervisors as the need arises so they understand the Acts even though City Planning 
does not. First, an overview of how the City Planning Department (CPD) and developers operate is 
necessary, taken from my experience in design/construction in San Francisco since the 1950s, 
particularly foundation underpinning and shoring in San Francisco, where some Project's interface 
with both SFCPD and SFDBI. 


CPD is staffed by full time employees who are not California licensed design professionals (architects and 
engineers) as would occur with those who prepare EIRs (Environmental Impact Reports). CPD avoids 
EIRs like the plague because it takes approval of Projects out of their hands with no side benefits. To that 
end, with these conditions, CPD employees have made statements for the 2417 Project that distort written 
Code requirements and facts which mimic what developers and their attorneys tell them. 


To begin with, basically, the Project area has long been designated as being within one of the sections of 
the City that has been illustrated by maps contained for many years in the Slope Protection Act (SPA). 
When the State of California began, in 2000, mapping seismic hazard (landslide and liquefaction) areas in 
San Francisco as part of a statewide program they did not void local mapping by (1) pretending the areas 
were mistakenly identified; (2) pretending the areas have been stabilized; (3) voiding the 5/20/15 
"Geotechnical Report Requirements"; Bulletin No. S-05 (Karp 2020, Exhibit E) is currently in full force 
and effect; and (4) waiving calculations and detailing necessary for permits under SFBC §§1804.1 & 
1803.5.7 (excavations near property line foundations) and compliance with SFBC §3307.1 (protection of 
11eighboring property and maintenance oflateral and subjacent support to neighboring foundations). 


For the above reasons, and per civil/geotechnical engineering standards, stability mapping does not 
become obsolete unless so publically declared. The operative wording (in order of the attached 
portions to the report (Karp 2020) of the 2018 SSPA is " ... or falls within certain mapped areas ofthe 
City .... " ("Slope Protection" cover sheet, Exhibit E); " ... Map is posted near 1660 Mission St. 2nd Floor 
Counter (C&CSF 1987): "Landslide Hazard Areas are colored 'Red"' (Information Sheet No. S-05, 
page 1, report (Karp 2020, Exhibit E [and maps illustrated in report (Karp 2020, Exhibit C)]);,and 
" ... or fal ls within certain mapped areas of the City .... " (Ordinance No. 121-18 Amended by Board 
5/8118, SFBC §106A.4.1.4.1 "Creation4


', page 2 in report, Karp 2020, Exhibit E). 


The next issue that affects use of the SSPA is topography. References to property that slopes at an 
inclination of 4 units horizontal to 1 unit vertical ( 4h: 1 v) uses the word "average" which can be 
argued forever as the Project's advocates will do as distraction. But the SSPA Ordinance refers to a 
topographical "map dated 7/25/18". It is important to understand this map; it shows 2417 Green is 
within an average area equal to or steeper than 4h: 1 v. It was published as a wall poster for the CPD 
offices. In the reproduction of the attached SSPA Ordinance (Karp 2020, Exhibit E) the map is 
unintelligible, however enlarged it shows, with brown shading, average 4h: 1 v areas. It can be 
accessed on the City's website. The CPD slope map shows about the same oblong area for Green Street 
shaded brown as the maps reproduced in the 1987 mapping by SFDBI (Karp 2020, Exhibit C). 


The final issue concerns applicability of the SSPA to projects that include excavation of more than 50 
cubic yards of material, shoring, underpinning, and SFBC Chapter 18. The most critical aspect ofthe 
201 7 Green Project is that there has never been a topographic survey ("orthocontour map") of the 
Project and its affected contiguous neighbors. 


LAWRENCE B. KARP CONSULTING ENGINEER 
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Such surveying would give relative elevations of all improvements on the ground including depths of 
the neighboring foundations especially those uphill (at 2421 Green) which could be compared with 
information supposed to be in the geotechnical report (deliberately omitted). More than 50 CY have 
already been excavated (Karp 2018, Exhibit G) in order to conceal the Project's extent which clearly 
explains why the developer continues to r~fuse to obtain an instrumented land survey. 


Applicable to 2417 Green is the following paragraph: The project site is located within an area of potential
landslide hazard zone as identified by the well known 1987 map posted on the 2"d Floor of the Building 
Department which is a "successor" to the origiilal1974 Blume map and listed as a reference in DBI's 5/20115 
Bulletin S-05 "Geotechnical Report Requirements" which is in full force and effect. In 2018, the San 
Francisco Building Code was amended by the Slope and Seismic Hazard Zone Protection Act (Ordinance No. 
121-18) to include sloped areas to be protected that average 4h:1v (25%) shown on the Planning Department's 
topographical poster map of7/25/18 " .... or fall within certain mapped areas of the City .... " which also appears 
in SFBC § 1 06A.4.1.4.1 (described on page 2 of the Ordinance), and landslides shown on the 2000 State of 
California earthquake induced landslides and liquefaction hazard map. 


Note that Ordinance No. 121-18, on page 1 (Karp 2020, Exhibit E) is also tied to CEQA so the SSPA 
should have been fully covered in a proper Initial Study for 2417 Greej but it was ignored. Non
compliance with the SSPA will eventually be corrected in an EIR because of the following case law: 


(Quote:) "[i]fthere is disagreement among expert opinion supported by facts ... . the Lead Agency shall treat 
the effect as significant and shall prepare an EIR" (citing 14 Cal. Code Regs., § 15064(b), (g)). Reviewed and 
cited was the applicable "fair argument" standard: "An EIR is required whenever "'substantial evidence in the 
record supports a ' fair argument' -sign ifi cant impacts or effects may occur. ""' (emphasis added) [quoting City 
of Arcadia v. State Water Resources Control Bd. (2006) 135 Cai.App.4th 1392, 1421.]" (End quote.) 


(Quote:) "An MND is permitted only "if 'the initial study identified potential significant effects on the 
environment but revisions in the project plans "would avoid or mitigate the effects to a point where clearly no 
significant effect on the environment would occur" and [lfl'tnere is no substantial ev idence that the pro ject as 
revised may have a s ignificant effect on the environment . ... '"" (emphasis added) [quoting Architectural 
Heritage Assn. v. County of Monterey (2004) 122 Cal.App.4th 1095, 1101.]" (End quote.) 


CPD has glossed over the results of the 1/9/20 hearing before the PC. Writings produced by CPD that are not 
signed and stamped by licensed engineers as required by Business & Professions Code §6735. There is no 
survey and no structural drawings becaus~ those would reveal circumvented information. With an EIR qualified 
design professionals will review the Project and ask for, to begin with, a topographical survey (orthocontour 
map). The neighbors will have input to the EIR which, although the PC indicated they would with an MND, it 
will never happen. With no EIR all neighbors will ever see is what the developer gives them until the Board of 
Supervisors returns the Project to CPD for an EIR or directly orders. Ultimately, if that fails, and the developer 
is allowed to proceed with his existing plans or similar, a restraining order due to irreparable harm to a historic 
resource and its hillside foundations will be necessary. In sum, the SSPA strengthens the SSA, not weakens it 
as the developer and CPD allege in not allowing it to be included in the already very weak geotechnical 
reporting for the Project (Karp 20 19b ). Especially important now, in the SSP A (Karp 2020, Exhibit E), the 
civil/geotechnical Engineer ofRecord must complete under oath, penalty of perjury, a questionaire about 
excavation, shoring, and underpinning. This of course has not been provided by the developer of2417 Green. 
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EXPLANATION 


• outline of slide area 


areas of potential landslide hazard 


7 location of slide, SFOBI 
those underlined are active slides 0 2000 4000 Feet 


Approximate scale 


Base map: John A. Blume & Associates, Engineers, (1974). Figure 4, Landslide Locations, San Francisco Seismic Safety Investigation, June 1974. 
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Preliminary Mitigated Negative Declaration 


 
Date: June 26, 2019 
Case No.: 2017-002545ENV 
Project Title: 2417 Green Street 
BPA No.: 201704285244 
Zoning: RH-1 [Residential-House, One Family] Use District 
 40-X Height and Bulk District 
Block/Lot: 0560/028 
Lot Size: 2,500 square feet 
Project Sponsor Chris Durkin, 2417 Green Street, LLC 
 (415) 407-0486 
Lead Agency: San Francisco Planning Department 
Staff Contact: Jeanie Poling – (415) 575-9072 
 jeanie.poling@sfgov.org 


 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION:  
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 vacant four-story 
single-family residential building constructed circa 1905. The residence encompasses the front (northern) 
two thirds of the lot. The property at its Green Street frontage slopes with an elevation of approximately 
150 feet along the western (up slope) side to 145 feet along eastern (down-slope) side. The project would 
lower building floor plates by approximately 2 feet, construct one- and three-story horizontal rear 
additions, and construct third and fourth floor vertical additions above a portion of the existing building. 
The floor area would increase from approximately 4,118 square feet to approximately 5,115 square feet. A 
one-bedroom accessory dwelling unit measuring approximately 1,023 square feet would be added on the 
first floor. The project also proposes a partial excavation of the rear yard for a sunken terrace, façade 
alterations, interior modifications, and expansion of the existing basement level garage to accommodate 
one additional vehicle, for a total of two vehicle parking spaces. 


FINDING:  
This project could not have a significant effect on the environment.  This finding is based upon the criteria 
of the Guidelines of the State Secretary for Resources, Sections 15064 (Determining the Significance of the 
Environmental Effects Caused by a Project), 15065 (Mandatory Findings of Significance), and 15070 
(Decision to Prepare a Negative or Mitigated Negative Declaration), and the following reasons as 
documented in the initial evaluation (initial study) for the project, which is attached. 
 
A mitigation measure is included in this project to avoid potentially significant effects.  See page 80. 
 
cc: Chris Durkin, Project Sponsor Distribution List 
 Christopher May, Current Planning Division Interested Parties 
 Supervisor Catherine Stefani, District 2 Virna Byrd, M.D.F. 
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June 26, 2019 
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Initial Study 
2417 Green Street 


Planning Department Case No. 2017-002545ENV 
 


A. INTRODUCTION 


The San Francisco Planning Department (the planning department) published a categorical 
exemption for the proposed project on May 16, 2017. The categorical exemption was appealed and 
heard by the Board of Supervisors on January 9, 2018. The Board of Supervisors upheld the appeal 
and, on February 6, 2018, issued Motion No. M18-12, which stated, “[T]he Board finds that there is 
substantial evidence in the record before the Board that the Project proposed at 2417 Green Street 
presents unusual circumstances relating to historic resources and hazardous materials and it 
appears as a result of those circumstances the project may have a significant effect on the 
environment and, based on the facts presented to the Board of Supervisors at the hearing on 
January 9, 2018, the Project is therefore not Categorically Exempt from CEQA review.” 
Accordingly, the planning department has prepared this initial study to evaluate the potential 
impacts of the 2417 Green Street project. The concerns raised in the appeal and during the appeal 
hearing are addressed below in Sections F.3, Cultural Resources; F.15, Geology and Soils; and F.17, 
Hazardous Materials.  


B. PROJECT DESCRIPTION 


Project Location  
The project site is located on the south side of Green Street on the block bound by Green, Pierce, 
Scott, and Vallejo streets in the Pacific Heights neighborhood (see Figure 1 on page 831). The 2,500-
square-foot project site contains a vacant four-story, approximately 45-foot-tall, single-family 
residential building constructed circa 1905. The residence contains a total of approximately 4,450 
square feet of space consisting of approximately 4,120 square feet of habitable space and a 337-
square-foot garage, and encompasses the front (northern) two thirds of the lot. The property slopes 
along its Green Street frontage, with an elevation of approximately 150 feet along the western (up-
slope) property line to 145 feet along the eastern (down‐slope) property line. The rear of the 
property has been landscaped into three terraces with small (less than 3-foot-tall) retaining walls 
separating each terrace, descending from west to east. Each level has been backfilled to create a 
level patio and planting areas. The existing building has one off-street vehicle parking space that 
is accessed via a curb cut and driveway on Green Street. The project site is currently in a state of 
suspended construction, with the site having been partially excavated and some interior 
renovation work started.  


Project Characteristics  
The proposed project would lower all floor plates by approximately 2 feet, construct one- and 
three-story horizontal rear additions, and construct third and fourth floor vertical additions above 
a portion of the existing building. Project construction would also include a full structural and 


                                                      
1  Initial study figures can be found at the end of the document starting on page 83. 
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seismic upgrade. Existing and proposed site plans are shown on Figure 2 on page 85, and proposed 
plans and elevations are shown on Figures 3 through 12 on pages 83 through 96. 


The floor area would increase from approximately 4,120 square feet under existing conditions to 
approximately 5,120 square feet under the proposed project. A one-bedroom accessory dwelling 
unit measuring approximately 1,020 square feet would be added on the first floor, for a total of two 
residential units on the site. The project also proposes a partial excavation of the rear yard for a 
sunken terrace, façade alterations such as new window configurations and new windows and door, 
interior modifications, and expansion of the existing basement level garage to accommodate one 
additional vehicle, for a total of two off-street vehicle parking spaces. A new street tree would be 
added on the Green Street sidewalk. Table 1 summarizes the existing and proposed building 
characteristics. 


Table 1 – Summary of Existing and Proposed Building Characteristics 
 Existing Proposed 


Approximate Floor Area 4,120 square feet 5,120 square feet 


Number of stories 4 4 


Approximate Height 45 feet  45 feet  


Dwelling units 1 2 


Off-street vehicle parking 
spaces 


1 2 


Source: Dumican Mosey Architects, Site Permit/311 Notification Plans, revised June 6, 
2018. 


Construction Schedule and Equipment 
Project construction is anticipated to take approximately three to five months to complete. The 
project would require excavation of approximately 408 cubic yards of soil and rock to a depth of 
13 feet below grade. Some project excavation below the existing building has already occurred (see 
Project History, below). Additional excavation would be conducted using a pneumatic pavement 
breaker (hand-held jackhammer) with a force rating of 90 pounds. Excavation would occur in 
sections for one to two weeks over a period of three to five months. No pile driving would be 
required as part of project construction. The foundation would be reinforced concrete with 
standard retaining walls around the garage and perimeter spread footings around the outside 
walls. 


Project History 
The following bullet points provide a chronological summary of the various actions documented 
in the record related to the proposed project that have occurred since April 2017, when the project 
sponsor filed for a building permit associated with the proposed project. Text provided within 
quotes is verbatim as it appears in official documents and City records (building permit 
applications, complaints, and Board-issued California Environmental Quality Act [CEQA] 
findings). 


• On April 28, 2017, the project sponsor filed Building Permit Application (BPA) #201704285244 
for the proposed excavation/addition project: “Horizontal addition. Expansion of existing 
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garage in basement level, first, second, third, and fourth story horizontal rear yard addition; 
alterations to existing front façade; excavation and full foundation replacement; lowering 
existing building approximately 1’-11”; interior remodel throughout.”  


• On May 16, 2017, the planning department issued a categorical exemption (planning 
department case number 2017-002545ENV) for the proposed excavation/addition project 
covered under BPA #201704285244: “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.”2 


• On May 18, 2017, the Department of Building Inspection (DBI, or the building department) 
issued BPA #201705116316: “Partial deteriorated basement wall and foundation replacement 
with new landscaping site wall at backyard.” DBI Info Sheet G-20 notes that foundation work 
does not require planning department approval, and thus did not route BPA #201705116316 to 
the planning department for review.  


• On September 27, 2017, DBI received complaint no. 201708032: “Working beyond scope of BPA 
#201705116316. Doing horizontal addition.” DBI determined that the scope of work warranted 
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 San Francisco Planning Code section 311 neighborhood 
notification, which had not yet been completed.  


• On September 28, 2017, DBI suspended BPA #201705116316, and on January 5, 2018, DBI closed 
the case, noting, “new permit has been issued to comply with complaint. DCP approved scope 
that was initially not reviewed by their department. kmh.” 


• On October 2, 2017, the planning department opened enforcement action 2017-012992ENF in 
response to complaint no. 201708032. 


• On October 2, 2017, the property owner submitted BPA #201710020114: “To comply [with] 
NOV201708032, administrative permit to facilitate Department of City Planning review, 
revision to BPA #201705116316, delete freestanding retaining wall at rear yard. No work under 
this permit. N/A Maher ordinance.”  


• On October 10, 2017, after determining that the May 16, 2017 categorical exemption covered 
the excavation work, the planning department signed off on BPA #201710020114 for excavation 
below the existing building without the side wall of the proposed rear addition. 


• On October 23, 2017, the planning department issued neighborhood notification pursuant to 
Planning Code section 311 for the proposed horizontal rear expansion under BPA 
#201704285244.  


• On October 28 and 30, 2017, three discretionary review requests were filed with the planning 
department (planning case nos. 2017-002545DRP, 2017-002545DRP-02, and 2017-002545DRP-
03). 


                                                      
2  The currently proposed project is slightly smaller than the project analyzed in the May 16, 2017, categorical 


exemption. 
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• On November 3, 2017, DBI issued BPA #201710020114 for legalization of the excavation work.  


• On November 22, 2017, Richard Toshiyuki Drury of Lozeau Drury LLP filed an appeal of the 
May 16, 2017 categorical exemption with the Board of Supervisors on behalf of the adjacent 
property owner at 2421 Green Street, raising concerns over (1) impacts to historic resources at 
2421 Green Street related to views, air, and light (2) impacts to historic resources at 2421 Green 
Street related to construction methodology, and (3) impacts related to the release of hazardous 
materials (Board of Supervisors File No. 171267). The planning department determined that 
the appeal was timely because the excavation permit (BPA #201710020114) was the approval 
action under CEQA.  


• On December 12, 2017, DBI received complaint no. 201724852: “date last observed: 11-DEC-17; 
identity of person performing the work: Cannot confirm identity, was n; floor: roof; unit: N/A; 
exact location: Main Bldg; building type: Residence/Dwelling WORK W/O PERMIT; WORK 
BEYOND SCOPE OF PERMIT; ; additional information: Chimney has been removed from the 
building without a permit;” 


• On December 20, 2017, DBI received complaint no. 201727021: “Front chimney is unsafe. Also 
refer to Complaint #201724852.” (On June 3, 2019, DBI closed the case.) 


• On January 8, 2018, DBI received complaint no. 201830371: “Penetrations in roof made when 
chimneys were removed. Have not been sealed. Rain water entering building, also 
penetrations in walls at rear. A monthly fee will be assessed on NOV'S.” (On May 22, 2018, DBI 
determined the case abated after penetrations were sealed.)  


• On January 9, 2018, the Board of Supervisors upheld the appeal of the categorical exemption 
issued on May 16, 2017, and on February 6, 2018, the Board issued CEQA findings that 
concluded: 


[T]he Board finds that there is substantial evidence in the record before the Board that the 
Project proposed at 2417 Green Street presents unusual circumstances relating to historic 
resources and hazardous materials and it appears as a result of those circumstances the 
project may have a significant effect on the environment and, based on the facts presented 
to the Board of Supervisors on the hearing on January 9, 2018, the Project is therefore not 
Categorically Exempt from CEQA review.3  


Following the Board hearing, the planning department rescinded the categorical exemption 
issued on May 16, 2017, and resumed environmental analysis, taking into consideration 
documents and oral testimony presented during the appeal period and at the appeal hearing.  


• On May 8, 2018, DBI issued BPA #201804277607 for temporary shoring to comply with NOV 
201727021 to shore up the remaining center brick façade. 


• On June 11, 2018, DBI closed complaint no. 201727261 and noted, “Planning Department 
suspended two permits: 201705116316 and 201710020114.”  


                                                      
3  San Francisco Board of Supervisors, Motion No. M18-012, Adopting Findings Reversing the Categorical Exemption 


Determination – 2417 Green Street, Amended February 6, 2018, File No. 180123, available at 
https://sfgov.legistar.com/View.ashx?M=F&ID=5792879&GUID=75361D57-546D-41F0-B0A3-D11B6083C3D2. 



https://sfgov.legistar.com/View.ashx?M=F&ID=5792879&GUID=75361D57-546D-41F0-B0A3-D11B6083C3D2





Case No. 2017-002545ENV 5 2417 Green Street 
 


• On June 22, 2018, the planning department issued a categorical exemption certificate for a 
revised building expansion project to lower all floor plates by approximately 2 feet; construct 
one- and three-story horizontal rear additions; construct third and fourth floor vertical 
additions; add an accessory dwelling unit; excavate at rear; and expand existing basement level 
garage to accommodate one additional vehicle (planning case no. 2017-002545ENV).  


• On July 20, 2018, the representative of 2421 Green Street filed an appeal of the June 22, 2018 
categorical exemption certificate, raising concerns regarding (1) impacts to historic resources 
at 2421 Green Street related to views, air, and light (2) impacts to historic resources at 2421 
Green Street related to construction methodology, and (3) impacts related to the release of 
hazardous materials.  


• On July 30, 2018, the planning department determined that the July 20, 2018 appeal of the June 
22, 2018 categorical exemption certificate was not timely because the approval action under 
CEQA (i.e., the discretionary review hearing before the Planning Commission) had not yet 
occurred. 


• On August 28, 2018, DBI opened complaint case no. 201888531, “Work being done without 
permits. PA# 201804277607 issued in May for temp.” (DBI closed the case on September 4, 2018, 
stating “work being performed is approved.”) 


• On September 20, 2018, DBI received complaint no. 201804277607, “Beyond scope of work 
$500. Tomporing shoring.” (DBI closed the case on November 14, 2018, noting “work 
complete.”) 


• On September 21, 2018, DBI received complaint case no. 201893553: “date last observed: 20-
SEP-18; time last observed: For the past year; identity of person performing the work: 
Christopher Durkin; exact location: Main Bldg; building type: Residence/Dwelling 
ABANDONED/DERELICT STRUCTURE; WORK W/O PERMIT; WORK BEYOND SCOPE OF 
PERMIT; OTHER BUILDING; additional information: The windows have been left open to the 
elements for over a year; there are animals, mold, asbestos; the building windows are adjacent 
to our home’s windows.” (DBI closed the case on September 25, 2018, noting “Permits for this 
project have been suspended and there is no work taking place on site. Permit for temp shoring 
201804277607 is complete. No windows were open at time of visit. I asked to contractor to make 
sure site is secure.”) 


• On January 15, 2019, the planning department rescinded the categorical exemption issued on 
June 22, 2018 and began preparation of an initial study for the project. 


• On January 18, 2019 DBI received complaint no. 201920322: “date last observed: 17-JAN-19; 
time last observed: Daily x2years; identity of person performing the work: Chris Durkin, 
developer; Eric ; floor: Third; exact location: Main Bldg; building type: Residence/Dwelling 
WATER INTRUSION; VACANT STRUCTURE; ; additional information: Windows on East 
side and at rear of vacant building remain open to rain and animal intrusion past 2 years. 
Neighbors have filed numerous complaints.” (DBI closed the case on January 18, 2019 with the 
note, “Case closed and referred to CES by email per MH; slw.”) 


• On January 18, 2019, DBI received complaint no. 201920683: “vacant building.” 







Case No. 2017-002545ENV 6 2417 Green Street 
 


• On March 19, 2019, DBI received complaint no. 201937943: “Date last observed: 19-mar-19; time 
last observed: continual; identity of person performing the work: christopher durkin & ; floor: 
all storie; unit: single res; exact location: common area; building type: residence/dwelling water 
intrusion; abandoned/derelict structure; structural problems; work being done in dangerous 
manner; ; additional information: water is pouring out of vacant building making the front 
sidewalk slick and dangerous; *.” (DBI closed the case on March 19, 2019, noting, “Case 
reviewed, to be referred to CES. mh/oh.”) 


Project Approvals 
The proposed project requires issuance of building permits by DBI. A discretionary review hearing 
before the Planning Commission has been requested for BPA #201704285244, which is the building 
permit application that corresponds to the proposed project. The discretionary review hearing 
constitutes the Approval Action for the Project that would establish the start of the 30-day period 
for the appeal of the final negative declaration to the Board of Supervisors, pursuant to section 
31.04(h) of the San Francisco Administrative Code.  


C. PROJECT SETTING 


Project Site and Surrounding Land Uses 
As noted above, the project site is on the south side of Green Street, within a city block bounded 
by Pierce Street to the east, Green Street to the north, Scott Street to the west, and Vallejo Street to 
the south. The immediately surrounding neighborhood is comprised primarily of two- to three-
story single-family homes constructed between 1900 and the 1950s in a wide range of architectural 
styles. Lots on the block and in the vicinity are generally 25 feet wide by 125 feet deep, with some 
wider lots containing larger homes. The project block slopes upward to the southwest, generally 
on a greater than 20 percent slope.  


The project block and immediately surrounding blocks are zoned RH-1 (Residential-House, One-
Family). Nearby zoning districts include RH-3 (Residential-House, Three-Family) and RM-1 
(Residential, Mixed, Low Density) zoning on blocks to the northeast, closer to the Union Street 
Neighborhood Commercial District (NCD). The nearest commercial district, the Union Street NCD, 
is two blocks to the north and two blocks to the east of the project site, and the Upper Fillmore 
NCD is located three blocks east and four blocks south of the project site. One block east of the 
project site on the opposite side of Green Street is St. Vincent de Paul Church and K-8 school. Streets 
in the vicinity are neighborhood residential, generally around 35-40 feet wide, and contain limited 
traffic. The sidewalks along the project site and block are approximately 15 feet wide. The project 
site is well served by public transportation. Within one-quarter mile of the project site, Muni 
operates the following bus lines: the 22 Fillmore, 24 Divisadero, 41 Union and 3 Jackson. 


Cumulative Projects  
The cumulative context for land use development project effects is typically localized, within the 
immediate vicinity of the project site, or at the neighborhood level. Cumulative development in 
the project vicinity (within approximately a quarter-mile radius of the project site) includes the 
projects listed in Table 2 and illustrated on Figure 13, on page 96. These projects are either under 
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construction or are projects for which the planning department has a project application on file. 
The areas and the projects relevant to the analysis vary, depending on the topic, as detailed in the 
cumulative analyses presented in subsequent sections of this document. As shown, these projects 
primarily include new residential uses. 
 


Table 2 – Projects within One-Quarter Mile of the Project Site 


Address 
Planning 


Department Case 
No. 


Project Description Project Status 


2301 Lombard St 2015-014040CUA 
New construction of a mixed-use 
building with 22 dwelling units and 
2,600 square feet of retail 


Under construction 


2346-2350 Union 
St 2017-007518PRJ 


Addition of five new accessory 
dwelling units to an apartment 
building 


Under construction 


2637 Union St 2018-000739PRJ 
Modification of a single-family home 
and addition of an accessory dwelling 
unit 


Under planning 
department review 


2831 Pierce St 2018-006138PRJ Modification of a two-unit residential 
building. Addition of fourth floor. 


Under planning 
department review 


2582 Filbert St 2016-008605PRJ New construction of a single-family 
home Under construction 


2237 Union St 2014-001423PRJ Modification of a single-family home Under construction 


2251 Greenwich St 2014-002266PRJ Demolition-reconstruction of Fire 
Station #16 Under construction 


2261 Filbert St 2014-000645PRJ Modification of a single-family home Under construction 


Note: Some projects listed as under construction may have been recently completed. 
Sources: San Francisco Planning Department, 2018 Q4 Development Pipeline and San Francisco 
Property Information Map, reviewed in April 2019. 


 


D. COMPATIBILITY WITH EXISTING ZONING AND PLANS 
 Applicable Not Applicable 


Discuss any variances, special authorizations, or changes proposed 
to the planning code or zoning map, if applicable. 


  


Discuss any conflicts with any adopted plans and goals of the City 
or region, if applicable. 


  


Discuss any approvals and/or permits from city departments other 
than the planning department or the Department of Building 
Inspection, or from regional, state, or federal agencies. 


  


 
San Francisco Planning Code  
The San Francisco Planning Code, which incorporates the Zoning Maps of the City and County of 
San Francisco (the City), governs permitted land uses, densities, and the arrangement of building 
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structures within the city. Permits to construct new buildings (or to alter or demolish existing ones) 
may not be issued unless (1) the proposed project conforms to the planning code, (2) allowable 
exceptions are granted pursuant to provisions of the planning code, or (3) amendments to the 
planning code are incorporated into the proposed project.  


Zoning and Density  


The project site is in a Residential-House, One Family (RH-1) zoning district and a 40-X height and 
bulk district. The RH-1 district is occupied almost entirely by single-family houses on lots 25 feet 
in width without side yards. Floor sizes and building styles vary but tend to be uniform within 
tracts developed in distinct time periods. Though built on separate lots, the structures have the 
appearance of small-scale row housing, rarely exceeding 35 feet in height. Front setbacks are 
common, and ground level open space is generous. The 40-X height/bulk district indicates a 
maximum height of 40 feet (with certain allowable exceptions), and “X” indicates that bulk limits 
are not applicable. The proposed project would be consistent with the existing planning code 
zoning and height and bulk designations because it would not exceed the existing zoning and 
density. Specifically, the building would remain a single-family residence as zoned, and would 
add an accessory dwelling unit, as permitted under Planning Code section 207(c)(6). Furthermore, 
the project would not increase the building height beyond the existing height of 45 feet, as 
measured pursuant to Planning Code section 260.4 Thus the proposed project would be consistent 
with the planning code and would not require any variances, special authorizations, or changes to 
the planning code or zoning map. 


Plans and Policies  
San Francisco General Plan  


Development in San Francisco is subject to the San Francisco General Plan. The general plan 
provides general policies and objectives to guide all land use decisions in the City. Any conflicts 
between the proposed project and policies that relate to physical environmental issues are 
discussed in Section F, Evaluation of Environmental Effects. The compatibility of the proposed 
project with general plan policies that do not relate to physical environmental issues would be 
considered by decision-makers as part of their decision to approve or disapprove the proposed 
project. The project is a modification of a single-family home with the addition of an accessory 
dwelling unit. The project would be minor in scope, would not introduce incompatible land uses 
to the neighborhood, and would encourage housing production by adding the accessory dwelling 
unit. It would not otherwise conflict with any general plan policies or objectives. Thus, the project 
would not conflict with the San Francisco General Plan or any other adopted policy.  


Proposition M – The Accountable Planning Initiative 


In November 1986, the voters of San Francisco approved Proposition M, the Accountable Planning 
Initiative, which added Section 101.1 to the City’s planning code to establish eight priority policies. 
These policies, and the corresponding sections of this document addressing the environmental 


                                                      
4   At its highest point, the existing building is almost 45 feet tall. Since it is on an upsloping lot, the height varies along 


with the slope and gradually becomes shorter as the grade increases towards the rear. With the proposed alteration to 
the roofline, the project would result in a decrease in the building height at the front by approximately 3 feet. 
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issues associated with these policies, are as follows: (1) preservation and enhancement of 
neighborhood-serving retail uses; (2) protection of neighborhood character; (3) preservation and 
enhancement of affordable housing (Question 2b, Population and Housing, regarding housing 
displacement); (4) discouragement of commuter automobiles (Question 5a, Transportation and 
Circulation); (5) protection of industrial and service land uses from commercial office development 
and enhancement of resident employment and business ownership; (6) maximization of 
earthquake preparedness (Question 14a, Geology and Soils); (7) landmark and historic building 
preservation (Question 3a, Cultural Resources); and (8) protection of open space (Question 10a, 
Shadow, and Questions 11a and 11b, Recreation).  


Prior to issuing a permit for any project that requires an initial study under CEQA, or for any 
demolition, conversion, or change of use, and prior to taking any action that requires a finding of 
consistency with the general plan, the City is required to find the proposed project or legislation 
consistent with the priority policies. The compatibility of the proposed project with general plan 
objectives and policies that do not relate to physical environmental issues will be considered by 
decision makers as part of their decision whether to approve or disapprove the proposed project. 
Any potential conflicts identified as part of that process would not alter the physical environmental 
effects of the proposed project. 


Regional Plans and Policies 


The principal regional planning agencies and their overarching policies and plans that guide 
planning in the nine-county Bay Area include the Metropolitan Transportation Commission’s and 
Association of Bay Area Governments’ Plan Bay Area 2040,5 which is an integrated long-range 
transportation and land use plan to meet greenhouse gas reduction targets set by the California 
Air Resource Board, the Bay Area Air Quality Management District’s (the air district’s) Bay Area 
2017 Clean Air Plan (2017 Clean Air Plan), the Metropolitan Transportation Commission’s Regional 
Transportation Plan – Transportation 2035, the San Francisco Regional Water Quality Control Board’s 
San Francisco Basin Plan, and the San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission’s 
San Francisco Bay Plan.  


Based on the location, size, and nature of the proposed project, no anticipated conflicts with 
regional plans would occur as a result of the proposed project. 


Required Approvals by Other Agencies 


See Section B, Project Description, for a list of required project approvals. 


  


                                                      
5 Metropolitan Transportation Commission and the Association of Bay Area Governments. 2017. Plan Bay Area 2040 


Final Plan. Available: http://www.2040.planbayarea.org/what-is-plan-bay-area-2040. Accessed: April 24, 2019. 
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SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS 


The proposed project could potentially affect the environmental factor(s) checked below. The 
following pages present a more detailed checklist and discussion of each environmental factor. 


 Land Use/Planning  Greenhouse Gas Emissions  Hydrology/Water Quality 


 Aesthetics  Wind  Hazards & Hazardous Materials 


 Population and Housing  Shadow  Mineral Resources  


 Cultural Resources  Recreation  Energy 


 Tribal Cultural Resources  Utilities/Service Systems  Agriculture and Forestry Resources 


 Transportation and Circulation  Public Services  Wildfire 


 Noise  Biological Resources  Mandatory Findings of Significance 


 Air Quality  Geology/Soils   


 


E. EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS 


All items on the initial study checklist that have been checked “Less than Significant Impact,” “No 
Impact,” or “Not Applicable” indicate that, upon evaluation, staff has determined that the 
proposed project could not have a significant adverse environmental effect relating to that topic. A 
discussion is included for those issues checked “Less than Significant Impact” and for most items 
checked with “No Impact” or “Not Applicable.” For all of the items checked “Not Applicable” or 
“No Impact” without discussion, the conclusions regarding potential significant adverse 
environmental effects are based upon field observation, staff experience and expertise on similar 
projects, and/or standard reference material available within the planning department, such as the 
planning department’s Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines for Environmental Review, and 
the California Natural Diversity Data Base and maps, published by the California Department of 
Fish and Wildlife. For each checklist item, the evaluation has considered the impacts of the 
proposed project both individually and cumulatively. 


Analysis of Topics Raised in the Appeal of the Categorical Exemption 
The following impact analyses address concerns that were raised in both appeals of the categorical 
exemption: Impact CR-1 (historic resources), Impact GE-1 (geology and soils), and Impact HZ-2 
(hazardous materials). 


Public Resources Code Section 21099 – Aesthetics and Parking Analysis  
On September 27, 2013, Governor Brown signed Senate Bill (SB) 743, which became effective on 
January 1, 2014.6 Among other provisions, SB 743 amends CEQA by adding Public Resources 


                                                      
6 SB 743 is available at: http://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtml?bill_id=201320140SB743.  



http://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtml?bill_id=201320140SB743
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section 21099 regarding analysis of aesthetics and parking impacts for urban infill projects.7 The 
CEQA Guidelines8 were amended in 2019 to include a new section 15064.3 that addresses the 
provisions of SB 743. 


Public Resources Code section 21099(d) states, “Aesthetic and parking impacts of a residential, 
mixed- use residential, or employment center project on an infill site located within a transit 
priority area shall not be considered significant impacts on the environment.”9 Accordingly, 
aesthetics and parking are not to be considered in determining whether a project has the potential 
to result in significant environmental effects for projects that meet all of the following three criteria:  


a) The project is in a transit priority area10  
b) The project is on an infill site11  
c) The project is residential, mixed-use residential, or an employment center12  


 
The proposed project meets each of the above three criteria because it (1) is located within one-half 
mile of several bus transit stops that meet the definition in Public Resources Code section 21099(d) 
of a “major transit stop,” (2) is located on an infill site that is already developed with and 
surrounded by other urban development, and (3) is a residential project.13 Thus, this initial study 
does not consider aesthetics and the adequacy of parking in determining the significance of project 
impacts under CEQA.  


Public Resources Code section 21099(e) states that a lead agency maintains the authority to 
consider aesthetic impacts pursuant to local design review ordinances or other discretionary 
powers, and that aesthetics impacts as addressed by the revised Public Resources Code do not 
include impacts on historical or cultural resources. Thus, there is no change in the planning 
department’s methodology related to design and historic review.  


                                                      
7 Public Resources Code section 21099(d).  
8    California Code of Regulations, Title 14, Division 6, Chapter 3. 
9  Public Resources Code section 21099(d)(1). 
10 Public Resources Code section 21099(a) defines a “transit priority area” as an area within one-half mile of an existing 


or planned major transit stop. A "major transit stop" is defined in section 21064.3 of the Public Resources Code as a rail 
transit station, a ferry terminal served by either a bus or rail transit service, or the intersection of two or more major 
bus routes with a frequency of service interval of 15 minutes or less during the morning and afternoon peak commute 
periods.  


11 Public Resources Code section 21099(a) defines an “infill site” as a lot located within an urban area that has been 
previously developed, or a vacant site where at least 75 percent of the perimeter of the site adjoins, or is separated 
only by an improved public right-of-way from, parcels that are developed with qualified urban uses.  


12 Public Resources Code section 21099(a) defines an “employment center” as a project located on property zoned for 
commercial uses with a floor area ratio of no less than 0.75 and located within a transit priority area.  


13 San Francisco Planning Department, Transit-oriented Infill Project Eligibility Checklists for 2417 Green Street, 
February 1, 2019. This document (and all documents cited in this initial study unless otherwise noted) is available for 
review at the San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, as part of Case No. 2017-002545ENV. 







Case No. 2017-002545ENV 12 2417 Green Street 
 


Topics: 


Potentially 
Significant 


Impact 


Less Than 
Significant 


with 
Mitigation 


Incorporated 


Less Than 
Significant 


Impact 
No 


Impact 
Not 


Applicable 


1. LAND USE AND PLANNING. Would the 
project: 


     


a) Physically divide an established community?      


b) Cause a significant environmental impact due to 
a conflict with any land use plan, policy, or 
regulation adopted for the purpose of avoiding or 
mitigating an environmental effect? 


     


 


Impact LU-1: The proposed project would not physically divide an established community. 
(Less than Significant)  


The proposed project involves modification and expansion of an existing single-family home on 
an established lot and the addition of one accessory dwelling unit. The project would not alter the 
established street grid or permanently close any streets or sidewalks. The project would not impede 
the passage of persons through construction of any physical barriers. Although portions of the 
sidewalk adjacent to the project site could be closed for periods of time during project construction 
(approximately three to five months), these closures would be temporary in nature. Therefore, the 
proposed project would not physically divide an established community and this impact would be 
less than significant.  


Impact LU-2: The proposed project would not cause a significant impact due to a conflict with 
any land use plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an 
environmental effect. (Less than Significant)  


Land use impacts could be considered significant if a proposed project conflicts with any plan, 
policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of avoiding an environmental effect. However, a 
conflict with a plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of mitigating an environmental 
effect does not necessarily indicate a significant effect on the environment. The proposed project 
would result in an expansion of an existing (currently vacant) residential unit on the site and an 
addition of one accessory dwelling unit to the city housing stock and would not be expected to 
conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation such that an adverse physical 
change would result. The project would be generally consistent with the land use policies outlined 
in the San Francisco General Plan, including promoting infill development, providing new 
housing, and concentrating more intense development near transit services. Moreover, the 
proposed residential use is permitted by city code and plans applicable to the area, and the project 
would be within the applicable bulk limits. Thus, the proposed project would not result in adverse 
physical changes in the environment related to conflicts with any plan, policy, or regulation 
adopted for the purpose of avoiding an environmental effect.  


Furthermore, the proposed project would not conflict with any adopted environmental plan or 
policy, such as the Metropolitan Transportation Commission’s and the Association of Bay Area 
Governments’ Plan Bay Area 2040 or the air district’s 2017 Clean Air Plan, which directly 
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addresses environmental issues and/or contains targets or standards that must be met in order to 
preserve or improve characteristics of the city’s physical environment. See Section D, 
Compatibility with Existing Zoning and Plans, for a more detailed discussion of the proposed 
project’s general consistency with applicable plans and policies. Thus, the proposed project 
would result in a less-than-significant impact with regard to consistency with existing plans and 
policies adopted for the purpose of avoiding an environmental effect.  


Impact C-LU-1: The proposed project, in combination with past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future projects in the project vicinity, would result in less-than-significant 
cumulative land use impacts. (Less than Significant)  


The cumulative context for land use effects is typically localized, within the immediate vicinity of 
the project site, or at the neighborhood level. Table 2 on page 7 identifies development projects 
within a quarter-mile radius of the project site. All of the nearby cumulative projects would be 
constructed within their individual project sites and would perpetuate the existing land uses and 
land use pattern in the neighborhood (largely, single-family and some multi-family residential). 
None of these cumulative development projects would introduce incompatible uses that would 
adversely impact the existing character of the project vicinity. Thus, the proposed project, in 
combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would result in a less-
than-significant cumulative land use impact.  


  


Topics: 


Potentially 
Significant 


Impact 


Less Than 
Significant 


with 
Mitigation 


Incorporated 


Less Than 
Significant 


Impact 
No 


Impact 
Not 


Applicable 


2. POPULATION AND HOUSING. Would the 
project: 


     


a) Induce substantial unplanned population 
growth in an area, either directly (for example, 
by proposing new homes and businesses) or 
indirectly (for example, through extension of 
roads or other infrastructure)? 


     


b) Displace substantial numbers of existing people 
or housing units, necessitating the construction 
of replacement housing? 


 


     


Impact PH-1: The proposed project would not induce substantial unplanned population growth. 
(Less than Significant) 


The project would enlarge one existing (currently vacant) single-family home and add one 
accessory dwelling unit. According to the 2017 America Communities Survey five-year estimates, 
Census Tract 132, where the project site is located, had a reported population of 4,044 residents. 
The U.S. Census population estimate for San Francisco in 2017 was 884,363 residents. Based on San 
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Francisco’s average household size of 2.35,14 the two newly occupied dwelling units would 
accommodate approximately five residents. The five new residents would increase the population 
within the Census Tract 132 by approximately 0.012 percent and would increase the citywide 
population by approximately 0.0005 percent, which would not be considered substantial. Thus, 
population growth associated with the proposed project would not be substantial in relation to the 
overall population of the area, and this impact would be less than significant.  


Impact PH-2: The proposed project would not displace substantial numbers of existing people 
or housing units, necessitating the construction of replacement housing. (No Impact)  


The project site is currently vacant; thus, no residents would be displaced. The project would result 
in construction of one net new dwelling unit on the site. Thus, there would be no impact related to 
displacement of people or housing units. 


Impact C-PH-1: The proposed project, cumulatively with other past, present and reasonably 
foreseeable future development, would not induce substantial population growth or displace 
substantial numbers of people or housing units. (Less than Significant) 


Table 2 on page 7 lists development projects within a quarter-mile radius of the project site. These 
cumulative development projects would not introduce incompatible uses that would adversely 
impact the existing character of the project vicinity. Moreover, projects in the City’s development 
pipeline would result in population growth that is consistent with Association of Bay Area 
Governments’ projections through 2040. Thus, the proposed project, in combination with past, 
present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would result in a less-than-significant 
cumulative land use impact.  


The San Francisco General Plan 2014 Housing Element15 anticipates continuation of the trend of 
residential population growth in San Francisco that has been in progress since at least 2000.16 San 
Francisco Mayor’s Executive Directive 17-0217 calls for construction of “at least 5,000 units of new 
or rehabilitated housing every year for the foreseeable future,” and for the implementation of 
policies to facilitate this construction. Any cumulative growth in the project area therefore is not 
expected to result in a cumulative demand for new housing, since this demand is already 
anticipated. For these reasons, the proposed project, in combination with other past, present, and 
reasonably foreseeable future projects, would increase the population in the area, but would not 
induce substantial population growth beyond that already anticipated to occur and this impact 
would be less than significant.   


                                                      
14  U.S. Census, 2017, 


https://www.census.gov/quickfacts/fact/table/sanfranciscocitycalifornia,sanfranciscocountycalifornia/HSD310217#vie
wtop, accessed January 31, 2019. 


15  City of San Francisco, 2015, San Francisco General Plan 2014 Housing Element, April, http://www.sf-
planning.org/ftp/General_Plan/2014HousingElement-AllParts_ADOPTED_web.pdf, accessed November 6, 2017. 


16  The New York Times. Mapping the US Census 2010.Mapping the 2010 U.S. Census, San Francisco, 
http://www.nytimes.com/projects/census/2010/map.html?view=PopChangeView&l=14&lat=37.77752894957491&lng=-
122.41932345299993, accessed May 2, 2018. 


17  City and County of San Francisco Office of the Mayor, Executive Directive 17-02, http://sfmayor.org/article/executive-
directive-17-02, accessed February 19, 2019. 



https://www.census.gov/quickfacts/fact/table/sanfranciscocitycalifornia,sanfranciscocountycalifornia/HSD310217#viewtop

https://www.census.gov/quickfacts/fact/table/sanfranciscocitycalifornia,sanfranciscocountycalifornia/HSD310217#viewtop

http://www.sf-planning.org/ftp/General_Plan/2014HousingElement-AllParts_ADOPTED_web.pdf

http://www.sf-planning.org/ftp/General_Plan/2014HousingElement-AllParts_ADOPTED_web.pdf

http://www.nytimes.com/projects/census/2010/map.html?view=PopChangeView&l=14&lat=37.77752894957491&lng=-122.41932345299993

http://www.nytimes.com/projects/census/2010/map.html?view=PopChangeView&l=14&lat=37.77752894957491&lng=-122.41932345299993

http://sfmayor.org/article/executive-directive-17-02

http://sfmayor.org/article/executive-directive-17-02
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3. CULTURAL RESOURCES. Would the project:      


a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of a historical resource pursuant to 
§15064.5, including those resources listed in 
article 10 or article 11 of the San Francisco 
Planning Code? 


     


b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of an archaeological resource 
pursuant to §15064.5? 


     


c) Disturb any human remains, including those 
interred outside of formal cemeteries? 


     


 


   


Impact CR-1: The proposed project could cause a substantial adverse change in the significance 
of a historical resource pursuant to section 15064.5, including those resources listed in Articles 
10 and 11 of the planning code. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)  


Historical resources are those properties that meet the definitions in section 21084.1 of CEQA and 
section 15064.5 of the CEQA Guidelines. Historical resources include properties listed in, or 
formally determined eligible for listing in, the California Register of Historical Resources 
(California Register) or in an adopted local historic register. Historical resources also include 
resources identified as significant in a historical resource survey, meeting one or more of the 
following criteria.  


• Criterion 1 (Events): Is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the 
broad pattern of California’s history and cultural heritage; 


• Criterion 2 (Persons): Is associated with the lives of persons important in our past; 


• Criterion 3 (Architecture): Embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region, or 
method of construction, or represents the work of an important creative individual, or 
possesses high artistic values; or 


• Criterion 4 (Information Potential): Has yielded, or may be likely to yield, information 
important in prehistory or history. 


Additionally, properties that are not listed but are otherwise determined to be historically 
significant, based on substantial evidence, would also be considered historical resources. 


Potential impacts to historic resources are addressed in section 15064.5(b) of the CEQA Guidelines, 
which states, “A project with an effect that may cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of an historical resource is a project that may have a significant effect on the 
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environment.” A “substantial adverse change” is defined in the CEQA Guidelines as the “physical 
demolition, destruction, relocation, or alteration of the resource or its immediate surroundings 
such that the significance of an historical resource would be materially impaired.”18 CEQA also 
defines “materially impaired” as work that “materially alters, in an adverse manner, those physical 
characteristics that convey the historical resource’s historical significance and justify its inclusion 
in or eligibility for inclusion in the California Register of Historical Resources or in a local register 
of historical resources.”19  


Under CEQA Guidelines section 15064.5(b), a significant impact would occur if the project 
“demolishes or materially alters in an adverse manner those physical characteristics of an historical 
resource that convey its historical significance.” Under these provisions, the significance of a 
historical resource would be materially impaired—that is, a significant impact would occur—if the 
project would result in physical demolition, destruction, relocation, or alteration of the resource 
(which would be considered direct impacts of the project) or its immediate surroundings.  


Project Site 
The planning department evaluated whether the building at 2417 Green Street is a historical 
resource as defined by CEQA. The planning department required the submittal of a historic 
resource evaluation and determined, based on the conclusions of that historic resource evaluation 
and additional independent analysis conducted by qualified planning department staff, that the 
existing structure on the project site is not a historical resource as defined by CEQA. 20,21 The 
following is a summary of the planning department’s findings.  


The building located at 2417 Green Street was built circa 1905 and was first owned by Lonella H. 
Smith. Louis B. Floan was the contractor for the building, but no architect was identified. The 
building 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 was altered in 1954 to 
insert a garage with concrete cladding, in 1972–1973 to replace the front entry porch, and at an 
unknown date to replace upper floor windows. While the building retains some characteristics of 
the First Bay Tradition style, including the simple wall surface, wood shingles, and small-scale 
ornamentation, it has been substantially altered such that it is not considered an outstanding 
example of this architectural style. Thus, the building at the project site is not a historical resource 
as defined by CEQA. 


The planning department found that the existing building on the project site 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 in the historical resource 
evaluation or in the planning department’s background files to indicate that the existing structure 
at 2417 Green Street is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad 


                                                      
18  CEQA Guidelines, section 15064.5(b)(1).  
19  CEQA Guidelines, section 15064.5(b)(2). 
20  Tim Kelley Consulting, LLC, Historical Resource Evaluation Part 1, 2417 Green Street, San Francisco, California, April 


2017.  
21  San Francisco Planning Department, Preservation Team Review Form, 2417 Green Street, May 10, 2017; and San 


Francisco Planning Department, Historic Resource Evaluation Response, 2417 Green Street, May 31, 2018. 
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patterns of local or regional history or the cultural heritage of California or the United States. 
Moreover, no significant historical figures are known to be associated with the existing building. 
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 value. 


Furthermore, the existing building on the project site is not located within a California Register-
eligible historic district. The historical resources evaluation found no cohesive collection of 
buildings in the immediate area that would indicate a possible district. The nearest historic district 
is the California Register-eligible Pacific Heights Historic District, which includes buildings 
immediately south of and 125 feet to the west of the subject building. The 2417 Green Street 
structure was found to 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 building at 2417 
Green Street 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 existing building on 
the project site was found to not contribute to the eligible Pacific Heights Historic District.  


Adjacent Historic Resources 
The project site is located immediately adjacent to and east of an identified-eligible historic resource 
located at 2421 Green Street.22 The rear yard of 2417 Green Street also abuts 2727 Pierce Street (City 
Landmark 51). Due to the proximity of two adjacent historic resources to the project site, potential 
direct and indirect impacts to both were analyzed and are discussed below.  


Potential Direct Impacts to Adjacent Historic Resources  


As discussed in the planning department’s Historic Resource Evaluation Response, the proposed 
project at 2417 Green Street would adhere to all planning department requirements with regard to 
rear yard setbacks and mid-block open space. It is unlikely that the proposed rear addition would 
cause a physical direct impact to the adjacent historic resources at 2421 Green Street or 2727 Pierce 
Street due to the fact that the addition would not physically attach to or require physical alterations 
of any components of these adjacent properties. The proposed project at 2417 Green Street would 
be confined to the boundary of the subject lot. The proposed rear addition would incorporate 3’-4” 
side setbacks at the basement level, 0’-3” side setbacks at the first floor, and 3’-10” side setbacks at 
the second, third, and fourth floors between the addition and the immediately adjacent historic 
resource at 2421 Green Street and would sit below the overall height of the historic resource at 2421 
Green Street.23 The size and location of the addition would not require the removal or infill of 
property line windows at 2421 Green Street.24  


                                                      
22  2421 Green Street was identified in the planning department’s 1976 Survey and given a rating of “4.” The property 


was also discussed in Here Today: San Francisco’s Architectural Heritage, by Roger R. Olmsted and Tom H. Watkins 
(page 270).  


23  At its highest point, the existing building is almost 45 feet tall. Since it is on an upsloping lot, the height varies along 
with the slope and gradually becomes shorter as the grade increases towards the rear. With the proposed alteration to 
the roofline, the project would result in a decrease in the building height at the front by approximately 3 feet. 


24  Property line windows are not protected in the San Francisco Planning Code. 
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Furthermore, during the exemption appeal, the appellant’s engineer cited an elevation detail on 
the foundation replacement permit (BPA #201705116316) drawings that indicated a connection 
with the foundation of 2421 Green Street, discussed in more detail under Impact GE-1 on page 59. 
Given the history of this project, as outlined in the Project History section above, combined with 
the concerns raised by the Board of Supervisors at the appeal hearing, this initial study finds that 
project construction could compromise the structural integrity of the historic adjacent foundation 
at 2421 Green Street. As noted in the CEQA findings by the Board of Supervisors during the appeal 
of the categorical exemption,25 such an impact could be considered significant. To address this 
concern, the planning department coordinated with the building department during the 
preparation of this initial study, and had the Plan Review Services Division of the building 
department review the project’s geotechnical investigation in advance of when they would 
typically do so. Nevertheless, given the Board’s concerns and the fact that the project sponsor has, 
in the past, directed work on the project site beyond what was permitted by the building 
department, Mitigation Measure M-GE-1, Ongoing Coordination with the Planning Department 
and the Department of Building Inspections Prior to and During the Construction Phase 
Regarding Compliance with Geotechnical Requirements, provided below for ease of reference 
and also discussed further on page 63, would obligate the project sponsor to maintain ongoing 
coordination with DBI and the planning department, pursuant to a required milestone schedule, 
prior to and over the course of project construction for the specific purposes of ensuring the 
security and stability of the project site and adjacent historic resources.  


Mitigation Measure M-GE-1: Ongoing Coordination with the Planning Department and 
the Department of Building Inspections Prior to and During the Construction Phase 
Regarding Compliance with Geotechnical Requirements. Pursuant to the San Francisco 
Department of Building Inspection process, the project sponsor (and their design team, 
geotechnical engineer, and contractor, as applicable) will be subject to ongoing 
coordination requirements with the planning department and the building department 
regarding plan check reviews and building inspections prior to and during construction 
work. This process will include the following requirements: 


 Prior to commencement of construction, the project sponsor shall submit to the 
planning department and building department a report outlining anticipated 
construction milestones with corresponding (approximate) dates of reaching those 
milestones as well and all memoranda and/or reports anticipated to be prepared or 
approved at those milestones. The report shall address how all code requirements 
will be met, including responsible parties and the city agency providing oversight. 
The report shall be reviewed and approved by the planning department and the 
building department prior to commencement of construction.  


 Once construction commences, the sponsor shall notify the planning department 
and the building department (when coordination with the building department is 
not already included as typical part of the process) when the above milestones have 


                                                      
25  San Francisco Board of Supervisors, Motion No. M18-012, Adopting Findings Reversing the Categorical Exemption 


Determination – 2417 Green Street, Amended February 6, 2018, File No. 180123, available at 
https://sfgov.legistar.com/View.ashx?M=F&ID=5792879&GUID=75361D57-546D-41F0-B0A3-D11B6083C3D2 



https://sfgov.legistar.com/View.ashx?M=F&ID=5792879&GUID=75361D57-546D-41F0-B0A3-D11B6083C3D2

Richard

Highlight
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been reached and their outcomes. Specifically, all memoranda and/or reports issued 
at times of those milestones shall be provided to the planning department and the 
building department.26 


With implementation of Mitigation Measure M-GE-1, potential significant impacts related to 
historical resources (including construction-related impacts on the adjacent historical resource at 
2721 Green Street) would be reduced to a less-than-significant level. 


Additionally, the rear yard of 2727 Pierce Street (City Landmark 51) that abuts the rear yard of 2417 
Green Street would not be physically impacted by the proposed rear addition, which would be 
entirely located within the buildable area of the lot such that a planning code-compliant 25-foot 
rear yard is maintained. This would provide significant distance between the rear yard of 2727 
Pierce Street and the proposed rear addition at 2417 Green Street such that there would be no 
potential for a direct impact to the landmark building.  


Potential Indirect Impacts to Adjacent Historic Resources 


Construction impacts to the adjacent building at 2421 Green Street are addressed under Impact 
NO-2 (vibration) on page 311 and Impact GE-1 (geology and soils) on page 59.  


This section addresses the potential for the project to result in indirect impacts to the historic setting 
of the immediately adjacent historic resource at 2421 Green Street and the nearby 2727 Pierce Street 
(City Landmark 51), including impacts related to public views of the 2421 Green Street structure. 
The loss of private views does not constitute a significant impact under CEQA and is and therefore 
is not included in this analysis.  


The current setting of the adjacent historic resources at 2421 Green Street and 2727 Pierce Street is 
comprised of standard city lots subject to the restrictions and requirements of the RH-1 
(Residential-House, One Family) zoning district and 40-X height and bulk district. Historically, the 
subject block remained unified and largely undeveloped until the Casebolt House (City Landmark 
51) was constructed at 2727 Pierce Street in 1867. The block was subsequently subdivided, and lots 
were sold for private development that ultimately resulted in the current setting, comprised of 
multi-level single-family residences that adhere to the slope of the land and have a strong pattern 
of mid-block open space.  


The existing footprint of 2417 Green Street is not a precondition for 2421 Green Street or 2727 Pierce 
Street to convey their historic architectural designs, for which they have been found to be 
significant under Article 10 of the planning code and the National Register, respectively. The 
setting of the two historic resources has changed over time to accommodate an ever-changing 
urban environment. Although the 2417 Green Street project includes a rear expansion that would 
be visible from 2421 Green Street and from 2727 Pierce Street, this change would not physically 
impact either resource such that they would no longer be able to convey their architectural 
significance.  


                                                      
26  Pursuant to Department policy, any memoranda and/or reports prepared by project sponsor and/or a consultant 


working for the project sponsor shall adhere to Planning Department’s protocols of objectivity. 
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The designating ordinance for 2727 Pierce Street (City Landmark 51) identifies character-defining 
features associated with the significance of the property. These features include architectural 
details that collectively illustrate the property’s high-style Italianate design. Features associated 
with the setting of the landmark (i.e., landscaping, open space, and views) are not identified in the 
designating ordinance as character-defining features. Although there is an extant garden at the rear 
of the property, it is not identified as a character-defining feature in the landmark designation 
report. The proposed project at 2417 Green Street would be visible from the rear yard of 2727 Pierce 
Street but it would not physically touch or materially impair any of the landmark’s character-
defining features such that it would no longer be able to convey its significance. Therefore, the 
proposed project at 2417 Green Street would not cause a significant adverse impact on 2727 Pierce 
Street.  


The adjacent historic resource at 2421 Green Street is currently undergoing consideration for listing 
in the National Register of Historic Places for its association with the life and work of master 
architect Ernest Albert Coxhead and for its representation as an outstanding example of the First 
Bay Tradition architectural style.27 Based on the information presented in the National Register 
nomination form, the intent of the original design of 2421 Green Street was to take advantage of 
the view(s) from the eastern, western, and northern elevations. While this design intent is 
important to understanding the original design, it is only one aspect of the overall design. Other 
aspects that speak to the architectural significance of 2421 Green Street include its exterior shingle 
cladding, general form and mass, steeply pitched roof forms, and fenestration patterns. The quality 
of view(s) from the windows that would be blocked by the proposed project is not an aspect of 
historic significance and is not character-defining to the architectural significance of the building. 
Rather, these are private views from a private residence, some of which would be noticeably 
affected by the proposed project, but not to the degree that would materially impair the ability of 
this resource to convey its historical importance. Moreover, private views are typically not 
analyzed under CEQA. Additionally, the 2421 Green Street was constructed within an ever-
changing urban environment that saw rapid residential development in the years following 
construction – specifically on adjacent lots – that resulted in the partial obstruction of these views. 
The site also has a “[s]outhern 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.” Although the 
overall setting of 2421 Green Street is described as “park-like” in the National Register Nomination 
Form, it is located within an urban environment of developed city lots.  


The proposed project at 2417 Green Street would not physically touch or alter the exterior features 
of 2421 Green Street, as the project would be confined to the boundaries of the 2417 Green Street 
lot. The proposed rear addition would incorporate 3’-4” side setbacks at the basement level, 0’-3” 
side setbacks at the first floor, and 3’-10” side setbacks at the second, third, and fourth floors to 
allow for space between the addition and the immediately adjacent properties and would sit below 
the overall height of the historic resource at 2421 Green Street such that no existing windows would 
require physical alteration. The proposed rear addition may alter the amount of direct sunlight on 


                                                      
27  Carol L. Karp, Nomination for Listing, National Register of Historic Places, Architect Ernest Coxhead’s Residence & Studio, 


1893, 2421 Green Street, San Francisco, California, August 28, 2017. Submitted with November 22, 2017, CEQA 
Exemption Appeal, Board of Supervisors File No. 171267. Available at 
https://sfgov.legistar.com/View.ashx?M=F&ID=5672392&GUID=AC8156DB-3B1C-4308-AD5D-56087798A95E.  
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the rear garden at 2421 Green Street but would not significantly diminish or alter the “park-like” 
setting at the rear. The proposed project would maintain a 25-foot rear yard that would adhere to 
the rear yard requirements of the planning code and would maintain mid-block open space 
consistent with residential design guidelines such that these features would continue to relate to 
adjacent properties. Although the proposed project would be visible from the east-facing windows 
of 2421 Green Street, it would not physically touch or alter any of the historic resource’s character-
defining features. The 2421 Green Street property would continue to convey its historical 
significance. Therefore, the project at 2417 Green Street would not cause a significant adverse 
impact to the setting or surroundings of 2421 Green Street.  


Based on massing studies provided by the project sponsor, views of the proposed project would 
not result in a significant impact due to a change of public views available of the adjacent 2421 
Green Street structure, for the following reasons: 


 The primary view of the 2421 Green Street residence from the closest public right-of-way 
(Green Street) is how most people experience the building and that primary view would not 
change. 


 Views of the 2421 Green Street that would change (specifically, by blocking one of the side 
facades of the building) are from a block or more away. These medium- and long-range view 
show the building within a dense urban context, and the change in these views as a result of 
the proposed project would not compromise the integrity of significance or character-defining 
features of the historic resource. 


 Most public views from sidewalks and roadways of adjacent historic resources would remain 
the same as under the existing conditions.  


The July 20, 2018 appeal of the June 22, 2018 categorical exemption issued for the project cites a 
report by architect Carol Karp that states that the proposed project would adversely affect the 
historical significance of the adjacent historic resource at 2421 Green Street by blocking light, air, 
and views from the 2421 Green Street structure. Light, air, and private views are not character-
defining features of 2421 Green Street, and effects on light, air, and private views are not considered 
impacts under CEQA; public views of the 2421 Green Street structure are discussed above and 
would not be affected by the proposed project in a way that would result in a significant impact. 


As discussed above, the proposed addition to the existing single-family residence at 2417 Green 
Street would not include any physical alterations or setting impacts to the adjacent historical 
resources at 2421 Green Street or 2727 Pierce Street such that there would be a substantial adverse 
change in the significance of these resources that would no longer make them eligible for inclusion 
in a local, state, or national register of historical resources.  


Potential Impacts to Adjacent Historic District 


The project also would not have the potential to affect any adjacent historic district. The nearest 
historic district is the Pacific Heights Historic District, which captures buildings to the south and 
west of the subject building. The historic district is significant under Criterion 3 (Architecture) for 
its strong collection of late-Victorian (typically Queen Anne), Shingle (First Bay Region), Arts & 
Crafts, Classical Revival, Colonial Revival, Tudor Revival, French Provincial, and Mediterranean 
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Revival architecture. The boundaries of the historic district are roughly Pacific, Lyon, Steiner and 
Green Streets and the period of significance is 1895 to 1930. Specifically, the boundaries include 
buildings immediately to the south of the subject property that front on Vallejo Street and buildings 
to the west that front on Scott Street. The subject property and the four adjacent properties to the 
west are not included within the boundaries of the historic district. The 2417 Green Street structure 
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. 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. Therefore, the proposed project would have no 
adverse impact to the historic district.  


In conclusion, the project would not significant adverse impacts to historic resources. 


Impact CR-2: The proposed project would not cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of an archeological resource pursuant to CEQA Guidelines section 15064.5. (Less 
than Significant)  


In March 2017 and in January 2019, planning department staff archeologists conducted preliminary 
archeological review for the project and determined that the potential for resources to be present 
is low based on the steepness of the project site and the fact that the existing residence was 
constructed by terracing into the slope, which removed several feet of near-surface soils. 
Additional excavation would not change this assessment as there is little potential for buried 
resources to be present in this setting.28 Thus, the project would not cause a substantial adverse 
change in the significance of an archeological resource and this impact would be less than 
significant. 


Impact CR-3: The proposed project would not disturb human remains, including those interred 
outside of formal cemeteries (Less than Significant) 


In March 2017 and in January 2019, planning department staff archeologists conducted preliminary 
archeological review for the project. There are no known human remains, including those interred 
outside of formal cemeteries, located in the immediate vicinity of the project site. Thus, this impact 
would be less than significant. 


Impact C-CR-1: The proposed project in combination with past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future projects in the vicinity would not result in cumulative impacts to historic 
resources. (Less than Significant) 


The analysis of cumulative impacts on historical resources considers past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future projects within a 0.25-mile radius of the project site. The planning department 
has identified eight environmental cases within this area associated with projects either under 
construction or for which entitlements have been approved. These projects are listed in Table 2 on 
page 7. 


                                                      
28  Sally Salzman Morgan, Planner/Archaeologist, San Francisco Planning Department, email to Jeanie Poling regarding 


2417 Green St archeological review, January 30, 2019.  
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Those past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects would be constructed in a densely 
developed urban environment and would be minimally visible from locations outside of their 
immediate vicinities. These projects are geographically dispersed and sufficiently removed from 
the project site such that any alteration or demolition of existing buildings and new construction 
in these locations would not act in combination with one another to substantially change the setting 
of any historical resource. Thus, these projects in combination with one another would not 
materially alter the characteristics that qualify any of the historical resources for listing in the 
California Register, and would not contribute to any cumulative impacts on historical resources. 


Impact C-CR-2: The proposed project in combination with past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future projects in the vicinity would not result in cumulative impacts to 
archeological resources or human remains. (Less than Significant) 


Archeological resources and human remains are non-renewable resources of a finite class. All 
adverse effects to archeological resources erode a dwindling cultural/scientific resource base. 
Federal and state laws protect archeological resources in most cases, either through project 
redesign or by requiring that the scientific data present within an archeological resource be 
archeologically recovered. As discussed above, the proposed project would not have a significant 
impact related to archeological resources, and the project’s impact, in combination with other 
projects in the area that would also involve ground disturbance, and that also could encounter 
previously recorded or unrecorded archeological resources or human remains, would not result in 
a cumulatively considerable significant cumulative impact. 


Topics: 
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4. TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES. Would the 
project: 


     


a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of a tribal cultural resource, defined 
in Public Resources Code section 21074 as either 
a site, feature, place, or cultural landscape that is 
geographically defined in terms of the size and 
scope of the landscape, sacred place, or object 
with cultural value to a California Native 
American tribe, and that is: 


     


i) Listed or eligible for listing in the California 
Register of Historical Resources, or in a local 
register of historical resources as defined in 
Public Resources Code section 5020.1(k), or 
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ii) A resource determined by the lead agency, 
in its discretion and supported by 
substantial evidence, to be significant 
pursuant to criteria set forth in subdivision 
(c) of Public Resources Code section 5024.1. 
In applying the criteria set forth in 
subdivision (c) of Public Resource Code 
section 5024.1, the lead agency shall 
consider the significance of the resource to a 
California Native American tribe.  


     


 


Impact TC-1: The proposed project would not cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of a tribal cultural resource as defined in Public Resources Code Section 21074. 
(Less than Significant) 


CEQA section 21074.2 requires the lead agency to consider the effects of a project on tribal cultural 
resources. As defined in CEQA section 21074, tribal cultural resources include sites, features, 
places, cultural landscapes, sacred places, and objects with cultural value to a California Native 
American tribe and that are listed, or determined to be eligible for listing, on a national, state, or 
local register of historical resources. Pursuant to CEQA section 21080.3.1, on January 31, 2019, the 
planning department requested consultation with Native American tribes regarding the potential 
for the proposed project to affect tribal cultural resources. The planning department received no 
response requesting consultation from any representative of a Native American tribe during the 
30-day comment period.  


Based on the background research, there are not known tribal cultural resources in the project area. 
Moreover, the project site is not located in an archeological sensitive area; therefore, the potential 
for the site to contain tribal cultural resources is very low. Based on this, impacts on tribal cultural 
resources would be less than significant. 


Impact C-TC-1: The proposed project, in combination with past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future projects in the project vicinity, would not cause a substantial adverse change 
in the significance of a tribal cultural resource as defined in Public Resources Code Section 
21074. (Less than Significant) 


Impacts related to tribal cultural resources are typically site-specific and generally limited to the 
immediate construction area. As discussed above, under TC-1, project-level impacts would be less 
than significant. Moreover, there are no other projects that have the potential to be affected by the 
proposed project. Thus, the proposed project, in combination with past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future projects, would result in a less-than-significant cumulative impact on tribal 
cultural resources.  
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5. TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION. 
Would the project: 


     


a) Conflict with a program, plan, ordinance, or 
policy addressing the circulation system, 
including transit, roadway, bicycle and 
pedestrian facilities? 


     


b) Conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA 
Guidelines section 15064.3, subdivision (b)? 


     


c) Substantially increase hazards due to a 
geometric design feature (e.g., sharp curves or 
dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses? 


     


d) Result in inadequate emergency access?      


 


Impact TR-1: The proposed project would not conflict with a program, plan, ordinance, or policy 
addressing circulation systems; would not conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA Guideline 
section 15064.3(b); would not substantially increase hazards due to a design feature or 
incompatible uses; and would not result in an inadequate emergency access (Less than 
Significant) 


Vehicle Miles Traveled in San Francisco and Bay Area 
Many factors affect travel behavior. These factors include density, diversity of land uses, design of 
the transportation network, access to regional destinations, distance to high‐quality transit, 
development scale, demographics, and transportation demand management. Typically, low‐
density development at great distance from other land uses, located in areas with poor access 
to non‐private vehicular modes of travel, generate more automobile travel compared to 
development located in urban areas, where a higher density, mix of land uses, and travel options 
other than private vehicles are available. 


Given these travel behavior factors, San Francisco has a lower vehicle miles traveled (VMT) ratio 
than the nine‐county San Francisco Bay Area region. In addition, some areas of the city have lower 
VMT ratios than other areas of the city. These areas of the city can be expressed geographically 
through transportation analysis zones (TAZs). TAZs are used in transportation planning models 
for transportation analysis and other planning purposes. The zones vary in size from single city 
blocks in the downtown core, multiple blocks in outer neighborhoods, to even larger zones in 
historically industrial areas like the Hunters Point Shipyard. 


The San Francisco County Transportation Authority (the transportation authority) uses the San 
Francisco Chained Activity Model Process (SF‐CHAMP) to estimate VMT by private automobiles 
and taxis for different land use types. Travel behavior in SF‐CHAMP is calibrated based on 
observed behavior from the California Household Travel Survey 2010‐2012, Census data regarding 
automobile ownership rates and county‐to‐county worker flows, and observed vehicle counts and 
transit boardings. SF‐CHAMP uses a synthetic population, which is a set of individual actors that 
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represents the Bay Area’s actual population, who make simulated travel decisions for a complete 
day. The transportation authority uses tour‐based analysis for office and residential uses, which 
examines the entire chain of trips over the course of a day, not just trips to and from the project. 
For retail uses, the transportation authority uses trip‐based analysis, which counts VMT from 
individual trips to and from the project (as opposed to an entire chain of trips). A trip‐based 
approach, as opposed to a tour‐based approach, is necessary for retail projects because a tour is 
likely to consist of trips stopping in multiple locations, and the summarizing of tour VMT to each 
location would over‐estimate VMT.29  


For residential development, the existing regional average daily VMT per capita is 14.6.30 San 
Francisco 2040 cumulative conditions were projected using a SF-CHAMP model run, using the 
same methodology as outlined above for existing conditions, but includes residential and job 
growth estimates and reasonably foreseeable transportation investments through 2040. For 
residential development, the projected 2040 regional average daily VMT per capita is 13.7.  


Vehicle Miles Traveled Analysis 
Land use projects may cause substantial additional VMT. The following identifies thresholds of 
significance and screening criteria used to determine if a land use project would result in significant 
impacts under the VMT metric. 


Per San Francisco Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines,31 for residential projects, a project 
would generate substantial additional VMT if it exceeds the regional household VMT per capita 
minus 15 percent. For office projects, a project would generate substantial additional VMT if it 
exceeds the regional VMT per employee minus 15 percent. As documented in the proposed 
transportation impact guidelines, a 15 percent threshold below existing development is “both 
reasonably ambitious and generally achievable.”  


California Office of Planning and Research’s (OPR’s) proposed transportation impact guidelines 
provides screening criteria to identify types, characteristics, or locations of land use projects that 
would not exceed these VMT thresholds of significance. OPR recommends that if a project or land 
use proposed as part of the project meets any of the below screening criteria, then VMT impacts 
are presumed to be less than significant for that land use and a detailed VMT analysis is not 
required. These screening criteria and how they are applied in San Francisco are described below: 


• Map-Based Screening for Residential, Office, and Retail Projects. OPR recommends mapping areas 
that exhibit where VMT is less than the applicable threshold for that land use. Accordingly, the 
transportation authority has developed maps depicting existing VMT levels in San Francisco 
for residential, office, and retail land uses based on the SF‐CHAMP 2012 base‐year model run. 
The planning department uses these maps and associated data to determine whether a 
proposed project is located in an area of the city that is below the VMT threshold. 


                                                      
29  San Francisco Planning Department, Executive Summary: Resolution Modifying Transportation Impact Analysis, 


Appendix F, Attachment A, March 3, 2016. 
30  Includes the VMT generated by the project. 
31  Updated February 14, 2019. Available at https://sfplanning.org/project/transportation-impact-analysis-guidelines-


environmental-review-update#impact-analysis-guidelines. 
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• Small Projects. OPR recommends that lead agencies may generally assume that a project would 
not have significant VMT impacts if the project would either: (1) generate fewer trips than the 
level required for studying consistency with the applicable congestion management program; 
or (2) where the applicable congestion management program does not provide such a level, 
fewer than 100 vehicle trips per day. The transportation authority’s 2015 San Francisco 
Congestion Management Program does not include a trip threshold for studying consistency. 
Therefore, the planning department uses the 100 vehicle trip per day screening criterion as a 
level at which projects generally would not generate a substantial increase in VMT. 


• Proximity to Transit Stations. OPR recommends that residential, retail, and office projects, as 
well as projects that are a mix of these uses, proposed within 0.5 miles of an existing major 
transit stop (as defined by CEQA Guidelines section 21064.3) or an existing stop along a high 
quality transit corridor (as defined by CEQA Guidelines section 21155) would not result in a 
substantial increase in VMT. However, this presumption would not apply if the project would: 
(1) have a floor area ratio of less than 0.75; (2) include more parking for use by residents, 
customers, or employees of the project than required or allowed, without a conditional use; or 
(3) is inconsistent with the applicable sustainable communities strategy. 


The existing average daily VMT per capita for the transportation analysis zone the project site is 
located in, TAZ 794, is below the existing regional average daily VMT. In TAZ 794, the average 
daily VMT per capita for residential uses is 6.9, which is 47 percent below the existing regional 
average daily VMT per capita for residential uses of 14.6. Therefore, the project site is located within 
an area of the city where the existing VMT is more than 15 percent below the regional VMT, and 
the proposed project would not generate substantial additional VMT. Future 2040 average daily 
VMT per capita for TAZ 794 is 6.7; this is 49 percent below the future 2040 regional average daily 
VMT per capita of 13.7. Furthermore, the project meets the proximity to transit stations screening 
criterion, which also indicates that the proposed project use would not cause substantial additional 
VMT. 


Project Travel Demand 
Localized trip generation of the proposed project was calculated using a trip-based analysis and 
information in the 2002 Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines for Environmental Review 
developed by the San Francisco Planning Department.32 


The proposed project would expand an existing (currently vacant) single-family residence and add 
an accessory dwelling unit. It is anticipated that the project would result in an additional five 
residents who would add approximately 18 daily person-trips, 10 daily auto trips, and two PM 
peak-hour auto trips.33  


During the three- to five-month project construction period, trucks would travel to and from the 
project site. It is not anticipated that any construction-related lane closure would be required; 
however, if required, a lane closure permit would be secured to accommodate this work scope. 


                                                      
32  In February 2019, the Planning Department published an update to the 2002 Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines 


for Environmental Review. The guidelines updated some of the transportation significance criteria and methodology but 
would not change the less-than-significant impact conclusions herein.  


33  San Francisco Planning Department, Transportation Calculations for 2417 Green Street, February 1, 2019. 
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Lane and sidewalk closures are subject to review and approval by San Francisco Public Works and 
the Transportation Advisory Staff Committee, which consists of representatives from the Fire 
Department, Police Department, MTA Traffic Engineering Division, and San Francisco Public 
Works. Due to its temporary duration and limited scope, project-related construction impacts on 
traffic generally would not be considered significant.  


No transit lines run along Green Street in front of the project site; the nearest transit lines to the 
project site are the 41 Union line that runs along Union Street, one block north of the project site, 
and the 22 Fillmore line that runs along Fillmore Street, a block and a half east of the project site. 
Pedestrian use is typical of a residential neighborhood. The project would not generate a significant 
number of additional trips and would not change transit, bicycle, or pedestrian conditions in the 
project vicinity. During project construction, truck traffic and any construction activities would be 
noticeable to transit users, bicycle riders, and pedestrians in the project vicinity; however, 
construction-related impacts would be less than significant due to their temporary duration and 
limited scope. 


The project is an infill site as defined under CEQA Guideline section 15064.3(b); thus, as discussed 
above under Public Resources Code section 21099, parking is not considered in determining 
whether a project has the potential to result in significant environmental effects.34 The project 
involves alterations to an existing single-family home and the addition of an accessory dwelling 
unit. All physical changes would be on the project site and not in the public right-of-way (other 
than the addition of a street tree). Thus, the project would not substantially increase hazards due 
to a design feature or incompatible uses and would not result in inadequate emergency access. 
Furthermore, the project would not conflict with any plans, programs, or ordinances addressing 
circulation systems because the project would not modify any roadways in a way that could affect 
circulation. 


In conclusion, project impacts related to transportation and circulation and less than significant. 


Impact C-TR-1: The proposed project, in combination with past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future projects in the project vicinity, would result in less-than-significant 
cumulative impacts related to transportation and circulation. (Less Than Significant) 


Construction of the proposed project could overlap with construction of nearby cumulative 
development projects. For the purposes of transportation analysis, the cumulative setting includes 
development projects within a quarter-mile radius of the project site, as identified in Table 2 on 
page 7. None of these cumulative development projects would introduce incompatible uses that 
would adversely impact transportation and circulation in the project vicinity or combine with 
construction of the proposed project to result in cumulative construction-related impacts. Thus, the 
proposed project, in combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, 
would result in a less-than-significant cumulative impacts related to transportation and circulation.  


                                                      
34  San Francisco Planning Department, Eligibility Checklist: CEQA Section 21099 – Modernization of Transportation 


Analysis, 2417 Green Street, February 1, 2019. 
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6. NOISE. Would the project result in:      


a) Generation of a substantial temporary or 
permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the 
vicinity of the project in excess of standards 
established in the local general plan or noise 
ordinance, or applicable standards of other 
agencies? 


     


b) Generation of excessive groundborne vibration 
or groundborne noise levels? 


     


c) For a project located within the vicinity of a 
private airstrip or an airport land use plan area, 
or, where such a plan has not been adopted, in 
an area within two miles of a public airport or 
public use airport, would the project expose 
people residing or working in the area to 
excessive noise levels? 


     


The project site is not within the vicinity of an airstrip or airport. Therefore, topic 6c is not 
applicable. 


Impact NO-1: During project construction, the proposed project would not generate substantial 
temporary noise levels in excess of established standards. (Less than Significant) 


The construction period for the proposed project would last approximately three to five months 
and would generally consist of excavation, structural and seismic upgrades, interior renovations, 
and exterior work. Excavation and building construction would temporarily increase noise that 
could be considered an annoyance by occupants of nearby properties. The amount of construction 
noise generated at any one time would vary depending on the types of construction activities 
underway, numbers and types of pieces of heavy equipment and duration of use of each, distance 
between noise source and listener, and presence or absence of barriers (including subsurface 
barriers) between the noise source and the receptors. Table 3 identifies typical noise levels from 
construction equipment. There would be times when noise could interfere with indoor activities in 
nearby residences and other businesses near the project site.  
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Table 3 – Typical Noise Levels from Construction Equipment 


Construction Equipment Noise Level 
(dBA, Leq at 50 feet) 


Noise Level 
(dBA, Leq at 100 feet) 


Jackhammer (Pavement Breaker)1 88 82 


Hoe ram 90 94 
Drill rig truck 79 73 


Loader 79 73 


Dozer 82 76 


Excavator 81 75 


Grader 85 79 


Dump truck 76 70 


Flatbed truck 74 68 


Concrete truck 81 75 


Forklift (gas-powered) 83 77 


Generator 81 75 


Compressor 78 72 


San Francisco Noise Ordinance Limit 86 80 


Source: Federal Highway Administration, Roadway Construction Noise Model User Guide, 2006. 
Notes:  
Leq noise levels are calculated assuming a 100 percent usage factor at full load (i.e., Lmax noise level 100 
percent) for the one-hour measurement period. Noise levels in bold exceed the Noise Ordinance limit, but as 
indicated in note 1, two of the exceedances are exempt from this limit. 
1.  Exempt from the ordinance noise limit of 86 dBA at 50 feet or 80 dBA at 100 feet. 


In San Francisco, construction noise is regulated by the San Francisco Noise Ordinance (San 
Francisco Police Code article 29). The ordinance requires that noise levels from individual pieces 
of construction equipment, other than impact tools, not exceed 80 dBA at a distance of 100 feet 
from the source. To comply with the Noise Ordinance, impact tools (e.g., jackhammers, hoe rams, 
impact wrenches) must have manufacturer‐recommended and City‐approved mufflers for both 
intake and exhaust. Furthermore, section 2908 of the police code prohibits construction work 
between 8:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. if noise would exceed the ambient noise level by 5 dBA at the 
project property line, unless a special permit is authorized by the Director of the Department of 
Public Works or the Director of Building Inspection.  


As discussed above under Project History, some project excavation below the existing building has 
already occurred. Additional excavation would be conducted using a pneumatic pavement breaker 
(hand-held jackhammer). Excavation would occur in sections for one to two weeks over a period 
of three to five months. No nighttime construction would occur for the proposed project and no 
pile driving would be necessary. The project would be required to comply with regulations set 
forth in the Noise Ordinance. 


Because the project would not use heavy equipment, and would comply with noise regulations, 
and because noise associated with construction activities would be temporary and intermittent, 
construction noise impacts would be less than significant. 
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Impact NO-2: During construction, the proposed project would not generate excessive 
groundborne vibration. (Less than Significant) 


Excavation and building construction would temporarily increase noise and produce groundborne 
vibration in the project vicinity. Construction equipment would generate vibration that could be 
considered an annoyance by occupants of nearby properties.  


The project would require excavation of approximately 408 cubic yards of soil and rock to a depth 
of 13 feet below grade. As discussed under Project Description, above, some project excavation 
below the existing building has already occurred. Additional excavation would be conducted in 
sections for one to two weeks over a period of three to five months using a hand-held jackhammer 
with a force rating of 90 pounds. A vibration assessment was conducted for the proposed project.35 
The vibration assessment determined that if the jackhammer were operating 3 feet from any 
adjacent residence, the estimated ground vibration would be within the range of 0.05 to 0.25 inches 
per second. A conservative limit of 0.5 inches per second is suggested by the U.S. Bureau of Mines 
to help prevent minor cosmetic damage to buildings (i.e., ‘hairline’ cracking of gypsum board or 
plaster finishes). The estimated ground vibration of 0.05 to 0.25 inches per second is below the 
conservative threshold of 0.5 inches per second; thus, project construction would not result in 
vibration that has the potential to cause a significant impact and construction-related vibration 
impacts of the proposed project would be less than significant.  


Construction impacts on adjacent foundations are addressed under Impact GE-1 (geology and 
soils) on page 59.  


Impact NO-3: During project operation, the proposed project would not generate excessive 
groundborne vibration or noise levels. (Less than Significant) 


The project site is in an urbanized area with ambient noise levels typical of those in San Francisco’s 
residential neighborhoods. The primary source of ambient noise in the project vicinity is traffic 
flow. San Francisco traffic noise modeling indicates that existing noise levels at the project site 
range from 55 to 60 Ldn.36 


The project proposes alterations to an existing dwelling unit and the addition of a new accessory 
dwelling unit. Vehicular traffic makes the greatest contribution to ambient noise levels throughout 
most of San Francisco. Based on published scientific acoustic studies, the traffic volumes in a given 
location would need to approximately double to produce an increase in ambient noise levels 
noticeable to most people.37 Implementation of the proposed project would increase the number 
of daily vehicle trips to and from the project site by approximately 10 trips,38 which would 


                                                      
35  Charles M. Salter Associates Inc., 2417 Green Street Vibration Assessment, June 15, 2018. 
36  San Francisco Planning Department, Traffic Noise Model, May 3, 2017. Ldn is the average equivalent sound level over 


a 24-hour period, with a penalty added for noise during the nighttime hours of 10:00 p.m. to 07:00 a.m. During the 
nighttime period, 10 decibels is added to reflect the impact of the noise. 


37  FHWA. Highway Traffic Noise Analysis and Abatement Guidance, 
https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/noise/regulations_and_guidance/analysis_and_abatement_guidance/revguid
ance.pdf, accessed May 11, 2018. 


38  San Francisco Planning Department, Transportation Calculations for 2417 Green Street, February 1, 2019.  



https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/noise/regulations_and_guidance/analysis_and_abatement_guidance/revguidance.pdf

https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/noise/regulations_and_guidance/analysis_and_abatement_guidance/revguidance.pdf
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represent a negligible increase in existing traffic volumes on the surrounding streets and would 
not cause a noticeable increase in the ambient noise level in the project vicinity. 


The proposed project would not require an emergency generator but may include small-scale 
mechanical equipment, specifically an HVAC system, that could produce operational noise. These 
operations would be subject to section 2909 of the City’s Noise Ordinance (Article 29 of the San 
Francisco Police Code). Given its size and scale, the stationary equipment at the proposed two-unit 
residential building is unlikely to generate noise that exceeds established standards or results in a 
substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels. Thus, operational noise and vibration 
impacts would be less than significant. 


Impact C-NO-1: The implementation of the proposed project, in combination with past, present, 
and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would not result in a significant cumulative noise 
or vibration impacts. (Less than Significant) 


Cumulative Construction Noise  
The projects listed in Table 2 on page 7 are located one or more blocks away from the project site 
and therefore would be unlikely to combine in a way that would result in cumulative noise 
impacts. Moreover, construction noise from the proposed project and other nearby projects would 
be temporary and intermittent. Thus, project noise effects would not combine with past, present 
and reasonably foreseeable future projects to result in cumulative construction noise impacts. 


Cumulative Vibration 
Vibration effects associated with construction the projects listed in Table 2 would be far enough 
away from the project site such that they would not combine to result in cumulative vibration 
impacts. Thus, cumulative construction vibration impacts are less than significant. 


Cumulative Operational Noise 
Past and present development in the project vicinity may result in permanent increases in ambient 
noise levels from traffic and temporary and periodic increases from repeated and ongoing episodes 
of major construction. Recently approved and reasonably foreseeable nearby projects listed in 
Table 2, including the proposed project, would be expected to result in continuing increases in 
traffic volumes and associated traffic noise, but traffic would be distributed along local roadways 
and would not result in a doubling of traffic volumes along nearby streets. Moreover, the proposed 
project’s mechanical equipment and mechanical equipment from reasonably foreseeable 
cumulative projects would be required to comply with the Noise Ordinance. Therefore, in 
combination with reasonably foreseeable cumulative projects, the proposed project would not 
make a considerable contribution to any significant noise impacts during project operation, and 
cumulative operational noise impacts would be less than significant. 
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7. AIR QUALITY. Would the project:      


a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the 
applicable air quality plan? 


     


b) Result in a cumulatively considerable net 
increase of any criteria pollutant for which the 
project region is non-attainment under an 
applicable federal, state, or regional ambient air 
quality standard? 


     


c) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial 
pollutant concentrations? 


     


d) Result in other emissions (such as those leading 
to odors) adversely affecting a substantial 
number of people? 


     


Overview 
The Bay Area Air Quality Management District (air district) is the regional agency with jurisdiction 
over the nine-county San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin (air basin), which includes San Francisco, 
Alameda, Contra Costa, Marin, San Mateo, Santa Clara, and Napa counties and portions of Sonoma 
and Solano counties. The air district is responsible for attaining and maintaining federal and state 
air quality standards in the air basin, as established by the federal Clean Air Act and the California 
Clean Air Act, respectively. Specifically, the air district has the responsibility to monitor ambient 
air pollutant levels throughout the air basin and to develop and implement strategies to attain the 
applicable federal and state standards. The federal and state Clean Air Acts require plans to be 
developed for areas that do not meet air quality standards, generally. The most recent air quality 
plan, the 2017 Clean Air Plan, was adopted by the air district on April 19, 2017. The 2017 Clean Air 
Plan updates the most recent Bay Area ozone plan, the 2010 Clean Air Plan, in accordance with the 
requirements of the state Clean Air Act to implement all feasible measures to reduce ozone; provide 
a control strategy to reduce ozone, particulate matter, air toxics, and greenhouse gases in a single, 
integrated plan; and establish emission control measures to be adopted or implemented. The 2017 
Clean Air Plan contains the following primary goals:  


• Protect air quality and health at the regional and local scale: Attain all state and national air 
quality standards, and eliminate disparities among Bay Area communities in cancer health risk 
from toxic air contaminants; and 


• Protect the climate: Reduce Bay Area greenhouse gas emissions to 40 percent below 1990 levels 
by 2030 and 80 percent below 1990 levels by 2050. 


The 2017 Clean Air Plan is the most current applicable air quality plan for the air basin. Consistency 
with this plan is the basis for determining whether the proposed project would conflict with or 
obstruct implementation of an air quality plan. 
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Criteria Air Pollutants 


In accordance with the state and federal Clean Air Acts, air pollutant standards are identified for 
the following six criteria air pollutants: ozone, carbon monoxide (CO), particulate matter (PM), 
nitrogen dioxide (NO2), sulfur dioxide (SO2), and lead. These air pollutants are termed criteria air 
pollutants because they are regulated by developing specific public health- and welfare-based 
criteria as the basis for setting permissible levels. In general, the air basin experiences low 
concentrations of most pollutants when compared to federal or state standards. The air basin is 
designated as either in attainment39 or unclassified for most criteria air pollutants with the 
exception of ozone, PM2.5, and PM10, for which these pollutants are designated as non-attainment 
for either the state or federal standards. By its very nature, regional air pollution is largely a 
cumulative impact in that no single project is sufficient in size to, by itself, result in non-attainment 
of air quality standards. Instead, a project’s individual emissions contribute to existing cumulative 
air quality impacts. If a project’s contribution to cumulative air quality impacts is considerable, 
then the project’s impact on air quality would be considered significant.40 


Land use projects may contribute to regional criteria air pollutants during the construction and 
operational phases of a project. Table 4 identifies air quality significance thresholds followed by a 
discussion of each threshold. Projects that would result in criteria air pollutant emissions below 
these significance thresholds would not violate an air quality standard, contribute substantially to 
an air quality violation, or result in a cumulatively considerable net increase in criteria air 
pollutants within the air basin.  


 Table 4 – Criteria Air Pollutant Significance Thresholds 


Pollutant 
Construction Thresholds Operational Thresholds 
Average Daily Emissions 


(lbs./day) 
Average Daily 


Emissions (lbs./day) 
Maximum Annual 


Emissions (tons/year) 


ROG 54 54 10 


NOx 54 54 10 


PM10 82 (exhaust) 82 15 


PM2.5 54 (exhaust) 54 10 


Fugitive 
dust 


Construction Dust Ordinance or 
other best management practices Not applicable 


Source: Bay Area Air Quality Management District, CEQA Air Quality Guidelines, May 2017, page 
2-1. 


Ozone Precursors. As discussed previously, the air basin is currently designated as non-attainment 
for ozone and particulate matter. Ozone is a secondary air pollutant produced in the atmosphere 
through a complex series of photochemical reactions involving reactive organic gases (ROG) and 


                                                      
39  “Attainment” status refers to those regions that are meeting federal and/or state standards for a specified criteria 


pollutant. “Non-attainment” refers to regions that do not meet federal and/or state standards for a specified criteria 
pollutant. “Unclassified” refers to regions where there is not enough data to determine the region’s attainment status 
for a specified criteria air pollutant. 


40  Bay Area Air Quality Management District, CEQA Air Quality Guidelines, page 2-1, May, 2017, 
http://www.baaqmd.gov/~/media/files/planning-and-research/ceqa/ceqa_guidelines_may2017-pdf.pdf?la=en, 
accessed November 15, 2017. 



http://www.baaqmd.gov/%7E/media/files/planning-and-research/ceqa/ceqa_guidelines_may2017-pdf.pdf?la=en
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oxides of nitrogen (NOx). The potential for a project to result in a cumulatively considerable net 
increase in criteria air pollutants, which may contribute to an existing or projected air quality 
violation, are based on the state and federal Clean Air Acts emissions limits for stationary sources. 
To ensure that new stationary sources do not cause or contribute to a violation of an air quality 
standard, air district regulation 2, rule 2 requires that any new source that emits criteria air 
pollutants above a specified emissions limit must offset those emissions. For ozone precursors ROG 
and NOx, the offset emissions level is an annual average of 10 tons per year (or 54 pounds (lbs.) 
per day).41 These levels represent emissions below which new sources are not anticipated to 
contribute to an air quality violation or result in a considerable net increase in criteria air pollutants.  


Although this regulation applies to new or modified stationary sources, land use development 
projects result in ROG and NOx emissions as a result of increases in vehicle trips, architectural 
coating, and construction activities. Therefore, the above thresholds can be applied to the 
construction and operational phases of land use projects and those projects that result in emissions 
below these thresholds would not be considered to contribute to an existing or projected air quality 
violation or result in a considerable net increase in ROG and NOx emissions. Due to the temporary 
nature of construction activities, only the average daily thresholds are applicable to construction 
phase emissions.  


Particulate Matter (PM10 and PM2.5).42 The air district has not established an offset limit for 
PM2.5. However, the emissions limit in the federal New Source Review for stationary sources in 
nonattainment areas is an appropriate significance threshold. For PM10 and PM2.5, the emissions 
limit under New Source Review is 15 tons per year (82 lbs. per day) and 10 tons per year (54 lbs. 
per day), respectively. These emissions limits represent levels below which a source is not expected 
to have an impact on air quality.43 Similar to ozone precursor thresholds identified above, land use 
development projects typically result in particulate matter emissions as a result of increases in 
vehicle trips, space heating and natural gas combustion, landscape maintenance, and construction 
activities. Therefore, the above thresholds can be applied to the construction and operational 
phases of a land use project. Again, because construction activities are temporary in nature, only 
the average daily thresholds are applicable to construction-phase emissions.  


Fugitive Dust. Fugitive dust emissions are typically generated during construction phases. Studies 
have shown that the application of best management practices at construction sites significantly 
control fugitive dust44 and individual measures have been shown to reduce fugitive dust by 
anywhere from 30 to 90 percent.45 The air district has identified a number of best management 
practices to control fugitive dust emissions from construction activities.46 The City’s Construction 
Dust Control Ordinance (ordinance 176-08, effective July 30, 2008) requires a number of measures 


                                                      
41 Bay Area Air Quality Management District 2009, Revised Draft Options and Justification Report, CEQA Thresholds of 


Significance, page 17, http://sfmea.sfplanning.org/2014.0653E_Revised_FND.pdf, accessed February 19, 2019. 
42  PM10 is often termed “coarse” particulate matter and is made of particulates that are 10 microns in diameter or 


smaller. PM2.5, termed “fine” particulate matter, is composed of particles that are 2.5 microns or less in diameter. 
43  Ibid. Footnote 63, page 16. 
44  Western Regional Air Partnership, 2006, WRAP Fugitive Dust Handbook, September 7, 


http://www.wrapair.org/forums/dejf/fdh/content/FDHandbook_Rev_06.pdf, accessed May 11, 2018. 
45  Bay Area Air Quality Management District, CEQA Air Quality Guidelines, page D-47, May, 2017. 
46  Ibid.  



http://sfmea.sfplanning.org/2014.0653E_Revised_FND.pdf

http://www.wrapair.org/forums/dejf/fdh/content/FDHandbook_Rev_06.pdf
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to control fugitive dust and the best management practices employed in compliance with the 
ordinance are an effective strategy for controlling construction-related fugitive dust. 


Other Criteria Pollutants. Regional concentrations of CO in the Bay Area have not exceeded the 
state standards in the past 11 years and SO2 concentrations have never exceeded the standards. The 
primary source of CO emissions from development projects is vehicle traffic. Construction-related 
SO2 emissions represent a negligible portion of the total basin-wide emissions and construction-
related CO emissions represent less than five percent of the Bay Area total basin-wide CO 
emissions. As discussed previously, the Bay Area is in attainment for both CO and SO2. 
Furthermore, the air district has demonstrated, based on modeling, that to exceed the California 
ambient air quality standard of 9.0 ppm (parts per million) (8-hour average) or 20.0 ppm (1-hour 
average) for CO, project traffic in addition to existing traffic would need to exceed 44,000 vehicles 
per hour at affected intersections (or 24,000 vehicles per hour where vertical and/or horizontal 
mixing is limited). Therefore, given the Bay Area’s attainment status and the limited CO and SO2 
emissions that could result from development projects, development projects would not result in 
a cumulatively considerable net increase in CO or SO2 emissions, and quantitative analysis is not 
required. 


Local Health Risks and Hazards 


In addition to criteria air pollutants, individual projects may emit toxic air contaminants (TACs). 
TACs collectively refer to a diverse group of air pollutants that are capable of causing chronic (i.e., 
of long-duration) and acute (i.e., severe but short-term) adverse effects to human health, including 
carcinogenic effects. Human health effects of TACs include birth defects, neurological damage, 
cancer, and mortality. There are hundreds of different types of TACs with varying degrees of 
toxicity. Individual TACs vary greatly in the health risk they present; at a given level of exposure, 
one TAC may pose a hazard that is many times greater than another.  


Unlike criteria air pollutants, TACs do not have ambient air quality standards but are regulated by 
the air district using a risk-based approach to determine which sources and pollutants to control 
as well as the degree of control. A health risk assessment is an analysis in which human health 
exposure to toxic substances is estimated, and considered together with information regarding the 
toxic potency of the substances, to provide quantitative estimates of health risks.47  


Air pollution does not affect every individual in the population in the same way, and some groups 
are more sensitive to adverse health effects than others. Land uses such as residences, schools, 
children’s day care centers, hospitals, and nursing and convalescent homes are considered to be 
the most sensitive to poor air quality because the population groups associated with these uses 
have increased susceptibility to respiratory distress or, as in the case of residential receptors, their 
exposure time is greater than that for other land uses. Therefore, these groups are referred to as 
sensitive receptors. Exposure assessment guidance typically assumes that residences would be 


                                                      
47  In general, a health risk assessment is required if the air district concludes that projected emissions of a specific air 


toxic compound from a proposed new or modified source suggest a potential public health risk. The applicant is then 
subject to a health risk assessment for the source in question. Such an assessment generally evaluates chronic, long-
term effects, estimating the increased risk of cancer as a result of exposure to one or more toxic air contaminants. 
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exposed to air pollution 24 hours per day, seven days a week, for 30 years.48 Therefore, assessments 
of air pollutant exposure to residents typically result in the greatest adverse health outcomes of all 
population groups. 


Exposures to fine particulate matter (PM2.5) are strongly associated with mortality, respiratory 
diseases, and lung development in children, and other endpoints such as hospitalization for 
cardiopulmonary disease.49 In addition to PM2.5, diesel particulate matter is also of concern. The 
California Air Resources Board (California air board) identified diesel particulate matter as a TAC 
in 1998, primarily based on evidence demonstrating cancer effects in humans.50 The estimated 
cancer risk from exposure to diesel exhaust is much higher than the risk associated with any other 
TAC routinely measured in the region. 


In an effort to identify areas of San Francisco most adversely affected by sources of TACs, San 
Francisco partnered with the air district to conduct a citywide health risk assessment based on an 
inventory and assessment of air pollution and exposures from mobile, stationary, and area sources 
within San Francisco. Areas with poor air quality, termed the “Air Pollutant Exposure Zone,” were 
identified based on health-protective criteria that consider estimated cancer risk, exposures to fine 
particulate matter, proximity to freeways, and locations with particularly vulnerable populations. 
The project site is not located within the Air Pollutant Exposure Zone. Each of the Air Pollutant 
Zone criteria is discussed below. 


Excess Cancer Risk. The Air Pollution Exposure Zone includes areas where modeled cancer risk 
exceeds 100 incidents per million persons exposed. This criterion is based on United States 
Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) guidance for conducting air toxic analyses and 
making risk management decisions at the facility and community-scale level.51 As described by 
the air district, the U.S. EPA considers a cancer risk of 100 per million to be within the “acceptable” 
range of cancer risk. Furthermore, in the 1989 preamble to the benzene National Emissions 
Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants rulemaking,52 the U.S. EPA states that it “…strives to 
provide maximum feasible protection against risks to health from hazardous air pollutants by (1) 
protecting the greatest number of persons possible to an individual lifetime risk level no higher 
than approximately one in one million and (2) limiting to no higher than approximately one in ten 
thousand (100 in one million) the estimated risk that a person living near a plant would have if he 
or she were exposed to the maximum pollutant concentrations for 70 years.” The 100 per one 
million excess cancer cases is also consistent with the ambient cancer risk in the most pristine 
portions of the Bay Area based on air district regional modeling.53  


Fine Particulate Matter. U.S. EPA staff’s 2011 review of the federal PM2.5 standard concluded that 
the then current federal annual PM2.5 standard of 15 µg/m3 (micrograms per cubic meter) should 
                                                      
48  California Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment, 2015, Air Toxics Hot Spot Program Risk Assessment 


Guidelines, Pg. 4-44, 8-6, February, https://oehha.ca.gov/media/downloads/crnr/2015guidancemanual.pdf. 
49  San Francisco Department of Public Health, 2014, Assessment and Mitigation of Air Pollutant Health Effects from 


Intra-Urban Roadways: Guidance for Land Use Planning and Environmental Review.  
50  California Air Resources Board (ARB), Fact Sheet, The Toxic Air Contaminant Identification Process: Toxic Air 


Contaminant Emissions from Diesel-fueled Engines, October, 1998. 
51  Ibid. Footnote 63, page 67. 
52  54 Federal Register 38044, September 14, 1989. 
53  Bay Area Air Quality Management District, 2017, Clean Air Plan, page D-43. 



https://oehha.ca.gov/media/downloads/crnr/2015guidancemanual.pdf
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be revised to a level within the range of 13 to 11 µg/m3, with evidence strongly supporting a 
standard within the range of 12 to 11 µg/m3.54 The Air Pollutant Exposure Zone for San Francisco 
is based on the health protective PM2.5 standard of 11 µg/m3, as supported by the U.S. EPA’s 
assessment, although lowered to 10 µg/m3 to account for uncertainty in accurately predicting air 
pollutant concentrations using emissions modeling programs.  


Proximity to Freeways. According to the California air board, studies have shown an association 
between the proximity of sensitive land uses to freeways and a variety of respiratory symptoms, 
asthma exacerbations, and decreases in lung function in children. Siting sensitive uses in close 
proximity to freeways increases both exposure to air pollution and the potential for adverse health 
effects. As evidence shows that sensitive uses in an area within a 500-foot buffer of any freeway 
are at an increased health risk from air pollution,55 parcels that are within 500 feet of freeways are 
included in the Air Pollutant Exposure Zone. 


Health Vulnerable Locations. Based on the air district’s evaluation of health vulnerability in the 
Bay Area, those ZIP codes (94102, 94103, 94105, 94124, and 94130) in the worst quintile of Bay Area 
health vulnerability scores as a result of air pollution-related causes were afforded additional 
protection by lowering the standards for identifying parcels in the Air Pollutant Exposure Zone to: 
(1) an excess cancer risk greater than 90 per one million persons exposed, and/or (2) PM2.5 
concentrations in excess of 9 µg/m3.56 


The above citywide health risk modeling was also used as the basis in approving amendments to 
the San Francisco Building and Health Codes, referred to as the Enhanced Ventilation Required 
for Urban Infill Sensitive Use Developments or Health Code Article 38 (ordinance 224-14, 
effective December 8, 2014) (article 38). The purpose of article 38 is to protect the public health 
and welfare by establishing an Air Pollutant Exposure Zone and imposing an enhanced 
ventilation requirement for all urban infill sensitive use development within the Air Pollutant 
Exposure Zone. In addition, projects within the Air Pollutant Exposure Zone require special 
consideration to determine whether the project’s activities would add a substantial amount of 
emissions to areas already adversely affected by poor air quality.  


Impact AQ-1: The project would not conflict with, or obstruct implementation of, the 2017 
Clean Air Plan. (Less than Significant) 


The most recently adopted air quality plan for the air basin is the 2017 Clean Air Plan. The 2017 
Clean Air Plan is a road map that demonstrates how the San Francisco Bay Area will achieve 
compliance with the state ozone standards as expeditiously as practicable and how the region will 
reduce the transport of ozone and ozone precursors to neighboring air basins. In determining 
consistency with the plan, this analysis considers whether the project would: (1) support the 
                                                      
54  U.S. EPA, Policy Assessment for the Review of the Particulate Matter National Ambient Air Quality Standards. 


“Particulate Matter Policy Assessment,” April, 2011, 
https://www3.epa.gov/ttn/naaqs/standards/pm/data/20110419pmpafinal.pdf, accessed February 19, 2019.  


55  California Air Resources Board, 2005 Air Quality and Land Use Handbook: A Community Health Perspective. April, 
http://www.arb.ca.gov/ch/landuse.htm.  


56  San Francisco Planning Department and San Francisco Department of Public Health, Air Pollutant Exposure Zone 
Map (Memo and Map), April 9, 2014. These documents are part of San Francisco Board of Supervisors File No. 14806, 
Ordinance No. 224-14; Amendment to Health Code Article 38. 



https://www3.epa.gov/ttn/naaqs/standards/pm/data/20110419pmpafinal.pdf
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primary goals of the plan, (2) include applicable control measures from the plan, and (3) avoid 
disrupting or hindering implementation of control measures identified in the plan. 


The primary goals of the plan are to (1) protect air quality and health at the regional and local scale; 
(2) eliminate disparities among Bay Area communities in cancer health risk from toxic air 
contaminants; and (3) protect the climate by reducing greenhouse gas emissions. To meet the 
primary goals, the plan recommends specific control measures and actions. These control measures 
are grouped into various categories and include stationary and area source measures, mobile 
source measures, transportation control measures, land use measures, and energy and climate 
measures. The plan recognizes that to a great extent, community design dictates individual travel 
mode, and that a key long‐term control strategy to reduce emissions of criteria pollutants, air toxics, 
and greenhouse gases from motor vehicles is to channel future Bay Area growth into vibrant urban 
communities where goods and services are close at hand, and people have a range of viable 
transportation options. To this end, the plan includes 85 control measures aimed at reducing air 
pollution in the air basin. 


The measures applicable to the proposed project site are in the transportation sector (bicycle 
parking requirement), energy efficiency sector (water and energy conservation requirements), 
waste reduction sector (mandatory recycling and composting and demolition debris recycling 
requirements) and environment/conservation sector (tree planting requirements, construction site 
runoff prevention best management practices, and the use of low-emission building materials). The 
proposed project’s impact with respect to greenhouse gases are discussed in Section F.8, 
Greenhouse Gas Emissions, which demonstrates that the proposed project would comply with the 
applicable provisions of the City’s greenhouse gas reduction strategy. 


The compact development of the proposed project and high availability of viable transportation 
options ensure that residents could bicycle, walk, and ride transit to and from the project site 
instead of taking trips via private automobile. These features ensure that the project would avoid 
substantial growth in automobile trips and vehicle miles traveled. The proposed project’s 
anticipated 10 daily vehicle trips would result in a negligible increase in air pollutant emissions. 
Furthermore, the proposed project would be generally consistent with the San Francisco General 
Plan, as discussed in Section D above under Plans and Policies. Transportation control measures 
that are identified in the 2017 Clean Air Plan are implemented by the San Francisco General Plan 
and the planning code, for example, through the city’s Transit First Policy, bicycle parking 
requirements, and transit impact development fees. Compliance with these requirements would 
ensure the project includes relevant transportation control measures specified in the 2017 Clean 
Air Plan. Therefore, the proposed project would include applicable control measures identified in 
the 2017 Clean Air Plan to the meet the 2017 Clean Air Plan’s primary goals. 


Examples of a project that could cause the disruption or delay of 2017 Clean Air Plan control 
measures are projects that would preclude the extension of a transit line or bike path, or projects 
that propose excessive parking beyond parking requirements. The proposed project would expand 
an existing, vacant single-family home and add an accessory dwelling unit in a dense, walkable 
urban area near a concentration of regional and local transit service. It would not preclude the 
extension of a transit line or a bike path or any other transit improvement, and thus would not 
disrupt or hinder implementation of control measures identified in the 2017 Clean Air Plan. 
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For the reasons described above, the proposed project would not interfere with implementation of 
the 2017 Clean Air Plan, and because the proposed project would be consistent with the applicable 
air quality plan that demonstrates how the region will improve ambient air quality and achieve the 
state and federal ambient air quality standards, this impact would be less than significant.  


Construction Air Quality Impacts 
Project-related air quality impacts fall into two categories: short-term impacts from construction 
and long-term impacts from project operation. The following addresses construction-related air 
quality impacts resulting from the proposed project. 


Impact AQ-2: The project’s construction activities would generate fugitive dust and criteria air 
pollutants but would not result in a cumulatively considerable net increase in criteria air 
pollutants. (Less than Significant)  


Construction activities (short-term) typically result in emissions of ozone precursors and fine 
particulate matter in the form of dust (fugitive dust) and exhaust (e.g., vehicle tailpipe emissions). 
Emissions of ozone precursors and fine particular matter are primarily a result of the combustion 
of fuel from on-road and off-road vehicles. However, ROGs are also emitted from activities that 
involve painting, other types of architectural coatings, or asphalt paving. The proposed project 
would expand an existing single-family home and add an accessory dwelling unit. During the 
project’s approximately three- to five-month construction period, construction activities would 
have the potential to result in emissions of ozone precursors and fine particulate matter, as 
discussed below.  


Fugitive Dust  


Project-related demolition, excavation, grading, and other construction activities may cause wind-
blown dust that could contribute particulate matter into the local atmosphere. Depending on 
exposure, adverse health effects can occur due to this particulate matter in general and also due to 
specific contaminants such as lead or asbestos that may be constituents of soil. Although there are 
federal standards for air pollutants and implementation of state and regional air quality control 
plans, air pollutants continue to have impacts on human health throughout the country. California 
has found that particulate matter exposure can cause health effects at lower levels than national 
standards. The current health burden of particulate matter demands that, where possible, public 
agencies take feasible available actions to reduce sources of particulate matter exposure. According 
to the California air board, reducing PM2.5 concentrations to state and federal standards of 12 
µg/m3 in the San Francisco Bay Area would prevent between 200 and 1,300 premature deaths.57  


In response, the San Francisco Board of Supervisors approved the Construction Dust Control 
Ordinance (ordinance 176-08, effective July 30, 2008) with the intent of reducing the quantity of 
dust generated during site preparation, demolition and construction work in order to protect the 


                                                      
57  ARB, Methodology for Estimating Premature Deaths Associated with Long-term Exposure to Fine Airborne 


Particulate Matter in California, Staff Report, Table 4c, October 24, 2008. 
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health of the general public and of onsite workers, minimize public nuisance complaints, and to 
avoid orders to stop work by the Department of Building Inspection.  


The Construction Dust Control Ordinance requires that all site preparation work, demolition, or 
other construction activities within San Francisco that have the potential to create dust or to expose 
or disturb more than 10 cubic yards or 500 square feet of soil comply with specified dust control 
measures whether or not the activity requires a permit from the Department of Building Inspection. 
The Director of the Department of Building Inspection may waive this requirement for activities 
on sites less than one half-acre that are unlikely to result in any visible wind-blown dust.  


In compliance with the Construction Dust Control Ordinance, the project sponsor and the 
contractor responsible for construction activities at the project site would be required to use the 
following practices to control construction dust on the site or other practices that result in 
equivalent dust control that are acceptable to the director. Dust suppression activities may include 
watering all active construction areas sufficiently to prevent dust from becoming airborne; 
increased watering frequency may be necessary whenever wind speeds exceed 15 miles per hour. 
During excavation and dirt-moving activities, contractors shall wet sweep or vacuum the streets, 
sidewalks, paths, and intersections where work is in progress at the end of the workday. Inactive 
stockpiles (where no disturbance occurs for more than seven days) greater than 10 cubic yards or 
500 square feet of excavated material, backfill material, import material, gravel, sand, road base, 
and soil shall be covered with a 10 mil (0.01 inch) polyethylene plastic (or equivalent) tarp, braced 
down, or use other equivalent soil stabilization techniques. San Francisco ordinance 175-91 restricts 
the use of potable water for soil compaction and dust control activities undertaken in conjunction 
with any construction or demolition project occurring within the boundaries of San Francisco, 
unless permission is obtained from the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission. Non-potable 
water must be used for soil compaction and dust control activities during project construction and 
demolition. The San Francisco Public Utilities Commission operates a recycled water truck-fill 
station at the Southeast Water Pollution Control Plant that provides recycled water for these 
activities at no charge. 


Compliance with the regulations and procedures set forth by the Dust Control Ordinance would 
ensure that fugitive dust generated by the project’s construction activities would not result in a 
cumulatively considerable net increase in criteria air pollutants. 


Criteria Air Pollutants 


As discussed above, construction activities would result in emissions of criteria air pollutants from 
the use of off- and on-road vehicles and equipment. To assist lead agencies in determining whether 
short-term construction-related air pollutant emissions require further analysis as to whether the 
project may exceed the criteria air pollutant significance thresholds shown in Table 4 on page 34, 
the air district, in its CEQA Air Quality Guidelines (May 2017), developed screening criteria. If a 
proposed project meets the screening criteria, then construction of the project would result in less-
than-significant criteria air pollutant impacts. A project that exceeds the screening criteria may 
require a detailed air quality assessment to determine whether criteria air pollutant emissions 
would exceed significance thresholds. The CEQA Air Quality Guidelines note that the screening 
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levels are generally representative of new development on greenfield58 sites without any form of 
mitigation measures taken into consideration. In addition, the screening criteria do not account for 
project design features, attributes, or local development requirements that could also result in 
lower emissions.  


The proposed project would expand an existing single-family home and add an accessory dwelling 
unit. The size of proposed construction activities would be well below the criteria air pollutant 
screening sizes identified in the air district’s CEQA Air Quality Guidelines. Thus, quantification of 
construction-related criteria air pollutant emissions is not required, and the proposed project’s 
construction activities would result in a less-than-significant criteria air pollutant impact. 


In conclusion, the project would not result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any 
criteria pollutant for which the project region is non-attainment under an applicable federal, state, 
or regional ambient air quality standard.  


Impact AQ-3: The project’s construction activities would not expose sensitive receptors to 
substantial pollutant concentrations. (Less than Significant)  


As discussed above, the project site is not within an Air Pollutant Exposure Zone. During project 
construction, emissions would be temporary and variable in nature and would not be expected to 
expose sensitive receptors to substantial air pollutants. Furthermore, the project would be required 
to comply with California regulations limiting idling to no more than five minutes.59 Thus, the 
proposed project a would not generate toxic air contaminants, including diesel particulate matter, 
exposing sensitive receptors to substantial air pollutant concentrations, and this impact would be 
less than significant. 


Operational Air Quality Impacts 


Land use projects typically result in emissions of criteria air pollutants and toxic air contaminants 
primarily from an increase in motor vehicle trips. However, land use projects may also result in 
criteria air pollutants and toxic air contaminants from combustion of natural gas, landscape 
maintenance, use of consumer products, and architectural coating. The following addresses air 
quality impacts resulting from operation of the proposed project. 


Impact AQ-4: Project operations would not result in a cumulatively considerable net increase in 
criteria air pollutants and would not expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant 
concentrations. (Less than Significant) 


As discussed above in Impact AQ-2, the air district, in its CEQA Air Quality Guidelines (May 2017), 
has developed screening criteria to determine whether a project requires an analysis of project-
generated criteria air pollutants. If all the screening criteria are met by a proposed project, then the 
lead agency or applicant does not need to perform a detailed air quality assessment.  


                                                      
58  A greenfield site refers to agricultural or forest land or an undeveloped site earmarked for commercial, residential, or 


industrial projects. 
59  California Code of Regulations, Title 13, Division 3, § 2485 (on-road) and § 2449(d)(2) (off-road). 
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The proposed project would expand an existing single-family home and add an accessory dwelling 
unit. The proposed project would be well below the criteria air pollutant screening sizes for 
construction and operation of low- and mid-rise apartments identified in the air district’s CEQA 
Air Quality Guidelines. Thus, the proposed project would not result in a cumulatively considerable 
net increase in criteria air pollutants. 


Vehicle trips are the primary source of toxic air contaminants that could result in health risk 
impacts to sensitive receptors (i.e., people exposed to the toxic air contaminants). The proposed 
project’s estimated 10 daily vehicle trips would be well below the 10,0000 vehicle-per-day ‘minor, 
low-impact’ source of toxic air contaminants that the Bay Area Air Quality Management District 
estimates could pose a significant health risk. Also, as noted above, the proposed project would 
not require an emergency generator. Therefore, the proposed project would not exposure sensitive 
receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations, and this impact is less than significant. 


Impact AQ-5: The proposed project would not create objectionable odors that would affect a 
substantial number of people. (Less than Significant) 


Typical odor sources of concern include wastewater treatment plants, sanitary landfills, transfer 
stations, composting facilities, petroleum refineries, asphalt batch plants, chemical manufacturing 
facilities, fiberglass manufacturing facilities, auto body shops, rendering plants, and coffee roasting 
facilities. During construction, diesel exhaust from construction equipment would generate some 
odors; however, construction-related odors would be temporary and would not persist upon 
project completion. The proposed project’s new residential use would not be a significant source 
of new odors. Therefore, odor impacts would be less than significant. 


Cumulative Air Quality Impacts 


Impact C-AQ-1: The proposed project, in combination with past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future development in the project area would not contribute to cumulative air 
quality impacts. (Less than Significant)  


As discussed above, regional air pollution is by its very nature largely a cumulative impact. 
Emissions from past, present, and future projects contribute to the region’s adverse air quality on 
a cumulative basis. No single project by itself would be sufficient in size to result in regional 
nonattainment of ambient air quality standards. Instead, a project’s individual emissions 
contribute to existing cumulative adverse air quality impacts.60 The project-level thresholds for 
criteria air pollutants are based on levels by which new sources are not anticipated to contribute to 
an air quality violation or result in a considerable net increase in criteria air pollutants. Therefore, 
because the proposed project’s construction (Impact AQ-2) and operational (Impact AQ-4) 
emissions would not exceed the project-level thresholds for criteria air pollutants, the proposed 
project would not be considered to result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to regional 
air quality impacts. Furthermore, as discussed above, the project site is not located in an area that 
already experiences poor air quality and project operations would not contribute to substantial 


                                                      
60  Bay Area Air Quality Management District, CEQA Air Quality Guidelines, page 2-1, May 2017. 
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pollutant concentrations or other emissions. Thus, cumulative air quality impacts would be less 
than significant. 
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8. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS. Would the 
project: 


     


a) Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either 
directly or indirectly, that may have a significant 
impact on the environment? 


     


b) Conflict with any applicable plan, policy or 
regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing 
the emissions of greenhouse gases? 


     


 


Greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions and global climate change represent cumulative impacts. GHG 
emissions cumulatively contribute to the significant adverse environmental impacts of global 
climate change. No single project could generate enough GHG emissions to noticeably change the 
global average temperature; instead, the combination of GHG emissions from past, present, and 
future projects have contributed and will continue to contribute to global climate change and its 
associated environmental impacts.  


The Bay Area Air Quality Management District (air district) has prepared guidelines and 
methodologies for analyzing GHGs. These guidelines are consistent with CEQA Guidelines 
sections 15064.4 and 15183.5, which address the analysis and determination of significant impacts 
from a proposed project’s GHG emissions. CEQA Guidelines section 15064.4 allows lead agencies 
to rely on a qualitative analysis to describe GHG emissions resulting from a project. CEQA 
Guidelines section 15183.5 allows for public agencies to analyze and mitigate GHG emissions as 
part of a larger plan for the reduction of GHGs and describes the required contents of such a plan. 
Accordingly, San Francisco has prepared Strategies to Address Greenhouse Gas Emissions61 which 
presents a comprehensive assessment of policies, programs, and ordinances that collectively 
represent San Francisco’s qualified GHG reduction strategy in compliance with the CEQA 
Guidelines. These GHG reduction actions have resulted in a 28 percent reduction in GHG 
emissions in 2015 compared to 1990 levels,62 exceeding the year 2020 reduction goals outlined in 
the air district’s 2017 Clean Air Plan, Executive Order S-3-05, and Assembly Bill 32 (also known as 
the Global Warming Solutions Act).63  


                                                      
61  San Francisco Planning Department, 2017, Strategies to Address Greenhouse Gas Emissions in San Francisco, 2017, 


https://sfplanning.org/project/greenhouse-gas-reduction-strategies, accessed February 19, 2019. 
62  San Francisco Department of the Environment, San Francisco’s Carbon Footprint, https://sfenvironment.org/carbon-


footprint, accessed July 19, 2017.  
63  Executive Order S-3-05, Assembly Bill 32, and the air district’s 2017 Clean Air Plan (continuing the trajectory set in the 


2010 Clean Air Plan) set a target of reducing GHG emissions to below 1990 levels by year 2020. 



https://sfplanning.org/project/greenhouse-gas-reduction-strategies

https://sfenvironment.org/carbon-footprint

https://sfenvironment.org/carbon-footprint
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Given that the City has met the state and region’s 2020 GHG reduction targets and San Francisco’s 
GHG reduction goals are consistent with, or more aggressive than, the long-term goals established 
under order S-3-05,64 order B-30-15,65,66 and Senate Bill 32,67,68 the City’s GHG reduction goals are 
consistent with order S-3-05, order B-30-15, Assembly Bill 32, Senate Bill 32 and the 2017 Clean Air 
Plan. Therefore, proposed projects that are consistent with the City’s GHG reduction strategy 
would be consistent with the aforementioned GHG reduction goals, would not conflict with these 
plans or result in significant GHG emissions, and would therefore not exceed San Francisco’s 
applicable GHG threshold of significance.  


The following analysis of the proposed project’s impact on climate change focuses on the project’s 
contribution to cumulatively significant GHG emissions. Because no individual project could emit 
GHGs at a level that could result in a significant impact on the global climate, this analysis is in a 
cumulative context, and this section does not include an individual project-specific impact 
statement.  


Impact C-GG-1: The proposed project would generate greenhouse gas emissions, but not at 
levels that would result in a significant impact on the environment or conflict with any policy, 
plan, or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing greenhouse gas emissions. (Less than 
Significant) 


Individual projects contribute to the cumulative effects of climate change by directly or indirectly 
emitting GHGs during construction and operational phases. Direct operational emissions include 
GHG emissions from new vehicle trips and area sources (natural gas combustion). Indirect 
emissions include emissions from electricity providers; energy required to pump, treat, and convey 
water; and emissions associated with waste removal, disposal, and landfill operations.  


The proposed project involves the expansion of an existing single-family home and the addition of 
an accessory dwelling unit. Therefore, the proposed project would contribute to annual long-term 
                                                      
64  Office of the Governor, Executive Order S-3-05, 2005, 


http://www.pcl.org/projects/2008symposium/proceedings/Coatsworth12.pdf, accessed March 16, 2016. Executive 
Order S-3-05 sets forth a series of target dates by which statewide emissions of GHGs need to be progressively 
reduced, as follows: by 2010, reduce GHG emissions to 2000 levels (approximately 457 million metric tons of carbon 
dioxide equivalents (MTCO2E)); by 2020, reduce emissions to 1990 levels (approximately 427 million MTCO2E); and 
by 2050 reduce emissions to 80 percent below 1990 levels (approximately 85 million MTCO2E). Because of the 
differential heat absorption potential of various GHGs, GHG emissions are frequently measured in “carbon dioxide-
equivalents,” which present a weighted average based on each gas’s heat absorption (or “global warming”) potential. 


65  Office of the Governor, Executive Order B-30-15, April 29, 2015. https://www.gov.ca.gov/news.php?id=18938, 
accessed November 15, 2017. Executive Order B-30-15, issued on April 29, 2015, sets forth a target of reducing GHG 
emissions to 40 percent below 1990 levels by 2030 (estimated at 2.9 million MTCO2E). 


66  San Francisco’s GHG reduction goals are codified in section 902 of the Environment Code and include: (i) by 2008, 
determine City GHG emissions for year 1990; (ii) by 2017, reduce GHG emissions by 25 percent below 1990 levels; (iii) 
by 2025, reduce GHG emissions by 40 percent below 1990 levels; and by 2050, reduce GHG emissions by 80 percent 
below 1990 levels.  


67  Senate Bill 32 amends California Health and Safety Code Division 25.5 (also known as the California Global Warming 
Solutions Act of 2006) by adding section 38566, which directs that statewide greenhouse gas emissions to be reduced 
by 40 percent below 1990 levels by 2030. 


68  Senate Bill 32 was paired with Assembly Bill 197, which would modify the structure of the State Air Resources Board; 
institute requirements for the disclosure of greenhouse gas emissions criteria pollutants, and toxic air contaminants; 
and establish requirements for the review and adoption of rules, regulations, and measures for the reduction of 
greenhouse gas emissions. 



http://www.pcl.org/projects/2008symposium/proceedings/Coatsworth12.pdf

https://www.gov.ca.gov/news.php?id=18938
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increases in GHGs as a result of increased vehicle trips (mobile sources) and residential operations 
that result in an increase in energy use, water use, wastewater treatment, and solid waste disposal. 
Construction activities would also result in temporary increases in GHG emissions. The proposed 
project would be subject to regulations adopted to reduce GHG emissions as identified in the GHG 
reduction strategy. As discussed below, compliance with the applicable regulations would reduce 
the project’s GHG emissions related to transportation, energy efficiency, waste reduction, and 
conservation.  


Compliance with the City’s bicycle parking requirements would reduce the proposed project’s 
transportation-related emissions by reducing GHG emissions from single-occupancy vehicles and 
promoting the use of alternative transportation modes with zero GHG emissions. The City’s energy 
efficiency requirements that are applicable to the project include residential water conservation 
measures (showerhead and faucet replacement) and residential energy conservation measures 
(attic insulation).  


The City’s waste-reduction requirements that are applicable to the project include mandatory 
recycling and composting and construction and demolition debris recycling. Compliance with 
these measures would reduce the amount of materials sent to a landfill, thus reducing GHGs 
emitted by landfill operations, and promoting the reuse of materials, which conserves their 
embodied energy69 and reduces the energy required to produce new materials. In the 
environment/conservation sector, the project would comply with the City’s street tree planting 
requirements (which increase carbon sequestration), wood-burning device restrictions (which 
reduce emissions of GHGs and black carbon), and use low-emitting finishes (which limits the 
release of volatile organic compounds70).  


Thus, the proposed project was determined to be consistent with San Francisco’s GHG reduction 
strategy.71 These regulations have proven effective, as San Francisco’s GHG emissions have 
measurably decreased when compared to 1990 emissions levels, demonstrating that the City has 
met and exceeded Executive Order S-3-05, Assembly Bill 32, and the 2017 Clean Air Plan GHG 
reduction goals for the year 2020. Furthermore, the City has met its 2017 GHG reduction goal of 
reducing GHG emissions to 25 percent below 1990 levels by 2017. Other existing regulations, such 
as those implemented through Assembly Bill 32, will continue to reduce a proposed project’s 
contribution to climate change. In addition, San Francisco’s local GHG reduction targets are 
consistent with the long-term GHG reduction goals of Executive Order S-3-05, Executive Order B-
30-15, Assembly Bill 32, Senate Bill 32 and the 2017 Clean Air Plan. Therefore, because the proposed 
project is consistent with the City’s GHG reduction strategy, it is also consistent with the GHG 
reduction goals of Executive Order S-3-05, Executive Order B-30-15, Assembly Bill 32, Senate Bill 
32 and the 2017 Clean Air Plan, would not conflict with these plans, and would therefore not exceed 


                                                      
69  Embodied energy is the total energy required for the extraction, processing, manufacture and delivery of building 


materials to the building site.  
70  While not a GHG, volatile organic compounds are precursor pollutants that form ground level ozone. Increased 


ground level ozone is an anticipated effect of future global warming that would result in added health effects locally. 
Reducing volatile organic compound emissions would reduce the anticipated local effects of global warming.  


71  San Francisco Planning Department, Greenhouse Gas Analysis: Compliance Checklist for 2417 Green Street, January 
31, 2019. 
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San Francisco’s applicable GHG threshold of significance. As such, the proposed project would 
result in a less-than-significant impact with respect to GHG emissions.  
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9. WIND. Would the project:      


a) Create wind hazards in publicly accessible areas 
of substantial pedestrian use? 


     


 


Impact WI-1: The proposed project would not create wind hazards in publicly accessible areas 
of substantial pedestrian use. (Less than Significant)  


In San Francisco, average winds speeds are the highest in the summer and lowest in winter. 
However, the strongest peak wind speeds occur in winter. The highest average wind speeds occur 
in mid-afternoon and the lowest in the early morning. Based on over 40 years of recordkeeping, 
the highest mean hourly wind speeds (approximately 20 mph) occur midafternoon in July, while 
the lowest mean hourly wind speeds (in the range of 6 to 9 mph) occur throughout the day in 
November. Meteorological data collected at the old San Francisco Federal Building at 50 United 
Nations Plaza over a six-year period72 show that westerly73 through northwesterly winds are the 
most frequent and strongest winds during all seasons. Of the 16 primary wind directions, four have 
the greatest frequency of occurrence: these are northwest, west-northwest, west, and southwest 
(referred to as prevailing winds).  


Analysis of the Federal Building wind data shows that during the hours from 6:00 a.m. to 8:00 p.m., 
about 70 percent of the winds blow from five adjacent directions of the 16 directions as follows: 
northwest (10 percent of all winds), west-northwest (14 percent of all winds), west (35 percent of 
all winds), west-southwest (accounting for 2 percent of all winds), and southwest (9 percent of all 
winds). In San Francisco, over 90 percent of all measured winds with speeds over 13 mph blow 
from these five directions. The other 10 percent of winds over 13 mph are from storms and can 
come from any other direction.  


Section 148 of the San Francisco Planning Code establishes wind comfort and wind hazard criteria 
used to evaluate new development in four areas of the city. Section 148 provides that any new 
building or addition in these areas of the city that would cause wind speeds to exceed the hazard 
level of 26-mph-equivalent wind speed (as defined in the planning code) more than one hour of 
any year must be modified to meet this criterion. (The 26 mph standard accounts for short-term—
three-minute averaged—wind observations at 36 mph as equivalent to the frequency of an hourly 
averaged wind of 26 mph. As noted above, winds over 34 mph make it difficult for a person to 


                                                      
72  Arens, E. et al., “Developing the San Francisco Wind Ordinance and its Guidelines for Compliance,” Building and 


Environment, Vol. 24, No. 4, pages 297-303, 1989. 
73  Wind directions are reported as directions from which the winds blow. 
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maintain balance, and gusts can blow a person over.) While the proposed project is not subject to 
section 148, the planning department uses the wind hazard criterion as the CEQA significance 
threshold to determine whether a proposed project would substantially alter ground-level winds 
in public areas in an adverse manner. 


Building structures near or greater than 100 feet in height could create pedestrian level conditions 
such that the wind hazard criterion of 26-mph-equivalent wind speed for a single hour of the year 
would be exceeded. There is no threshold height that triggers the need for wind-tunnel testing to 
determine whether the building design would result in street-level winds that exceed the standard. 
It is generally understood, however, from many prior wind-tunnel tests on a variety of projects 
throughout San Francisco that most, if not all, buildings under 80 feet do not result in adverse wind 
effects at street level, barring unusual circumstances.  


The proposed project would construct one- and three-story horizontal rear additions, and third 
and fourth floor vertical additions that would not exceed the existing approximately 45-foot-tall 
building. Because the project elements would all be well below 100 feet tall and because the 
project site is not located near any other tall buildings, the project would not alter wind in a 
manner that creates wind hazards in publicly accessible areas. Therefore, impacts related to wind 
hazards in publicly accessible areas of substantial pedestrian use would be less than significant. 


Impact C-WI-1: The proposed project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable projects, would not result in cumulatively considerable impacts related to wind. 
(Less than Significant)  


As discussed above, the proposed modification to the building would be less than 100 feet tall and 
would not alter wind in a manner that substantially affects public areas. For this reason, the project 
would not combine with cumulative development projects to create or contribute to a cumulative 
wind impact.  
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10. SHADOW. Would the project:      


a) Create new shadow that substantially and 
adversely affects the use and enjoyment of 
publicly accessible open space? 


     


 


Impact SH-1: The proposed project would not create new shadow that substantially and 
adversely affects the use and enjoyment of publicly accessible open space. (Less than 
Significant)  


In an urban environment, shadow is a function of the height, size, and massing of buildings and 
other elements of the built environment, and the angle of the sun. The angle of the sun varies due 
to the time of day (from rotation of the earth) and the change in seasons (due to the earth’s elliptical 
orbit around the sun and the earth’s tilted axis). Morning and afternoon shadows are typically 
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longer because the sun is lower in the sky. The longer mid-day shadows are cast during the winter, 
when the mid-day sun is lowest in the sky, and the shorter mid-day shadows are cast during the 
summer, when the mid-day sun is higher in the sky. At the time of the summer solstice (which falls 
on approximately June 21 of every year), the mid-day sun is highest in the sky, and the longest day 
and shortest night occur on this date. Conversely, the shortest day and longest night occur on the 
winter solstice (which falls on approximately December 21 of every year). The vernal and fall 
equinoxes (when day and night are equal in length) represent the halfway point between solstices.  


San Francisco Planning Code section 295, which was adopted in response to Proposition K (passed 
November 1984), mandates that new structures above 40 feet in height that would cast additional 
shadows on properties under the jurisdiction of, or designated to be acquired by, the Recreation 
and Parks Department cannot be approved by the Planning Commission (based on 
recommendation from the Recreation and Park Commission) if the shadow “will have any adverse 
impact on the use” of the park, unless the impact is determined to be insignificant. The proposed 
project would expand an existing four-story 45-foot-tall single-family home and add one accessory 
dwelling unit but would not have the potential to cast new shadow on nearby parks or open spaces. 
Section 295(a)(4) exempts “structures of the same height and in the same location as structures in 
place on June 6, 1984.” In any event, a 43-foot shadow fan illustrates that project would not cast 
shadow on Recreation & Parks land or publicly accessible open space.74 The park and recreational 
facilities closest to the project site are the 11.9-acre Alta Plaza located four blocks south of the 
project site, and the 1,480-acre Presidio of San Francisco, located five blocks west of the project site. 
Given the distance between the project site and these parks, as well as the existing and proposed 
height of the building (approximately 45 feet tall), the proposed project would not result in new 
shadow on nearby publicly accessible open spaces.  


The proposed project would shade portions of streets, sidewalks, and private properties in the 
project vicinity at various times of the day throughout the year. Shadows on streets and sidewalks 
would not exceed levels commonly expected in urban areas and would be considered a less‐than‐
significant effect under CEQA. Although occupants of nearby properties may regard the increase 
in shadow as undesirable, the limited increase in shading of private properties as a result of the 
proposed project would not be considered a significant impact under CEQA. For these reasons, the 
proposed project would not create new shadow that substantially and adversely affects the use 
and enjoyment of publicly accessible open space. 


Impact C-SH-1: The proposed project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable projects, would not result in cumulatively considerable impacts related to shadow. 
(Less than Significant)  


                                                      
74  San Francisco Planning Department, 2417 Green Street Shadow fan modeled from proposed 43-foot tall building, May 


30, 2019. At its highest point, the existing building is almost 45 feet tall. Since it is on an upsloping lot, the height 
varies along with the slope and gradually becomes shorter as the grade increases towards the rear. With the proposed 
alteration to the roofline, the project would result in a decrease in the building height at the front by approximately 3 
feet. 
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As discussed above, the proposed building would not result in any net new shadow on any 
publicly accessible open spaces, and thus would not combine with cumulative development 
projects to create or contribute to a cumulative shadow impact.  
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11. RECREATION. Would the project:      


a) Increase the use of existing neighborhood and 
regional parks or other recreational facilities such 
that substantial physical deterioration of the 
facilities would occur or be accelerated? 


     


b) Include recreational facilities or require the 
construction or expansion of recreational 
facilities that might have an adverse physical 
effect on the environment? 


     


 


Impact RE-1: The proposed project would not increase the use of existing parks and recreational 
facilities, would not deteriorate any such facilities, and would not require the expansion of such 
facilities. (Less than Significant)  


As noted above, the park and recreational facilities closest to the project site are the 11.9-acre Alta 
Plaza located four blocks south of the project site, and the 1,480-acre Presidio of San Francisco, 
located five blocks west of the project site. The project site would provide passive recreational uses 
onsite for the residents through the approximately 600-square-foot backyard. In addition, residents 
of the proposed units would be within walking distance of the above-noted open spaces. 


The projected five new permanent residents on the project site would not substantially increase 
demand for, or use of, neighborhood parks or recreational facilities such that substantial physical 
deterioration would be expected. Also, the new residents would not require the construction of 
new recreational facilities or the expansion of existing facilities. For these reasons, the proposed 
project would have a less-than-significant impact on recreational facilities and resources. 


Impact C-RE-1: The proposed project, in combination with past, present and reasonably 
foreseeable future projects, would not result in cumulative impacts on recreational facilities or 
resources. (Less than Significant) 


Cumulative residential development in the project vicinity would result in an intensification of 
land uses and a cumulative increase in the demand for recreational facilities and resources in the 
project vicinity and in the city overall. The City has accounted for such growth in the 2014 update 
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of the Recreation and Open Space Element of the San Francisco General Plan.75 In addition, San 
Francisco voters passed two bond measures, in 2008 and 2012, to fund the acquisition, planning, 
and renovation of City recreational resources. For these reasons, the proposed project would not 
combine with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects in the project vicinity to 
create a significant cumulative impact on recreational facilities or resources. 


  


Topics: 


Potentially 
Significant 


Impact 


Less Than 
Significant 


with 
Mitigation 


Incorporated 


Less Than 
Significant 


Impact 
No 


Impact 
Not 


Applicable 


12. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS.  
Would the project: 


     


a) Require or result in the relocation or construction 
of new or expanded water, wastewater 
treatment, or stormwater drainage, electric 
power, natural gas, or telecommunications 
facilities, the construction or relocation of which 
could cause significant environmental effects? 


     


b) Have sufficient water supplies available to serve 
the project and reasonably foreseeable future 
development during normal, dry, and multiple 
dry years? 


     


c) Result in a determination by the wastewater 
treatment provider which serves or may serve 
the project that it has inadequate capacity to 
serve the project’s projected demand in addition 
to the provider’s existing commitments? 


     


d) Generate solid waste in excess of state or local 
standards, or in excess of the capacity of local 
infrastructure, or otherwise impair the 
attainment of solid waste reduction goals? 


     


e) Comply with federal, state, and local 
management and reduction statutes and 
regulations related to solid waste? 


     


 


Impact UT-1: Implementation of the proposed project would not exceed the wastewater 
treatment capacity of the provider that would serve the project and would not require or result 
in the relocation or construction of new or expanded water, wastewater treatment, or stormwater 
drainage, electric power, natural gas, or telecommunications facilities. (Less than Significant) 


Most of San Francisco, including the project site, is served by a combined wastewater system. 
Under such a system, sewage and stormwater flows are captured by a single collection system and 
the combined flows are treated through the same wastewater treatment plants. The San Francisco 


                                                      
75 San Francisco Planning Department, San Francisco General Plan, Recreation and Open Space Element, April 2014, 


pp. 20-36, http://www.sf-planning.org/ftp/General_Plan/Recreation_OpenSpace_Element_ADOPTED.pdf, accessed 
May 20, 2016. 



http://www.sf-planning.org/ftp/General_Plan/Recreation_OpenSpace_Element_ADOPTED.pdf
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Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC) provides and operates water supply and wastewater 
treatment facilities for the city. Pacific Gas and Electric Company provides electricity and natural 
gas to the project site, and various private companies provide telecommunications facilities. 


The proposed project would add an estimated five new residents to the currently vacant project 
site; this would result in an incremental increase in the demand for water and wastewater 
treatment, but not in excess of amounts expected and provided for in the project area by the SFPUC. 
Further, the proposed project would incorporate water-conserving design features, such as low-
flush toilets and showerheads, which would reduce both water demand and wastewater 
production. Wastewater and water lines that serve the project site have sufficient capacity to serve 
the population added to the area by the project. The SFPUC’s treatment facilities have adequate 
capacity to serve the growth anticipated in the general plan. The project would not cause collection 
treatment capacity of the sewer system in the city to be exceeded. 


The project would result in an incremental increase in the demand for electricity, natural gas, and 
telecommunications, which is not in excess of amounts expected and provided for in the project 
area by utility service providers. 


For the reasons discussed above, the utilities demand associated with the project-related residential 
population increase would not exceed the service capacity of the existing providers and would not 
require the construction of new facilities or expansion of existing facilities. Therefore, this impact 
would be less than significant.  


Impact UT-2: Sufficient water supplies are available to serve the proposed project and 
reasonably foreseeable future development in normal, dry, and multiple dry years; therefore, 
the proposed project would not require or result in the relocation or construction of new or 
expanded water facilities the construction or relocation of which could cause significant 
environmental effects.  


Water would be supplied to the proposed project from the SFPUC’s Hetch-Hetchy regional water 
supply system. Under sections 10910 through 10915 of the California Water Code, urban water 
suppliers like the SFPUC must prepare water supply assessments for certain large “water demand” 
projects, as defined in CEQA Guidelines section 15155.76 The proposed project does not qualify as 
a “water-demand” project as defined by CEQA Guidelines section 15155(a)(1); therefore, a water 
supply assessment has not been prepared for the project. However, the SFPUC estimates that a 
typical development project in San Francisco comprised of either 100 dwelling units, 100,000 
square feet of commercial use, 50,000 square feet of office, 100 hotel rooms, or 130,000 square feet 
of PDR use would generate demand for approximately 10,000 gallons of water per day, which is 


                                                      
76  Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines section 15155(1), “a water-demand project” means: (A) A residential development of 


more than 500 dwelling units; (B) A shopping center or business establishment employing more than 1,000 persons or 
having more than 500,000 square feet of floor space; (C) A commercial office building employing more than 1,000 
persons or having more than 250,000 square feet of floor area; (D) A hotel or motel, or both, having more than 500 
rooms, (e) an industrial, manufacturing, or processing plant, or industrial park planned to house more than 1,000 
persons, occupying more than 40 acres of land, or having more than 650,000 square feet of floor area; (F) a mixed-use 
project that includes one or more of the projects specified in subdivisions (a)(1)(A), (a)(1)(B), (a)(1)(C), (a)(1)(D), 
(a)(1)(E), and (a)(1)(G) of this section; (G) A project that would demand an amount of water equivalent to, or greater 
than, the amount of water required by a 500 dwelling unit project.  







Case No. 2017-002545ENV 53 2417 Green Street 
 


the equivalent of 0.011 percent of the total water demand anticipated for San Francisco in 2040 of 
89.9 million gallons per day.77 Because it would expand an existing single-family home and add 
one accessory dwelling unit, the proposed project would generate less than 0.011 percent of water 
demand for the city as a whole in 2040, which would constitute a negligible increase in anticipated 
water demand. 


The SFPUC uses population growth projections provided by the planning department to develop 
the water demand projections contained in the urban water management plan. As discussed in 
Section F.2, Population and Housing, above, the proposed project would be encompassed within 
planned growth in San Francisco and is therefore also accounted for in the water demand 
projections contained in the urban water management plan. Because the proposed project would 
comprise a small fraction of future water demand that has been accounted for in the city’s urban 
water management plan, sufficient water supplies would be available to serve the proposed project 
in normal, dry, and multiple dry years, and the project would not require or result in the relocation 
or construction of new or expanded water supply facilities the construction or relocation of which 
could cause significant environmental effects. This impact would be less than significant, and no 
mitigation measures are necessary. 


Impact UT-3: The proposed project would not generate solid waste in excess of state or local 
standards, would not impair the attainment of solid waste reduction goals, and would comply 
with statutes, regulations, and reduction goals concerning solid waste. (Less than Significant) 


In September 2015, the City entered into a landfill disposal agreement with Recology, Inc. for 
disposal of all solid waste collected in San Francisco, at the Recology Hay Road Landfill in Solano 
County, through September 2024 or until 3.4 million tons have been disposed, whichever occurs 
first. The City would have an option to renew the agreement for a period of six years or until an 
additional 1.6 million tons have been disposed, whichever occurs first.78 The Recology Hay Road 
Landfill is permitted to accept up to 2,400 tons per day of solid waste. At that maximum permitted 
rate, the landfill has the capacity to accommodate solid waste until approximately 2034. Under 
existing conditions, the landfill receives an average of approximately 1,850 tons per day from all 
sources, with approximately 1,200 tons per day from San Francisco, which includes residential and 
commercial waste and demolition and construction debris that cannot be reused or recycled79 (see 
discussion below). At the current rate of disposal, the landfill closure has operating capacity until 
2041. The City’s contract with the Recology Hay Road Landfill will extend until 2031 or when the 
City has disposed 5 million tons of solid waste, whichever occurs first. At that point, the City would 
either further extend the landfill contract or find and entitle an alternative landfill site. 


The project’s population is part of the population growth taken into account in the San Francisco 
General Plan 2014 Housing Element Update, as discussed under Section F.2, Population and 


                                                      
77  San Francisco Public Utilities Commission, 2015 Urban Water Management Plan for the City and County of San 


Francisco, June 2016. This document is available at https://sfwater.org/index.aspx?page=75 
78  San Francisco Planning Department, Agreement for Disposal of San Francisco Municipal Solid Waste at Recology Hay 


Road Landfill in Solano Count, Final Negative Declaration, Planning Department Case No. 2014.0653, May 21, 2015, 
http://sfmea.sfplanning.org/2014.0653E_Revised_FND.pdf, accessed February 19, 2019. 


79 CalRecycle, 2010, Jurisdiction diversion/disposal rate detail. http://www.calrecycle.ca.gov/LGCentral/ reports/ 
diversionprogram/JurisdictionDiversionDetail.aspx?JurisdictionID=438&Year=2010, accessed October 23, 2017. 



https://sfwater.org/index.aspx?page=75

http://sfmea.sfplanning.org/2014.0653E_Revised_FND.pdf
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Housing, and therefore can be assumed to have been taken into account in waste management 
planning. Further, the project would be required to implement the City’s Mandatory Recycling and 
Composting Ordinance (No. 100-09), the objective of which is to minimize the City’s landfill trash 
generation. In compliance with this ordinance, the project would be required to provide convenient 
facilities for the separation of recyclables, compostables and landfill trash for its users. Occupants 
of the project site would be required to separate disposed material.  


Project construction also would generate demolition and construction waste. The City’s 
Construction and Demolition Debris Recovery Ordinance prohibits construction and demolition 
material from being taken to landfill or placed in the garbage. All mixed debris must be transported 
by a registered hauler to a registered facility to be processed for recycling, and source separated 
material must be taken to a facility that recycles or reuses those materials. As discussed above, the 
City has access to adequate landfill capacity at least through 2031 and potentially through 2041 and 
anticipates that an adequate alternative site will be identified at that point. On this basis, the City 
has adequate solid waste capacity to serve the proposed project, and the project’s impact with 
respect to landfill capacity would be less than significant.  


Impact C-UT-1: The proposed project, in combination with past, present and reasonably 
foreseeable future projects, would not result in cumulative impacts on utilities and service 
systems. (Less than Significant) 


Cumulative development in the project vicinity would incrementally increase demand for utilities 
and service systems within the city, but not beyond levels anticipated and planned for by the City’s 
public service providers. The SFPUC has accounted for the anticipated growth in its wastewater 
service projections. The City also has implemented various programs to minimize generation of 
solid waste disposed to landfills from all projects, as discussed above. All development projects in 
the city, including development that contributes to demand for utility service in the immediate 
vicinity of the proposed project, as well as projects throughout the city that contribute to water 
demand and the demand for wastewater treatment and for solid waste disposal, are required to 
comply with the City’s water conservation, wastewater minimization, and solid waste reduction 
ordinances and policies.  


As explained in Impact UT-2 above, no single development project alone in San Francisco would 
require the development of new or expanded water supply facilities. The analysis provided in 
Impact UT-2 considers whether the proposed project in combination with both existing 
development and projected growth through 2040 would require new or expanded water supply 
facilities, the construction or relocation of which could have significant cumulative impacts on the 
environment. Therefore, no separate cumulative analysis is required.  


Compliance with City ordinances would reduce the effects of cumulative demand for utility 
capacity and services such that service capacities would not be exceeded. In addition, electricity, 
natural gas, and telecommunications companies provide adequate services for the proposed 
project in combination with reasonably foreseeable future project; therefore, the proposed project, 
in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, has been 
accounted for in these plans and would not result in a cumulative utilities and service systems 
impact.  
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13. PUBLIC SERVICES. Would the project:      


a) Result in substantial adverse physical impacts 
associated with the provision of new or 
physically altered governmental facilities, need 
for new or physically altered governmental 
facilities, the construction of which could cause 
significant environmental impacts, in order to 
maintain acceptable service ratios, response 
times, or other performance objectives for any of 
the public services such as fire protection, police 
protection, schools, parks, or other public 
facilities? 


     


Impact PS-1: The proposed project would increase demand for police and fire protection 
services but would not require construction of new or physically altered facilities, associated 
with the provision of such services, that could cause significant environmental impacts. (Less 
than Significant) 


The project site receives police protection services from the San Francisco Police Department. The 
Northern Police Station, located at 1125 Fillmore Street, approximately a mile south of the project 
site, serves the project site.80 The station underwent seismic, structural, electrical and plumbing 
improvements in 2016 and no expansions of the station are proposed. Fire Station 16, located at 
2251 Greenwich Street, is about a quarter mile northeast of the project site is being replaced and is 
currently under construction. The next closest fire station that currently provides first responder 
service to the project site is Fire Station 38 at 2150 California Street, about a mile southeast of the 
project site. A new public safety building, which serves as citywide police and fire headquarters, 
was completed in 2016. There are no current plans to construct or expand additional police or fire 
stations that serve the project area. 


The project would add an estimated five residents to the project site. The project would comply 
with the regulations of the 2016 California Fire Code, which includes requirements for fire 
protection systems, such as the provision of smoke alarms and fire extinguishers, adequate 
building access, and emergency response systems.  


For these reasons, the proposed project would not require the construction or alteration of a police 
or fire station or affect response times, service ratios, or other performance objectives related to 
police and fire protection services, and these impacts would be less than significant.  


Impact PS-2: The proposed project would not result in a substantial increased demand for school 
facilities and would not require new or expanded school facilities. (Less than Significant)  


                                                      
80  San Francisco Police Department, http://sanfranciscopolice.org/police-district-maps, accessed April 30, 2018. 



http://sanfranciscopolice.org/police-district-maps
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The proposed project would add an estimated five new residents, which may include school‐aged 
children who might attend schools operated by the San Francisco Unified School District (SFUSD). 
SFUSD ongoing enrollment forecasting allows the district to plan for additional expansion of its 
facilities if determined necessary. Given the SFUSD’s overall capacity of almost 64,000 students,81 
the increase of one or two students associated with the project would not substantially change the 
demand for schools, nor would the project result in the need for construction of new school 
facilities. The impact would be less than significant. 


Impact PS-3: The proposed project would not substantially increase the demand for other 
government services, and would not necessitate the need for new or physically altered 
government facilities to meet service performance objectives. (Less than Significant) 


The proposed project would increase the population of the city by approximately five residents. 
Population increase in the area from development of the proposed project would be nominal 
compared to population growth for the city overall. The project area is adequately served by 
government facilities. The population of the proposed project would not generate the need for new 
or physically altered government facilities. Therefore, the proposed project would have a less-than-
significant impact on governmental facilities.  


In addition, the proposed project, in combination with the other residential and mixed-use projects 
proposed in the area, would incrementally increase demand for public services, which include fire 
and police protection, school services, and other governmental services. The Fire Department, the 
Police Department, other City agencies, and SFUSD have accounted for such growth in providing 
other public services to the residents of San Francisco. For these reasons, the proposed project 
would not combine with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects in the project 
vicinity to create a significant cumulative impact related to public services. 


Impact C-PS-1: The proposed project, in combination with past, present and reasonably 
foreseeable future projects, would not result in cumulative impacts on public services. (Less 
than Significant) 


The proposed project, in combination with other residential projects proposed in the area, would 
incrementally increase the demand for public services, which include fire and police protection, 
and other governmental services. The Fire Department, the Police Department, and other city 
agencies have accounted for such growth in providing other public services to the residents of 
San Francisco. For these reasons, the proposed project would not combine with past, present, and 
reasonably foreseeable future projects in the project vicinity to create a significant cumulative 
impact related to public services. 


  


                                                      
81  San Francisco Unified School District. Growing Population, Growing Schools. SPUR Forum Presentation, Slide 14. 


August 31, 2016, https://www.spur.org/sites/default/files/events_pdfs/SPUR%20Forum_August%2031%202016.pptx_.pdf, 
accessed May 23, 2018. 



https://www.spur.org/sites/default/files/events_pdfs/SPUR%20Forum_August%2031%202016.pptx_.pdf
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14. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES.  
Would the project: 


     


a) Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly 
or through habitat modifications, on any species 
identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special-
status species in local or regional plans, policies, 
or regulations, or by the California Department 
of Fish and Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service? 


     


b) Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian 
habitat or other sensitive natural community 
identified in local or regional plans, policies, 
regulations or by the California Department of 
Fish and Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service? 


     


c) Have a substantial adverse effect on state or 
federally protected wetlands (including, but not 
limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) 
through direct removal, filling, hydrological 
interruption, or other means? 


     


d) Interfere substantially with the movement of any 
native resident or migratory fish or wildlife 
species or with established native resident or 
migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use 
of native wildlife nursery sites? 


     


e) Conflict with any local policies or ordinances 
protecting biological resources, such as a tree 
preservation policy or ordinance? 


     


f) Conflict with the provisions of an adopted 
habitat conservation plan, natural community 
conservation plan, or other approved local, 
regional, or state habitat conservation plan? 


     


 


Impact BI‐1: The proposed project would not have a substantial adverse effect, either directly 
or through habitat modifications, on any special-status species. Would not interfere with the 
movement of species, and would not conflict with the City’s tree ordinance. (Less than 
Significant) 


The project site is located in a developed area of San Francisco. It provides no habitat for special 
status plants or wildlife and does not include any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural 
communities as defined by the California Department of Fish and Wildlife and the United States 
Fish and Wildlife Service, or any state or federally protected wetlands. No trees are proposed for 
removal as part of the proposed project, and the proposed project does not fall within any local, 
regional or state habitat conservation plan areas. The project would not remove any trees protected 
by the City’s Urban Forestry Ordinance (Public Works Code section 801 et seq.) and would plant a 
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new street tree, in compliance with the public works code. Therefore, project-related biological 
impacts of the proposed project would be less than significant.  


Impact C-BI-1: The proposed project, in combination with past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future projects, would not result in a cumulative impact related to biological 
resources. (Less than Significant) 


As with the proposed project, nearby cumulative development projects would also be subject to 
federal, state, and local regulations related to biological resources. As with the proposed project, 
compliance with these ordinances would reduce the effects of development projects to less-than-
significant levels. 


The proposed project would not modify any natural habitat and would have no impact on any 
candidate, sensitive, or special-status species, any riparian habitat, or other sensitive natural 
community; and/or would not conflict with any local policy or ordinance protecting biological 
resources or an approved conservation plan. For these reasons, the proposed project would not 
have the potential to combine with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects in the 
project vicinity to result in a significant cumulative impact related to biological resources. 
Therefore, there would be no cumulative impacts on biological resources.  
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15. GEOLOGY AND SOILS. Would the project:      


a) Directly or indirectly cause potential substantial 
adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, 
or death involving: 


     


i) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as 
delineated on the most recent Alquist-
Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued 
by the State Geologist for the area or based 
on other substantial evidence of a known 
fault? Refer to Division of Mines and 
Geology Special Publication 42. 


     


ii) Strong seismic ground shaking?      


iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including 
liquefaction? 


     


iv) Landslides?      


b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of 
topsoil? 


     


c) Be located on geologic unit or soil that is 
unstable, or that would become unstable as a 
result of the project, and potentially result in on- 
or off-site landslide, lateral spreading, 
subsidence, liquefaction or collapse? 
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d) Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 
18-1-B of the Uniform Building Code (1994), 
creating substantial direct or indirect risks to life 
or property? 


     


e) Have soils incapable of adequately supporting 
the use of septic tanks or alternative wastewater 
disposal systems where sewers are not available 
for the disposal of waste water? 


     


f) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique 
paleontological resource or site or unique 
geologic feature? 


     


The proposed project would connect to San Francisco’s sewer and stormwater collection and 
treatment system. It would not use a septic water disposal system. Therefore, Topic 15e is not 
applicable to the project. 


Impact GE-1: The proposed project could directly or indirectly cause potential substantial 
adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving rupture of a known 
earthquake fault, seismic ground shaking, ground failure, or landslides. (Less than Significant 
with Mitigation)  


San Francisco Permit Review Process  
To ensure that the potential for adverse effects related to geology and soils is adequately addressed, 
San Francisco relies on the state and local regulatory process for review and approval of building 
permits pursuant to the California Building Code (state building code, California Code of 
Regulations, Title 24); the San Francisco Building Code (local building code), which is the state 
building code plus local amendments that supplement the state code, including the building 
department’s administrative bulletins and information sheets.  


The project site is in a landslide hazard zone and thus is subject to the additional requirements of 
the Slope Protection Act (building code section 106A.4.1.4), as identified in the building code.82 
The Slope Protection Act states that the final geotechnical report must be prepared and signed by 
both a licensed geologist and a licensed geotechnical engineer, which in turn shall undergo design 
review by a licensed geotechnical or civil engineer to verify that appropriate geological and 
geotechnical issues have been considered and that appropriate slope instability mitigation 
strategies, including drainage plans if required, are proposed.  


Based on the review of the geotechnical submittal (discussed in more detail below), the building 
department director may also require that the project be subject to review by a three-member 


                                                      
82  The project site is located within an area of potential landslide hazard as identified on the 1974 Blume map. In 2018, 


the San Francisco Building Code was amended by the Slope and Seismic Hazard Zone Protection Act (Ordinance No. 
121-18) to no longer reference the Blume map. However, Building Permit Application 201704285244 for the building 
expansion was submitted before Ordinance No. 121-18 became effective, and thus the project is subject to DBI 
regulations in place before Ordinance No. 121-18 became effective. 
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Structural Advisory Committee that will advise the building department on matters pertaining to 
the building’s design and construction. The three committee members must be selected from a list 
of qualified engineers submitted by the Structural Engineers Association of Northern California 
and approved by the building department. One member must be selected by the building 
department, one member shall be selected by the project sponsor, and the third member shall be 
selected jointly. 


Existing Subsurface Conditions  
The analysis in this section relies on the information and findings provided in the geotechnical 
investigation conducted for the proposed project.83 The geotechnical investigation includes a 
review of available geologic and geotechnical data for the site vicinity, an engineering analysis of 
the proposed project in the context of geologic and geotechnical site conditions, subsurface 
exploration including soil borings, and preparation of project-specific design and construction 
recommendations.  


In February 2017 (prior to excavation), two soil borings were taken in the back yard, at the location 
of the proposed building expansion. The borings encountered 2.6 to 2.7 feet of soft to medium stiff 
sandy clay with gravel and debris (fill), overlying 1 to 2 feet of very stiff sandy clay with gravel 
(residual soil) overlying friable to weak sandstone at 3.75 to 4.25 feet below ground surface. One 
dynamic penetration test/hand auger taken within the building encountered 0.5 feet of medium 
dense gravel (fill) overlying friable to weak sandstone at 1 foot below ground surface. 
Groundwater was not observed during field investigations. In April 2019, the geotechnical 
engineer and geologist visited the site to observe the partial excavation in the existing garage and 
two exploratory foundation pits along existing exterior foundations.  


While groundwater was not observed during the field investigation, groundwater levels vary 
seasonally depending on factors such as landscaping activities and seasonal rainfall. Groundwater 
is typically encountered at the interface between geologic contacts (i.e., between the soil and 
bedrock) and within sand lenses in the native clays. Seasonal springs may be encountered in the 
sands above the native clays.  


Proposed Excavation and Foundation Construction Activities 
Based on soil samples taken, the geotechnical report anticipates that the majority of site grading 
would consist of cuts in undocumented fill, native clays and bedrock, and that the foundation 
subgrade would consist of bedrock. The geotechnical report concludes that the site can be 
developed as planned, provided the recommendations presented in the geotechnical report are 
incorporated into the project plans and specifications and are implemented during construction. 
The geotechnical engineer anticipates that the proposed building alterations would be supported 
on shallow foundations bearing on bedrock. Depending on the final development plans, 
excavation of up to 10 feet below the ground level of the adjacent site to the west (2421 Green Street) 
would be required to construct the proposed basement expansion. It is anticipated that this 
excavation would be kept about 2 to 3 feet from the property line. Where the excavation would 


                                                      
83  Divis Consulting, Inc., Geotechnical Report and Geologic Hazard Study, 2417 Green Street, San Francisco, California, 


April 25, 2019. 
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abut an adjacent building, and the adjacent foundations bear on soil, the foundation adjacent to the 
excavation would be shored using at-rest pressures and adding any surcharge loads; however, it 
is anticipated that adjacent foundations bear on bedrock. Excavation may be performed in non-
sequential sections with a maximum length (along the adjacent property line) of 5 feet.  


Preliminary Building Department Review of the Proposed Project 
The July 20, 2018 appeal of the June 22, 2018 categorical exemption for the proposed project and 
subsequent correspondence from the 2421 Green Street representative cited multiple concerns by 
engineer Lawrence Karp concerning BPA#201705116316 (for the garage expansion and foundation 
replacement) and BPA #201710020114 (to legalize the excavation work). The Board of Supervisors 
upheld the appeal and noted,  


The Karp Report and other information submitted at and prior to the January 9, 2018, 
appeal hearing constituted substantial evidence that the Project, if approved, may result in 
one or more substantial adverse changes in the significance of the neighboring historic 
resource located at 2421 Green Street that have not been sufficiently addressed in the 
Categorical Exemption for the Project…The Board finds that the Karp Report and other 
information submitted at and prior to the January 9, 2018, appeal hearing constituted 
substantial evidence not previously identified that affect the CEQA evaluation set forth in 
the Categorical Exemption regarding how the Project may impair the significance of an 
historic resource by causing impacts to its immediate surroundings.84  


To address these concerns raised in the appeal and in response to the CEQA findings by the Board 
of Supervisors, the planning department coordinated with the building department to obtain 
preliminary review of the geotechnical report and geologic hazard study prepared for the 
proposed project. The building department’s Plan Review Services Division staff reviewed a 2017 
geotechnical investigation and made recommendations to revise the report; these 
recommendations are reflected in the geotechnical report dated April 25, 2019.85 The Plan Review 
Services Division staff reviewed the revised report and found that the report generally meets the 
standards for professional practice of geotechnical engineering.86  


Pursuant to City code requirements, the project sponsor will be required to undertake the following 
actions:  


• Final Structural Plan Development. The sponsor’s geotechnical engineer will be required 
to consult with the design team during the development of the structural plans and will 
review the structural plans and calculations, shoring plans, and civil plans as required by 
the Department of Building Inspection, and submittals by the foundation contractor. The 


                                                      
84  San Francisco Board of Supervisors, Motion No. M18-012, Adopting Findings Reversing the Categorical Exemption 


Determination – 2417 Green Street, Amended February 6, 2018, File No. 180123, available at 
https://sfgov.legistar.com/View.ashx?M=F&ID=5792879&GUID=75361D57-546D-41F0-B0A3-D11B6083C3D2. 


85  Divis Consulting, Inc., Geotechnical Report and Geologic Hazard Study, 2417 Green Street, San Francisco, California, 
April 25, 2019. 


86  Stephan Leung. G.E., Plan Review Services Division, San Francisco Department of Building Inspection, Preliminary 
Review of Geotechnical Report for 2417 Green Street, San Francisco, Block/Lot: 0560/028, DBI Permit Numbers: 2017-
0428-5244, May 16, 2019. 



https://sfgov.legistar.com/View.ashx?M=F&ID=5792879&GUID=75361D57-546D-41F0-B0A3-D11B6083C3D2
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final building design will be required to comply with all recommendations of the 
geotechnical engineer as well as DBI requirements.  


• Control of Groundwater. The final design will include measures to intercept groundwater 
where it may impact the proposed construction, using methods such as drainage behind 
retaining walls, under-slab-drainage, French drains and area drains, and waterproofing. 
Any required waterproofing system will be designed and inspected by the architect and/or 
engineer of record and shall be reviewed and approved by the building department. If 
groundwater, or evidence of groundwater, is encountered during construction, the 
contractor will notify the geotechnical consultant to evaluate whether additional measures 
are required to control the flow of groundwater at the site. Where collected, groundwater 
will be discharged to a suitable collection point.  


• Third-Party Review. Pursuant to the Slope Protection Act, the project’s geotechnical 
investigation report and construction documents will undergo third-party review by a 
licensed geotechnical engineer. Such review will verify that appropriate geological and 
geotechnical issues have been considered and that appropriate slope instability mitigation 
strategies have been proposed. 


• Unexpected Conditions During Construction. If the contractor encounters any adjacent 
foundations not shown on the project documents or unexpected materials during 
excavation, project excavation will be halted, and the project geotechnical engineer will be 
contacted immediately to provide additional consultation on site due to different site 
conditions. The geotechnical engineer’s recommendation shall be reviewed and approved 
by DBI staff prior to resuming of construction activities.  


• Construction Monitoring. The contractor will notify the geotechnical engineer and the 
building department five days prior to any excavation, and the geotechnical engineer shall 
periodically be present during excavation to observe the actual soil/rock conditions and to 
evaluate the stability of the cut. The contractor shall establish survey points on the shoring 
and on adjacent buildings and streets within twice the height of the proposed excavation 
prior to the start of excavation and where access permits and shall submit the proposed 
survey points to the building department for review and approval. These survey points 
shall be used to monitor the vertical and horizontal movements of the shoring and 
surrounding structures and streets during construction. The contractor shall survey and 
take photographs of the adjacent buildings prior to the start of excavation and immediately 
after its completion. If unacceptable earth movement or evidence of structural settlement 
is encountered during construction, as determined by the geotechnical engineer, project 
excavation shall be halted and the geotechnical engineer shall evaluate if additional 
measures are required to prevent further movement. In this event, the geotechnical 
engineer shall notify the building department that unacceptable earth movement has 
occurred and of the additional measures proposed to prevent further movement. 


Given the history of this project, as outlined in the Project History section, above, combined with 
the concerns raised by the Board of Supervisors at the appeal hearing, this initial study finds that 
project construction could compromise the structural integrity of the adjacent foundation at 2421 
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Green Street. This would be a significant impact. Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-GE-1, 
Ongoing Coordination with the Planning Department and the Department of Building 
Inspections Prior to and During the Construction Phase Regarding Compliance with 
Geotechnical Requirements, would reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level. The 
mitigation measure would ensure ongoing coordination between the project sponsor’s team, the 
planning department, and the department of building inspection regarding geotechnical issues 
that could arise during the course of plan review and project construction.  


Mitigation Measure M-GE-1: Ongoing Coordination with the Planning Department and 
the Department of Building Inspections Prior to and During the Construction Phase 
Regarding Compliance with Geotechnical Requirements. Pursuant to the San Francisco 
Department of Building Inspection process, the project sponsor (and their design team, 
geotechnical engineer, and contractor, as applicable) will be subject to ongoing 
coordination requirements with the planning department and the building department 
regarding plan check reviews and building inspections prior to and during construction 
work. This process will include the following requirements: 


 Prior to commencement of construction, the project sponsor shall submit to the 
planning department and building department a report outlining anticipated 
construction milestones with corresponding (approximate) dates of reaching those 
milestones as well and all memoranda and/or reports anticipated to be prepared or 
approved at those milestones. The report shall address how all code requirements 
will be met, including responsible parties and the city agency providing oversight. 
The report shall be reviewed and approved by the planning department and the 
building department prior to commencement of construction.  


 Once construction commences, the sponsor shall notify the planning department 
and the building department (when coordination with the building department is 
not already included as typical part of the process) when the above milestones have 
been reached and their outcomes. Specifically, all memoranda and/or reports issued 
at times of those milestones shall be provided to the planning department and the 
building department.87 


Compliance with Mitigation Measure M-GE-1 would ensure the security and stability of the project 
site and adjacent properties. Furthermore, as addressed under Impact CR-1, compliance with this 
mitigation measure would avoid any potential impacts to historic resources.  


Other Geotechnical Issues Raised in the Exemption Appeal  
The July 20, 2018 appeal of the June 22, 2018 categorical exemption states, among other assertions, 
that no topographic and boundary survey has been performed for the proposed project, and that 
without land survey data, it would be impossible for the project sponsor to provide protection of 


                                                      
87  Pursuant to Department policy, any memoranda and/or reports prepared by project sponsor and/or a consultant 


working for the project sponsor shall adhere to Planning Department’s protocols of objectivity. 
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adjacent properties. Project approval by the planning department concerns consistency with the 
planning code and does not require a survey or final structural plans. 


The July 20, 2018 appeal of the June 22, 2018 categorical exemption also states that the brick 
foundation of 2421 Green Street would be damaged by the project:  


Fundamentally, all that is needed to know is that the drawings (e.g. Detail 3, Sheet S4.1) 
show a critical new foundation on 2417 Green that crosses the property line to be anchored 
in the 125 year old brick foundation. 


A subsequent letter from Lawrence B. Karp dated January 17, 2019, also states that the proposed 
project cannot be accomplished without construction that would “compromise the lateral and 
subjacent support” of 2421 Green Street. The letter further states that Detail 3 on Sheet S4.1 of BPA 
#201705116316 (the foundation replacement permit) shows a connection with the adjacent 
foundation (see red arrow on Figure 14). The project sponsor subsequently clarified that the lines 
on the plans are call outs for longitudinal reinforcement in the wall footing and do not show a 
connection to the adjacent foundation. The sponsor’s letter of clarification further states, “For the 
avoidance of any further misunderstanding by any city department or board, the proposed project 
at 2417 Green Street is in NO WAY PHYSICALLY CONNECTED to 2421 Green Street and does 
not require any work whatsoever to be performed at 2421 Green Street.”88 DBI staff reviewed this 
plan sheet and concurred with the project sponsor that “[t]here is no physical connections between 
the new footings and the neighbor’s existing masonry footings.”89 Nevertheless, the foundation 
replacement permit (BPA #201705116316) has been suspended and would be superseded by the 
building expansion permit (BPA #201704285244). 


Impact GE-2: The proposed project would not result in substantial loss of topsoil or erosion. 
(Less than Significant) 


The 2,500-square-foot project site is covered with a building and a landscaped backyard. Grading 
and excavation would expose topsoil and could potentially result in erosion. Construction-related 
activities would be required to comply with San Francisco Public Works Code section 146, which 
requires all land-disturbing activities to implement and maintain best management practices to 
minimize surface runoff, erosion and sedimentation to prevent construction site runoff discharges 
into the City’s combined stormwater/sewer system.90 The project site’s relatively small landscaped 
area and compliance with section 146’s best management practices during construction activities 
would ensure that the project would not result in the loss of topsoil or erosion. This impact would 
be less than significant. 


Impact GE-3: The proposed project would not be located on a geologic unit that is unstable, or 
that could become unstable as a result of the project, and would not result in landslide, lateral 
spreading, subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse. (Less than Significant with Mitigation) 


                                                      
88  Christopher F. Durkin, P.E., Clarification Letter, 2417 Green Street – Exposing of Fraud in Reports prepared by Larry 


Karp, April 11, 2019. 
89  Stephen Leung, Department of Building Inspection, email to Tania Sheyner, Planner Department. June 13, 2019. 
90  Ordinance No. 260-13, Public Works Code - Control of Construction Site Runoff, November 5, 2013. 
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As discussed under Impact GE-1, the project site is located within a landslide hazard zone and, 
thus, may be subject to landslide hazard. This hazard potential would be highest during site 
excavation and construction, which would last between three and five months, and the project has 
the potential to result in significant impacts related to protection of the adjacent foundation at 2421 
Green Street that could become unstable as a result of the project. As discussed above under Impact 
GE-1, oversight by DBI and implementation of Mitigation Measure M-GE-1 would ensure the 
security and stability of the project site and adjacent properties, and would reduce to less than 
significant any potential impacts related to earthquake fault, seismic ground shaking, ground 
failure, or landslide. Compliance with this mitigation measure would also reduce to less-than-
significant any effects related to landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse.  


Impact GE-4: The proposed project would not create substantial risks to life or property as a 
result of being located on expansive soil. (Less than Significant) 


Soils located beneath fully developed urban areas are generally not highly susceptible to the effects 
of expansive soils, which are characterized by their ability to undergo significant volume change 
(i.e., to shrink and swell) due to variations in moisture content. The presence of expansive soils is 
typically associated with high clay content. Expansive soils can damage structures and buried 
utilities and increase maintenance requirements. Section 1803 of the state building code states that 
in areas likely to have expansive soil, the building official shall require soil tests to determine where 
such soils do exist, and if so, the geotechnical report must include recommendations and special 
design and construction provisions for foundations of structures on expansive soils, as necessary.  


Subsurface exploration at the project site identified undocumented artificial fill overlying residual 
soils resting on friable to weak sandstone bedrock.91 Because soils with high clay content were not 
encountered, the project site is unlikely to contain expansive soil, and impacts related to expansive 
soils would be less than significant. 


Impact GE-5: The project would not directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological 
resource or site or unique geologic feature. (Less than Significant) 


Paleontological resources, or fossils, are the remains, imprints, or traces of mammals, plants, and 
invertebrates from a previous geological period. Such fossil remains as well as the geological 
formations that contain them are also considered a paleontological resource. Together, they 
represent a limited, non-renewable scientific and educational resource. The potential to affect 
fossils varies with the depth of disturbance, construction activities, and previous disturbance. 


Ground-disturbing activities would occur to a depth of 13 feet and be confined to the sandy clay and 
Franciscan Complex bedrock underlying the site. These geologic units are considered to have low 
potential to contain significant fossils or paleontological resources.92 Thus, the project site has a low 
potential to contain significant fossils due to the geologic units that would be affected by project 


                                                      
91  Divis Consulting, Inc., Geotechnical Investigation Report for 2417 Green Street, April 25, 2019. 
92  California Academy of Sciences Invertebrate, Zoology, and Geology Fossil Collection Database, 


http://researcharchive.calacademy.org/research/izg/fossil/index.asp?xAction=ShowForm&PageStyle=Single&PageSize
=0&OrderBy=AccessionNo&County=san+francisco&RecStyle=Full, accessed June 6, 2018. 
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construction. Thus, the proposed project would result in less-than-significant impacts to a unique 
paleontological resource or site. 


A unique geologic or physical feature embodies distinctive characteristics of any regional or local 
geologic principles, provides a key piece of information important to geologic history, contains 
minerals not known to occur elsewhere in the county, and/or is used as a teaching tool. No unique 
geologic features exist at the project site; therefore, no impacts on unique geological features would 
occur.  


Impact C-GE-1: The proposed project, in combination with past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future projects in the site vicinity, would not have a substantial cumulative impact 
on geology and soils. (Less than Significant) 


Environmental impacts related to geology and soils are generally site-specific. Nearby cumulative 
development projects identified in Table 2 on page 7 would be subject to the same seismic safety 
standards and design review procedures applicable to the proposed project. Compliance with the 
seismic safety standards and the design review procedures would ensure that the effects from 
nearby cumulative development projects would be reduced to less-than-significant levels. For 
these reasons, the proposed project would not combine with past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future projects in the project vicinity to create a significant cumulative impact related 
to geology and soils. 


Impact C-GE-2: The project, in combination with cumulative projects, would not directly or 
indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique geologic feature. (Less 
than Significant) 


Paleontological impacts are generally site specific and highly localized. Therefore, the potential for 
the proposed project to combine with reasonably foreseeable future projects and create a 
cumulative impact related to paleontological resources would be low. Therefore, the proposed 
project would have a less-than-significant cumulative impact on paleontological resources.  
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16. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY.  
 Would the project: 


     


a) Violate any water quality standards or waste 
discharge requirements or otherwise 
substantially degrade surface or groundwater 
quality? 


     


b) Substantially decrease groundwater supplies or 
interfere substantially with groundwater 
recharge such that the project may impede 
sustainable groundwater management of the 
basin? 
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c) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern 
of the site or area, including through the 
alteration of the course of a stream or river or 
through the addition of impervious surfaces, in a 
manner that would:  


     


(i) Result in substantial erosion or 
siltation on- or off-site; 


     


(ii) Substantially increase the rate or 
amount of surface runoff in a manner 
which would result in flooding on or 
offsite; 


     


(iii) Create or contribute runoff water 
which would exceed the capacity of 
existing or planned stormwater 
drainage systems or provide 
substantial additional sources of 
polluted runoff; or  


     


(iv) Impede or redirect flood flows?      


d) In flood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zones, risk 
release of pollutants due to project inundation? 


     


e) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of a 
water quality control plan or sustainable 
groundwater management plan? 


     


 


The project site does not contain any streams or water courses, and the proposed project would not 
alter the course of a stream or river or alter the existing drainage pattern of the project site or area. 
Thus, Question 15c is not applicable to the proposed project. 


In 2018, the SFPUC developed a Draft 100-Year Storm Flood Risk Map that shows areas of San 
Francisco where significant flooding from storm runoff is highly likely to occur during a 100-year 
storm. A “100-year storm” means a storm with a 1 percent chance of occurring in a given year. The 
project site is not on the Draft 100-Year Storm Flood Risk Map.93 At an elevation of approximately 
140 feet above mean sea level, the project site has no potential to be affected by sea level rise by the 
year 2100 as projected by the City of San Francisco.94 Because of its elevation, distance from the 
nearest potential sources of flooding, and intervening topography, the project site is not susceptible 


                                                      
93  San Francisco Water Power Sewer, Draft 100-Year Storm Flood Risk Map, http://www.sfwater.org/index.aspx?page=1229, 


accessed February 11, 2019. 
94  The City projects a sea level rise of 66 inches by the year 2100 in City and County of San Francisco, 2016, San Francisco 


Sea Level Rise Action Plan, http://default.sfplanning.org/plans-and-programs/planning-for-the-city/sea-level-
rise/160309_SLRAP_Final_ED.pdf, accessed February 19, 2019. 



http://www.sfwater.org/index.aspx?page=1229

http://default.sfplanning.org/plans-and-programs/planning-for-the-city/sea-level-rise/160309_SLRAP_Final_ED.pdf

http://default.sfplanning.org/plans-and-programs/planning-for-the-city/sea-level-rise/160309_SLRAP_Final_ED.pdf
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to the potential effects of a tsunami or seiche.95 For these reasons, there is no potential for project 
impacts with respect to flood hazard, tsunami or seiche zones, and Question 15d is not applicable.  


Impact HY-1: The proposed project would not violate any water quality standards or waste 
discharge requirements or otherwise substantially degrade surface or groundwater quality. 
(Less than Significant) 


The project site is located within the area of the city served by a combined stormwater and sewer 
system. Under such a system, wastewater (sewage) and stormwater are collected and comingled 
in underground piping and tunnels for conveyance to the City’s wastewater treatment plants, 
operated by the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC). The project site is less than 
5,000 square feet and thus does not require submittal of a stormwater control plan per San 
Francisco Public Works Code article 4.2, section 147. Nevertheless, the project sponsor would be 
required to maintain construction best management practices to minimize surface runoff, erosion, 
and sedimentation from the construction site. During project operation, combined stormwater and 
wastewater from the project site would be treated pursuant to the City’s National Pollutant 
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit prior to discharge to receiving waters. This would 
ensure that the proposed project would not degrade surface or groundwater quality during 
construction or operations. Therefore, impacts related to water quality from development of the 
proposed project would be less than significant.  


Impact HY-2: The proposed project would not substantially deplete groundwater supplies or 
interfere substantially with groundwater recharge such that there would be a net deficit in 
aquifer volume or lowering of the local groundwater table. (Less than Significant) 


The project site is covered with impervious surfaces except for the rear yard. Impervious surfaces 
greatly limit the amount of surface water that can infiltrate a site to recharge the groundwater. The 
proposed building expansion into the rear yard would result in a slight increase in impervious 
surface but not enough to interfere with groundwater recharge.  


If dewatering is required during project construction, any effects related to lowering the water table 
would be temporary and would not be expected to substantially deplete groundwater resources in 
any underlying aquifers. In addition, the proposed project does not include any groundwater wells 
to extract groundwater supplies.  


Project operation would not result in the use of groundwater and the project would not otherwise 
be expected to adversely affect groundwater supplies or quality.  


For these reasons, the proposed project would not substantially deplete groundwater supplies or 
interfere substantially with groundwater recharge, and impacts would be less than significant. 


                                                      
95  California Emergency Management Agency (CalEMA), Tsunami Inundation Map for Emergency Planning, State of 


California – City and County of San Francisco, San Francisco North Quadrangle, San Francisco South Quadrangle 
(San Francisco Bay), June 15, 2009, 
http://www.conservation.ca.gov/cgs/geologic_hazards/Tsunami/Inundation_Maps/SanFrancisco/Documents/Tsunami_Inundatio
n_SouthSFNorthSF_PacificCoast_SanFrancisco.pdf, accessed April 30, 2018. 



http://www.conservation.ca.gov/cgs/geologic_hazards/Tsunami/Inundation_Maps/SanFrancisco/Documents/Tsunami_Inundation_SouthSFNorthSF_PacificCoast_SanFrancisco.pdf

http://www.conservation.ca.gov/cgs/geologic_hazards/Tsunami/Inundation_Maps/SanFrancisco/Documents/Tsunami_Inundation_SouthSFNorthSF_PacificCoast_SanFrancisco.pdf
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Impact HY-3: The proposed project would not conflict with or obstruct implementation of a 
water quality control plan or sustainable groundwater management plan. (Less than Significant) 


As discussed under HY-1, above, during construction, the project sponsor would be required to 
maintain construction best management practices to minimize surface runoff, erosion, and 
sedimentation from the construction site, and during project operation, combined stormwater and 
wastewater from the project site would be treated pursuant to the City’s NPDES permit prior to 
discharge to receiving waters. Therefore, the project would not conflict with or obstruct 
implementation of a water quality control plan or sustainable groundwater management plan, and 
this impact would be less than significant.  


Impact C-HY-1: The proposed project, in combination with other past, present, or reasonably 
foreseeable projects, would not substantially deplete groundwater supplies, alter existing 
drainages, or otherwise degrade water quality. (Less than Significant) 


The proposed project and all future projects within San Francisco would be required to comply 
with the water quality and drainage control requirements discussed above that apply to all land 
use development projects within the city. Since all development projects would be required to 
follow the same regulations as the proposed project, the implementation of new, conforming 
development projects, peak stormwater drainage rates and volumes resulting from design storms 
would be expected to decrease gradually over time relative to existing peak flows. Moreover, all 
development projects would be required to comply with the same drainage, dewatering, and water 
quality regulations as the proposed project. As a result, cumulative effects related to drainage 
patterns, water quality, stormwater runoff, stormwater capacity of the combined sewer system and 
groundwater supply and quality would be less than significant. 
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17. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS. 
Would the project: 


     


a) Create a significant hazard to the public or the 
environment through the routine transport, use, 
or disposal of hazardous materials? 


     


b) Create a significant hazard to the public or the 
environment through reasonably foreseeable 
upset and accident conditions involving the 
release of hazardous materials into the 
environment? 


     


c) Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous 
or acutely hazardous materials, substances, or 
waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or 
proposed school? 
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d) Be located on a site which is included on a list of 
hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to 
Government Code section 65962.5 and, as a 
result, would it create a significant hazard to the 
public or the environment? 


     


e) For a project located within an airport land use 
plan or, where such a plan has not been adopted, 
within two miles of a public airport or public use 
airport, would the project result in a safety 
hazard or excessive noise for people residing or 
working in the project area? 


     


f) Impair implementation of or physically interfere 
with an adopted emergency response plan or 
emergency evacuation plan? 


     


g) Expose people or structures, either directly or 
directly, to a significant risk of loss, injury or 
death involving wildland fires? 


     


 


The project site is not located within an airport land use plan area, nor is it within two miles of a 
public use airport or a private airstrip. There are no areas that would be classified as wildlands in 
the project vicinity. The closest heavily vegetated area to the project is the Presidio of San Francisco, 
about a half-mile west of the project site and separated from it by extensive urban infrastructure 
that is not intermixed with wildlands. Therefore, criteria 16e and 16h are not applicable.  


Impact HZ-1: The proposed project would not create a significant hazard to the public or the 
environment through the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials. (Less than 
Significant) 


Neither construction nor operation of the proposed project would involve the routine transport, 
use, or disposal of significant quantities of hazardous materials. Small quantities of commercially 
available hazardous materials such as household cleaning, paints, and landscaping supplies may 
be used; however, these materials would not be expected to be used in sufficient quantities or 
contrary to normal use, and therefore would not pose a threat to human health or the environment. 


Based on the above, the impact of the proposed development on the public and the environment 
related to the routine transport, use, and handling of hazardous materials therefore would be less 
than significant. 


Impact HZ-2: The proposed project would not create a significant hazard to the public or the 
environment through the release of hazardous materials. (Less than Significant) 


The proposed project would disturb at least 50 cubic yards of soil in an area that the San Francisco 
Health Department (the health department), pursuant to San Francisco Building Code section 
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106A.3.2.4, identified as likely containing hazardous substances in the soil or groundwater. 
Therefore, before the project may obtain a building permit, it must comply with the requirements 
of article 22A of the San Francisco Health Code (also known as the Maher Ordinance), which the 
health department administers and oversees.  


Per San Francisco Health Code section 22A.4, the health department may waive the requirements 
imposed by the Maher Ordinance if the applicant demonstrates that the property has been 
continuously zoned as residential under the 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 health department 
will provide the applicant with a waiver, which is a written notification that the requirements of 
article 22A have been waived and no further oversight by the health department is required for the 
project.  


The health department issued two Maher waivers for the proposed project because the property 
has been continuously zoned as residential under the 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. The first waiver, issued on 
March 28, 2017 for the excavation/addition building permit (#201704285244), recommends that 
construction activities follow a work health and safety plan and dust control measures.96 The 
second Maher waiver, issued on October 31, 2017 for the excavation-only building permit 
(#201705116316), recommends that construction activities follow a work health and safety plan and 
dust control measures, and determined that 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 publicly available state databases 
and health department files.97 The October 31, 2017 Maher waiver also recommends that excavated 
fill soils be segregated, stored on plastic sheeting, and analyzed for contaminants prior to reuse or 
disposal. 


On October 31, 2017, when the health department staff issued the second Maher waiver, and 
consistent with normal procedures for building permit approvals, staff also signed the back of 
building permit #201705116316 and added a stamp that stated the following: 


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. 


During a meeting with health department on January 17, 2018, to discuss the 2417 Green Street 
project, Stephanie Cushing, Director of Environmental Health, noted that the health department 
had one approval stamp that it used both for projects that have approved site mitigation plans and 
for projects that receive Maher waivers. Ms. Cushing noted that the language on the Maher waiver 
                                                      
96  San Francisco Department of Public Health, Waiver from San Francisco Health Code Article 22A (Maher Ordinance), 


2417 Green Street, March 28, 2017. 
97  San Francisco Department of Public Health, Waiver from San Francisco Health Code Article 22A (Maher Ordinance), 


2417 Green Street, October 31, 2017. 
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form and the language on the approval stamp could be misconstrued to indicate that further health 
department oversight is required.98 However, Ms. Cushing confirmed that the Maher waiver was 
appropriate for the 2417 Green Street project and that no further oversight by the health 
department was required.  


The July 20, 2018 appeal of the June 22, 2018 categorical exemption issued for the proposed project 
cited a report from hydrogeologist Matthew Hagemann that states that the project requires a 
remediation plan to ensure safe testing and removal of any contaminated soil. This assessment was 
based on an interpretation that the language on the approval stamp implied that the project was 
not eligible for a waiver. As discussed above, this is an understandable but incorrect reading of the 
facts concerning the case.  


On February 11, 2018, out of an abundance of caution, the health department requested that the 
project sponsor submit a work plan for soil and/or groundwater sampling and testing.99 On 
February 12, 2018 the project sponsor submitted a work plan to the health department that 
proposed two sample locations within the existing garage.100 The work plan proposed laboratory 
analysis for total petroleum hydrocarbons (TPH) as gasoline (TPHg), as diesel (TPHd), and as 
motor oil (TPHmo); volatile organic compounds (VOCs); semi-VOCs; organochlorine pesticides; 
polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs); reactivity, corrosivity, and ignitability; CAM 17 metals; and 
asbestos. On February 18, 2018, the health department approved the work plan.101 


On February 27, 2018, the sponsor’s consultant, ICES, submitted a site characterization report,102 
and on February 28, 2018, the health department issued a letter that agreed with the report’s 
conclusion that that the soil sediments within the foundation and garage expansion excavation are 
non-hazardous: 


Results from the soil samples indicated that the samples contained TPHg, TPHd, TPHmo, 
VOC, SVOC, organochlorine pesticide, and PCB concentrations that were below the 
Regional Water Quality Control Board's Direct Exposure Human Health Risk Screening 
Levels (DE HHRSLs) for residential land use. Results of other analysis indicated that the 
samples were non-flammable and non-reactive; and contained pH values (corrosivity) 
ranging from 7.58 to 7.71. The asbestos concentrations contained in the samples were non-
detectable (less than 0.25%). The metal concentrations detected in the samples were below 
their respective residential DE HHRLs and/or within background levels for San Francisco 
Bay Area soils, with the exception of arsenic. The arsenic concentrations detected in 
[samples] S-l and S-2 ranging from 3.1 mg/kg to 3.5 mg/kg exceeded the residential DE 
HHRL of 0.067 mg/kg but were below the background level of 11 mg/kg. The Regional 


                                                      
98 The health department has subsequently purchased and begun using a stamp that reads “MAHER WAIVER.” when 


such a waiver has been granted.  
99 San Francisco Department of Public Health, Environmental Health, SFHC Article 22A, 2417 Green Street Residence, 


EHB-SAM Case Number: 1534, February 11, 2018. 
100 ICES, Work Plan, Site Characterization, 2417 Green Street, San Francisco, California, February 12, 2018. 
101 San Francisco Department of Public Health, Environmental Health, SFHC Article 22A, 2417 Green Street Residence, 


EHB-SAM Case Number: 1534, February 18, 2018. 
102 ICES, Site Characterization, 2417 Green Street, San Francisco, California, February 27, 2018. 
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Water Quality Control Board considers background levels to be acceptable for 
contaminants where their respective DE HHRLs are less than typical background levels.103 


Based on review of the documents, health department staff found the project in compliance with 
San Francisco Health Code article 22A and required no further investigation.104  


In the appeal of the June 22, 2018 categorical exemption, the appellant raised the concern that the 
soil samples taken from under the garage would be clean and not contaminated soil. This concern 
is not valid for the following reasons. The two soil samples were collected from the proposed 
excavation area within the existing garage: one sidewall sample taken at a depth of 3 feet below 
ground surface to test the fill material and the other collected at a depth of 9 feet below ground 
surface to test the underlying soils. The samples were taken approximately 25 to 30 feet south of 
the front property line, and project excavation would extend no further than 55 feet south of the 
front property line. The health department allows for sampling locations to be spaced 150 feet 
apart, so the location of the sampling is appropriate and consistent with health department 
protocols. Also, as these samples represent the fill and the underlying soil, they were also taken at 
the appropriate depth.105 


In conclusion, the project would not result in a significant hazard to the public or the environment 
through the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials. 


Impact HZ-3: The proposed project would not emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous 
or acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste within 0.25 miles of an existing or 
proposed school. (Less than Significant) 


Three schools are located within 0.25 miles of the project site: St. Vincent de Paul School, Hillwood 
Academic Day School, and Town School for Boys. Any hazardous waste at the project site would 
be remediated and handled in accordance with local, state and federal law. Furthermore, the 
proposed project would include the use of common household items in quantities too small to 
create a significant hazard to the public or the environment. Based on this, this impact would be 
less than significant. 


Impact HZ-4: The proposed project would not be located on a site that is included on a list of 
hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to Government Code section 65962.5 and not create 
a significant hazard to the public or the environment. (Less than Significant) 


Pursuant to section 65962.5 of the Government Code, the Secretary for Environmental Protection 
maintains a list of sites with potentially hazardous wastes, commonly referred to as the Cortese 
list. The Cortese list includes hazardous waste sites from the Department of Toxic Substances 
Control’s (DTSC’s) EnviroStor database, hazardous facilities identified by DTSC that are subject to 
corrective action pursuant to Health and Safety Code section 25187.5, leaking underground storage 


                                                      
103 San Francisco Department of Public Health, Environmental Health, SFHC Article 22A Compliance, 2417 Green Street 


Residence, San Francisco, EHB-SAM Case Number: 1534, February 28, 2018. 
104 Ibid. 
105 Stephanie Cushing, Department of Public Health memo to Jeanie Poling, Planning Department regarding 2417 Green 


Street, March 13, 2019. 
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tank sites from the State Water Resources Control Board’s (state board’s) Geotracker database, solid 
waste disposal sites maintained by the state board, and sites with active cease and desist orders 
and clean up and abatement orders. The project site is not on the Cortese List and thus would not 
create a significant hazard to the public or environment. The impact would be less than significant. 


Impact HZ-5: The proposed project would not impair implementation of or physically interfere 
with an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan. (Less than Significant)  


No changes are proposed to the public right-of-way and the proposed project would continue the 
existing residential uses within the boundaries of the project site. Thus, the project would not 
substantially increase hazards due to a design feature or incompatible uses and would not result 
in an inadequate emergency access. The impact would be less than significant. 


Impact C-HZ-1: The proposed project, in conjunction with other past, present and reasonably 
foreseeable project, would not make a cumulatively considerable contribution to significant 
impacts with respect to hazards to people or the environment. (Less than Significant) 


Development in the city is subject to city, regional, and state controls designed to protect the public 
and the environment from risks associated with hazards and hazardous materials, and to ensure 
that emergency access routes are maintained. Any future development in the project vicinity would 
be subject to these same laws and regulations. For these reasons, the proposed project would not 
combine with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects in the project vicinity to 
create a significant cumulative impact related to hazards and hazardous materials. 
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Mitigation 


Incorporated 


Less Than 
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Impact 
No 
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18. MINERAL RESOURCES. Would the project:      


a) Result in the loss of availability of a known 
mineral resource that would be of value to the 
region and the residents of the state? 


     


b) Result in the loss of availability of a locally-
important mineral resource recovery site 
delineated on a local general plan, specific plan 
or other land use plan? 


     


Impact MI-1: The proposed project would have no impact with respect to the availability of 
known or locally important mineral resources. (No Impact) 


All land in San Francisco, including the project site, is designated by the California Geological 
Survey as Mineral Resource Zone 4 under the Surface Mining and Reclamation Act of 1975.106 The 
Zone 4 designation indicates that adequate information does not exist to assign the area to any 


                                                      
106 California Division of Mines and Geology, 1996, Open File Report 96-03 and Special Report 146 Parts I and II. 
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other zone: the area has not been designated as having significant mineral deposits. Specifically, 
the project site is underlain by deep sand deposits that have not been designated as important at 
the state or local level. 


The project site is within a densely developed urban area and has been developed with residential 
use since 1905. Even were the underlying sand considered to contain marketable minerals, it would 
not be feasible to conduct sand extraction activities in the midst of urban development. The 
development and operation of the proposed project would not have an impact on any off-site 
operational mineral resource recovery sites, as there are no such operations in the vicinity, and the 
project site is not and has never been used in any way in mineral resources recovery. The proposed 
project therefore would have no impact with respect to the availability of mineral resources. 


Impact C-ME-1: The proposed project in combination with other past, present or reasonably 
foreseeable projects would have no impact with respect to the availability of known or locally 
important mineral resources. (No Impact) 


The proposed project has no potential to result in an impact to mineral resources. Therefore, the 
project would not contribute to a cumulative impact on these resources.  
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19. ENERGY. Would the project:      


a) Result in a potentially significant environmental 
impact due to wasteful, inefficient, or 
unnecessary consumption of energy resources, 
during project construction or operation? 


     


b) Conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan for 
renewable energy or energy efficiency? 


     


 


Impact EN-1: The proposed project would result in increased energy consumption but would 
not encourage activities that result in the use of large amounts of fuel, water, or energy or use 
these in a wasteful manner. (Less than Significant) 


The proposed project would increase the population and intensity of use of the project site but 
would not exceed anticipated growth in the area. The proposed project would be subject to the 
energy conservation standards included in the San Francisco Green Building Ordinance. 
Documentation showing compliance with the ordinance would be required to be submitted with 
the applications of the building permits, and compliance would be enforced by the Department of 
Building Inspection. The project also, by its character, would conserve fuel and energy use because 
it would provide housing in an urban area that is accessible by transit and is bicycle and pedestrian 
friendly. Therefore, the proposed project would not cause a wasteful use of energy, and effects 
related to use of fuel, water, and energy would be less than significant. 
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Impact C-EN-1: The proposed project in combination with other past, present or reasonably 
foreseeable projects would increase the use of energy, fuel and water resources, but not in a 
wasteful manner. (Less than Significant) 


The demand for energy created by the proposed project would be insubstantial in the cumulative 
context of citywide demand and would not require an expansion of power facilities. While overall 
energy demand in California is increasing commensurate with increasing population, the state also 
is making concerted energy conservation efforts. While the city produces a substantial demand for 
energy and fuel, both city and state policies seek to minimize increases in demand through 
conservation and energy efficiency regulations and policies such that energy is not used in a 
wasteful manner, and the cumulative impacts with respect to energy and fuel use would be less 
than significant. Because San Francisco is substantially built out, development in the city’s urban 
core focuses on densification, which effectively reduces per capita use of energy and fuel by 
concentrating utilities and services in locations where they can be used efficiently. Similarly, the 
City recognizes the need for water conservation and has instituted programs and policies to 
maximize water conservation. San Francisco has one of the lowest per capita water use rates in the 
state107 and routinely implements water conservation measures through code requirements and 
policy. Therefore, the proposed project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future projects, would not result in a cumulatively considerable impact related to 
mineral and energy resources.  
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20. AGRICULTURE AND FORESTRY RESOURCES: In determining whether impacts to agricultural resources are significant 
environmental effects, lead agencies may refer to the California Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site Assessment Model 
(1997) prepared by the California Department of Conservation as an optional model to use in assessing impacts on agriculture 
and farmland. In determining whether impacts to forest resources, including timberland, are significant environmental effects, 
lead agencies may refer to information compiled by the California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection regarding the 
state’s inventory of forest land, including the Forest and Range Assessment Project and the Forest Legacy Assessment project; 
and forest carbon measurement methodology provided in Forest Protocols adopted by the California Air Resources Board. 
Would the project: 


a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or 
Farmland of Statewide Importance, as shown on 
the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland 
Mapping and Monitoring Program of the 
California Resources Agency, to non-agricultural 
use?  


     


b) Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, 
or a Williamson Act contract? 


     


                                                      
107 San Francisco Public Utilities Commission, Water Resources Division Annual Report, Fiscal Year 2017-18, 


https://view.joomag.com/water-resources-division-annual-report-fiscal-year-2017-18-waterresourcesar-fy17-
18/0863377001542310828, accessed February 20, 2019. 
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c) Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause 
rezoning of, forest land (as defined in Public 
Resources Code section 12220(g)) , timberland 
(as defined by Public Resources Code section 
4526), or timberland zoned Timberland 
Production (as defined by Government Code 
section 51104(g))? 


     


d) Result in the loss of forest land or conversion of 
forest land to non-forest use? 


     


e) Involve other changes in the existing 
environment which, due to their location or 
nature, could result in conversion of farmland to 
non-agricultural use or forest land to non-forest 
use? 


     


 


The project site is located within an urbanized area of San Francisco. No land in San Francisco 
County has been designated by the California Department of Conservation’s Farmland Mapping 
and Monitoring Program as agricultural land. Because the project site does not contain agricultural 
uses and is not zoned for such uses, the proposed project would not require the conversion of any 
land designated as prime farmland, unique farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance to non-
agricultural use. The proposed project would not conflict with any existing agricultural zoning or 
Williamson Act contracts, as no lands in San Francisco are zoned agricultural or are under 
Williamson Act contracts.108 No land in San Francisco is designated as forest land or as Timberland 
Production by the California Public Resources Code or Government Code. Therefore, the proposed 
project would not conflict with zoning for forest land, cause a loss of forest land, or convert forest 
land to a different use. For these reasons, Questions 18a, 18b, 18c, 18d, and 18e are not applicable 
to the proposed project. 
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21. WILDFIRE. If located in or near state 
responsibility areas or lands classified as 
very high fire hazard severity zones, would 
the project: 


     


a) Substantially impair an adopted emergency 
response plan or emergency evacuation plans? 


     


                                                      
108 San Francisco is identified as “Urban and Built-Up Land” on California Department of Conservation, 2008, Important 


Farmland in California Map, www.consrv.ca.gov, accessed October 23, 2017. 
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b) Due to slope, prevailing winds, and other 
factors, exacerbate wildfire risks, and thereby 
expose project occupants to, pollutant 
concentrations from a wildfire or the 
uncontrolled spread of a wildfire? 


     


c) Require the installation or maintenance of 
associated infrastructure (such as roads, fuel 
breaks, emergency water sources, power lines or 
other utilities) that may exacerbate fire risk or 
that may result in temporary or ongoing impacts 
to the environment? 


     


d) Expose people or structure to significant risks 
including downslope or downstream flooding or 
landslides, as a result of runoff, post-fire slope 
instability, or drainage changes? 


     


 


The City and County of San Francisco and bordering areas within San Mateo County do not have 
any state responsibility areas for fire prevention or lands classified as very high fire hazard severity 
zones,109 therefore, this topic is not applicable. Refer to topic C.17, Hazards and Hazardous 
Materials, for a discussion of wildland fire risks. 
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22. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE. 
Does the project: 


     


a) Have the potential to substantially degrade the 
quality of the environment, substantially reduce 
the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a 
fish or wildlife population to drop below self-
sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or 
animal community, substantially reduce the 
number or restrict the range of a rare or 
endangered plant or animal, or eliminate 
important examples of the major periods of 
California history or prehistory? 


     


                                                      
109CALFIRE Fire and Resource Assessment Program, San Francisco County Draft Fire Hazard Severity Zones in Local 


Responsibility Areas Map, October 5, 2007; San Mateo County Fire Hazard Severity Zones in State Responsibility 
Areas Map, November 7, 2007; and San Mateo County Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zones in Local Responsibility 
Areas Map, November 24, 2008. Available at: 
http://www.fire.ca.gov/fire_prevention/fire_prevention_wildland_zones_maps. 
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b) Have impacts that are individually limited, but 
cumulatively considerable? (“Cumulatively 
considerable” means that the incremental effects 
of a project are considerable when viewed in 
connection with the effects of past projects, the 
effects of other current projects, and the effects of 
probable future projects.) 


     


c) Have environmental effects which will cause 
substantial adverse effects on human beings, 
either directly or indirectly? 


     


 


Note: Authority cited: Sections 21083 and 21083.05, Public Resources Code. Reference: Section 65088.4, Gov. Code; 
Sections 21080(c), 21080.1, 21080.3, 21083, 21083.05, 21083.3, 21093, 21094, 21095, and 21151, Public Resources Code; 
Sundstrom v. County of Mendocino,(1988) 202 Cal.App.3d 296; Leonoff v. Monterey Board of Supervisors, (1990) 222 
Cal.App.3d 1337; Eureka Citizens for Responsible Govt. v. City of Eureka (2007) 147 Cal.App.4th 357; Protect the Historic 
Amador Waterways v. Amador Water Agency (2004) 116 Cal.App.4th at 1109; San Franciscans Upholding the Downtown 
Plan v. City and County of San Francisco (2002) 102 Cal.App.4th 656. 


The proposed project would not substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause 
a fish or wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or 
animal community, or reduce the number or restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant or 
animal. As discussed in Section F.3, Cultural Resources, implementation of the proposed project 
would not result in a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archeological resource or 
a tribal cultural resource and would not disturb human remains. As discussed in Section F.15, 
Geology and Soils, implementation of the proposed project would not directly or indirectly destroy 
a unique paleontological resource or site. For these reasons, the proposed project would not result 
in the elimination of important examples of major periods of California history or prehistory.  


The proposed project would not combine with past, present, or reasonably foreseeable future 
projects to create significant cumulative impacts related to any of the topics discussed in Section F, 
Evaluation of Environmental Effects. There would be no significant cumulative impacts to which 
the proposed project would make cumulatively considerable contributions. 


As discussed in Section F.15, Geology and Soils, the proposed project would result in potentially 
significant impacts related to seismic hazards. The foregoing analysis identifies Mitigation 
Measure M-GE-1, which would reduce these impact to less than significant impacts related to 
geology and soils. With implementation of this mitigation measure, the proposed project would 
not result in environmental effects that would cause substantial adverse effects on human beings. 
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G. MITIGATION MEASURE  


Mitigation Measure M-GE-1: Ongoing Coordination with the Planning Department and the 
Department of Building Inspections Prior to and During the Construction Phase Regarding 
Compliance with Geotechnical Requirements. Pursuant to the San Francisco Department of 
Building Inspection process, the project sponsor (and their design team, geotechnical engineer, and 
contractor, as applicable) will be subject to ongoing coordination requirements with the planning 
department and the building department regarding plan check reviews and building inspections 
prior to and during construction work. This process will include the following requirements: 


 Prior to commencement of construction, the project sponsor shall submit to the planning 
department and building department a report outlining anticipated construction 
milestones with corresponding (approximate) dates of reaching those milestones as well 
and all memoranda and/or reports anticipated to be prepared or approved at those 
milestones. The report shall address how all code requirements will be met, including 
responsible parties and the city agency providing oversight. The report shall be reviewed 
and approved by the planning department and the building department prior to 
commencement of construction.  


 Once construction commences, the sponsor shall notify the planning department and the 
building department (when coordination with the building department is not already 
included as typical part of the process) when the above milestones have been reached and 
their outcomes. Specifically, all memoranda and/or reports issued at times of those 
milestones shall be provided to the planning department and the building department.110  


  


H.  PUBLIC NOTICE AND COMMENT 


On February 14, 2019, the planning department mailed a notification of project receiving 
environmental review to owners of properties within 300 feet of the project site, adjacent occupants, 
neighborhood groups, and other interested parties. In response to the notification, the planning 
department received three letters from the representative of 2421 Green Street and four letters from 
other neighbors. Comments included concerns about impacts to historic resources related to views, 
air, and light (addressed under Impact CR-1 on page 15), impacts to the historic resource at 2421 
Green Street related to construction methodology (addressed under Impacts GE-1 through GE-3 
on pages 59 through 65), impacts related to the release of hazardous matter (addressed under 
impact HZ-2 on page 71), and the accuracy of the project description (see Project Characteristics on 
page 1).  


Comments were also raised concerning the scale of development, consistency with the planning 
code and with Cow Hollow design guidelines, and neighborhood notification for the discretionary 


                                                      
110 Pursuant to Department policy, any memoranda and/or reports prepared by project sponsor and/or a 


consultant working for the project sponsor shall adhere to Planning Department’s protocols of 
objectivity. 
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review hearing. These issues are not related to impacts on the environment and will be addressed 
during the planning department’s review of the building permit. 


One commenter raised concern that the project was being piecemealed (divided into smaller 
projects to qualify for one or more exemptions, which is prohibited under state CEQA statute). This 
initial study (and the two categorical exemptions for the project that were previously issued and 
rescinded) appropriately covered the whole of the project – both the excavation and the expansion 
of the building. In other words, the sponsor did correctly obtain CEQA clearance for the entirety 
of his project. Subsequently, however, the sponsor exceeded the scope of work of a foundation 
permit, which is constitutes a permitting (not CEQA) violation. 


Other comments concerned permits that were suspended and not revoked and notices of violation 
concerning the safety and condition of the vacant building. These issues will be addressed as part 
of project approvals or through the permit enforcement process. 


  


 


I. DETERMINATION 


On the basis of this Initial Study: 
 


 I find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment, and 
a NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared. 


 I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, 
there will not be a significant effect in this case because revisions in the project have been 
made by or agreed to by the project proponent. A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION 
will be prepared.  


 I find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required. 


 I find that the proposed project MAY have a “potentially significant impact” or “potentially 
significant unless mitigated” impact on the environment, but at least one effect 1) has been 
adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and 2) has 
been addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis as described on attached 
sheets. An ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required, but it must analyze only the 
effects that remain to be addressed.  


  







❑ I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment,


because all potentially significant effects (a) have been analyzed adequately in an earlier EIR or


NEGATIVE DECLARATION pursuant to applicable standards, and (b) have been avoided or


mitigated pursuant to that earlier EIR or NEGATNE DECLARATION, including revisions or


mitigation measures that are imposed upon the proposed'project, no further environmental


documentation is required.


Lisa Gibson


Environmental Review Officer


for


John Rahaim


DATE o2 ~r ~ o~G~ j 9 Director of Planning


J. INITIAL STUDY PREPARERS


Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco


Environmental Planning Division


165 Mission Street, Suite 400


San Francisco, CA 94103


Environmental Review Officer: Lisa Gibson


Principal Environmental Planner: Tania Sheyner, AICP


Senior Environmental Planner: Jeanie Poling


Preservation Planner: Stephanie Cisneros


K. FIGURES —See the following pages.
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Figure 1 – Project Site Location 
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Figure 2 – Existing and Proposed Site Plans 
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Figure 3 – Proposed Basement Plan 
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Figure 4 – Proposed First Floor Plan 
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Figure 5 – Proposed Second Floor Plan 
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Figure 6 – Proposed Third Floor Plan 
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Figure 7 – Proposed Fourth Floor Plan 
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Figure 8 – Proposed Roof Plan 
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Figure 9 – Proposed North (Front) Elevation 
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Figure 10 – Proposed South (Rear) Elevation 
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Figure 11– Proposed East Elevation 
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Figure 12 – Proposed West Elevation 
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Figure 13 – Projects within One-Quarter Mile of the Project Site  
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Figure 14 – Detail 3 on Sheet S4.1 of Building Permit Application No. 201705116316 












        City Hall 
 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 


  BOARD of SUPERVISORS           San Francisco, CA 94102-4689 
       Tel. No. 554-5184 
       Fax No. 554-5163 
  TDD/TTY No. 554-5227 


August 13, 2020 


To: Rich Hillis 
Planning Director 


From: Angela Calvillo 
Clerk of the Board of Supervisors 


Subject: Appeal of California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Issuance of Final 
Mitigated Negative Declaration - 2417 Green Street 


As you know, in response to the challenges posed during this health emergency, we have been 
working diligently the last several months to stabilize the remote meeting system and establish 
processes to execute efficient, complex hearings at the Board of Supervisors. Now that we have 
reached confidence in the remote meeting system, we are resuming scheduling of the appeal 
queue. In order to alleviate deadline concerns due to the sizable queue, Mayor London N. Breed 
issued the Twenty-Second Supplement to the Declaration of the Emergency that provides the 
Board until September 30, 2020, to schedule all of the initial hearings for pending appeals. 
Upon receipt of your determination, we will move forward accordingly and schedule a hearing 
within the timeframe if it is deemed to have been filed timely. 


An appeal of the CEQA Final Mitigated Negative Declaration for the proposed project at 2417 
Green Street was filed with the Office of the Clerk of the Board on August 7, 2020, by Richard 
Drury of Lozeau Drury LLP, on behalf of Kelsey and David Lamond. 


Pursuant to Administrative Code, Chapter 31.16, I am forwarding this appeal, with attached 
documents, to the Planning Department to determine if the appeal has been filed in a timely 
manner.   


If you have any questions, please feel free to contact Legislative Clerks Lisa Lew at (415) 554-
7718, Jocelyn Wong at (415) 554-7702 or Brent Jalipa at (415) 554-7712. 
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c:  Anne Pearson, Deputy City Attorney 
 Kate Stacy, Deputy City Attorney 
 Kristen Jensen, Deputy City Attorney 
 Corey Teague, Zoning Administrator, Planning Department 
 Scott Sanchez, Acting Deputy Zoning Administrator, Planning Department 
 Lisa Gibson, Environmental Review Officer, Planning Department 
 Devyani Jain, Deputy Environmental Review Officer, Planning Department 
 Joy Navarette, Environmental Planning, Planning Department 
 Don Lewis, Environmental Planning, Planning Department 
 Adam Varat, Acting Director of Citywide Planning, Planning Department 
 Dan Sider, Director of Executive Programs, Planning Department 
 Aaron Starr, Manager of Legislative Affairs, Planning Department 


Jonas Ionin, Planning Commission Secretary, Planning Department 
Laura Lynch, Staff Contact, Planning Department 


 Jeanie Poling, Staff Contact, Planning Department 
 Julie Rosenberg, Executive Director, Board of Appeals 
 Katy Sullivan, Legal Assistant, Board of Appeals 
 Alec Longaway, Legal Process Clerk, Board of Appeals 
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		As you know, in response to the challenges posed during this health emergency, we have been working diligently the last several months to stabilize the remote meeting system and establish processes to execute efficient, complex hearings at the Board o...

		An appeal of the CEQA Final Mitigated Negative Declaration for the proposed project at 2417 Green Street was filed with the Office of the Clerk of the Board on August 7, 2020, by Richard Drury of Lozeau Drury LLP, on behalf of Kelsey and David Lamond.






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.

 
 
 
 
 



From: BOS Legislation, (BOS)
To: Rahaim, John (CPC)
Cc: PEARSON, ANNE (CAT); STACY, KATE (CAT); JENSEN, KRISTEN (CAT); Teague, Corey (CPC); Sanchez, Scott

(CPC); Gibson, Lisa (CPC); Jain, Devyani (CPC); Navarrete, Joy (CPC); Lewis, Don (CPC); Varat, Adam (CPC);
Sider, Dan (CPC); Starr, Aaron (CPC); Ionin, Jonas (CPC); Poling, Jeanie (CPC); Rosenberg, Julie (BOA); Sullivan,
Katy (BOA); Longaway, Alec (BOA); BOS-Supervisors; BOS-Legislative Aides; Calvillo, Angela (BOS); Somera,
Alisa (BOS); BOS Legislation, (BOS)

Subject: Appeal of CEQA Mitigated Negative Declaration - 2417 Green Street Project - Timeliness Determination Request
Date: Thursday, February 6, 2020 4:14:27 PM
Attachments: image001.png

Appeal Ltr 020520.pdf
COB Ltr 020620.pdf

Greetings, Director Rahaim:
 
The Office of the Clerk of the Board is in receipt of an appeal of the CEQA Mitigated Negative
Declaration for the proposed 2417 Green Street Project. The appeal was filed by Richard Drury of
Lozeau Drury LLP, on behalf of Philip Kaufman, on February 5, 2020.
 
Please find the attached letter of appeal and timely filing determination request letter from the Clerk
of the Board.
 
Kindly review for timely filing determination.
 
Regards,
 
Lisa Lew
San Francisco Board of Supervisors
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco, CA 94102
T 415-554-7718 | F 415-554-5163
lisa.lew@sfgov.org | www.sfbos.org
 

    Click here to complete a Board of Supervisors Customer Service Satisfaction form
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The proposed project at 2417 Green Street "presents unusual circumstances 
relating to historic resources and hazardous materials and it appears as a 
result of those circumstances the project may have a significant effect on the 
environment"1 


Unanimous 11-0 Vote of the San Francisco Board of Supervisors (Feb. 6, 
2018). (Exhibit A). 


RE: Notice of Appeal and Appeal of San Francisco Planning Department's Final 
Mitigated Negative Declaration for 2417 Green Street, Case No. 2017-
002545ENV 


Dear Ms. Calvillo: 


Philip Kaufman ("Appellant") hereby appeals2 the San Francisco Planning 
Department's January 9, 2020 issuance of a Final Mitigated Negative Declaration (FMND) 
(Exhibit B) pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act ("CEQA") for a proposed 
project at 2417 Green Street ("Project"), despite two unanimous findings of the Board of 
Supervisors that the Project "presents unusual circumstances relating to historic 
resources and hazardous materials and it appears as a result of those 
circumstances the project may have a significant effect on the environment."3 The 
Planning Commission approved the Preliminary Mitigated Negative Declaration (PMND) 
(Exhibit C) for the Project in violation of CEQA, and in violation of the City's current 


1 Motion M18-012, pp. 3-4 (amended February 6, 2018) (Exhibit A). 
2 This appeal is filed pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.16. 
3 San Francisco Administrative Code section 31.16 
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Slope & Seismic Hazard Zone Protection Act ("SSPA")4 as well as previous versions of 
the Slope Protection Act ("SPA"). Mr. Kaufman timely filed an appeal of the preliminary 
negative declaration with the Planning Commission during the public comment period. 


This appeal seeks to save an historic home on a steep hill in San Francisco 
from a dangerous excavation that jeopardizes the safety of the historic Coxhead 
House and its brick foundations. The historic Coxhead House will likely be 
irreparably harmed by the adjacent, speculative development at 2417 Green Street. 


Mr. Kaufman, the owner of the historic Coxhead House at 2421 Green Street, has 
lived there for thirty years and has preserved the historic building intact, as did the 
previous owners. We respectfully urge you to save his home by voting to follow CEQA 
and demand that the downslope Developer prepare an Environmental Impact Report 
("EIR") for the proposed Project at 2417 Green Street, consistent with the Board of 
Supervisors unanimous decision in February 2018. The permits for the proposed Project, 
which have been suspended by DBI and now have expired, must be revoked pending 
proper CEQA review, which will undoubtedly require safety revision to the plans per the 
San Francisco's Building Code including the SSPA, which will require new permits. 


A private for-profit Developer, Christopher Durkin ("Developer"), has proposed to 
radically alter the UNOCCUPIED structure at 2417 Green Street, and erect a much larger 
structure on the site ("Project") that will adversely affect the neighborhood, including the 
historic building located at 2421 Green Street built in 1893 by world-renowned architect 
Ernest Coxhead as his personal residence ("Coxhead House"). The Coxhead House is 
on a steep slope immediately adjacent to, uphill and above the proposed Project. The 
Developer has prepared drawings for construction excavations up to the zero setback 
property line showing a 13 foot deep excavation into the land of 2417 Green up to the 
Coxhead House's 128 year old fragile, tall, unreinforced brick foundation. The plans 
approved by the Planning Department for permit show "lateral and subjacent support" 
(Civil Code §832) to 2421 Green will be severely impaired by excavation and other 
construction on 2417 Green allowing gravity and seismic forces to irreparably harm, 
damage, or even destroy 2421 Green. The developer has refused to show any 
stabilization, excavation, shoring, or underpinning details, and has consistently failed to 
obtain the necessary topographical survey, the basic start to designing the required 
protection measures per San Francisco Building Code, Section 3307. 


The City's own Final Mitigated Negative Declaration ("FMND") states, "the project 
construction could compromise the structural integrity of the historic adjacent 
foundation at 2421 Green Street. This would be a significant impact." (FMND pp. 63-
64). The FMND further states, "The proposed project could directly or indirectly 
cause potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or 
death involving rupture of a known earthquake fault, seismic ground shaking, 
ground failure, or landslides." (FMND, p. 60). In other words, the City's own analysis 


4 San Francisco Ord. 121-18. 
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concludes that the Project may result in structural damage to the Coxhead House, and 
even possible "death." Yet, the FMND's "mitigation measure" is that "if unacceptable 
earth movement or evidence of structural settlement is encountered during construction 
... project excavation shall be halted and the geotechnical engineer shall evaluate if 
additional measures are required to prevent further movement." (FMND p. 63). But if 
"unacceptable earth movement" occurs, it will be too late to save the fragile and 
historically irreplaceable Coxhead House, and too late to prevent injury to inhabitants of 
the home. Dr. Lawrence Karp warns that the proposed Project will seriously undermine 
the historic foundations of the Coxhead House, and that no adequate protection 
measures have been proposed to address this existential threat regardless of strict pre
development standards (Exhibit D). 


We urge the Board of Supervisors to reject the FMND and direct staff to prepare 
an environmental impact report ("EIR") to properly and professionally, analyze the 
proposed Project's significant impacts, and to propose feasible and enforceable design 
and construction measures and alternatives to reduce the Project's impacts. These 
safeguards must be developed before Project approval and construction- not after. This 
is the fundamental purpose of CEQA - to "insure the integrity of the process of decision 
by precluding stubborn problems or serious criticism from being swept under the rug." 
(Concerned Citizens of Costa Mesa v. 32nd Dist. Agr. Assn., 42 Cal. 3d 929, 935 (1986).) 


Furthermore in blatant disregard to the decisions of the Board of Supervisors and 
Planning Commission, planning staff issued a Final MND that eliminates the safeguards 
of the SSPA contained in the Preliminary MND. The FMND states, "the project has the 
potential to result in significant impacts related to protection of the adjacent 
foundation at 2421 Green Street that could become unstable as a result of the 
project." (FMND p. 66). For this reason, the Planning Commission voted to GRANT 
discretionary review of the Project, and directed the developer to substantially redesign 
the Project to reduce its impacts on the Coxhead House, including eliminating excavation, 
ensuring that the Project would not undermine the foundation of the Coxhead House, 
reducing the size of the Project to reduce impacts to historical features of the Coxhead 
House including access via existing fenestration to light and air, and ensuring compliance 
with the Cow Hollow Neighborhood Design Guidelines (CHNDG). 


Planning Staff ignored the Commission's clear directives. In a document dated 
January 9, 2020 (although it was not released until January 14, 2020), the Planning Staff 
substantially revised the PMND. Notably, while the PMND stated that the Project would 
be required to comply with the SSPA, the FMND mysteriously reversed this conclusion 
and determined that the Project is not subject to the SSPA, and removed or substantially 
revised many of the mitigation measures intended to protect the Coxhead House and 
ensure stability of the steep slope and its foundations. (Compare Exhibit B to Exhibit C). 
This egregious action flies in the face of the direction of the Planning Commission to 
revise the Project to ensure slope stability. In fact, Planning Staff did exactly the opposite 
-eliminating necessary crucial safeguards intended to prevent damage to the Coxhead 
House. 
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In the face of such renegade staff action, Mr. Kaufman is left with no alternative but 
to appeal again to the Board of Supervisors to protect this unique historic resource from 
potential irreparable harm, to safeguard his health and the health of his family from 
possible risks of injury or even death, as noted in the City's own MND. This risk is not 
theoretical. Planning Staff approved excavation on a home at 125 Crown Terrace in Twin 
Peaks, which ultimately, due to lack of proper shoring, collapsed down the steep hillside 
in 2013 (Exhibit E). Mr. Kaufman wants to ensure that his home and family do not meet 
with the same fate. 


A. PROJECT DESCRIPTION 


The developer, Christopher Durkin, proposes a large project at 2417 Green Street. 
Mr. Kaufman's home, at 2421 Green Street, like 2417, is on the property line immediately 
adjacent to the proposed Project. Mr. Kaufman's home is the historically significant 
"Coxhead House," constructed in 1893 by noted architect Ernest Coxhead as his own 
home. Ernest Coxhead was the father of the First Bay Tradition of architecture and the 
home is one of the most architecturally historically significant residences in the City. 


The proposed Project would construct one- and three-story horizontal rear 
additions; and construct third and fourth floor vertical additions above the existing single
family dwelling. The floor area would increase from approximately 4,118 square feet to 
approximately 5,115 square feet and would include a one-bedroom Accessory Dwelling 
Unit measuring approximately 1 ,023 square feet on the first floor. The Project also 
proposes the partial excavation of the rear yard for a sunken terrace, fa<;ade alternations, 
and interior modifications, including the underground expansion toward 2421 Green of the 
existing basement level garage that will physically accommodate three additional 
vehicles.5 Finally, the property is on a steep slope, and would require "excavation of 
approximately 408 cubic yards of soil and rock to a depth of 13 feet below grade."6 


B. HISTORY 


The planning staff has twice attempted to exempt the proposed Project entirely 
from CEQA review. The Board of Supervisors has twice unanimously rejected the CEQA 
exemptions, holding: 


The proposed project at 2417 Green Street "presents unusual circumstances 
relating to historic resources and hazardous materials and it appears as a result of 
those circumstances the project may have a significant effect on the 
environment."7 


5 Although the Project application states that the garage is intended to accommodate two cars, 
the actual expansion creates space for up to four cars. 
6 Second exemption under CEQA at p. 1-2. 
7 Motion M 18-012, pp. 3-4 (amended February 6, 2018) (Exhibit A). 
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Unanimous 11-0 Vote of the San Francisco Board of Supervisors (Feb. 6, 
2018) (emphasis added). 


Although the Board of Supervisors did not specify the form of CEQA review 
required (holding only that a Categorical Exemption was not allowed), the legal standard 
is that an environmental impact report ("EIR") is required if there is a "fair argument" that a 
project "may have" any adverse environmental impact.8 This, of course, was the exact 
finding made by the Board of Supervisors. Despite the Board of Supervisors ruling, the 
Planning Staff issued a mitigated negative declaration ("MND") rather than an EIR. As a 
matter of law, an EIR is required. City staff is precluded from making factual findings that 
contradict the Board of Supervisors' findings.9 


On January 9, 2020, the Planning Commission voted unanimously (6-0) to GRANT 
discretionary review of the Project. The Commission directed the developer to 
substantially redesign the Project to reduce impacts to the Coxhead House, including 
risks to seismic stability, and impacts to the historical character of the Coxhead House. !n 
particular, the Commission directed the developer to eliminate excavation in order to 
minimize risk of slope instability or landslides. Commission President Melgar stated: 


"I would want to not have any excavation, not sinking the whole project by two 
feet. I think that's just too big a risk. I also, quite frankly, I'm not sure that I trust 
that someone who had demolished the chimneys without a permit and left the 
structure out to be damaged by the elements will do the right thing if we allow for 
the expansion in the back and also to the excavation, which is a big risk. And so I 
would want to have, like, a lot more robust conditions for approval and something 
that will assure me that we're not risking the integrity of this important structure 
next door. .. " 


Commissioner Koppel stated, "I'm not going to be supportive of excavating on this 
project." Commissioner Moore stated that excavation poses a risk to the uphill Coxhead 
House, and stated that the project should "stay within its envelope and within its footprint." 
Commissioner Johnson stated that, "excavation in particular is particularly worrying, and 


8 Communities for a Better Environment v. South Coast Air Quality Management Dist. 
(ConocoPhillips) (2010) 48 Cal. 4th 310, 319-320. 
9 Even if staff were to reach a contrary conclusion, it cannot "unring the bell" of the Board of 
Supervisor's findings. At best, this would create a "fair argument" which must be resolved in an 
EIR. In Stanislaus Audobon Society, Inc. v. County of Stanislaus (1995) 33 Cai.App.4th 144, the 
court rejected a county's argument that a revised initial study prepared by the county which 
contradicted the findings of the first initial study had not "relegated the first initial study to oblivion." 
/d. at 154. The court stated, "We analogize such an untenable position to the unringing of a bell. 
The first initial study is part of the record. The fact that a revised initial study was later prepared 
does not make the first initial study any less a record entry nor does it diminish its significance, 
particularly when the revised study does not conclude that the project would not be growth 
inducing but instead simply proceeds on the assumption that evaluation of future housing can be 
deferred until such housing is proposed." /d. at 154. 
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so I think a project redesign would have to have lesser or no excavation. I think it has to 
respect the historic character of the house next door and try to mitigate impacts." 
Commissioner Fung stated that "the excavation creates a large part of the issues with the 
adjacent building ... what would be a starting point would be to redesign this building so 
that it would minimize the risk to the adjacent [building], including studying the elimination 
of that massive excavation." Commissioner Diamond stated that even a proposed 
accessory dwelling unit and additional parking do not justify excavation that poses a risk 
to the adjacent homes. Ultimately the Commission unanimously approved Commissioner 
Johnson's motion to "redesign the project with sensitivity to the historic resource, 
eliminating the extra parking and ADU if additional excavation can be avoided, and then 
to meet with one another and talk with staff, and stronger adherence to the Cow Hollow 
Guidelines, including stepping the buildings with each other." 


Despite the Commission's unanimous vote to eliminate excavation to reduce 
seismic risks to the Coxhead House, Planning staff did exactly the opposite. Instead, they 
altered the PMND to reverse its conclusion that the SSPA applies to the Project, and 
eliminated safeguards contained in the PMND and SSPA, such as independent expert 
review of by an appointed geotechnical engineer of excavation, shoring and underpinning 
plans. 


Finally, the Commission expressed concern of Mr. Durkin's long history of notices 
of violation. During the pendency of these proceedings, Mr. Durkin, has racked up at 
least five separate Notices of Violation ("NOVs") for "work without a permit," removing two 
chimneys without a permit, leaving gaping holes in the roof and other unauthorized 
construction activity. The roof was left open during an entire rainy season, dilapidating 
the house. Ultimately, on April13, 2019, the City Department of Building Inspection, 
Code Enforcement Division issued a notice of Order of Abatement that the building was 
UNSAFE and/or a PUBLIC NUISANCE due to failure to remedy past violations. 


C. SLOPE AND SEISMIC HAZARD ZONE PROTECTION ACT ("SSPA") 


1. SSPA Legal Requirements. 


The Board of Supervisors adopted the previous Slope Protection Act ("SPA") in 
2008 requiring construction of new buildings or structures and certain other construction 
work on properties subject to the SPA to undergo additional review for structural integrity 
and effect on slope stability. The legislation was strengthened in 2018 and renamed the 
Slope and Seismic Hazard Zone Protection Act ("SSPA"). The SSPA applies to projects 
proposed on a slope of 4 Horizontal to 1 Vertical (4H:1V = 25%) or greater according to 
the Topographic Map of San Francisco: 4H:1V Slope dated July 25, 2018, or that "lies 
within the areas of 'Earthquake-Induced Landslide' in the Seismic Hazard Zone Map, 
released by the California Department of Conservation, Division of Mines and Geology, 
dated November 17, 2000, or amendments thereto (SSPA, Sect. 1 06A.4.1.4.3), and 
involves grading or excavation of over 50 cubic yards of earth. 
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Projects subject to the SSPA are subject to "heightened review" to ensure stability 
of San Francisco's steep slopes and hillsides during construction. The SSPA states, 
"because landslides, earth movement, ground shaking, drainage issue and subsidence 
are likely to occur on or near steeply sloped properties," projects subject to the SSPA 
must "be peer-reviewed for structural integrity and effect on hillside slope stability." 
(SSPA, Sect. 1 06A.4.1.4.2). 


Projects subject to the SSPA must submit reports by both a licensed geotechnical 
engineer and a licensed geologist identifying areas of potential slope instabilities, defining 
potential risks of development due to geological and geotechnical factors, and 
recommending appropriate pre-construction slope and foundation stability protection 
strategies, subject to review by the Structural Advisory Committee. Permits may not be 
issued until the Departments of Planning and Public Works, and the Fire Department visit 
the site and provide written communication to the Building Official. In addition, the 
Structural Advisory Committee must provide a written report to the Building Official 
"conceming the safety and integrity of the proposed design and construction." The 
Structural Advisory Committee must "consider the effect that construction activity related 
to the proposed project will have on the safety and stability of the property subject to the 
[SSPA] and properties within the vicinity of such property." (SSPA Sect. 106A.4.1.4.4 
(emphasis added). 


2. The 2417 Green Project is Subject to the SSPA. 


As discussed in the attached opinion of registered civil and geotechnical engineer 
Dr. Lawrence Karp, the Project proposed at 2417 Green Street is clearly subject to the 
SSPA (Exhibit D). There is no dispute that the Project proposed at 2417 Green Street 
involves far more than 50 cubic yards of earth movement. The developer's environmental 
evaluation states that the Project requires 408 cubic yards of excavation. 


The Project site is clearly shown on the July 24, 2018 4H:1V topographical map 
referenced in the SSPA, and found on the Department of Building Inspection's website 


,~=~~====:..:.=====-==::..;_:_=::::::_=~~~=~, (Exhibit F). 
The Project site is also on the City's 1987 map of "areas of potential landslide hazard." 
(Exhibit G) conspicuously posted at SFDBI's Permit Approval Department. Finally, the 
Project site is on the "Blume map" of landslide locations (Exhibit H)10, which was a 
previous version of the basic protective Act. The SSPA (Ord. 121-18) incorporates all of 
San Francisco's maps showing areas of instability, stating twice " .... or falls within certain 
mapped areas of the City". No maps have been relegated to oblivion. 


As a result, even Mr. Durkin's own geotechnical engineer, Divis Consulting, 
concluded that the Project is subject to the SPA and City maps. (Divis Rpt. Jan. 12, 
2017) (Exhibit 1). 


10 Despite the fact that the older Blume map was not referenced in the SSPA in 2018, the site's 
presence on the other maps is sufficient to confirm applicability of the SSP A. 
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3. The Planning Department's Curious Reversal of Opinion. 


The Preliminary MND unremarkably concluded that the Project is subject to the 
SPA or the SSPA and therefore must comply with their requirements to safeguard the 
slope, structural support, and adjacent properties. However, mysteriously, the Final MND 
reversed this conclusion and for the first time stated that the Project is not subject to the 
SSP A. As a result, the Final MND illogically removed most of the mitigation measures 
contained in the Preliminary MND- despite the Planning Commission's unanimous 
decision that additional safeguards were necessary to ensure slope stability. The PMND 
clearly stated at pages 59-60 (Exhibit C): 


"The project site in a landslide hazard zone and thus is subject to the additional 
requirements of the Slope Protection Act (building code section 1 06A.4.1.4). The 
Slope Protection Act states that the final geotechnical report must be prepared and 
signed by both a licensed geologist and a licensed geotechnical engineer, which in 
turn shall undergo design review by a licensed geotechnical or civil engineer to 
verify that appropriate geological and geotechnical issues have been considered 
and that appropriate slope instability mitigation strategies, including drainage plans 
if required, are proposed. 


Based on the review of the geotechnical submittal (discussed in more detail 
below), the building department director may also require that the project be 
subject to review by a three-member Structural Advisory Committee that will advise 
the building department on matters pertaining to the building's design and 
construction. The three committee members must be selected from a list of 
qualified engineers submitted by the Structural Engineers Association of Northern 
California and approved by the building department. One member must be 
selected by the building department, one member shall be selected by the project 
sponsor, and the third member shall be selected jointly." 


The FMND deleted the above paragraphs in their entirety, and replaced them with 
the exact opposite conclusion below (Exhibit B): 


The project site is located within an area of potential landslide hazard zone as 
identified on the 197 4 Blume map. In 2018, the San Francisco Building Code was 
amended by the Slope and Seismic Hazard Zone Protection Act (Ordinance No. 
121-18) to no longer reference the Blume map. However, Building Permit 
Application No. 201704285244 for the building expansion is subject to the building 
code provisions in effect on April28, 2017, before Ordinance No. 121-18 became 
effective11 • On August 23, 2019, the building department documented that this 


11 There is no question that the SPA referenced the Blume Map in 2017. There is also no 
question that the Project site is on the Blume Map. (Exhibit H). Therefore, since Planning staff 
contends that the SPA rather than the newer SSPA applies to the Project, there should be no 
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project site and thus is not subject to the additional requirements of the Slope 
Protection Act (building code section 1 06A.4.1.4). The building department, during 
its review of the project's structural plans, may request the assistance of a 
structural design reviewer to provide additional and specialized expertise to 
supplement its plan review. The structural design reviewer would meet with the 
project sponsor's engineer of record and with building department staff as the need 
arises throughout the design process. 


Similarly, at page 62 the Preliminary MND stated: 
Third-Party Review. Pursuant to the Slope Protection Act, the project's 
geotechnical investigation report and construction documents will undergo third
party review by a licensed geotechnical engineer. Such review will verify that 
appropriate geological and geotechnical issues have been considered and that 
appropriate slope instability mitigation strategies have been proposed. 


The Finai ivii\iD deleted this critical safeguard entirely. Thus, even though the 
City's own Preliminary MND concluded that the SSPA applies to the Project, even though 
the Developer's own geotechnical engineer concluded that the SPA applies to the Project, 
even though the City's own maps conclusively demonstrate that the SSPA applies to the 
Project, and even though the Planning Commission voted unanimously that additional 
safeguards are required to ensure seismic stability, the Planning Department staff took it 
upon themselves to ignore the facts and conclude that the Project is miraculously not 
subject to the SSPA, and therefore removed almost all of the gravity and seismic stability 
mitigating measures contained in the Preliminary MND. 


This determination must be reversed and the Project must be found to be subject 
to the SSPA. 


D. CEQA 


1. LEGAL STANDARD 


Under CEQA, an environmental impact report ("EIR") is required rather than a 
mitigated negative declaration ("MND") if there is even a "fair argument" that a proposed 
project "may have" any adverse environmental impacts -- even if contrary evidence 
exists to support the agency's decision.12 Put simply, "if there is a disagreement among 
experts over the significance of an effect, the agency is to treat the effect as significant 
and prepare an EIR."13 The purpose of the EIR is to analyze significant environmental 


question that the Project is subject to the safeguards of the SPA. Yet, Planning staff somehow 
reach the exact opposite conclusion. 
12 14 CCR § 15064(f)(1); Stanislaus Audubon Society v. County of Stanislaus (1995) 33 
Cai.App.4th 144, 150-15. 
13 Sierra Club v. County of Sonoma, 6 Cai.App.4th at pp. 1316-1317; Moss v. Cty. of Humboldt 
(2008) 162 Cal. App. 4th 1041, 1049. 
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impacts and to propose feasible, enforceable mitigation measures and alternatives to 
reduce the proposed project's impacts. 


2. SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS 


The proposed Project has many significant environmental impacts that have not 
been adequately mitigated, including the following: 


a. STRUCTURAL INTEGRITY: After numerous comments from Dr. Lawrence Karp, 
the MND admits that "the project construction could compromise the 
structural integrity of the historic adjacent foundation at 2421 Green Street. 
This would be a significant impact." (FMND pp. 18, 62-63). Nevertheless, the 
city refuses even to require the Project to comply with the San Francisco Seismic 
Hazard Zone Protection Act. Instead, the MND refers to "during construction" 
merely stating: "if unacceptable earth movement or evidence of structural 
settlement is encountered during construction, as determined by the geotechnical 
engineer, project excavation shall be halted and the geotechnical engineer shall 
evaluate if additional measures are required to prevent further movement." (FMND 
p. 63). The sole mitigation measure, M-GE-1, simply requires "ongoing 
coordination" with the Planning Department and Department of Building Inspection 
during construction. (FMND p. 18). This mitigation measure is plainly inadequate to 
reduce this impact to less than significant. The measure allows earth movement to 
occur first, and then the developer would possibly develop a plan after the fact to 
mitigate the harm. The problem with this is that by the time "unacceptable earth 
movement" occurs, the narrow brick Wythe foundation of the historic Coxhead 
House may already have suffered possibly latent catastrophic irreparable harm. 
CEQA prohibits such "deferred" mitigation.14 An EIR is required to analyze this 
admittedly significant impact and to develop enforceable mitigation measures prior 
to construction -- not after irreparable harm occurs. 


b. VIOLATION OF SSPA: As discussed above, the Planning Staff has erroneously 
concluded that the Project is not subject to the SSP A. As explained by Dr. Karp, 
the staff conclusion is factually wrong, and the SSPA clearly applies to the Project. 
Where a policy of general applicability, such as an ordinance, 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 requiring an EIR.15 


Any inconsistencies between a proposed project and applicable plans must be 
discussed in an EIR16. A Project's inconsistencies with local plans and policies 


14 Sundstrom v. County of Mendocino (1988) 202 Cai.App.3d 296, 308-309. 
15 Pocket Protectors v. Sacramento (2005) 124 Cai.App.4th 903. 
16 14 CCR § 15125(d); City of Long Beach v. Los Angeles Unif. School Dist. (2009) 176 Cal. App. 
4th 889, 918. 







2417 Green Street 
February 5, 2020 
Page 11 of 13 


constitute significant impacts under CEQA.17 Since the Project fails to comply with 
the SSPA, which was adopted to mitigate significant risks of landslide, this creates 
a fair argument that the Project may have an adverse environmental impact and an 
EIR is required. 


c. HISTORIC IMPACTS: The MND finally admits the historical significance of the 
Coxhead House, as established by Architectural Historian Carol Karp, AlA. 
However, the sole mitigation measure is the above-mentioned M-GE-1 -to require 
ongoing coordination with the Planning Department and OBI during construction. 
As discussed above, this is clearly inadequate to prevent ground movement and 
irreparable structural damage to the Coxhead House given the steep slope and 
fragile historic foundation. Also, the MND ignores entirely the impact that the 
massive expansion will have upon access to light and air from 24 windows at the 
Coxhead House, which greatly contribute to its architecturally historic significance. 
The MND dismisses the fact that the massive project will block public views of the 
Coxhead House from Pieice and Green Streets. VVhile the MND states that these 
are not the "primary views" of the Coxhead House, there is no distinction in CEQA 
law between primary and secondary views of historic resources. An EIR is 
required to analyze the project's impacts to the historic Coxhead House, and to 
propose feasible alternatives and mitigation measures to reduce the impacts. 


d. SOIL CONTAMINATION: As discussed by certified hydrogeologist Matthew 
Hagemann, C. Hg., formerly director of the US EPA Western Superfund program, 
the Project site is on the City's Maher Map of potentially contaminated sites. The 
developer proposes to excavate over 400 cubic yards of potentially contaminated 
soil. Despite this, neither the city nor the developer has conducted any additional 
soil testing. The MND continues to rely on 2 "co-located" soil samples taken in 
2018 from within the garage. Mr. Hagemann has testified that these samples are 
inadequate because the garage was rebuilt in the 1980s. Therefore, this is the one 
area where the soil would be expected to be clean. Instead, soil sampling is 
required in the areas proposed to be excavated, including the rear yard. This has 
not been done. Incredibly, there is still no topographical survey map of the 
property that would locate existing improvements at both 2417 and 2421 Green 
Street. An EIR is required to professionally analyze the Project and report to avoid 
environmental impacts. 


e. BOARD OF SUPERVISORS RESOLUTIONS: The MND fails even to mention the 
unanimous resolutions of the Board of Supervisors, finding that the proposed 
Project at 2417 Green Street "presents unusual circumstances relating to historic 
resources and hazardous materials and it appears as a result of those 
circumstances the project may have a significant effect on the environment..." 


17 Endangered Habitats League, Inc. v. County of Orange (2005) 131 Cai.App.4th 777, 783-4, 32 
Cai.Rptr.3d 177; Georgetown Preservation Society v. County of ElDorado (2018) 30 Cai.App.5th 
358. 
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Since the Board of Supervisors has found that the Project "may have a significant 
effect on the environment," which is the exact legal finding to require an EIR, an 
EIR is required as a matter of law. 


An EIR is required since eminently well-qualified experts and the Board of 
Supervisors have concluded that the proposed Project will have adverse impacts on the 
historic Coxhead House. It is crucial to implement all feasible mitigation measures and 
project alternatives to reduce impacts to the historic Coxhead House, including risks of 
catastrophic ground movement and seismic instability. 


D. INACCURATE PROJECT DESCRIPTION. 


The Planning Commission has voted unanimously to grant discretionary review of 
the Project and directed the Developer to substantially redesign the Project to reduce or 
eliminate excavation and to reduce impacts to the historic Coxhead House. As a result, 
the Project will have to be redesigned to allow new permits. The suspended permits have 
now expired because there has been no work under them for more than 6 months. 
Therefore, the Project description in the MND is inaccurate as it does not describe or 
analyze the Project that will actually be approved. As such, the MND is inadequate as an 
informational document and must be set aside. 


A negative declaration must accurately describe the proposed project.18 "An 
accurate, stable and finite project description is the sine qua non of an informative and 
legally sufficient [CEQA document]."19 


There is no question that the MND fails to accurately describe the Project. The 
Planning Commission has directed the Developer to substantially redesign the Project. 
Therefore, the Project described in the MND is not the Project that will be approved. As a 
result, the MND fails to meet its basic requirement to accurately describe the Project that 
will ultimately be approved. The MND must therefore be set aside. 


\\\ 
\\\ 


18 Christward Ministry v. Superior Court (1986) 184 Cai.App.3d 180; CEQA Guidelines §15071(a). 
19 County of lnyo v. City of Los Angeles (1977) 71 Cai.App.3d 185, 193; 
Stopthemillenniumhollywood v. City of Los Angeles (2019) 39 Cal. App. 5th 1, 16. 
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E. CONCLUSION 


For the above reasons, we respectfully request that the Board of Supervisors 
reverse the approval the Mitigated Negative Declaration. An Environmental Impact 
Report should be required for the proposed Project. We also ask the Board to reverse 
the staff finding that the SSPA does not apply to the Project, and direct staff to determine 
that the SSPA does apply to the Project and require implementation of all the safeguards 
of the SSPA. 


cc: Supervisor Catherine Stefani 
Supervisor Aaron Peskin 


Sincerely, 


Richard Drury 
Lozeau Drury LLP 
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AMENDED IN BOARD 
FILE NO. 180123 2/6/2018 MOTION NO. Ml8-012 


1 [Adopting Findings Reversing the Categorical Exemption Determination - 2417 Green Street] 


2 


3 Motion adopting findings reversing the determination by the Planning Department that 


4 the proposed project at 2417 Green Street is categorically exempt from further 


5 environmental review. 


6 


7 WHEREAS, On May 16, 2017, the Planning Department determined that the proposed 


8 project at 2417 Green Street ("Project") is exempt from environmental review under the 


9 California Environmental Quality Act ("CEQA"), the CEQA Guidelines, and San Francisco 


10 Administrative Code, Chapter 31; and 


11 WHEREAS, The proposed Project involves alterations to an existing four-story-over-


12 basement single-family residence with one vehicle parking space, which alterations would 


13 include excavation to add two vehicle parking spaces; a three-story rear addition; facade 


14 alterations and foundation replacement; and lowering the existing building; and 


15 WHEREAS, On May 16, 2017, pursuant to Title 14 of the CEQA Guidelines (California 


16 Code of Regulations, Title 14, Division 6, Chapter 3, Sections 15000-15387), the Planning 


17 Department determined that the Project is exempt from environmental review under Class 1 


18 the CEQA Guidelines (14 Cal. Code Reg. Section 15301), which provides an exemption for 


19 minor alterations to existing facilities including demolition of up to three single-family 


20 residences in urban areas; and 


21 WHEREAS, On November 22, 2017, an appeal of the categorical exemption was filed 


22 by Richard Drury and Rebecca Davis of Lozeau Drury LLP on behalf of Philip Kaufman 


23 ("Appellant"); and 


24 


25 
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1 WHEREAS, By memorandum to the Clerk of the Board dated November 30, 2017, the 


2 Planning Department's Environmental Review Officer determined that the appeal was timely 


3 filed; and 


4 WHEREAS, On January 9, 2018, this Board held a duly noticed public hearing to 


5 consider the appeal of the exemption determination filed by Appellant and, following the public 


6 hearing, reversed the exemption determination; and 


7 WHEREAS, In reviewing the appeal of the exemption determination, this Board 


8 reviewed and considered the exemption determination, the appeal letter, the responses to the 


9 appeal documents that the Planning Department prepared, the other written records before 


10 the Board of Supervisors and all of the public testimony made in support of and opposed to 


11 the exemption determination appeal; and 


12 WHEREAS, At the January 9, 2018, appeal hearing before this Board, Appellant 


13 submitted additional information in support of the appeal, including an engineering report by 


14 Lawrence B. Karp ("Karp Report"); and 


15 WHEREAS, The Karp Report and other information submitted at and prior to the 


16 January 9, 2018, appeal hearing constituted substantial evidence that the Project, if approved, 


17 may result in one or more substantial adverse changes in the significance of the neighboring 


18 historic resource located at 2421 Green Street that have not been sufficiently addressed in the 


19 Categorical Exemption for the Project; and 


20 WHEREAS, At and prior to the January 9, 2018, appeal hearing, Appellant and other 


21 members of the public submitted substantial evidence, including a report by certified 


22 hydrogeologist Matthew Hagemann, C. Hg., that the Project may disturb potentially 


23 contaminated soils at the Project site; and 


24 WHEREAS, Following the conclusion of the public hearing, the Board of Supervisors 


25 conditionally reversed the exemption determination for the Project subject to the adoption of 
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1 these written findings of the Board in support of such determination based on the written 


2 record before the Board of Supervisors as well as all of the testimony at the public hearing in 


3 support of and opposed to the appeal; and 


4 WHEREAS, The Board finds that the Karp Report and other information submitted at 


5 and prior to the January 9, 2018, appeal hearing constituted substantial evidence not 


6 previously identified that affect the CEQA evaluation set forth in the Categorical Exemption 


7 regarding how the Project may impair the significance of an historic resource by causing 


8 impacts to its immediate surroundings; and 


9 WHEREAS, The Board further finds that the public comment provided at and prior to 


10 the January 9, 2018, hearing, including a report by certified hydrogeologist Matthew 


11 Hagemann, C. Hg., constituted substantial evidence that the Project will disturb potentially 


12 contaminated soils; and 


13 WHEREAS, The written record and oral testimony in support of and opposed to the 


14 appeal and deliberation of the oral and written testimony at the public hearing before the 


15 Board of Supervisors by all parties and the public in support of and opposed to the appeal of 


16 the exemption determination is in the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors File No. 171267, and 


17 is incorporated in this motion as though set forth in its entirety; and 


18 WHEREAS, This Board considered these issues, heard testimony, and shared 


19 concerns that further information and analysis was required regarding the proposed Project 


20 2417 Green Street; now, therefore be it 


21 MOVED, That In light of this information, the Board finds that there is substantial 


22 evidence in the record before the Board that the Project proposed at 2417 Green Street 


23 presents unusual circumstances relating to historic resources and hazardous materials and it 


24 appears as a result of those circumstances the project may have a significant effect on the 


25 
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1 environment and, based on the facts presented to the Board of Supervisors on the hearing on 


2 January 9, 2018, the Project is therefore not Categorically Exempt from CEQA review. 


3 


4 


5 


6 n:\land\as2017\0400241 \01249229.docx 
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City and County of San Francisco 
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Motion: M18-012 


City Hall 
I Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 94102-4689 


File Number: 180123 Date Passed: February 06, 2018 


Motion adopting findings reversing the determination by the Planning Department that the proposed 
project at 2417 Green Street is categorically exempt from further environmental review. 


February 06, 2018 Board of Supervisors- AMENDED, AN AMENDMENT OF THE WHOLE 
BEARING SAME TITLE 


Ayes: 11 -Breed, Cohen, Fewer, Kim, Peskin, Ronen, Safai, Sheehy, Stefani, 
Tang and Yee 


February 06, 2018 Board of Supervisors -APPROVED AS AMENDED 


Ayes: 11 -Breed, Cohen, Fewer, Kim, Peskin, Ronen, Safai, Sheehy, Stefani, 
Tang and Yee 
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SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 


PMNDDate: 


Case No.: 
Project Title: 
EPA Nos.: 
Zoning: 


Block/Lot: 
Lot Size: 
Project Sponsor: 


Lead Agenct;: 
Staff Contact: 


PROJECT DESCRIPTION: 


Mitigated Negative Declaration t lD!O FEB -
~~ 


June 26, 2019; amended on January 9, 2020 (amendments to the initial 
study are shown as deletions in strikethrough and additions in double 
underline) 
2017-002545ENV 
2417 Green Street 
201704285244 
RH-1 [Residential-House, One Family] Use District 
40-X Height and Bulk District 
0560/028 
2,500 square feet 
Chris Durkin, 2417 Green Street, LLC 
(415) 407-0486 
San Francisco Planning Department 
Jeanie Poling- (415) 575-9072 
jeanie. poling©sfgov.org 


Reception: 
415.558.6378 


Fax: 
415.558.6409 


Planning 
Information: 
415.558.6377 


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 vacant four-story 
single-family residential building constructed circa 1905. The residence encompasses the front (northern) 
two thirds of the lot. The property at its Green Street frontage slopes with an elevation of approximately 
150 feet along the western (up slope) side to 145 feet along eastern (down-slope) side. The project would 
lower building floor plates by approximately 2 feet, construct one- and three-story horizontal rear 
additions, and construct third and fourth floor vertical additions above a portion of the existing building. 
The floor area would increase from approximately 4,118 square feet to approximately 5,115 square feet. A 
one-bedroom accessory dwelling unit measuring approximately 1,023 square feet would be added on the 
first floor. The project also proposes a partial excavation of the rear yard for a sunken terrace, fac;:ade 
alterations, interior modifications, and expansion of the existing basement level garage to accommodate 
one additional vehicle, for a total of two vehicle parking spaces. 


FINDING: 


This project could not have a significant effect on the environment. This finding is based upon the criteria 
of the Guidelines of the State Secretary for Resources, Sections 15064 (Determining Significant Effect), 15065 
(Mandatory Findings of Significance), and 15070 (Decision to prepare a Negative Declaration), and the 
following reasons as documented in the Initial Evaluation (Initial Study) for the project, which is attached. 
Mitigation measures are included in this project to avoid potentially significant effects. See pages 81-82. 


www.sfplanning.org 
J l/1 S/13 







Mitigated Negative Declaration 
January 9, 2020 


CASE NO. 2017-002545ENV 
2417 Green Street 


In the independent judgment of the Planning Department, there is no substantial evidence that the project 
could have a significant effect on the environment. 


Lisfl Gibson 
~/l/42&;;1; u tJ-A) 


D e of Issuance of Final Mttlgated 
Environmental Review Officer Negative Declaration 


cc: Chris Durkin, Christopher May, M.D.F 
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Initial Study 
2417 Green Street 


Planning Department Case No. 2017-002545ENV 


A. INTRODUCTION 


The San Francisco Planning Department (the planning department) published a categorical 
exemption for the proposed project on May 16, 2017. The categorical exemption was appealed and 
heard by the Board of Supervisors on January 9, 2018. The Board of Supervisors upheld the appeal 
and, on February 6, 2018, issued Motion No. M18-12, which stated, "[T]he Board finds that there is 
substantial evidence in the record before the Board that the Project proposed at 2417 Green Street 
presents unusual circumstances relating to historic resources and hazardous materials and it 
appears as a result of those circumstances the project may have a significant effect on the 
environment and, based on the facts presented to the Board of Supervisors at the hearing on 
January 9, 2018, the Project is therefore not Categorically Exempt from CEQA review." 
Accordingly, the planning department has prepared this initial study to evaluate the potential 
impacts of the 2417 Green Street project. The concerns raiseJ in the appeal and dming the appeal 
hearing are addressed below in Sections F.3, Cultural Resources; F.15, Geology and Soils; and F.17, 
Hazardous Materials. 


B. PROJECT DESCRIPTION 


Project Location 


The project site is located on the south side of Green Street on the block bound by Green, Pierce, 
Scott, and Vallejo streets in the Pacific Heights neighborhood (see Figure 1 on page 85 -8Jl). The 
2,500-square-foot project site contains a vacant four-story, approximately 45-foot-tall, single-family 
residential building constructed circa 1905. The residence contains a total of approximately 4,450 
square feet of space consisting of approximately 4,120 square feet of habitable space and a 337-
square-foot garage, and encompasses the front (northern) two thirds of the lot. The property slopes 
along its Green Street frontage, with an elevation of approximately 150 feet along the western (up
slope) property line to 145 feet along the eastern (down-slope) property line. The rear of the 
property has been landscaped into three terraces with small (less than 3-foot-tall) retaining walls 
separating each terrace, descending from west to east. Each level has been backfilled to create a 
level patio and planting areas. The existing building has one off-street vehicle parking space that 
is accessed via a curb cut and driveway on Green Street. The project site is currently in a state of 
suspended construction, with the site having been partially excavated and some interior 
renovation work started. 


Project Characteristics 


The proposed project would lower all floor plates by approximately 2 feet, construct one- and 
three-story horizontal rear additions, and construct third and fourth floor vertical additions above 
a portion of the existing building. Project construction would also include a full structural and 


1 Initial study figures can be found at the end of the document starting on page~ 85. 
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seismic upgrade. Existing and proposed site plans are shown on Figure 2 on page 8e §Z, and 
proposed plans and elevations are shown on Figures 3 through 12 on pages 86 .8.8 through% 22.. 


The floor area would increase from approximately 4,120 square feet under existing conditions to 
approximately 5,120 square feet under the proposed project. A one-bedroom accessory dwelling 
unit measuring approximately 1,020 square feet would be added on the first floor, for a total of two 
residential units on the site. The project also proposes a partial excavation of the rear yard for a 
sunken terrace, fac;ade alterations such as new window configurations and new windows and door, 
interior modifications, and expansion of the existing basement level garage to accommodate one 
additional vehicle, for a total of two off-street vehicle parking spaces. The size of the garage could 
accommodate more vehicles: however. the moject sponsor intends to increase vehicular parking 
spaces from one to two and use the remaining space not designated for parking as storage. A new 
street tree would be added on the Green Street sidewalk. Table 1 summarizes the existing and 
proposed building characteristics. 


Table 1 -Summary of Existing and Proposed Building Characteristics 


Existing Proposed 


Approximate Floor Area 4,120 square feet 5,120 square feet 


Number of stories 4 4 


Approximate Height 45 feet 45 feet 


Dwelling units 1 2 


Off-street vehicle parking 1 2 
spaces 


Source: Dumtcan Mosey Archttects, Stte Permtt/311 NotificatiOn Plans, revtsed June 6, 
2018. 


Construction Schedule and Equipment 


Project construction is anticipated to take approximately three to five months to complete. The 
project would require excavation of approximately 408 cubic yards of soil and rock to a depth of 
13 feet below grade. Some project excavation below the existing building has already occurred (see 
Project History, below). Additional excavation would be conducted using a pneumatic pavement 
breaker (hand-held jackhammer) with a force rating of 90 pounds. Excavation would occur in 
sections for one to two weeks over a period of three to five months. No pile driving would be 
required as part of project construction. The foundation would be reinforced concrete with 
standard retaining walls around the garage and perimeter spread footings around the outside 
walls. 


Project History 


The following bullet points provide a chronological summary of the various actions documented 
in the record related to the proposed project that have occurred since April2017, when the project 
sponsor filed for a building permit associated with the proposed project. Text provided within 
quotes is verbatim as it appears in official documents and City records (building permit 
applications, complaints, and Board-issued California Environmental Quality Act [CEQA] 
findings). 
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• On April28, 2017, the project sponsor filed Building Permit Application (BP A) #201704285244 
for the proposed excavation/addition project: "Horizontal addition. Expansion of existing 
garage in basement level, first, second, third, and fourth story horizontal rear yard addition; 
alterations to existing front fac;:ade; excavation and full foundation replacement; lowering 
existing building approximately 1'-11"; interior remodel throughout." 


• On May 16, 2017, the planning department issued a categorical exemption (planning 
department case number 2017-002545ENV) for the proposed excavation/addition project 
covered under BP A #201704285244: "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."2 


• On May 18, 2017, the Department of Building Inspection (DBI, or the building department) 
issued BP A #201705116316: "Partial deteriorated basement wall and foundation replacement 
with new landscaping site wall at backyard." DBI Info Sheet G-20 notes that foundation work 
does not require planning department approval, and thus did not route BPA #201705116316 to 
the planning department for review. 


• On September 27, 2017, DBI received complaint no. 201708032: "Working beyond scope of BP A 
#201705116316. Doing horizontal addition." DBI determined that the scope of work warranted 
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 San Francisco Planning Code section 311 neighborhood 
notification, which had not yet been completed. 


• On September 28,2017, DBI suspended BPA #201705116316, and on January 5, 2018, DBI closed 
the case, noting, "new permit has been issued to comply with complaint. DCP approved scope 
that was initially not reviewed by their department. kmh." 


• On October 2, 2017, the planning department opened enforcement action 2017-012992ENF in 
response to complaint no. 201708032. 


• On October 2, 2017, the property owner submitted BPA #201710020114: "To comply [with] 
NOV201708032, administrative permit to facilitate Department of City Planning review, 
revision to BPA #201705116316, delete freestanding retaining wall at rear yard. No work under 
this permit. N/A Maher ordinance." 


• On October 10, 2017, after determining that the May 16, 2017 categorical exemption covered 
the excavation work, the planning department signed off on BP A #201710020114 for excavation 
below the existing building without the side wall of the proposed rear addition. 


• On October 23, 2017, the planning department issued neighborhood notification pursuant to 
Planning Code section 311 for the proposed horizontal rear expansion under BP A 
#201704285244. 


2 The currently proposed project is slightly smaller than the project analyzed in the May 16, 2017, categorical 
exemption. 
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• On October 28 and 30, 2017, three discretionary review requests were filed with the planning 
department (planning case nos. 2017-002545DRP, 2017-002545DRP-02, and 2017-002545DRP-
03). 


• On November 3, 2017, OBI issued BP A #201710020114 for legalization of the excavation work. 


• On November 22, 2017, Richard Toshiyuki Drury of Lozeau Drury LLP filed an appeal of the 
May 16, 2017 categorical exemption with the Board of Supervisors on behalf of the adjacent 
property owner at 2421 Green Street, raising concerns over (1) impacts to historic resources at 
2421 Green Street related to views, air, and light (2) impacts to historic resources at 2421 Green 
Street related to construction methodology, and (3) impacts related to the release of hazardous 
materials (Board of Supervisors File No. 171267). The planning department determined that 
the appeal was timely because the excavation permit (BPA #201710020114) was the approval 
action under CEQA. 


• On December 12, 2017, OBI received complaint no. 201724852: "date last observed: 11-DEC-17; 
identity of person performing the work: Cannot confirm identity, was n; floor: roof; unit: N/ A; 
exact location: Main Bldg; building type: Residence/Dwelling WORK W /0 PERMIT; WORK 
BEYOND SCOPE OF PERMIT; ; additional information: Chimney has been removed from the 
building without a permit;" 


• On December 20, 2017, OBI received complaint no. 201727021: "Front chimney is unsafe. Also 
refer to Complaint #201724852." (On June 3, 2019, OBI closed the case.) 


• On January 8, 2018, OBI received complaint no. 201830371: "Penetrations in roof made when 
chimneys were removed. Have not been sealed. Rain water entering building, also 
penetrations in walls at rear. A monthly fee will be assessed on NOV'S." (On May 22, 2018, OBI 
determined the case abated after penetrations were sealed.) 


• On January 9, 2018, the Board of Supervisors upheld the appeal of the categorical exemption 
issued on May 16, 2017, and on February 6, 2018, the Board issued CEQA findings that 
concluded: 


[T]he Board finds that there is substantial evidence in the record before the Board that the 
Project proposed at 2417 Green Street presents unusual circumstances relating to historic 
resources and hazardous materials and it appears as a result of those circumstances the 
project may have a significant effect on the environment and, based on the facts presented 
to the Board of Supervisors on the hearing on January 9, 2018, the Project is therefore not 
Categorically Exempt from CEQA review. 3 


Following the Board hearing, the planning department rescinded the categorical exemption 
issued on May 16, 2017, and resumed environmental analysis, taking into consideration 
documents and oral testimony presented during the appeal period and at the appeal hearing. 


• On May 8, 2018, OBI issued BPA #201804277607 for temporary shoring to comply with NOV 
201727021 to shore up the remaining center brick fa~ade. 


3 San Francisco Board of Supervisors, Motion No. M18-012, Adopting Findings Reversing the Categorical Exemption 
Determination- 2417 Green Street, Amended February 6, 2018, File No. 180123, available at 
https:/ /sfgov.legistar.comNiew.ashx?M=F&ID=5792879&GUID=75361D57-546D-41FO-BOA3-D11B6083C3D2. 
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" On June 11, 2018, DBI closed complaint no. 201727261 and noted, "Planning Department 
suspended two permits: 201705116316 and 201710020114." 


" On June 22, 2018, the planning department issued a categorical exemption certificate for a 
revised building expansion project to lower all floor plates by approximately 2 feet; construct 
one- and three-story horizontal rear additions; construct third and fourth floor vertical 
additions; add an accessory dwelling unit; excavate at rear; and expand existing basement level 
garage to accommodate one additional vehicle (planning case no. 2017-002545ENV). 


• On July 20, 2018, the representative of 2421 Green Street filed an appeal of the June 22, 2018 
categorical exemption certificate, raising concerns regarding (1) impacts to historic resources 
at 2421 Green Street related to views, air, and light (2) impacts to historic resources at 2421 
Green Street related to construction methodology, and (3) impacts related to the release of 
hazardous materials. 


" On July 30, 2018, the planning department determined that the July 20, 2018 appeal of the June 
22, 2018 categorical exemption certificate was not timely because the approval action under 
CEQA (i.e., the discretionary review hearing before the Planning Commission) had not yet 
occurred. 


• On August 28, 2018, DBI opened complaint case no. 201888531, "Work being done without 
permits. P A# 201804277607 issued in May for temp." (DB I closed the case on September 4, 2018, 
stating "work being performed is approved.") 


• On September 20, 2018, DBI received complaint no. 201804277607, "Beyond scope of work 
$500. Tomporing shoring." (DBI closed the case on November 14, 2018, noting "work 
complete.") 


• On September 21, 2018, DBI received complaint case no. 201893553: "date last observed: 20-
SEP-18; time last observed: For the past year; identity of person performing the work: 
Christopher Durkin; exact location: Main Bldg; building type: Residence/Dwelling 
ABANDONED/DERELICT STRUCTURE; WORK W/0 PERMIT; WORK BEYOND SCOPE OF 
PERMIT; OTHER BUILDING; additional information: The windows have been left open to the 
elements for over a year; there are animals, mold, asbestos; the building windows are adjacent 
to our home's windows." (DBI closed the case on September 25,2018, noting "Permits for this 
project have been suspended and there is no work taking place on site. Permit for temp shoring 
201804277607 is complete. No windows were open at time of visit. I asked to contractor to make 
sure site is secure.") 


• On January 15, 2019, the planning department rescinded the categorical exemption issued on 
June 22, 2018 and began preparation of an initial study for the project. 


• On January 18, 2019 DBI received complaint no. 201920322: "date last observed: 17-JAN-19; 
time last observed: Daily x2years; identity of person performing the work: Chris Durkin, 
developer; Eric ; floor: Third; exact location: Main Bldg; building type: Residence/Dwelling 
WATER INTRUSION; VACANT STRUCTURE;; additional information: Windows on East 
side and at rear of vacant building remain open to rain and animal intrusion past 2 years. 
Neighbors have filed numerous complaints." (DBI closed the case on January 18, 2019 with the 
note, "Case closed and referred to CES by email per MH; slw.") 
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• On January 18, 2019, OBI received complaint no. 201920683: "vacant building." 


• On March 19,2019, OBI received complaint no. 201937943: "Date last observed: 19-mar-19; time 
last observed: continual; identity of person performing the work: christopher durkin & ; floor: 
all storie; unit: single res; exact location: common area; building type: residence/dwelling water 
intrusion; abandoned/derelict structure; structural problems; work being done in dangerous 
manner; ; additional information: water is pouring out of vacant building making the front 
sidewalk slick and dangerous; *." (OBI closed the case on March 19, 2019, noting, "Case 
reviewed, to be referred to CES. mh/oh.") 


Project Approvals 


The proposed project requires issuance of building permits by OBI. A discretionary review hearing 
before the Planning Commission has been requested for BP A #201704285244, which is the building 
permit application that corresponds to the proposed project. The discretionary review decision 
would constitute the Approval Action for the Project that would establish the start of the 30-day 
period for the appeal of the final negative declaration to the Board of Supervisors, pursuant to 
section 31.04(h) of the San Francisco Administrative Code. 


C. PROJECT SETTING 


Project Site and Surrounding Land Uses 


As noted above, the project site is on the south side of Green Street, within a city block bounded 
by Pierce Street to the east, Green Street to the north, Scott Street to the west, and Vallejo Street to 
the south. The immediately surrounding neighborhood is comprised primarily of two- to three
story single-family homes constructed between 1900 and the 1950s in a wide range of architectural 
styles. Lots on the block and in the vicinity are generally 25 feet wide by 125 feet deep, with some 
wider lots containing larger homes. The project block slopes upward to the southwest, generally 
on a greater than 20 percent slope. 


The project block and immediately surrounding blocks are zoned RH-1 (Residential-House, One
Family). Nearby zoning districts include RH-3 (Residential-House, Three-Family) and RM-1 
(Residential, Mixed, Low Density) zoning on blocks to the northeast, closer to the Union Street 
Neighborhood Commercial District (NCO). The nearest commercial district, the Union Street NCO, 
is two blocks to the north and two blocks to the east of the project site, and the Upper Fillmore 
NCO is located three blocks east and four blocks south of the project site. One block east of the 
project site on the opposite side of Green Street is St. Vincent de Paul Church and K-8 school. Streets 
in the vicinity are neighborhood residential, generally around 35-40 feet wide, and contain limited 
traffic. The sidewalks along the project site and block are approximately 15 feet wide. The project 
site is well served by public transportation. Within one-quarter mile of the project site, Muni 
operates the following bus lines: the 22 Fillmore, 24 Divisadero, 41 Union and 3 Jackson. 


Cumulative Projects 


The cumulative context for land use development project effects is typically localized, within the 
immediate vicinity of the project site, or at the neighborhood level. Cumulative development in 
the project vicinity (within approximately a quarter-mile radius of the project site) includes the 
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projects listed in Table 2 and illustrated on Figure 13, on page% 98. These projects are either under 
construction or are projects for which the planning department has a project application on file. 
The areas and the projects relevant to the analysis vary, depending on the topic, as detailed in the 
cumulative analyses presented in subsequent sections of this document. As shown, these projects 
primarily include new residential uses. 


Table 2- Projects within One-Quarter Mile of the Project Site 


Planning 
Address Department Case Project Description Project Status 


No. 


New construction of a mixed-use 
2301 Lombard St 2015-014040CUA building with 22 dwelling units and Under construction 


2,600 square feet of retail 


2346-2350 Union 
Addition of five new accessory 


St 
2017-007518PRJ dwelling units to an apartment Under construction 


building 


Modification of a single-family home 
Under planning 


2637 Umon St 20i 8-000739PRJ and addition of an accessory dweiiing 
department review 


unit 


2831 Pierce St 2018-006138PRJ 
Modification of a two-unit residential Under planning 
building. Addition of fourth floor. department review 


2582 Filbert St 2016-008605PRJ 
New construction of a single-family 


Under construction 
home 


2237 Union St 2014-001423PRJ Modification of a single-family home Under construction 


2251 Greenwich St 2014-002266PRJ 
Demolition-reconstruction of Fire 


Under construction 
Station #16 


2261 Filbert St 2014-000645PRJ Modification of a single-family home Under construction 


Note: Some projects listed as under construction may have been recently completed. 


Sources: San Francisco Planning Department, 2018 Q4 Development Pipeline and San Francisco 
Property Information Map, reviewed in April 2019. 


D. COMPATIBILITY WITH EXISTING ZONING AND PLANS 


Discuss any variances, special authorizations, or changes proposed 
to the planning code or zoning map, if applicable. 


Discuss any conflicts with any adopted plans and goals of the City 
or region, if applicable. 


Discuss any approvals and/or permits from city departments other 
than the planning department or the Department of Building 
Inspection, or from regional, state, or federal agencies. 
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San Francisco Planning Code 


The San Francisco Planning Code, which incorporates the Zoning Maps of the City and County of 
San Francisco (the City), governs permitted land uses, densities, and the arrangement of building 
structures within the city. Permits to construct new buildings (or to alter or demolish existing ones) 
may not be issued unless (1) the proposed project conforms to the planning code, (2) allowable 
exceptions are granted pursuant to provisions of the planning code, or (3) amendments to the 
planning code are incorporated into the proposed project. 


Zoning and Density 


The project site is in a Residential-House, One Family (RH-1) zoning district and a 40-X height and 
bulk district. The RH-1 district is occupied almost entirely by single-family houses on lots 25 feet 
in width without side yards. Floor sizes and building styles vary but tend to be uniform within 
tracts developed in distinct time periods. Though built on separate lots, the structures have the 
appearance of small-scale row housing, rarely exceeding 35 feet in height. Front setbacks are 
common, and ground level open space is generous. The 40-X height/bulk district indicates a 
maximum height of 40 feet (with certain allowable exceptions), and "X" indicates that bulk limits 
are not applicable. The proposed project would be consistent with the existing planning code 
zoning and height and bulk designations because it would not exceed the existing zoning and 
density. Specifically, the building would remain a single-family residence as zoned, and would 
add an accessory dwelling unit, as permitted under Planning Code section 207(c)(6). Furthermore, 
the project would not increase the building height beyond the existing height of 45 feet, as 
measured pursuant to Planning Code section 260.4 Thus the proposed project would be consistent 
with the planning code and would not require any variances, special authorizations, or changes to 
the planning code or zoning map. 


Plans and Policies 


San Francisco General Plan 


Development in San Francisco is subject to the San Francisco General Plan. The general plan 
provides general policies and objectives to guide all land use decisions in the City. Any conflicts 
between the proposed project and policies that relate to physical environmental issues are 
discussed in Section F, Evaluation of Environmental Effects. The compatibility of the proposed 
project with general plan policies that do not relate to physical environmental issues would be 
considered by decision-makers as part of their decision to approve or disapprove the proposed 
project. The project is a modification of a single-family home with the addition of an accessory 
dwelling unit. The project would be minor in scope, would not introduce incompatible land uses 
to the neighborhood, and would encourage housing production by adding the accessory dwelling 
unit. It would not otherwise conflict with any general plan policies or objectives. Thus, the project 
would not conflict with the San Francisco General Plan or any other adopted policy. 


4 At its highest point, the existing building is almost 45 feet tall. Since it is on an upsloping lot, the height varies along 
with the slope and gradually becomes shorter as the grade increases towards the rear. With the proposed alteration to 
the roofline, the project would result in a decrease in the building height at the front by approximately 3 feet. 
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Proposition M- The Accountable Planning Initiative 


In November 1986, the voters of San Francisco approved Proposition M, the Accountable Planning 
Initiative, which added Section 101.1 to the City's planning code to establish eight priority policies. 
These policies, and the corresponding sections of this document addressing the environmental 
issues associated with these policies, are as follows: (1) preservation and enhancement of 
neighborhood-serving retail uses; (2) protection of neighborhood character; (3) preservation and 
enhancement of affordable housing (Question 2b, Population and Housing, regarding housing 
displacement); (4) discouragement of commuter automobiles (Question Sa, Transportation and 
Circulation); (5) protection of industrial and service land uses from commercial office development 
and enhancement of resident employment and business ownership; (6) maximization of 
earthquake preparedness (Question 14a, Geology and Soils); (7) landmark and historic building 
preservation (Question 3a, Cultural Resources); and (8) protection of open space (Question lOa, 
Shadow, and Questions lla and llb, Recreation). 


Prior to issuing a permit for any project that requires an initial study under CEQA, or for any 
demolition, conversion, or change of use, and prior to taking any action that requires a finding of 
consistency 'Nith the general plan, the City is required to firv:l_ the proposed project or legislation 
consistent with the priority policies. The compatibility of the proposed project with general plan 
objectives and policies that do not relate to physical environmental issues will be considered by 
decision makers as part of their decision whether to approve or disapprove the proposed project. 
Any potential conflicts identified as part of that process would not alter the physical environmental 
effects of the proposed project. 


Regional Plans and Policies 


The principal regional planning agencies and their overarching policies and plans that guide 
planning in the nine-county Bay Area include the Metropolitan Transportation Commission's and 
Association of Bay Area Governments' Plan Bay Area 2040,5 which is an integrated long-range 
transportation and land use plan to meet greenhouse gas reduction targets set by the California 
Air Resource Board, the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's (the air district's) Bay Area 
2017 Clean Air Plan (2017 Clean Air Plan), the Metropolitan Transportation Commission's Regional 
Transportation Plan- Transportation 2035, the San Francisco Regional Water Quality Control Board's 
San Francisco Basin Plan, and the San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission's 
San Francisco Bay Plan. 


Based on the location, size, and nature of the proposed project, no anticipated conflicts with 
regional plans would occur as a result of the proposed project. 


Required Approvals by Other Agencies 


See Section B, Project Description, for a list of required project approvals. 


5 Metropolitan Transportation Commission and the Association of Bay Area Governments. 2017. Plan Bay Area 2040 
Final Plan. Available: http://www.2040.planbayarea.org/what-is-plan-bay-area-2040. Accessed: April24, 2019. 
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SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS 


The proposed project could potentially affect the environmental factor(s) checked below. The 
following pages present a more detailed checklist and discussion of each environmental factor. 


Land Use/Planning D Greenhouse Gas Emissions D Hydrology/Water Quality 


Aesthetics D Wind D Hazards & Hazardous Materials 


Population and Housing D Shadow D Mineral Resources 


Cultural Resources D Recreation D Energy 


Tribal Cultural Resources D Utilities/Service Systems D Agriculture and Forestry Resources 


Transportation and Circulation D Public Services D Wildfire 


Noise D Biological Resources ~ Mandatory Findings of Significance 


Air Quality ~ Geology /Soils 


E. EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS 


All items on the initial study checklist that have been checked "Less than Significant Impact," "No 
Impact," or "Not Applicable" indicate that, upon evaluation, staff has determined that the 


proposed project could not have a significant adverse environmental effect relating to that topic. A 
discussion is included for those issues checked "Less than Significant Impact" and for most items 


checked with "No Impact" or "Not Applicable." For all of the items checked "Not Applicable" or 
"No Impact" without discussion, the conclusions regarding potential significant adverse 
environmental effects are based upon field observation, staff experience and expertise on similar 
projects, and/or standard reference material available within the planning department, such as the 
planning department's Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines for Environmental Review, and 
the California Natural Diversity Data Base and maps, published by the California Department of 
Fish and Wildlife. For each checklist item, the evaluation has considered the impacts of the 


proposed project both individually and cumulatively. 


Analysis of Topics Raised in the Appeal of the Categorical Exemption 


The following impact analyses address concerns that were raised in both appeals of the categorical 
exemption: Impact CR-1 (historic resources), Impact GE-l (geology and soils), and Impact HZ-2 
(hazardous materials). 


Public Resources Code Section 21099- Aesthetics and Parking Analysis 


On September 27, 2013, Governor Brown signed Senate Bill (SB) 743, which became effective on 
January 1, 2014.6 Among other provisions, SB 743 amends CEQA by adding Public Resources 


6 SB 743 is available at: http://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/bil!NavClient.xhtml?bill_id=201320140SB743. 
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section 21099 regarding analysis of aesthetics and parking impacts for urban infill projects. 7 The 
CEQA Guidelines8 were amended in 2019 to include a new section 15064.3 that addresses the 
provisions of SB 743. 


Public Resources Code section 21099(d) states, "Aesthetic and parking impacts of a residential, 
mixed- use residential, or employment center project on an infill site located within a transit 
priority area shall not be considered significant impacts on the environment."9 Accordingly, 


aesthetics and parking are not to be considered in determining whether a project has the potential 
to result in significant environmental effects for projects that meet all of the following three criteria: 


a) The project is in a transit priority area10 


b) The project is on an infill site 11 


c) The project is residential, mixed-use residential, or an employment center12 


The proposed project meets each of the above three criteria because it (1) is located within one-half 
mile of several bus transit stops that meet the definition in Public Resources Code section 21099( d) 
of a "major transit stop," (2) is located on an infill site that is already developed with and 
surrounded b'J' other urban develonr ment,. and r,3) is a rPsidPntial nroiect. 13 Thus. this initial studv 


I - J_ J ' "' 


does not consider aesthetics and the adequacy of parking in determining the significance of project 
impacts under CEQA. 


Public Resources Code section 21099(e) states that a lead agency maintains the authority to 
consider aesthetic impacts pursuant to local design review ordinances or other discretionary 
powers, and that aesthetics impacts as addressed by the revised Public Resources Code do not 
include impacts on historical or cultural resources. Thus, there is no change in the planning 


department's methodology related to design and historic review. 


7 Public Resources Code section 21099(d). 
8 California Code of Regulations, Title 14, Division 6, Chapter 3. 
9 Public Resources Code section 21099(d)(1). 
10 Public Resources Code section 21099(a) defines a "transit priority area" as an area within one-half mile of an existing 


or planned major transit stop. A "major transit stop" is defined in section 21064.3 of the Public Resources Code as a rail 
transit station, a ferry terminal served by either a bus or rail transit service, or the intersection of two or more major 
bus routes with a frequency of service interval of 15 minutes or Jess during the morning and afternoon peak commute 
periods. 


11 Public Resources Code section 21099(a) defines an "infill site" as a Jot located within an urban area that has been 
previously developed, or a vacant site where at least 75 percent of the perimeter of the site adjoins, or is separated 
only by an improved public right-of-way from, parcels that are developed with qualified urban uses. 


12 Public Resources Code section 21099(a) defines an "employment center'' as a project located on property zoned for 
commercial uses with a floor area ratio of no Jess than 0.75 and located within a transit priority area. 


13 San Francisco Planning Department, Transit-oriented Infill Project Eligibility Checklists for 2417 Green Street, 
February 1, 2019. This document (and all documents cited in this initial study unless otherwise noted) is available for 
review at the San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, as part of Case No. 2017-002545ENV. 
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Topics: 


1. LAND USE AND PLANNING. Would the 
project: 


a) Physically divide an established community? 


b) Cause a significant environmental impact due to 
a conflict with any land use plan, policy, or 
regulation adopted for the purpose of avoiding or 
mitigating an environmental effect? 


Potentially 
Significant 


Impact 


0 
0 


Less Than 
Significant 


with 
Mitigation 


Incorporated 


0 
0 


Less Than 
Significant No Not 


Impact Impact Applicable 


~ 0 0 
~ 0 0 


Impact LU-1: The proposed project would not physically divide an established community. 
(Less than Significant) 


The proposed project involves modification and expansion of an existing single-family home on 
an established lot and the addition of one accessory dwelling unit. The project would not alter the 
established street grid or permanently close any streets or sidewalks. The project would not impede 
the passage of persons through construction of any physical barriers. Although portions of the 
sidewalk adjacent to the project site could be closed for periods of time during project construction 
(approximately three to five months), these closures would be temporary in nature. Therefore, the 
proposed project would not physically divide an established community and this impact would be 
less than significant. 


Impact LU-2: The proposed project would not cause a significant impact due to a conflict with 
any land use plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an 
environmental effect. (Less than Significant) 


Land use impacts could be considered significant if a proposed project conflicts with any plan, 
policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of avoiding an environmental effect. However, a 
conflict with a plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of mitigating an environmental 
effect does not necessarily indicate a significant effect on the environment. The proposed project 
would result in an expansion of an existing (currently vacant) residential unit on the site and an 
addition of one accessory dwelling unit to the city housing stock and would not be expected to 
conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation such that an adverse physical 
change would result. The project would be generally consistent with the land use policies outlined 
in the San Francisco General Plan, including promoting infill development, providing new 
housing, and concentrating more intense development near transit services. Moreover, the 
proposed residential use is permitted by city code and plans applicable to the area, and the project 
would be within the applicable bulk limits. Thus, the proposed project would not result in adverse 
physical changes in the environment related to conflicts with any plan, policy, or regulation 
adopted for the purpose of avoiding an environmental effect. 


Furthermore, the proposed project would not conflict with any adopted environmental plan or 
policy, such as the Metropolitan Transportation Commission's and the Association of Bay Area 
Governments' Plan Bay Area 2040 or the air district's 2017 Clean Air Plan, which directly 
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addresses environmental issues and/or contains targets or standards that must be met in order to 
preserve or improve characteristics of the city's physical environment. See Section D, 
Compatibility with Existing Zoning and Plans, for a more detailed discussion of the proposed 
project's general consistency with applicable plans and policies. Thus, the proposed project 
would result in a less-than-significant impact with regard to consistency with existing plans and 
policies adopted for the purpose of avoiding an environmental effect. 


Impact C-LU-1: The proposed project, in combination with past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future projects in the project vicinity, would result in less-than-significant 
cumulative land use impacts. (Less than Significant) 


The cumulative context for land use effects is typically localized, within the immediate vicinity of 
the project site, or at the neighborhood level. Table 2 on page 7 identifies development projects 
within a quarter-mile radius of the project site. All of the nearby cumulative projects would be 
constructed within their individual project sites and would perpetuate the existing land uses and 
land use pattern in the neighborhood (largely, single-family and some multi-family residential). 
None of these cumulative development projects would introduce incompatible uses that would 
adversely impact the existing character of the project vicinity. Thus, the proposed project, in 
combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would result in a less
than-significant cumulative land use impact. 


Less Than 
Significant 


Potentially with Less Than 
Significant Mitigation Significant No Not 


Topics: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact Applicable 


2. POPULATION AND HOUSING. Would the 
project: 


a) Induce substantial unplanned population D D D D 
growth in an area, either directly (for example, 
by proposing new homes and businesses) or 
indirectly (for example, through extension of 
roads or other infrastructure)? 


b) Displace substantial numbers of existing people D D D D 
or housing units, necessitating the construction 
of replacement housing? 


Impact PH-1: The proposed project would not induce substantial unplanned population growth. 
(Less than Significant) 


The project would enlarge one existing (currently vacant) single-family horne and add one 
accessory dwelling unit. According to the 2017 America Communities Survey five-year estimates, 
Census Tract 132, where the project site is located, had a reported population of 4,044 residents. 
The U.S. Census population estimate for San Francisco in 2017 was 884,363 residents. Based on San 
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Francisco's average household size of 2.35,14 the two newly occupied dwelling units would 
accommodate approximately five residents. The five new residents would increase the population 
within the Census Tract 132 by approximately 0.012 percent and would increase the citywide 
population by approximately 0.0005 percent, which would not be considered substantial. Thus, 
population growth associated with the proposed project would not be substantial in relation to the 
overall population of the area, and this impact would be less than significant. 


Impact PH-2: The proposed project would not displace substantial numbers of existing people 
or housing units, necessitating the construction of replacement housing. (No Impact) 


The project site is currently vacant; thus, no residents would be displaced. The project would result 
in construction of one net new dwelling unit on the site. Thus, there would be no impact related to 
displacement of people or housing units. 


Impact C-PH-1: The proposed project, cumulatively with other past, present and reasonably 
foreseeable future development, would not induce substantial population growth or displace 
substantial numbers of people or housing units. (Less than Significant) 


Table 2 on page 7lists development projects within a quarter-mile radius of the project site. These 
cumulative development projects would not introduce incompatible uses that would adversely 
impact the existing character of the project vicinity. Moreover, projects in the City's development 
pipeline would result in population growth that is consistent with Association of Bay Area 
Governments' projections through 2040. Thus, the proposed project, in combination with past, 
present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would result in a less-than-significant 
cumulative land use impact. 


The San Francisco General Plan 2014 Housing Element15 anticipates continuation of the trend of 
residential population growth in San Francisco that has been in progress since at least 2000.16 San 
Francisco Mayor's Executive Directive 17-0217 calls for construction of "at least 5,000 units of new 
or rehabilitated housing every year for the foreseeable future," and for the implementation of 
policies to facilitate this construction. Any cumulative growth in the project area therefore is not 
expected to result in a cumulative demand for new housing, since this demand is already 
anticipated. For these reasons, the proposed project, in combination with other past, present, and 
reasonably foreseeable future projects, would increase the population in the area, but would not 
induce substantial population growth beyond that already anticipated to occur and this impact 
would be less than significant. 


14 U.S. Census, 2017, 
https://www.census.gov/quickfacts/fact/table/sanfranciscocitycalifomia,sanfranciscocountycalifornia/HSD310217#vie 
wtop, accessed January 31,2019. 


15 City of San Francisco, 2015, San Francisco General Plan 2014 Housing Element, April, http://www.sf
planning.org/ftp/General_Plan/2014HousingElement-AllParts_ADOPTED _web. pdf, accessed November 6, 2017. 


16 The New York Times. Mapping the US Census 2010.Mapping the 2010 U.S. Census, San Francisco, 
http://www.nytimes.com/projects/census/201 0/map.html?view=PopChange View&l=14&lat=37.77752894957 491 &lng=-
122.41932345299993, accessed May 2, 2018. 


17 City and County of San Francisco Office of the Mayor, Executive Directive 17-02, http://sfrnayor.org/article/executive
directive-17-02, accessed February 19,2019. 
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Less Than 
Significant 


Potentially with Less Than 
Significant Mitigation Significant No Not 


Topics: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact Applicable 


3. CULTURAL RESOURCES. Would the project: 


a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the D ~ D D D 
significance of a historical resource pursuant to 
§15064.5, including those resources listed in 
article 10 or article 11 of the San Francisco 
Planning Code? 


b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the D D D D 
significance of an archaeological resource 
pursuant to §15064.5? 


c) Disturb any human remains, including those D D D D 
interred outside of formal cemeteries? 


Impact CR-1: The proposed project could cause a substantial adverse change in the significance 
of a historical resource pursuant to section 15064.5, including those resources listed in Articles 
10 and 11 of the planning code. (Less than Significant with Mitigation) 


Historical resources are those properties that meet the definitions in section 21084.1 of CEQA and 
section 15064.5 of the CEQA Guidelines. Historical resources include properties listed in, or 
formally determined eligible for listing in, the California Register of Historical Resources 
(California Register) or in an adopted local historic register. Historical resources also include 
resources identified as significant in a historical resource survey, meeting one or more of the 
following criteria. 


• Criterion 1 (Events): Is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the 
broad pattern of California's history and cultural heritage; 


• Criterion 2 (Persons): Is associated with the lives of persons important in our past; 


• Criterion 3 (Architecture): Embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region, or 
method of construction, or represents the work of an important creative individual, or 
possesses high artistic values; or 


" Criterion 4 (Information Potential): Has yielded, or may be likely to yield, information 
important in prehistory or history. 


Additionally, properties that are not listed but are otherwise determined to be historically 
significant, based on substantial evidence, would also be considered historical resources. 


Potential impacts to historic resources are addressed in section 15064.5(b) of the CEQA Guidelines, 
which states, "A project with an effect that may cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of an historical resource is a project that may have a significant effect on the 
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environment." A "substantial adverse change" is defined in the CEQA Guidelines as the "physical 
demolition, destruction, relocation, or alteration of the resource or its immediate surroundings 
such that the significance of an historical resource would be materially impaired."18 CEQA also 
defines "materially impaired" as work that "materially alters, in an adverse manner, those physical 
characteristics that convey the historical resource's historical significance and justify its inclusion 
in or eligibility for inclusion in the California Register of Historical Resources or in a local register 
of historical resources."19 


Under CEQA Guidelines section 15064.5(b), a significant impact would occur if the project 
"demolishes or materially alters in an adverse manner those physical characteristics of an historical 
resource that convey its historical significance." Under these provisions, the significance of a 
historical resource would be materially impaired-that is, a significant impact would occur-if the 
project would result in physical demolition, destruction, relocation, or alteration of the resource 
(which would be considered direct impacts of the project) or its immediate surroundings. 


Project Site 


The planning department evaluated whether the building at 2417 Green Street is a historical 
resource as defined by CEQA. The planning department required the submittal of a historic 
resource evaluation and determined, based on the conclusions of that historic resource evaluation 
and additional independent analysis conducted by qualified planning department staff, that the 
existing structure on the project site is not a historical resource as defined by CEQA. 20,21 The 
following is a summary of the planning department's findings. 


The building located at 2417 Green Street was built circa 1905 and was first owned by Lonella H. 
Smith. Louis B. Floan was the contractor for the building, but no architect was identified. The 
building 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 was altered in 1954 to 
insert a garage with concrete cladding, in 1972-1973 to replace the front entry porch, and at an 
unknown date to replace upper floor windows. While the building retains some characteristics of 
the First Bay Tradition style, including the simple wall surface, wood shingles, and small-scale 
ornamentation, it has been substantially altered such that it is not considered an outstanding 
example of this architectural style. Thus, the building at the project site is not a historical resource 
as defined by CEQA. 


The planning department found that the existing building on the project site 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 in the historical resource 
evaluation or in the planning department's background files to indicate that the existing structure 
at 2417 Green Street is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad 


18 CEQA Guidelines, section 15064.5(b)(1). 
19 CEQA Guidelines, section 15064.5(b)(2). 
20 Tim Kelley Consulting, LLC, Historical Resource Evaluation Part 1, 2417 Green Street, San Francisco, California, April 


2017. 
21 San Francisco Planning Department, Preservation Team Review Form, 2417 Green Street, May 10, 2017; and San 


Francisco Planning Department, Historic Resource Evaluation Response, 2417 Green Street, May 31, 2018. 
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patterns of local or regional history or the cultural heritage of California or the United States. 
Moreover, no significant historical figures are known to be associated with the existing building. 
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 value. 


Furthermore, the existing building on the project site is not located within a California Register
eligible historic district. The historical resources evaluation found no cohesive collection of 
buildings in the immediate area that would indicate a possible district. The nearest historic district 
is the California Register-eligible Pacific Heights Historic District, which includes buildings 
immediately south of and 125 feet to the west of the subject building. The 2417 Green Street 
structure was found to 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 building at 2417 
Green Street 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 existing building on 
the project site was found to not contribute to the eligible Pacific Heights Historic District. 


Adjacent Historic Resources 


The project site is located immediately adjacent to and east of an identified-eligible historic resource 
located at 2421 Green Street. 22 The rear yard of 2417 Green Street also abuts 2727 Pierce Street (City 
Landmark 51). Due to the proximity of two adjacent historic resources to the project site, potential 
direct and indirect impacts to both were analyzed and are discussed below. 


Potential Direct Impacts to Adjacent Historic Resources 


As discussed in the planning department's Historic Resource Evaluation Response, the proposed 
project at 2417 Green Street would adhere to all planning department requirements with regard to 
rear yard setbacks and mid-block open space. It is unlikely that the proposed rear addition would 
cause a physical direct impact to the adjacent historic resources at 2421 Green Street or 2727 Pierce 
Street due to the fact that the addition would not physically attach to or require physical alterations 
of any components of these adjacent properties. The proposed project at 2417 Green Street would 
be confined to the boundary of the subject lot. The proposed rear addition would incorporate 3' -4" 
side setbacks at the basement level, 0'-3" side setbacks at the first floor, and 3' -10" side setbacks at 
the second, third, and fourth floors between the addition and the immediately adjacent historic 
resource at 2421 Green Street and would sit below the overall height of the historic resource at 2421 
Green Street. 23 The size and location of the addition would not require the removal or infill of 
property line windows at 2421 Green Street. 24 


22 2421 Green Street was identified in the planning department's 1976 Survey and given a rating of "4." The property 
was also discussed in Here Today: San Francisco's Architectural Heritage, by Roger R. Olmsted and Tom H. Watkins 
(page 270). 


23 At its highest point, the existing building is almost 45 feet tall. Since it is on an upsloping lot, the height varies along 
with the slope and gradually becomes shorter as the grade increases towards the rear. With the proposed alteration to 
the roofline, the project would result in a decrease in the building height at the front by approximately 3 feet. 


24 Property line windows are not protected in the San Francisco Planning Code. 
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During the exemption appeal, the appellant's engineer cited an elevation detail on the foundation 
replacement permit (BPA #201705116316) drawings that indicated a connection with the 
foundation of 2421 Green Street, discussed in more detail under Impact GE-l on page e9 60. Given 
the history of this project, as outlined in the Project History section above, combined with the 
concerns raised by the Board of Supervisors at the appeal hearing, this initial study finds that 
project construction could compromise the structural integrity of the historic adjacent foundation 
at 2421 Green Street. As noted in the CEQA findings by the Board of Supervisors during the appeal 
of the categorical exemption,25 such an impact could be considered significant. To address this 
concern, the planning department coordinated with the building department during the 
preparation of this initial study, and had the Plan Review Services Division of the building 
department review the project's geotechnical investigation in advance of when they would 
typically do so. 


Mitigation Measure M-GE-1, Ongoing Monitoring By and Coordination with the Planning 
Department and the Department of Building Inspections Prior to and During-the-Construction 
Phase Regarding Compliance with Ceotechnieal Requirements, provided below for ease of 
reference and also discussed further on pageg 643~ would obligate the project sponsor to 
maintain ongoing coordination with DBI and the planning department, pursuant to a required 
milestone schedule, prior to and over the course of project construction for the specific purposes 
of ensuring the security and stability of the project site and adjacent historic resources. 


Mitigation Measure M-GE-1: Ongoing Monitoring By and Coordination with the 
Planning Department and the Department of Building Inspections Prior to and During 
the-Construction Phase Regarding Compliance with Geotechnical Requirements. 
Pursuant to the San Francisco Department of Building Inspection process, the project 
sponsor (and their design and construction team, geoteelfnical engineer, and contractor, as 
applicable) wm shall be subject to ongoing monitoring by and coordination requirements 
with the planning department and the building department regarding plan check reviews 
and building inspections prior to and during construction work This process will incffide 
the following requirements: 


Prior to commencement of construction, the project sponsor shall submit to the 
planning department and building department a report outlining anticipated 
construction milestones v.4th coFFesponding (apprmcimate) dates of reaching those 
milestones as ·well and all memoranda and/or reports anticipated to be prepared or 
approved at those milestones. The report shall address how all code requirements 
vvill be met, including responsible parties and the city agency providing oversight. 
The report shall be reviewed and approved by the planning department a11:d the 
building department prior to commencement of construction. 


Once cCffiStruction col'R'I'Rences, t-h€ sponsor shall notify t-h€ planning department 
and the building department (when coordination \vith the building department is 


25 San Francisco Board of Supervisors, Motion No. M18-012, Adopting Findings Reversing the Categorical Exemption 
Determination- 2417 Green Street, Amended February 6, 2018, File No. 180123, available at 
https://sfgov.legistar.com/View.ashx?M=F&ID=5792879&GUID=75361D57-546D-41FO-BOA3-D11B6083C3D2 
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not already included as typical part of the process) ""'hen the abw;e milestones have 
been reached and their outcomes. Specifically, all memoranda and/or reports issued 
at times of those fl'l:i:lestones shall be provided to the planning department and the 
buildrng department.~ 


In conjunction with its submittal of structural plans. the project sponsor shall submit to 
the building department construction documents that identify anticipated significant 
construction milestones when a field report and/or memorandum by the engineer(s) of 
record shall be submitted to the planning and building departments. The building 
department shall review and determine whether to approve the list of significant 
reporting milestones as part of its approval of structural plans. 


The engineer(s) of record shall notify the planning and building departments when 
milestones indicated on the construction documents have been reached. and their 
outcomes. Specifically. the project sponsor's engineer of record shall submit field reports 
and/or memoranda documenting each milestone to the planning and building 
departments. 


Pursuant to planning department policy. any memoranda and/or reports prepared by 
the project sponsor and/or a consultant working for the project sponsor shall adhere to 
the planning department's protocols of objectivity. 


Structural and geotechnical observation and inspection shall be provided onsite during 
construction. 


With implementation of Mitigation Measure M-GE-1, potential significant impacts related to 
historical resources (including construction-related impacts on the adjacent historical resource at 
2721 Green Street) would be reduced to a less-than-significant level. 


Additionally, the rear yard of 2727 Pierce Street (City Landmark 51) that abuts the rear yard of 2417 
Green Street would not be physically impacted by the proposed rear addition, which would be 
entirely located within the buildable area of the lot such that a planning code-compliant 25-foot 
rear yard is maintained. This would provide significant distance between the rear yard of 2727 
Pierce Street and the proposed rear addition at 2417 Green Street such that there would be no 
potential for a direct impact to the landmark building. 


Potentia/Indirect Impacts to Adjacent Historic Resources 


Construction impacts to the adjacent building at 2421 Green Street are addressed under Impact 
N0-2 (vibration) on page 31± and Impact GE-l (geology and soils) on page .39-60. 


This section addresses the potential for the project to result in indirect impacts to the historic setting 
of the immediately adjacent historic resource at 2421 Green Street and the nearby 2727 Pierce Street 
(City Landmark 51), including impacts related to public views of the 2421 Green Street structure. 


26 Pursuant to Department policy, any memoranda and/or reports prepared by project sponsor and/or a consultant 
working for the project sponsor shall adhere to Planning Department's protocols of objectivity. 
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The loss of private views does not constitute a significant impact under CEQA and is and therefore 
is not included in this analysis. 


The current setting of the adjacent historic resources at 2421 Green Street and 2727 Pierce Street is 
comprised of standard city lots subject to the restrictions and requirements of the RH-1 
(Residential-House, One Family) zoning district and 40-X height and bulk district. Historically, the 
subject block remained unified and largely undeveloped until the Casebolt House (City Landmark 
51) was constructed at 2727 Pierce Street in 1867. The block was subsequently subdivided, and lots 
were sold for private development that ultimately resulted in the current setting, comprised of 
multi-level single-family residences that adhere to the slope of the land and have a strong pattern 
of mid-block open space. 


The existing footprint of 2417 Green Street is not a precondition for 2421 Green Street or 2727 Pierce 
Street to convey their historic architectural designs, for which they have been found to be 
significant under Article 10 of the planning code and the National Register, respectively. The 
setting of the two historic resources has changed over time to accommodate an ever-changing 
urban environment. Although the 2417 Green Street project includes a rear expansion that would 
be visible from 2421 Green Street and from 2727 Pierce Street, this change would not physically 
impact either resource such that they would no longer be able to convey their architectural 
significance. 


The designating ordinance for 2727 Pierce Street (City Landmark 51) identifies character-defining 
features associated with the significance of the property. These features include architectural 
details that collectively illustrate the property's high-style Italianate design. Features associated 
with the setting of the landmark (i.e., landscaping, open space, and views) are not identified in the 
designating ordinance as character-defining features. Although there is an extant garden at the rear 
of the property, it is not identified as a character-defining feature in the landmark designation 
report. The proposed project at 2417 Green Street would be visible from the rear yard of 2727 Pierce 
Street but it would not physically touch or materially impair any of the landmark's character
defining features such that it would no longer be able to convey its significance. Therefore, the 
proposed project at 2417 Green Street would not cause a significant adverse impact on 2727 Pierce 
Street. 


The adjacent historic resource at 2421 Green Street is currently undergoing consideration for listing 
in the National Register of Historic Places for its association with the life and work of master 
architect Ernest Albert Coxhead and for its representation as an outstanding example of the First 
Bay Tradition architectural style. 27 Based on the information presented in the National Register 
nomination form, the intent of the original design of 2421 Green Street was to take advantage of 
the view(s) from the eastern, western, and northern elevations. While this design intent is 
important to understanding the original design, it is only one aspect of the overall design. Other 
aspects that speak to the architectural significance of 2421 Green Street include its exterior shingle 


27 Carol L. Karp, Nomination for Listing, National Register of Historic Places, Architect Ernest Coxhead's Residence & Studio, 
1893,2421 Green Street, San Francisco, California, August28, 2017. Submitted with November 22,2017, CEQA 
Exemption Appeal, Board of Supervisors File No. 171267. Available at 
https://sfgov.legistar.comNiew.ashx?M=F&ID=5672392&GUID=AC8156DB-3B1C-4308-ADSD-56087798A95E. 
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cladding, general form and mass, steeply pitched roof forms, and fenestration patterns. The quality 
of view(s) from the windows that would be blocked by the proposed project is not an aspect of 
historic significance and is not character-defining to the architectural significance of the building. 
Rather, these are private views from a private residence, some of which would be noticeably 
affected by the proposed project, but not to the degree that would materially impair the ability of 
this resource to convey its historical importance. Moreover, private views are typically not 
analyzed under CEQA. Additionally, the 2421 Green Street was constructed within an ever
changing urban environment that saw rapid residential development in the years following 
construction- specifically on adjacent lots- that resulted in the partial obstruction of these views. 
The site also has a "[s]outhern 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." Although the 
overall setting of 2421 Green Street is described as "park-like" in the National Register Nomination 
Form, it is located within an urban environment of developed city lots. 


The proposed project at 2417 Green Street would not physically touch or alter the exterior features 
of 2421 Green Street, as the project would be confined to the boundaries of the 2417 Green Street 
lot. The proposed rear addition would incorporate 3' -4" side setbacks at the basement level, 0' -3" 
side setbacks at the first floor, and 3' -10" side setbacks at the second, third, and fourth fioors to 
allow for space between the addition and the immediately adjacent properties and would sit below 
the overall height of the historic resource at 2421 Green Street such that no existing windows would 
require physical alteration. The proposed rear addition may alter the amount of direct sunlight on 
the rear garden at 2421 Green Street but would not significantly diminish or alter the "park-like" 
setting at the rear. The proposed project would maintain a 25-foot rear yard that would adhere to 
the rear yard requirements of the planning code and would maintain mid-block open space 
consistent with residential design guidelines such that these features would continue to relate to 
adjacent properties. Although the proposed project would be visible from the east-facing windows 
of 2421 Green Street, it would not physically touch or alter any of the historic resource's character
defining features. The 2421 Green Street property would continue to convey its historical 
significance. Therefore, the project at 2417 Green Street would not cause a significant adverse 
impact to the setting or surroundings of 2421 Green Street. 


Based on massing studies provided by the project sponsor, views of the proposed project would 
not result in a significant impact due to a change of public views available of the adjacent 2421 
Green Street structure, for the following reasons: 


The primary view of the 2421 Green Street residence from the closest public right-of-way 
(Green Street) is how most people experience the building and that primary view would not 
change. 


Views of the 2421 Green Street that would change (specifically, by blocking one of the side 
facades of the building) are from a block or more away. These medium- and long-range view 
show the building within a dense urban context, and the change in these views as a result of 
the proposed project would not compromise the integrity of significance or character-defining 
features of the historic resource. 


Most public views from sidewalks and roadways of adjacent historic resources would remain 
the same as under the existing conditions. 
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The July 20, 2018 appeal of the June 22, 2018 categorical exemption issued for the project cites a 
report by architect Carol Karp that states that the proposed project would adversely affect the 
historical significance of the adjacent historic resource at 2421 Green Street by blocking light, air, 
and views from the 2421 Green Street structure. Light, air, and private views are not character
defining features of 2421 Green Street, and effects on light, air, and private views are not considered 
impacts under CEQA; public views of the 2421 Green Street structure are discussed above and 
would not be affected by the proposed project in a way that would result in a significant impact. 


As discussed above, the proposed addition to the existing single-family residence at 2417 Green 
Street would not include any physical alterations or setting impacts to the adjacent historical 
resources at 2421 Green Street or 2727 Pierce Street such that there would be a substantial adverse 
change in the significance of these resources that would no longer make them eligible for inclusion 
in a local, state, or national register of historical resources. 


Potentia/Impacts to Adjacent Historic District 


The project also would not have the potential to affect any adjacent historic district. The nearest 
historic district is the Pacific Heights Historic District, which captures buildings to the south and 
west of the subject building. The historic district is significant under Criterion 3 (Architecture) for 
its strong collection of late-Victorian (typically Queen Anne), Shingle (First Bay Region), Arts & 


Crafts, Classical Revival, Colonial Revival, Tudor Revival, French Provincial, and Mediterranean 
Revival architecture. The boundaries of the historic district are roughly Pacific, Lyon, Steiner and 
Green Streets and the period of significance is 1895 to 1930. Specifically, the boundaries include 
buildings immediately to the south of the subject property that front on Vallejo Street and buildings 
to the west that front on Scott Street. The subject property and the four adjacent properties to the 
west are not included within the boundaries of the historic district. The 2417 Green Street structure 
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. 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. Therefore, the proposed project would have no 
adverse impact to the historic district. 


In conclusion, the project would not significant adverse impacts to historic resources. 


Impact CR-2: The proposed project would not cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of an archeological resource pursuant to CEQA Guidelines section 15064.5. (Less 
than Significant) 


In March 2017 and in January 2019, planning department staff archeologists conducted preliminary 
archeological review for the project and determined that the potential for resources to be present 
is low based on the steepness of the project site and the fact that the existing residence was 
constructed by terracing into the slope, which removed several feet of near-surface soils. 
Additional excavation would not change this assessment as there is little potential for buried 
resources to be present in this setting. 28 Thus, the project would not cause a substantial adverse 


28 Sally Salzman Morgan, Planner/Archaeologist, San Francisco Planning Department, email to Jeanie Poling regarding 
2417 Green St archeological review, January 30, 2019. 
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change in the significance of an archeological resource and this impact would be less than 
significant. 


Impact CR-3: The proposed project would not disturb human remains, including those interred 
outside of formal cemeteries (Less than Significant) 


In March 2017 and in January 2019, planning department staff archeologists conducted preliminary 
archeological review for the project. There are no known human remains, including those interred 
outside of formal cemeteries, located in the immediate vicinity of the project site. Thus, this impact 
would be less than significant. 


Impact C-CR-1: The proposed project in combination with past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future projects in the vicinity would not result in cumulative impacts to historic 
resources. (Less than Significant) 


The analysis of cumulative impacts on historical resources considers past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future projects within a 0.25-mile radius of the project site. The planning department 
has identified eigl:tt en.virorunental cases \vitPin t}:-lis area associated \A?ith projects either 11nder 


construction or for which entitlements have been approved. These projects are listed in Table 2 on 
page 7. 


Those past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects would be constructed in a densely 
developed urban environment and would be minimally visible from locations outside of their 
immediate vicinities. These projects are geographically dispersed and sufficiently removed from 
the project site such that any alteration or demolition of existing buildings and new construction 
in these locations would not act in combination with one another to substantially change the setting 
of any historical resource. Thus, these projects in combination with one another would not 
materially alter the characteristics that qualify any of the historical resources for listing in the 
California Register, and would not contribute to any cumulative impacts on historical resources. 


Impact C-CR-2: The proposed project in combination with past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future projects in the vicinity would not result in cumulative impacts to 
archeological resources or human remains. (Less than Significant) 


Archeological resources and human remains are non-renewable resources of a finite class. All 
adverse effects to archeological resources erode a dwindling cultural/scientific resource base. 
Federal and state laws protect archeological resources in most cases, either through project 
redesign or by requiring that the scientific data present within an archeological resource be 
archeologically recovered. As discussed above, the proposed project would not have a significant 
impact related to archeological resources, and the project's impact, in combination with other 
projects in the area that would also involve ground disturbance, and that also could encounter 
previously recorded or unrecorded archeological resources or human remains, would not result in 
a cumulatively considerable significant cumulative impact. 
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Topics: 


4. TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES. Would the 
project: 


a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of a tribal cultural resource, defined 
in Public Resources Code section 21074 as either 
a site, feature, place, or cultural landscape that is 
geographically defined in terms of the size and 
scope of the landscape, sacred place, or object 
with cultural value to a California Native 
American tribe, and that is: 


i) Listed or eligible for listing in the California 
Register of Historical Resources, or in a local 
register of historical resources as defined in 
Public Resources Code section 5020.1(1<), or 


ii) A resource determined by the lead agency, 
in its discretion and supported by 
substantial evidence, to be significant 
pursuant to criteria set forth in subdivision 
(c) of Public Resources Code section 5024.1. 
In applying the criteria set forth in 
subdivision (c) of Public Resource Code 
section 5024.1, the lead agency shall 
consider the significance of the resource to a 
California Native American tribe. 


Potentially 
Significant 


Impact 


D 


D 


Less Than 
Significant 


with 
Mitigation 


Incorporated 


D 


D 


Less Than 
Significant 


Impact 
No 


Impact 


D 


D 


Not 
Applicable 


D 


D 


Impact TC-1: The proposed project would not cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of a tribal cultural resource as defined in Public Resources Code Section 21074. 
(Less than Significant) 


CEQA section 21074.2 requires the lead agency to consider the effects of a project on tribal cultural 
resources. As defined in CEQA section 21074, tribal cultural resources include sites, features, 
places, cultural landscapes, sacred places, and objects with cultural value to a California Native 
American tribe and that are listed, or determined to be eligible for listing, on a national, state, or 
local register of historical resources. Pursuant to CEQA section 21080.3.1, on January 31, 2019, the 
planning department requested consultation with Native American tribes regarding the potential 
for the proposed project to affect tribal cultural resources. The planning department received no 
response requesting consultation from any representative of a Native American tribe during the 
30-day comment period. 


Based on the background research, there are not known tribal cultural resources in the project area. 
Moreover, the project site is not located in an archeological sensitive area; therefore, the potential 
for the site to contain tribal cultural resources is very low. Based on this, impacts on tribal cultural 
resources would be less than significant. 
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Impact C-TC-1: The proposed project, in combination with past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future projects in the project vicinity, would not cause a substantial adverse change 
in the significance of a tribal cultural resource as defined in Public Resources Code Section 
21074. (Less than Significant) 


Impacts related to tribal cultural resources are typically site-specific and generally limited to the 
immediate construction area. As discussed above, under TC-1, project-level impacts would be less 
than significant. Moreover, there are no other projects that have the potential to be affected by the 
proposed project. Thus, the proposed project, in combination with past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future projects, would result in a less-than-significant cumulative impact on tribal 
cultural resources. 


Less Than 
Significant 


Potentially with Less Than 
Significant Mitigation Significant No Not 


Topics: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact Applicable 


5. TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION. 
Would the project: 


a) Conflict with a program, plan, ordinance, or D D D D 
policy addressing the circulation system, 
including transit, roadway, bicycle and 
pedestrian facilities? 


b) Conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA D D ~ D D 
Guidelines section 15064.3, subdivision (b)? 


c) Substantially increase hazards due to a D D ~ D D 
geometric design feature (e.g., sharp curves or 
dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses? 


d) Result in inadequate emergency access? D D D D 


Impact TR-1: The proposed project would not conflict with a program, plan, ordinance, or policy 
addressing circulation systems; would not conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA Guideline 
section 15064.3(b); would not substantially increase hazards due to a design feature or 
incompatible uses; and would not result in an inadequate emergency access (Less than 
Significant) 


Vehicle Miles Traveled in San Francisco and Bay Area 


Many factors affect travel behavior. These factors include density, diversity of land uses, design of 
the transportation network, access to regional destinations, distance to high-quality transit, 
development scale, demographics, and transportation demand management. Typically, low
density development at great distance from other land uses, located in areas with poor access 
to non-private vehicular modes of travel, generate more automobile travel compared to 
development located in urban areas, where a higher density, mix of land uses, and travel options 
other than private vehicles are available. 
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Given these travel behavior factors, San Francisco has a lower vehicle miles traveled (VMT) ratio 
than the nine-county San Francisco Bay Area region. In addition, some areas of the city have lower 
VMT ratios than other areas of the city. These areas of the city can be expressed geographically 
through transportation analysis zones (TAZs). TAZs are used in transportation planning models 
for transportation analysis and other planning purposes. The zones vary in size from single city 
blocks in the downtown core, multiple blocks in outer neighborhoods, to even larger zones in 
historically industrial areas like the Hunters Point Shipyard. 


The San Francisco County Transportation Authority (the transportation authority) uses the San 
Francisco Chained Activity Model Process (SF-CHAMP) to estimate VMT by private automobiles 
and taxis for different land use types. Travel behavior in SF-CHAMP is calibrated based on 
observed behavior from the California Household Travel Survey 2010-2012, Census data 
regarding automobile ownership rates and county-to-county worker flows, and observed vehicle 
counts and transit hoardings. SF-CHAMP uses a synthetic population, which is a set of individual 
actors that represents the Bay Area's actual population, who make simulated travel decisions for a 
complete day. The transportation authority uses tour-based analysis for office and residential uses, 
which examines the entire chain of trips over the course of a day, not just trips to and from the 
project. For retail uses, the transportation authority uses trip-based analysis, which counts VMT 
from individual trips to and from the project (as opposed to an entire chain of trips). A trip-based 
approach, as opposed to a tour-based approach, is necessary for retail projects because a tour is 
likely to consist of trips stopping in multiple locations, and the summarizing of tour VMT to each 
location would over-estimate VMT. 29 


For residential development, the existing regional average daily VMT per capita is 14.6.30 San 
Francisco 2040 cumulative conditions were projected using a SF-CHAMP model run, using the 
same methodology as outlined above for existing conditions, but includes residential and job 
growth estimates and reasonably foreseeable transportation investments through 2040. For 
residential development, the projected 2040 regional average daily VMT per capita is 13.7. 


Vehicle Miles Traveled Analysis 
Land use projects may cause substantial additional VMT. The following identifies thresholds of 
significance and screening criteria used to determine if a land use project would result in significant 
impacts under the VMT metric. 


Per San Francisco Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines,31 for residential projects, a project 
would generate substantial additional VMT if it exceeds the regional household VMT per capita 
minus 15 percent. For office projects, a project would generate substantial additional VMT if it 
exceeds the regional VMT per employee minus 15 percent. As documented in the proposed 


29 San Francisco Planning Department, Executive Summary: Resolution Modifying Transportation Impact Analysis, 
Appendix F, Attachment A, March 3, 2016. 


30 Includes the VMT generated by the project. 


31 Updated February 14,2019. Available at https://sfplanning.org/project/transportation-impact-analysis-guidelines
environmental-review-update#impact-analysis-guidelines. 
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transportation impact guidelines, a 15 percent threshold below existing development is "both 
reasonably ambitious and generally achievable." 


California Office of Planning and Research's (OPR's) proposed transportation impact guidelines 
provides screening criteria to identify types, characteristics, or locations of land use projects that 
would not exceed these VMT thresholds of significance. OPR recommends that if a project or land 
use proposed as part of the project meets any of the below screening criteria, then VMT impacts 
are presumed to be less than significant for that land use and a detailed VMT analysis is not 
required. These screening criteria and how they are applied in San Francisco are described below: 


• Map -Based Screening for Residential, Office, and Retail Projects. OPR recommends mapping areas 
that exhibit where VMT is less than the applicable threshold for that land use. Accordingly, the 
transportation authority has developed maps depicting existing VMT levels in San Francisco 
for residential, office, and retail land uses based on the SF-CHAMP 2012 base-year model run. 
The planning department uses these maps and associated data to determine whether a 
proposed project is located in an area of the city that is below the VMT threshold. 


• Small Proiects. OPR recommends that lead agencies may generally assume that a project would 
not have significant VMT impacts if the project would either: (1) generate fewer trips than the 
level required for studying consistency with the applicable congestion management program; 
or (2) where the applicable congestion management program does not provide such a level, 
fewer than 100 vehicle trips per day. The transportation authority's 2015 San Francisco 
Congestion Management Program does not include a trip threshold for studying consistency. 
Therefore, the planning department uses the 100 vehicle trip per day screening criterion as a 
level at which projects generally would not generate a substantial increase in VMT. 


• Proximihj to Transit Stations. OPR recommends that residential, retail, and office projects, as 
well as projects that are a mix of these uses, proposed within 0.5 miles of an existing major 
transit stop (as defined by CEQA Guidelines section 21064.3) or an existing stop along a high 
quality transit corridor (as defined by CEQA Guidelines section 21155) would not result in a 
substantial increase in VMT. However, this presumption would not apply if the project would: 
(1) have a floor area ratio of less than 0.75; (2) include more parking for use by residents, 
customers, or employees of the project than required or allowed, without a conditional use; or 
(3) is inconsistent with the applicable sustainable communities strategy. 


The existing average daily VMT per capita for the transportation analysis zone the project site is 
located in, TAZ 794, is below the existing regional average daily VMT. In TAZ 794, the average 
daily VMT per capita for residential uses is 6.9, which is 47 percent below the existing regional 
average daily VMT per capita for residential uses of 14.6. Therefore, the project site is located within 
an area of the city where the existing VMT is more than 15 percent below the regional VMT, and 
the proposed project would not generate substantial additional VMT. Future 2040 average daily 
VMT per capita for TAZ 794 is 6.7; this is 49 percent below the future 2040 regional average daily 
VMT per capita of 13.7. Furthermore, the project meets the proximity to transit stations screening 
criterion, which also indicates that the proposed project use would not cause substantial additional 
VMT. 
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Project Travel Demand 
Localized trip generation of the proposed project was calculated using a trip-based analysis and 
information in the 2002 Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines for Environmental Review 
developed by the San Francisco Planning Department. 32 


The proposed project would expand an existing (currently vacant) single-family residence and add 
an accessory dwelling unit. It is anticipated that the project would result in an additional five 
residents who would add approximately 18 daily person-trips, 10 daily auto trips, and two PM 
peak-hour auto trips. 33 


During the three- to five-month project construction period, trucks would travel to and from the 
project site. It is not anticipated that any construction-related lane closure would be required; 
however, if required, a lane closure permit would be secured to accommodate this work scope. 
Lane and sidewalk closures are subject to review and approval by San Francisco Public Works and 
the Transportation Advisory Staff Committee, which consists of representatives from the Fire 
Department, Police Department, MTA Traffic Engineering Division, and San Francisco Public 
Works. Due to its temporary duration and limited scope, project-related construction impacts on 
traffic generally would not be considered significant. 


No transit lines run along Green Street in front of the project site; the nearest transit lines to the 
project site are the 41 Union line that runs along Union Street, one block north of the project site, 
and the 22 Fillmore line that runs along Fillmore Street, a block and a half east of the project site. 
Pedestrian use is typical of a residential neighborhood. The project would not generate a significant 
number of additional trips and would not change transit, bicycle, or pedestrian conditions in the 
project vicinity. During project construction, truck traffic and any construction activities would be 
noticeable to transit users, bicycle riders, and pedestrians in the project vicinity; however, 
construction-related impacts would be less than significant due to their temporary duration and 
limited scope. 


The project is an infill site as defined under CEQA Guideline section 15064.3(b ); thus, as discussed 
above under Public Resources Code section 21099, parking is not considered in determining 
whether a project has the potential to result in significant environmental effects. 34 The project 
involves alterations to an existing single-family home and the addition of an accessory dwelling 
unit. All physical changes would be on the project site and not in the public right-of-way (other 
than the addition of a street tree). Thus, the project would not substantially increase hazards due 
to a design feature or incompatible uses and would not result in inadequate emergency access. 
Furthermore, the project would not conflict with any plans, programs, or ordinances addressing 
circulation systems because the project would not modify any roadways in a way that could affect 
circulation. 


32 In February 2019, the Planning Department published an update to the 2002 Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines 
for Environmental Review. The guidelines updated some of the transportation significance criteria and methodology but 
would not change the less-than-significant impact conclusions herein. 


33 San Francisco Planning Department, Transportation Calculations for 2417 Green Street, February 1, 2019. 
34 San Francisco Planning Department, Eligibility Checklist: CEQA Section 21099- Modernization of Transportation 


Analysis, 2417 Green Street, February 1, 2019. 
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In conclusion, project impacts related to transportation and circulation and less than significant. 


Impact C-TR-1: The proposed project, in combination with past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future projects in the project vicinity, would result in less-than-significant 
cumulative impacts related to transportation and circulation. (Less Than Significant) 


Construction of the proposed project could overlap with construction of nearby cumulative 
development projects. For the purposes of transportation analysis, the cumulative setting includes 
development projects within a quarter-mile radius of the project site, as identified in Table 2 on 
page 7. None of these cumulative development projects would introduce incompatible uses that 
would adversely impact transportation and circulation in the project vicinity or combine with 
construction of the proposed project to result in cumulative construction-related impacts. Thus, the 
proposed project, in combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, 
would result in a less-than-significant cumulative impacts related to transportation and circulation. 


Topics: 


6. NOISE. Would the project result in: 


a) Generation of a substantial temporary or 
permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the 
vicinity of the project in excess of standards 
established in the local general plan or noise 
ordinance, or applicable standards of other 
agencies? 


b) Generation of excessive groundborne vibration 
or groundborne noise levels? 


c) For a project located within the vicinity of a 
private airstrip or an airport land use plan area, 
or, where such a plan has not been adopted, in 
an area within two miles of a public airport or 
public use airport, would the project expose 
people residing or working in the area to 
excessive noise levels? 


Potentially 
Significant 


Impact 


D 


D 


D 


Less Than 
Significant 
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Mitigation 
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D 


D 


D 


Less Than 
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Impact Impact Applicable 
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The project site is not within the vicinity of an airstrip or airport. Therefore, topic 6c is not 
applicable. 


Impact N0-1: During project construction, the proposed project would not generate substantial 
temporary noise levels in excess of established standards. (Less than Significant) 


The construction period for the proposed project would last approximately three to five months 
and would generally consist of excavation, structural and seismic upgrades, interior renovations, 
and exterior work Excavation and building construction would temporarily increase noise that 
could be considered an annoyance by occupants of nearby properties. The amount of construction 
noise generated at any one time would vary depending on the types of construction activities 
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underway, numbers and types of pieces of heavy equipment and duration of use of each, distance 
between noise source and listener, and presence or absence of barriers (including subsurface 
barriers) between the noise source and the receptors. Table 3 identifies typical noise levels from 
construction equipment. There would be times when noise could interfere with indoor activities in 
nearby residences and other businesses near the project site. 


Table 3- Typical Noise Levels from Construction Equipment 


Construction Equipment Noise Level Noise Level 
(dBA, Leq at 50 feet) (dBA, Leq at 100 feet) 


Jackhammer (Pavement Breaker)1 88 82 


Hoe ram 90 94 


Drill rig truck 79 73 


Loader 79 73 


Dozer 82 76 


Excavator 81 75 


Grader 85 79 


Dump truck 76 70 


Flatbed truck 74 68 


Concrete truck 81 75 


Forklift (gas-powered) 83 77 


Generator 81 75 


Compressor 78 72 


San Francisco Noise Ordinance Limit 86 80 


Source: Federal Highway Administration, Roadway Construction Noise Model User Guide, 2006. 


Notes: 


Leq noise levels are calculated assuming a 100 percent usage factor at full load (i.e., Lmax noise level100 
percent) for the one-hour measurement period. Noise levels in bold exceed the Noise Ordinance limit, but as 
indicated in note 1, two of the exceedances are exempt from this limit. 


1. Exempt from the ordinance noise limit of 86 dBA at 50 feet or 80 dBA at 100 feet. 


In San Francisco, construction noise is regulated by the San Francisco Noise Ordinance (San 
Francisco Police Code article 29). The ordinance requires that noise levels from individual pieces 
of construction equipment, other than impact tools, not exceed 80 dBA at a distance of 100 feet 
from the source. To comply with the Noise Ordinance, impact tools (e.g., jackhammers, hoe rams, 
impact wrenches) must have manufacturer-recommended and City-approved mufflers for both 
intake and exhaust. Furthermore, section 2908 of the police code prohibits construction work 
between 8:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. if noise would exceed the ambient noise level by 5 dBA at the 
project property line, unless a special permit is authorized by the Director of the Department of 
Public Works or the Director of Building Inspection. 


As discussed above under Project History, some project excavation below the existing building has 
already occurred. Additional excavation would be conducted using a pneumatic pavement breaker 
(hand-held jackhammer). Excavation would occur in sections for one to two weeks over a period 
of three to five months. No nighttime construction would occur for the proposed project and no 
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pile driving would be necessary. The project would be required to comply with regulations set 
forth in the Noise Ordinance. 


Because the project would not use heavy equipment, and would comply with noise regulations, 
and because noise associated with construction activities would be temporary and intermittent, 
construction noise impacts would be less than significant. 


Impact N0-2: During construction, the proposed project would not generate excessive 
groundborne vibration. (Less than Significant) 


Excavation and building construction would temporarily increase noise and produce groundborne 
vibration in the project vicinity. Construction equipment would generate vibration that could be 
considered an annoyance by occupants of nearby properties. 


The project would require excavation of approximately 408 cubic yards of soil and rock to a depth 
of 13 feet below grade. As discussed under Project Description, above, some project excavation 
below the existing building has already occurred. Additional excavation would be conducted in 
sections for one to rvvo vvccks over a period of th.ree to five months using a hand-held jac¥-l1ammer 


with a force rating of 90 pounds. A vibration assessment was conducted for the proposed project.35 


The vibration assessment determined that if the jackhammer were operating 3 feet from any 
adjacent residence, the estimated ground vibration would be within the range of 0.05 to 0.25 inches 
per second. A conservative limit of 0.5 inches per second is suggested by the U.S. Bureau of Mines 
to help prevent minor cosmetic damage to buildings (i.e., 'hairline' cracking of gypsum board or 
plaster finishes). The estimated ground vibration of 0.05 to 0.25 inches per second is below the 
conservative threshold of 0.5 inches per second; thus, project construction would not result in 
vibration that has the potential to cause a significant impact and construction-related vibration 
impacts of the proposed project would be less than significant. 


Construction impacts on adjacent foundations are addressed under Impact GE-l (geology and 
soils) on page §9. .60.. 


Impact N0-3: During project operation, the proposed project would not generate excessive 
groundborne vibration or noise levels. (Less than Significant) 


The project site is in an urbanized area with ambient noise levels typical of those in San Francisco's 
residential neighborhoods. The primary source of ambient noise in the project vicinity is traffic 
flow. San Francisco traffic noise modeling indicates that existing noise levels at the project site 
range from 55 to 60 Ldn. 36 


The project proposes alterations to an existing dwelling unit and the addition of a new accessory 
dwelling unit. Vehicular traffic makes the greatest contribution to ambient noise levels throughout 
most of San Francisco. Based on published scientific acoustic studies, the traffic volumes in a given 


35 Charles M. Salter Associates Inc., 2417 Green Street Vibration Assessment, June 15, 2018. 
36 San Francisco Planning Department, Traffic Noise Model, May 3, 2017. Ldn is the average equivalent sound level over 


a 24-hour period, with a penalty added for noise during the nighttime hours of 10:00 p.m. to 07:00a.m. During the 
nighttime period, 10 decibels is added to reflect the impact of the noise. 
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location would need to approximately double to produce an increase in ambient noise levels 
noticeable to most people. 37 Implementation of the proposed project would increase the number 
of daily vehicle trips to and from the project site by approximately 10 trips,38 which would 
represent a negligible increase in existing traffic volumes on the surrounding streets and would 
not cause a noticeable increase in the ambient noise level in the project vicinity. 


The proposed project would not require an emergency generator but may include small-scale 
mechanical equipment, specifically an HV AC system, that could produce operational noise. These 
operations would be subject to section 2909 of the City's Noise Ordinance (Article 29 of the San 
Francisco Police Code). Given its size and scale, the stationary equipment at the proposed two-unit 
residential building is unlikely to generate noise that exceeds established standards or results in a 
substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels. Thus, operational noise and vibration 
impacts would be less than significant. 


Impact C-N0-1: The implementation of the proposed project, in combination with past, present, 
and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would not result in a significant cumulative noise 
or vibration impacts. (Less than Significant) 


Cumulative Construction Noise 


The projects listed in Table 2 on page 7 are located one or more blocks away from the project site 
and therefore would be unlikely to combine in a way that would result in cumulative noise 
impacts. Moreover, construction noise from the proposed project and other nearby projects would 
be temporary and intermittent. Thus, project noise effects would not combine with past, present 
and reasonably foreseeable future projects to result in cumulative construction noise impacts. 


Cumulative Vibration 


Vibration effects associated with construction the projects listed in Table 2 would be far enough 
away from the project site such that they would not combine to result in cumulative vibration 
impacts. Thus, cumulative construction vibration impacts are less than significant. 


Cumulative Operational Noise 


Past and present development in the project vicinity may result in permanent increases in ambient 
noise levels from traffic and temporary and periodic increases from repeated and ongoing episodes 
of major construction. Recently approved and reasonably foreseeable nearby projects listed in 
Table 2, including the proposed project, would be expected to result in continuing increases in 
traffic volumes and associated traffic noise, but traffic would be distributed along local roadways 
and would not result in a doubling of traffic volumes along nearby streets. Moreover, the proposed 
project's mechanical equipment and mechanical equipment from reasonably foreseeable 
cumulative projects would be required to comply with the Noise Ordinance. Therefore, in 
combination with reasonably foreseeable cumulative projects, the proposed project would not 


37 FHW A. Highway Traffic Noise Analysis and Abatement Guidance, 
https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/noise/regulations_and_guidance/analysis_and_abatement_guidance/revguid 
ance.pdf, accessed May 11,2018. 


38 San Francisco Planning Department, Transportation Calculations for 2417 Green Street, February 1, 2019. 
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make a considerable contribution to any significant noise impacts during project operation, and 
cumulative operational noise impacts would be less than significant. 


Topics: 


7. AIR QUALITY. Would the project: 


a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the 
applicable air quality plan? 


b) Result in a cumulatively considerable net 
increase of any criteria pollutant for which the 
project region is non-attainment under an 
applicable federal, state, or regional ambient air 
quality standard? 


c) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial 
polluta...~t concentrations? 


d) Result in other emissions (such as those leading 
to odors) adversely affecting a substantial 
number of people? 


Overview 


Potentially 
Significant 


Impact 


D 


D 


D 


D 


Less Than 
Significant 


With 
Mitigation 


Incorporated 


D 


D 


D 


D 


Less Than 
Significant No Not 


Impact Impact Applicable 


[81 D D 


[81 D D 


D D 


D D 


The Bay Area Air Quality Management District (air district) is the regional agency with jurisdiction 
over the nine-county San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin (air basin), which includes San Francisco, 
Alameda, Contra Costa, Marin, San Mateo, Santa Clara, and Napa counties and portions of Sonoma 
and Solano counties. The air district is responsible for attaining and maintaining federal and state 
air quality standards in the air basin, as established by the federal Clean Air Act and the California 
Clean Air Act, respectively. Specifically, the air district has the responsibility to monitor ambient 
air pollutant levels throughout the air basin and to develop and implement strategies to attain the 
applicable federal and state standards. The federal and state Clean Air Acts require plans to be 
developed for areas that do not meet air quality standards, generally. The most recent air quality 
plan, the 2017 Clean Air Plan, was adopted by the air district on April19, 2017. The 2017 Clean Air 
Plan updates the most recent Bay Area ozone plan, the 2010 Clean Air Plan, in accordance with the 
requirements of the state Clean Air Act to implement all feasible measures to reduce ozone; provide 
a control strategy to reduce ozone, particulate matter, air taxies, and greenhouse gases in a single, 
integrated plan; and establish emission control measures to be adopted or implemented. The 2017 
Clean Air Plan contains the following primary goals: 


• Protect air quality and health at the regional and local scale: Attain all state and national air 
quality standards, and eliminate disparities among Bay Area communities in cancer health risk 
from toxic air contaminants; and 


• Protect the climate: Reduce Bay Area greenhouse gas emissions to 40 percent below 1990 levels 
by 2030 and 80 percent below 1990 levels by 2050. 
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The 2017 Clean Air Plan is the most current applicable air quality plan for the air basin. Consistency 
with this plan is the basis for determining whether the proposed project would conflict with or 
obstruct implementation of an air quality plan. 


Criteria Air Pollutants 


In accordance with the state and federal Clean Air Acts, air pollutant standards are identified for 
the following six criteria air pollutants: ozone, carbon monoxide (CO), particulate matter (PM), 
nitrogen dioxide (N02), sulfur dioxide (S02), and lead. These air pollutants are termed criteria air 
pollutants because they are regulated by developing specific public health- and welfare-based 
criteria as the basis for setting permissible levels. In general, the air basin experiences low 
concentrations of most pollutants when compared to federal or state standards. The air basin is 
designated as either in attainment39 or unclassified for most criteria air pollutants with the 
exception of ozone, PM2.s, and PMw, for which these pollutants are designated as non-attainment 
for either the state or federal standards. By its very nature, regional air pollution is largely a 
cumulative impact in that no single project is sufficient in size to, by itself, result in non-attainment 
of air quality standards. Instead, a project's individual emissions contribute to existing cumulative 
air quality impacts. If a project's contribution to cumulative air quality impacts is considerable, 
then the project's impact on air quality would be considered significant. 40 


Land use projects may contribute to regional criteria air pollutants during the construction and 
operational phases of a project. Table 4 identifies air quality significance thresholds followed by a 
discussion of each threshold. Projects that would result in criteria air pollutant emissions below 
these significance thresholds would not violate an air quality standard, contribute substantially to 
an air quality violation, or result in a cumulatively considerable net increase in criteria air 
pollutants within the air basin. 


39 "Attainment" status refers to those regions that are meeting federal and/or state standards for a specified criteria 
pollutant. "Non-attainment" refers to regions that do not meet federal and/or state standards for a specified criteria 
pollutant. "Unclassified" refers to regions where there is not enough data to determine the region's attainment status 
for a specified criteria air pollutant. 


40 Bay Area Air Quality Management District, CEQA Air Quality Guidelines, page 2-1, May, 2017, 
http://www. baaqmd. gov/-/media/files/planning-and -research/ceqa/ceqa_guidelines_may2017 -pdf. pdf?la=en, 
accessed November 15,2017. 
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Table 4- Criteria Air Pollutant Significance Thresholds 


Construction Thresholds Operational Thresholds 


Pollutant Average Daily Emissions Average Daily Maximum Annual 
(lbs./day) Emissions (lbs./day) Emissions (tons/year) 


ROG 54 54 10 


NOx 54 54 10 


PM1o 82 (exhaust) 82 15 


PM2.s 54 (exhaust) 54 10 


Fugitive Construction Dust Ordinance or 
Not applicable 


dust other best management practices 


Source: Bay Area Air Quality Management District, CEQA Air Quality Guidelines, May 2017, page 
2-1. 


Ozone Precursors. As discussed previously, the air basin is currently designated as non-attainment 
for ozone and particulate matter. Ozone is a secondary air pollutant produced in the atmosphere 
through a complex series of photochemical reactions involving reactive organic gases (ROG) and 
oxidPs of nitrogPn (NOx). ThP potPntial for a projPct to result in a cumulatively considerable net 
increase in criteria air pollutants, which may contribute to an existing or projected air quality 
violation, are based on the state and federal Clean Air Acts emissions limits for stationary sources. 
To ensure that new stationary sources do not cause or contribute to a violation of an air quality 
standard, air district regulation 2, rule 2 requires that any new source that emits criteria air 
pollutants above a specified emissions limit must offset those emissions. For ozone precursors ROG 
and NOx, the offset emissions level is an annual average of 10 tons per year (or 54 pounds (lbs.) 
per day). 41 These levels represent emissions below which new sources are not anticipated to 
contribute to an air quality violation or result in a considerable net increase in criteria air pollutants. 


Although this regulation applies to new or modified stationary sources, land use development 
projects result in ROG and NOx emissions as a result of increases in vehicle trips, architectural 
coating, and construction activities. Therefore, the above thresholds can be applied to the 
construction and operational phases of land use projects and those projects that result in emissions 
below these thresholds would not be considered to contribute to an existing or projected air quality 
violation or result in a considerable net increase in ROG and NOx emissions. Due to the temporary 
nature of construction activities, only the average daily thresholds are applicable to construction 
phase emissions. 


Particulate Matter (PM10 and PM2.5).42 The air district has not established an offset limit for 
PM2.s. However, the emissions limit in the federal New Source Review for stationary sources in 
nonattainment areas is an appropriate significance threshold. For PM10 and PM2.s, the emissions 
limit under New Source Review is 15 tons per year (82 lbs. per day) and 10 tons per year (54 lbs. 
per day), respectively. These emissions limits represent levels below which a source is not expected 


41 Bay Area Air Quality Management District 2009, Revised Draft Options and Justification Report, CEQA Thresholds of 
Significance, page 17, http://sfmea.sfplanning.org/2014.0653E_Revised_FND.pdf, accessed February 19, 2019. 


42 PM10 is often termed "coarse" particulate matter and is made of particulates that are 10 microns in diameter or 
smaller. PM2.5, termed "fine" particulate matter, is composed of particles that are 2.5 microns or less in diameter. 
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to have an impact on air quality. 43 Similar to ozone precursor thresholds identified above, land use 
development projects typically result in particulate matter emissions as a result of increases in 
vehicle trips, space heating and natural gas combustion, landscape maintenance, and construction 
activities. Therefore, the above thresholds can be applied to the construction and operational 
phases of a land use project. Again, because construction activities are temporary in nature, only 
the average daily thresholds are applicable to construction-phase emissions. 


Fugitive Dust. Fugitive dust emissions are typically generated during construction phases. Studies 
have shown that the application of best management practices at construction sites significantly 
control fugitive dust44 and individual measures have been shown to reduce fugitive dust by 
anywhere from 30 to 90 percent. 45 The air district has identified a number of best management 
practices to control fugitive dust emissions from construction activities. 46 The City's Construction 
Dust Control Ordinance (ordinance 176-08, effective July 30, 2008) requires a number of measures 
to control fugitive dust and the best management practices employed in compliance with the 
ordinance are an effective strategy for controlling construction-related fugitive dust. 


Other Criteria Pollutants. Regional concentrations of CO in the Bay Area have not exceeded the 
state standards in the past 11 years and SOz concentrations have never exceeded the standards. The 
primary source of CO emissions from development projects is vehicle traffic. Construction-related 
SOz emissions represent a negligible portion of the total basin-wide emissions and construction
related CO emissions represent less than five percent of the Bay Area total basin-wide CO 
emissions. As discussed previously, the Bay Area is in attainment for both CO and SOz. 


Furthermore, the air district has demonstrated, based on modeling, that to exceed the California 
ambient air quality standard of 9.0 ppm (parts per million) (8-hour average) or 20.0 ppm (1-hour 
average) for CO, project traffic in addition to existing traffic would need to exceed 44,000 vehicles 
per hour at affected intersections (or 24,000 vehicles per hour where vertical and/or horizontal 
mixing is limited). Therefore, given the Bay Area's attainment status and the limited CO and SOz 


emissions that could result from development projects, development projects would not result in 
a cumulatively considerable net increase in CO or SOz emissions, and quantitative analysis is not 
required. 


Local Health Risks and Hazards 


In addition to criteria air pollutants, individual projects may emit toxic air contaminants (TACs). 
TACs collectively refer to a diverse group of air pollutants that are capable of causing chronic (i.e., 
of long-duration) and acute (i.e., severe but short-term) adverse effects to human health, including 
carcinogenic effects. Human health effects of TACs include birth defects, neurological damage, 
cancer, and mortality. There are hundreds of different types of TACs with varying degrees of 
toxicity. Individual TACs vary greatly in the health risk they present; at a given level of exposure, 
one TAC may pose a hazard that is many times greater than another. 


43 Ibid. Footnote 63, page 16. 
44 Western Regional Air Partnership, 2006, WRAP Fugitive Dust Handbook, September 7, 


http://www.wrapair.org/forums/dejf/fdh/content/FDHandbook_Rev_06.pdf, accessed May 11,2018. 
45 Bay Area Air Quality Management District, CEQA Air Quality Guidelines, page D-47, May, 2017. 
46 Ibid. 
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Unlike criteria air pollutants, TACs do not have ambient air quality standards but are regulated by 
the air district using a risk-based approach to determine which sources and pollutants to control 
as well as the degree of control. A health risk assessment is an analysis in which human health 
exposure to toxic substances is estimated, and considered together with information regarding the 
toxic potency of the substances, to provide quantitative estimates of health risks. 47 


Air pollution does not affect every individual in the population in the same way, and some groups 
are more sensitive to adverse health effects than others. Land uses such as residences, schools, 
children's day care centers, hospitals, and nursing and convalescent homes are considered to be 
the most sensitive to poor air quality because the population groups associated with these uses 
have increased susceptibility to respiratory distress or, as in the case of residential receptors, their 
exposure time is greater than that for other land uses. Therefore, these groups are referred to as 
sensitive receptors. Exposure assessment guidance typically assumes that residences would be 
exposed to air pollution 24 hours per day, seven days a week, for 30 years. 48 Therefore, assessments 
of air pollutant exposure to residents typically result in the greatest adverse health outcomes of all 
population groups. 


Exposures to fine particulate matter (PM2.s) are strongly associated with mortality, respiratory 
diseases, and lung development in children, and other endpoints such as hospitalization for 
cardiopulmonary disease. 49 In addition to PM2.s, diesel particulate matter is also of concern. The 
California Air Resources Board (California air board) identified diesel particulate matter as a TAC 
in 1998, primarily based on evidence demonstrating cancer effects in humans. 50 The estimated 
cancer risk from exposure to diesel exhaust is much higher than the risk associated with any other 
TAC routinely measured in the region. 


In an effort to identify areas of San Francisco most adversely affected by sources of TACs, San 
Francisco partnered with the air district to conduct a citywide health risk assessment based on an 
inventory and assessment of air pollution and exposures from mobile, stationary, and area sources 
within San Francisco. Areas with poor air quality, termed the "Air Pollutant Exposure Zone/' were 
identified based on health-protective criteria that consider estimated cancer risk, exposures to fine 
particulate matter, proximity to freeways, and locations with particularly vulnerable populations. 
The project site is not located within the Air Pollutant Exposure Zone. Each of the Air Pollutant 
Zone criteria is discussed below. 


Excess Cancer Risk. The Air Pollution Exposure Zone includes areas where modeled cancer risk 
exceeds 100 incidents per million persons exposed. This criterion is based on United States 
Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) guidance for conducting air toxic analyses and 


47 In general, a health risk assessment is required if the air district concludes that projected emissions of a specific air 
toxic compound from a proposed new or modified source suggest a potential public health risk. The applicant is then 
subject to a health risk assessment for the source in question. Such an assessment generally evaluates chronic, long
term effects, estimating the increased risk of cancer as a result of exposure to one or more toxic air contaminants. 


48 California Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment, 2015, Air Toxics Hot Spot Program Risk Assessment 
Guidelines, Pg. 4-44, 8-6, February, https://oehha.ca.gov/media/downloads/cmr/2015guidancemanual.pdf. 


49 San Francisco Department of Public Health, 2014, Assessment and Mitigation of Air Pollutant Health Effects from 
Intra-Urban Roadways: Guidance for Land Use Planning and Environmental Review. 


50 California Air Resources Board (ARB), Fact Sheet, The Toxic Air Contaminant Identification Process: Toxic Air 
Contaminant Emissions from Diesel-fueled Engines, October, 1998. 
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making risk management decisions at the facility and community-scale level. 51 As described by 
the air district, the U.S. EPA considers a cancer risk of 100 per million to be within the "acceptable" 
range of cancer risk. Furthermore, in the 1989 preamble to the benzene National Emissions 
Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants rulemaking, 52 the U.S. EPA states that it " ... strives to 
provide maximum feasible protection against risks to health from hazardous air pollutants by (1) 
protecting the greatest number of persons possible to an individual lifetime risk level no higher 
than approximately one in one million and (2) limiting to no higher than approximately one in ten 
thousand (100 in one million) the estimated risk that a person living near a plant would have if he 
or she were exposed to the maximum pollutant concentrations for 70 years." The 100 per one 
million excess cancer cases is also consistent with the ambient cancer risk in the most pristine 
portions of the Bay Area based on air district regional modeling. 53 


Fine Particulate Matter. U.S. EPA staff's 2011 review of the federal PM.z.sstandard concluded that 
the then current federal annual PMz.s standard of 15 f.1g/m3 (micrograms per cubic meter) should 
be revised to a level within the range of 13 to 11 f.1g/m3, with evidence strongly supporting a 
standard within the range of 12 to 11 f.1g/m3. 54 The Air Pollutant Exposure Zone for San Francisco 
is based on the health protective PM.z.s standard of 11 f.1g/m3, as supported by the U.S. EPA's 
assessment, although lowered to 10 f.1g/m3 to account for uncertainty in accurately predicting air 
pollutant concentrations using emissions modeling programs. 


Proximity to Freeways. According to the California air board, studies have shown an association 
between the proximity of sensitive land uses to freeways and a variety of respiratory symptoms, 
asthma exacerbations, and decreases in lung function in children. Siting sensitive uses in close 
proximity to freeways increases both exposure to air pollution and the potential for adverse health 
effects. As evidence shows that sensitive uses in an area within a 500-foot buffer of any freeway 
are at an increased health risk from air pollution, 55 parcels that are within 500 feet of freeways are 
included in the Air Pollutant Exposure Zone. 


Health Vulnerable Locations. Based on the air district's evaluation of health vulnerability in the 
Bay Area, those ZIP codes (94102, 94103, 94105, 94124, and 94130) in the worst quintile of Bay Area 
health vulnerability scores as a result of air pollution-related causes were afforded additional 
protection by lowering the standards for identifying parcels in the Air Pollutant Exposure Zone to: 
(1) an excess cancer risk greater than 90 per one million persons exposed, and/or (2) PMz.s 
concentrations in excess of 9 f.1g/m3. 56 


51 Ibid. Footnote 63, page 67. 
52 54 Federal Register 38044, September 14, 1989. 
53 Bay Area Air Quality Management District, 2017, Clean Air Plan, page D-43. 
54 U.S. EPA, Policy Assessment for the Review of the Particulate Matter National Ambient Air Quality Standards. 


"Particulate Matter Policy Assessment," April, 2011, 
https://www3.epa.gov/ttn/naaqs/standards/pm/data/20110419pmpafinal.pdf, accessed February 19,2019. 


55 California Air Resources Board, 2005 Air Quality and Land Use Handbook: A Community Health Perspective. April, 
http://www.arb.ca.gov/ch/landuse.htm. 


56 San Francisco Planning Department and San Francisco Department of Public Health, Air Pollutant Exposure Zone 
Map (Memo and Map), April 9, 2014. These documents are part of San Francisco Board of Supervisors File No. 14806, 
Ordinance No. 224-14; Amendment to Health Code Article 38. 
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The above citywide health risk modeling was also used as the basis in approving amendments to 
the San Francisco Building and Health Codes, referred to as the Enhanced Ventilation Required 
for Urban Infill Sensitive Use Developments or Health Code Article 38 (ordinance 224-14, 
effective December 8, 2014) (article 38). The purpose of article 38 is to protect the public health 
and welfare by establishing an Air Pollutant Exposure Zone and imposing an enhanced 
ventilation requirement for all urban infill sensitive use development within the Air Pollutant 
Exposure Zone. In addition, projects within the Air Pollutant Exposure Zone require special 
consideration to determine whether the project's activities would add a substantial amount of 
emissions to areas already adversely affected by poor air quality. 


Impact AQ-1: The project would not conflict with, or obstruct implementation of, the 2017 
Clean Air Plan. (Less than Significant) 


The most recently adopted air quality plan for the air basin is the 2017 Clean Air Plan. The 2017 
Clean Air Plan is a road map that demonstrates how the San Francisco Bay Area will achieve 
compliance with the state ozone standards as expeditiously as practicable and how the region will 
reduce the transport of ozone and ozone precursors to neighboring air basins. In determining 
consistency with the plan, this analysis considers whether the project would: (1) support the 
primary goals of the plan, (2) include applicable control measures from the plan, and (3) avoid 
disrupting or hindering implementation of control measures identified in the plan. 


The primary goals of the plan are to (1) protect air quality and health at the regional and local scale; 
(2) eliminate disparities among Bay Area communities in cancer health risk from toxic air 
contaminants; and (3) protect the climate by reducing greenhouse gas emissions. To meet the 
primary goals, the plan recommends specific control measures and actions. These control measures 
are grouped into various categories and include stationary and area source measures, mobile 
source measures, transportation control measures, land use measures, and energy and climate 
measures. The plan recognizes that to a great extent, community design dictates individual travel 
mode, and that a key long-term control strategy to reduce emissions of criteria pollutants, air taxies, 
and greenhouse gases from motor vehicles is to channel future Bay Area growth into vibrant urban 
communities where goods and services are close at hand, and people have a range of viable 
transportation options. To this end, the plan includes 85 control measures aimed at reducing air 
pollution in the air basin. 


The measures applicable to the proposed project site are in the transportation sector (bicycle 
parking requirement), energy efficiency sector (water and energy conservation requirements), 
waste reduction sector (mandatory recycling and composting and demolition debris recycling 
requirements) and environment/conservation sector (tree planting requirements, construction site 
runoff prevention best management practices, and the use of low-emission building materials). The 
proposed project's impact with respect to greenhouse gases are discussed in Section F.8, 
Greenhouse Gas Emissions, which demonstrates that the proposed project would comply with the 
applicable provisions of the City's greenhouse gas reduction strategy. 


The compact development of the proposed project and high availability of viable transportation 
options ensure that residents could bicycle, walk, and ride transit to and from the project site 
instead of taking trips via private automobile. These features ensure that the project would avoid 
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substantial growth in automobile trips and vehicle miles traveled. The proposed project's 
anticipated 10 daily vehicle trips would result in a negligible increase in air pollutant emissions. 
Furthermore, the proposed project would be generally consistent with the San Francisco General 
Plan, as discussed in Section D above under Plans and Policies. Transportation control measures 
that are identified in the 2017 Clean Air Plan are implemented by the San Francisco General Plan 
and the planning code, for example, through the city's Transit First Policy, bicycle parking 
requirements, and transit impact development fees. Compliance with these requirements would 
ensure the project includes relevant transportation control measures specified in the 2017 Clean 
Air Plan. Therefore, the proposed project would include applicable control measures identified in 
the 2017 Clean Air Plan to the meet the 2017 Clean Air Plan's primary goals. 


Examples of a project that could cause the disruption or delay of 2017 Clean Air Plan control 
measures are projects that would preclude the extension of a transit line or bike path, or projects 
that propose excessive parking beyond parking requirements. The proposed project would expand 
an existing, vacant single-family home and add an accessory dwelling unit in a dense, walkable 
urban area near a concentration of regional and local transit service. It would not preclude the 
extension of a transit line or a bike path or any other transit improvement, and thus would not 
disrupt or hinder implementation of control measures identified in the 2017 Clean Air Plan. 


For the reasons described above, the proposed project would not interfere with implementation of 
the 2017 Clean Air Plan, and because the proposed project would be consistent with the applicable 
air quality plan that demonstrates how the region will improve ambient air quality and achieve the 
state and federal ambient air quality standards, this impact would be less than significant. 


Construction Air Quality Impacts 


Project-related air quality impacts fall into two categories: short-term impacts from construction 
and long-term impacts from project operation. The following addresses construction-related air 
quality impacts resulting from the proposed project. 


Impact AQ-2: The project's construction activities would generate fugitive dust and criteria air 
pollutants but would not result in a cumulatively considerable net increase in criteria air 
pollutants. (Less than Significant) 


Construction activities (short-term) typically result in emissions of ozone precursors and fine 
particulate matter in the form of dust (fugitive dust) and exhaust (e.g., vehicle tailpipe emissions). 
Emissions of ozone precursors and fine particular matter are primarily a result of the combustion 
of fuel from on-road and off-road vehicles. However, ROGs are also emitted from activities that 
involve painting, other types of architectural coatings, or asphalt paving. The proposed project 
would expand an existing single-family home and add an accessory dwelling unit. During the 
project's approximately three- to five-month construction period, construction activities would 
have the potential to result in emissions of ozone precursors and fine particulate matter, as 
discussed below. 
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Fugitive Dust 


Project-related demolition, excavation, grading, and other construction activities may cause wind
blown dust that could contribute particulate matter into the local atmosphere. Depending on 
exposure, adverse health effects can occur due to this particulate matter in general and also due to 
specific contaminants such as lead or asbestos that may be constituents of soil. Although there are 
federal standards for air pollutants and implementation of state and regional air quality control 
plans, air pollutants continue to have impacts on human health throughout the country. California 
has found that particulate matter exposure can cause health effects at lower levels than national 
standards. The current health burden of particulate matter demands that, where possible, public 
agencies take feasible available actions to reduce sources of particulate matter exposure. According 
to the California air board, reducing PM2.5 concentrations to state and federal standards of 12 
!J.g/m3 in the San Francisco Bay Area would prevent between 200 and 1,300 premature deaths. 57 


In response, the San Francisco Board of Supervisors approved the Construction Dust Control 
Ordinance (ordinance 176-08, effective July 30, 2008) with the intent of reducing the quantity of 
dust generated during site preparation, demolition and construction work in order to protect the 
health of the general public and o£ onsite workers, m:i!limize public nuisance complaints, and to 
avoid orders to stop work by the Department of Building Inspection. 


The Construction Dust Control Ordinance requires that all site preparation work, demolition, or 
other construction activities within San Francisco that have the potential to create dust or to expose 
or disturb more than 10 cubic yards or 500 square feet of soil comply with specified dust control 
measures whether or not the activity requires a perrnit from the Department of Building Inspection. 
The Director of the Department of Building Inspection may waive this requirement for activities 
on sites less than one half-acre that are unlikely to result in any visible wind-blown dust. 


In compliance with the Construction Dust Control Ordinance, the project sponsor and the 
contractor responsible for construction activities at the project site would be required to use the 
following practices to control construction dust on the site or other practices that result in 
equivalent dust control that are acceptable to the director. Dust suppression activities may include 
watering all active construction areas sufficiently to prevent dust from becoming airborne; 
increased watering frequency may be necessary whenever wind speeds exceed 15 miles per hour. 
During excavation and dirt-moving activities, contractors shall wet sweep or vacuum the streets, 
sidewalks, paths, and intersections where work is in progress at the end of the workday. Inactive 
stockpiles (where no disturbance occurs for more than seven days) greater than 10 cubic yards or 
500 square feet of excavated material, backfill material, import material, gravel, sand, road base, 
and soil shall be covered with a 10 mil (0.01 inch) polyethylene plastic (or equivalent) tarp, braced 
down, or use other equivalent soil stabilization techniques. San Francisco ordinance 175-91 restricts 
the use of potable water for soil compaction and dust control activities undertaken in conjunction 
with any construction or demolition project occurring within the boundaries of San Francisco, 
unless permission is obtained from the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission. Non-potable 
water must be used for soil compaction and dust control activities during project construction and 


57 ARB, Methodology for Estimating Premature Deaths Associated with Long-term Exposure to Fine Airborne 
Particulate Matter in California, Staff Report, Table 4c, October 24, 2008. 
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demolition. The Sqn Francisco Public Utilities Commission operates a recycled water truck-fill 
station at the Southeast Water Pollution Control Plant that provides recycled water for these 
activities at no charge. 


Compliance with the regulations and procedures set forth by the Dust Control Ordinance would 
ensure that fugitive dust generated by the project's construction activities would not result in a 
cumulatively considerable net increase in criteria air pollutants. 


Criteria Air Pollutants 


As discussed above, construction activities would result in emissions of criteria air pollutants from 
the use of off- and on-road vehicles and equipment. To assist lead agencies in determining whether 
short-term construction-related air pollutant emissions require further analysis as to whether the 
project may exceed the criteria air pollutant significance thresholds shown in Table 4 on page &4 


~the air district, in its CEQA Air Qualihj Guidelines (May 2017), developed screening criteria. lf a 
proposed project meets the screening criteria, then construction of the project would result in less
than-significant criteria air pollutant impacts. A project that exceeds the screening criteria may 
require a detailed air quality assessment to determine whether criteria air pollutant emissions 
would exceed significance thresholds. The CEQA Air Qualihj Guidelines note that the screening 
levels are generally representative of new development on greenfield 58 sites without any form of 
mitigation measures taken into consideration. In addition, the screening criteria do not account for 
project design features, attributes, or local development requirements that could also result in 
lower emissions. 


The proposed project would expand an existing single-family home and add an accessory dwelling 
unit. The size of proposed construction activities would be well below the criteria air pollutant 
screening sizes identified in the air district's CEQA Air Qualihj Guidelines. Thus, quantification of 
construction-related criteria air pollutant emissions is not required, and the proposed project's 
construction activities would result in a less-than-significant criteria air pollutant impact. 


In conclusion, the project would not result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any 
criteria pollutant for which the project region is non-attainment under an applicable federal, state, 
or regional ambient air quality standard. 


Impact AQ-3: The project's construction activities would not expose sensitive receptors to 
substantial pollutant concentrations. (Less than Significant) 


As discussed above, the project site is not within an Air Pollutant Exposure Zone. During project 
construction, emissions would be temporary and variable in nature and would not be expected to 
expose sensitive receptors to substantial air pollutants. Furthermore, the project would be required 
to comply with California regulations limiting idling to no more than five minutes. 59 Thus, the 
proposed project a would not generate toxic air contaminants, including diesel particulate matter, 


58 A greenfield site refers to agricultural or forest land or an undeveloped site earmarked for commercial, residential, or 
industrial projects. 


59 California Code of Regulations, Title 13, Division 3, § 2485 (on-road) and§ 2449(d)(2) (off-road). 
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exposing sensitive receptors to substantial air pollutant concentrations, and this impact would be 
less than significant. 


Operational Air Quality Impacts 


Land use projects typically result in emissions of criteria air pollutants and toxic air contaminants 
primarily from an increase in motor vehicle trips. However, land use projects may also result in 
criteria air pollutants and toxic air contaminants from combustion of natural gas, landscape 
maintenance, use of consumer products, and architectural coating. The following addresses air 
quality impacts resulting from operation of the proposed project. 


Impact AQ-4: Project operations would not result in a cumulatively considerable net increase in 
criteria air pollutants and would not expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant 
concentrations. (Less than Significant) 


As discussed above in Impact AQ-2, the air district, in its CEQA Air QualihJ Guidelines (May 2017), 
has developed screening criteria to determine whether a project requires an analysis of project
generated criteria air pollutants. If all the screening criteria are met by a proposed project, then the 
lead agency or applicant does not need to perform a detailed air quality assessment. 


The proposed project would expand an existing single-family home and add an accessory dwelling 
unit. The proposed project would be well below the criteria air pollutant screening sizes for 
construction and operation of low- and mid-rise apartments identified in the air district's CEQA 
Air Quality Guidelines. Thus, the proposed project would not result in a cumulatively considerable 
net increase in criteria air pollutants. 


Vehicle trips are the primary source of toxic air contaminants that could result in health risk 
impacts to sensitive receptors (i.e., people exposed to the toxic air contaminants). The proposed 
project's estimated 10 daily vehicle trips would be well below the 10,0000 vehicle-per-day 'minor, 
low-impact' source of toxic air contaminants that the Bay Area Air Quality Management District 
estimates could pose a significant health risk Also, as noted above, the proposed project would 
not require an emergency generator. Therefore, the proposed project would not exposure sensitive 
receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations, and this impact is less than significant. 


Impact AQ-5: The proposed project would not create objectionable odors that would affect a 
substantial number of people. (Less than Significant) 


Typical odor sources of concern include wastewater treatment plants, sanitary landfills, transfer 
stations, composting facilities, petroleum refineries, asphalt batch plants, chemical manufacturing 
facilities, fiberglass manufacturing facilities, auto body shops, rendering plants, and coffee roasting 
facilities. During construction, diesel exhaust from construction equipment would generate some 
odors; however, construction-related odors would be temporary and would not persist upon 
project completion. The proposed project's new residential use would not be a significant source 
of new odors. Therefore, odor impacts would be less than significant. 
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Cumulative Air Quality Impacts 


Impact C-AQ-1: The proposed project, in combination with past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future development in the project area would not contribute to cumulative air 
quality impacts. (Less than Significant) 


As discussed above, regional air pollution is by its very nature largely a cumulative impact. 
Emissions from past, present, and future projects contribute to the region's adverse air quality on 
a cumulative basis. No single project by itself would be sufficient in size to result in regional 
nonattainment of ambient air quality standards. Instead, a project's individual emissions 
contribute to existing cumulative adverse air quality impacts. 60 The project-level thresholds for 
criteria air pollutants are based on levels by which new sources are not anticipated to contribute to 
an air quality violation or result in a considerable net increase in criteria air pollutants. Therefore, 
because the proposed project's construction (Impact AQ-2) and operational (Impact AQ-4) 
emissions would not exceed the project-level thresholds for criteria air pollutants, the proposed 
project would not be considered to result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to regional 
air quality impacts. Furthermore, as discussed above, the project site is not located in an area that 
already experiences poor air quality and project operations would not contribute to substantial 
pollutant concentrations or other emissions. Thus, cumulative air quality impacts would be less 
than significant. 


Less Than 
Significant 


Potentially with Less Than 
Significant Mitigation Significant No Not 


Topics: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact Applicable 


8. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS. Would the 
project: 


a) Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either D D D D 
directly or indirectly, that may have a significant 
impact on the environment? 


b) Conflict with any applicable plan, policy or D D D D 
regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing 
the emissions of greenhouse gases? 


Greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions and global climate change represent cumulative impacts. GHG 
emissions cumulatively contribute to the significant adverse environmental impacts of global 
climate change. No single project could generate enough GHG emissions to noticeably change the 
global average temperature; instead, the combination of GHG emissions from past, present, and 
future projects have contributed and will continue to contribute to global climate change and its 
associated environmental impacts. 


The Bay Area Air Quality Management District (air district) has prepared guidelines and 
methodologies for analyzing GHGs. These guidelines are consistent with CEQA Guidelines 


60 Bay Area Air Quality Management District, CEQA Air Quality Guidelines, page 2-1, May 2017. 
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sections 15064.4 and 15183.5, which address the analysis and determination of significant impacts 


from a proposed project's GHG emissions. CEQA Guidelines section 15064.4 allows lead agencies 


to rely on a qualitative analysis to describe GHG emissions resulting from a project. CEQA 


Guidelines section 15183.5 allows for public agencies to analyze and mitigate GHG emissions as 


part of a larger plan for the reduction of GHGs and describes the required contents of such a plan. 


Accordingly, San Francisco has prepared Strategies to Address Greenhouse Gas Emissions61 which 


presents a comprehensive assessment of policies, programs, and ordinances that collectively 


represent San Francisco's qualified GHG reduction strategy in compliance with the CEQA 


Guidelines. These GHG reduction actions have resulted in a 28 percent reduction in GHG 


emissions in 2015 compared to 1990 levels,62 exceeding the year 2020 reduction goals outlined in 


the air district's 2017 Clean Air Plan, Executive Order S-3-05, and Assembly Bill32 (also known as 


the Global Warming Solutions Act).63 


Given that the City has met the state and region's 2020 GHG reduction targets and San Francisco's 


GHG reduction goals are consistent with, or more aggressive than, the long-term goals established 


under order S-3-05, 64 order B-30-15, 65,66 and Senate Bill32, 67,68 the City's GHG reduction goals are 


consistent with order S-3-05, order B-30-15, Assembly Bill32, Senate Bill32 and the 2017 Clean Air 


Plan. Therefore, proposed projects that are consistent with the City's GHG reduction strategy 


would be consistent with the aforementioned GHG reduction goals, would not conflict with these 


plans or result in significant GHG emissions, and would therefore not exceed San Francisco's 


applicable GHG threshold of significance. 


61 San Francisco Planning Department, 2017, Strategies to Address Greenhouse Gas Emissions in San Francisco, 2017, 
https:/ /sfplanning.org/project/greenhouse-gas-reduction-strategies, accessed February 19, 2019. 


62 San Francisco Department of the Environment, San Francisco's Carbon Footprint, https:/ /sfenvironment.org!carbon
footprint, accessed July 19, 2017. 


63 Executive Order S-3-05, Assembly Bill32, and the air district's 2017 Clean Air Plan (continuing the trajectory set in the 
2010 Clean Air Plan) set a target of reducing GHG emissions to below 1990 levels by year 2020. 


64 Office of the Governor, Executive Order S-3-05, 2005, 
http://www.pcl.org/projects/2008symposium/proceedings/Coatsworth12.pdf, accessed March 16,2016. Executive 
Order S-3-05 sets forth a series of target dates by which statewide emissions of GHGs need to be progressively 
reduced, as follows: by 2010, reduce GHG emissions to 2000 levels (approximately 457 million metric tons of carbon 
dioxide equivalents (MTC02E)); by 2020, reduce emissions to 1990 levels (approximately 427 million MTC02E); and 
by 2050 reduce emissions to 80 percent below 1990 levels (approximately 85 million MTC02E). Because of the 
differential heat absorption potential of various GHGs, GHG emissions are frequently measured in "carbon dioxide
equivalents," which present a weighted average based on each gas's heat absorption (or "global warming") potential. 


65 Office of the Governor, Executive Order B-30-15, April29, 2015. https://www.gov.ca.gov/news.php?id=18938, 
accessed November 15,2017. Executive Order B-30-15, issued on April29, 2015, sets forth a target of reducing GHG 
emissions to 40 percent below 1990 levels by 2030 (estimated at 2.9 million MTC02E). 


66 San Francisco's GHG reduction goals are codified in section 902 of the Environment Code and include: (i) by 2008, 
determine City GHG emissions for year 1990; (ii) by 2017, reduce GHG emissions by 25 percent below 1990 levels; (iii) 
by 2025, reduce GHG emissions by 40 percent below 1990 levels; and by 2050, reduce GHG emissions by 80 percent 
below 1990 levels. 


67 Senate Bill32 amends California Health and Safety Code Division 25.5 (also known as the California Global Warming 
Solutions Act of 2006) by adding section 38566, which directs that statewide greenhouse gas emissions to be reduced 
by 40 percent below 1990 levels by 2030. 


68 Senate Bill32 was paired with Assembly Bill197, which would modify the structure of the State Air Resources Board; 
institute requirements for the disclosure of greenhouse gas emissions criteria pollutants, and toxic air contaminants; 
and establish requirements for the review and adoption of rules, regulations, and measures for the reduction of 
greenhouse gas emissions. 
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The following analysis of the proposed project's impact on climate change focuses on the project's 
contribution to cumulatively significant GHG emissions. Because no individual project could emit 
GHGs at a level that could result in a significant impact on the global climate, this analysis is in a 
cumulative context, and this section does not include an individual project-specific impact 
statement. 


Impact C-GG-1: The proposed project would generate greenhouse gas emissions, but not at 
levels that would result in a significant impact on the environment or conflict with any policy, 
plan, or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing greenhouse gas emissions. (Less than 
Significant) 


Individual projects contribute to the cumulative effects of climate change by directly or indirectly 
emitting GHGs during construction and operational phases. Direct operational emissions include 
GHG emissions from new vehicle trips and area sources (natural gas combustion). Indirect 
emissions include emissions from electricity providers; energy required to pump, treat, and convey 
water; and emissions associated with waste removal, disposal, and landfill operations. 


The proposed project involves the expansion of an existing single-family home and the addition of 
an accessory dwelling unit. Therefore, the proposed project would contribute to annual long-term 
increases in GHGs as a result of increased vehicle trips (mobile sources) and residential operations 
that result in an increase in energy use, water use, wastewater treatment, and solid waste disposal. 
Construction activities would also result in temporary increases in GHG emissions. The proposed 
project would be subject to regulations adopted to reduce GHG emissions as identified in the GHG 
reduction strategy. As discussed below, compliance with the applicable regulations would reduce 
the project's GHG emissions related to transportation, energy efficiency, waste reduction, and 
conservation. 


Compliance with the City's bicycle parking requirements would reduce the proposed project's 
transportation-related emissions by reducing GHG emissions from single-occupancy vehicles and 
promoting the use of alternative transportation modes with zero GHG emissions. The City's energy 
efficiency requirements that are applicable to the project include residential water conservation 
measures (showerhead and faucet replacement) and residential energy conservation measures 
(attic insulation). 


The City's waste-reduction requirements that are applicable to the project include mandatory 
recycling and composting and construction and demolition debris recycling. Compliance with 
these measures would reduce the amount of materials sent to a landfill, thus reducing GHGs 
emitted by landfill operations, and promoting the reuse of materials, which conserves their 
embodied energy69 and reduces the energy required to produce new materials. In the 
environment/conservation sector, the project would comply with the City's street tree planting 
requirements (which increase carbon sequestration), wood-burning device restrictions (which 


69 Embodied energy is the total energy required for the extraction, processing, manufacture and delivery of building 
materials to the building site. 
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reduce emissions of GHGs and black carbon), and use low-emitting finishes (which limits the 
release of volatile organic compounds70). 


Thus, the proposed project was determined to be consistent with San Francisco's GHG reduction 
strategy. 71 These regulations have proven effective, as San Francisco's GHG emissions have 
measurably decreased when compared to 1990 emissions levels, demonstrating that the City has 
met and exceeded Executive Order S-3-05, Assembly Bill32, and the 2017 Clean Air Plan GHG 
reduction goals for the year 2020. Furthermore, the City has met its 2017 GHG reduction goal of 
reducing GHG emissions to 25 percent below 1990 levels by 2017. Other existing regulations, such 
as those implemented through Assembly Bill 32, will continue to reduce a proposed project's 
contribution to climate change. In addition, San Francisco's local GHG reduction targets are 
consistent with the long-term GHG reduction goals of Executive Order S-3-05, Executive Order B-
30-15, Assembly Bill32, Senate Bill32 and the 2017 Clean Air Plan. Therefore, because the proposed 
project is consistent with the City's GHG reduction strategy, it is also consistent with the GHG 
reduction goals of Executive Order S-3-05, Executive Order B-30-15, Assembly Bill 32, Senate Bill 
32 and the 2017 Clean Air Plan, would not conflict with these plans, and would therefore not exceed 
San Francisco's applicable GHG threshold of significance. As such, the proposed project would 
result in a less-than-significant impact with respect to GHG emissions. 


Topics: 


9. WIND. Would the project: 


a) Create wind hazards in publicly accessible areas 
of substantial pedestrian use? 


Potentially 
Significant 


Impact 


0 


Less Than 
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Mitigation 
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0 


Less Than 
Significant No Not 


Impact Impact Applicable 


[81 0 0 


Impact WI-1: The proposed project would not create wind hazards in publicly accessible areas 
of substantial pedestrian use. (Less than Significant) 


In San Francisco, average winds speeds are the highest in the summer and lowest in winter. 
However, the strongest peak wind speeds occur in winter. The highest average wind speeds occur 
in mid-afternoon and the lowest in the early morning. Based on over 40 years of recordkeeping, 
the highest mean hourly wind speeds (approximately 20 mph) occur midaftemoon in July, while 
the lowest mean hourly wind speeds (in the range of 6 to 9 mph) occur throughout the day in 
November. Meteorological data collected at the old San Francisco Federal Building at 50 United 


70 While not a GHG, volatile organic compounds are precursor pollutants that form ground level ozone. Increased 
ground level ozone is an anticipated effect of future global warming that would result in added health effects locally. 
Reducing volatile organic compound emissions would reduce the anticipated local effects of global warming. 


71 San Francisco Planning Department, Greenhouse Gas Analysis: Compliance Checklist for 2417 Green Street, January 
31,2019. 
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Nations Plaza over a six-year period72 show that westerly73 through northwesterly winds are the 
most frequent and strongest winds during all seasons. Of the 16 primary wind directions, four have 
the greatest frequency of occurrence: these are northwest, west-northwest, west, and southwest 
(referred to as prevailing winds). 


Analysis of the Federal Building wind data shows that during the hours from 6:00a.m. to 8:00p.m., 
about 70 percent of the winds blow from five adjacent directions of the 16 directions as follows: 
northwest (10 percent of all winds), west-northwest (14 percent of all winds), west (35 percent of 
all winds), west-southwest (accounting for 2 percent of all winds), and southwest (9 percent of all 
winds). In San Francisco, over 90 percent of all measured winds with speeds over 13 mph blow 
from these five directions. The other 10 percent of winds over 13 mph are from storms and can 
come from any other direction. 


Section 148 of the San Francisco Planning Code establishes wind comfort and wind hazard criteria 
used to evaluate new development in four areas of the city. Section 148 provides that any new 
building or addition in these areas of the city that would cause wind speeds to exceed the hazard 
level of 26-mph-equivalent wind speed (as defined in the planning code) more than one hour of 
any year must be modified to meet this criterion. (The 26 mph standard accounts for short-term
three-minute averaged -wind observations at 36 mph as equivalent to the frequency of an hourly 
averaged wind of 26 mph. As noted above, winds over 34 mph make it difficult for a person to 
maintain balance, and gusts can blow a person over.) While the proposed project is not subject to 
section 148, the planning department uses the wind hazard criterion as the CEQA significance 
threshold to determine whether a proposed project would substantially alter ground-level winds 
in public areas in an adverse manner. 


Building structures near or greater than 100 feet in height could create pedestrian level conditions 
such that the wind hazard criterion of 26-mph-equivalent wind speed for a single hour of the year 
would be exceeded. There is no threshold height that triggers the need for wind-tunnel testing to 
determine whether the building design would result in street-level winds that exceed the standard. 
It is generally understood, however, from many prior wind-tunnel tests on a variety of projects 
throughout San Francisco that most, if not all, buildings under 80 feet do not result in adverse wind 
effects at street level, barring unusual circumstances. 


The proposed project would construct one- and three-story horizontal rear additions, and third 
and fourth floor vertical additions that would not exceed the existing approximately 45-foot-tall 
building. Because the project elements would all be well below 100 feet tall and because the 
project site is not located near any other tall buildings, the project would not alter wind in a 
manner that creates wind hazards in publicly accessible areas. Therefore, impacts related to wind 
hazards in publicly accessible areas of substantial pedestrian use would be less than significant. 


72 Arens, E. et a!., "Developing the San Francisco Wind Ordinance and its Guidelines for Compliance," Building and 
Environment, Vol. 24, No.4, pages 297-303, 1989. 


73 Wind directions are reported as directions from which the winds blow. 


Case No. 2017-002545ENV 48 2417 Green Street 







Impact C-WI-1: The proposed project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable projects, would not result in cumulatively considerable impacts related to wind. 
(Less than Significant) 


As discussed above, the proposed modification to the building would be less than 100 feet tall and 
would not alter wind in a manner that substantially affects public areas. For this reason, the project 
would not combine with cumulative development projects to create or contribute to a cumulative 
wind impact. 


Topics: 


10. SHADOW. Would the project: 


a) Create new shadow that substantially and 
adversely affects the use and enjoyment of 
publicly accessible open space? 


Potentially 
Significant 


Impact 


D 


Less Than 
Significant 


with 
Mitigation 


Incorporated 


D 


Less Than 
Significant No Not 


Impact Impact Applicable 


!8l D D 


Impact SH-1: The proposed project would not create new shadow that substantially and 
adversely affects the use and enjoyment of publicly accessible open space. (Less than 
Significant) 


In an urban environment, shadow is a function of the height, size, and massing of buildings and 
other elements of the built environment, and the angle of the sun. The angle of the sun varies due 
to the time of day (from rotation of the earth) and the change in seasons (due to the earth's elliptical 
orbit around the sun and the earth's tilted axis). Morning and afternoon shadows are typically 
longer because the sun is lower in the sky. The longer mid-day shadows are cast during the winter, 
when the mid-day sun is lowest in the sky, and the shorter mid-day shadows are cast during the 
summer, when the mid-day sun is higher in the sky. At the time of the summer solstice (which falls 
on approximately June 21 of every year), the mid-day sun is highest in the sky, and the longest day 
and shortest night occur on this date. Conversely, the shortest day and longest night occur on the 
winter solstice (which falls on approximately December 21 of every year). The vernal and fall 
equinoxes (when day and night are equal in length) represent the halfway point between solstices. 


San Francisco Planning Code section 295, which was adopted in response to Proposition K (passed 
November 1984), mandates that new structures above 40 feet in height that would cast additional 
shadows on properties under the jurisdiction of, or designated to be acquired by, the Recreation 
and Parks Department cannot be approved by the Planning Commission (based on 
recommendation from the Recreation and Park Commission) if the shadow "will have any adverse 
impact on the use" of the park, unless the impact is determined to be insignificant. The proposed 
project would expand an existing four-story 45-foot-tall single-family home and add one accessory 
dwelling unit but would not have the potential to cast new shadow on nearby parks or open spaces. 
Section 295(a)(4) exempts "structures of the same height and in the same location as structures in 
place on June 6, 1984." In any event, a 43-foot shadow fan illustrates that project would not cast 
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shadow on Recreation & Parks land or publicly accessible open space. 74 The park and recreational 
facilities closest to the project site are the 11.9-acre Alta Plaza located four blocks south of the 
project site, and the 1,480-acre Presidio of San Francisco, located five blocks west of the project site. 
Given the distance between the project site and these parks, as well as the existing and proposed 
height of the building (approximately 45 feet tall), the proposed project would not result in new 
shadow on nearby publicly accessible open spaces. 


The proposed project would shade portions of streets, sidewalks, and private properties in the 
project vicinity at various times of the day throughout the year. Shadows on streets and sidewalks 
would not exceed levels commonly expected in urban areas and would be considered a less-than
significant effect under CEQ A. Although occupants of nearby properties may regard the increase 
in shadow as undesirable, the limited increase in shading of private properties as a result of the 
proposed project would not be considered a significant impact under CEQ A. For these reasons, the 
proposed project would not create new shadow that substantially and adversely affects the use 
and enjoyment of publicly accessible open space. 


Impact C-SH-1: The proposed project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable projects, would not result in cumulatively considerable impacts related to shadow. 
(Less than Significant) 


As discussed above, the proposed building would not result in any net new shadow on any 
publicly accessible open spaces, and thus would not combine with cumulative development 
projects to create or contribute to a cumulative shadow impact. 


Topics: 


11. RECREATION. Would the project: 


a) Increase the use of existing neighborhood and 
regional parks or other recreational facilities such 
that substantial physical deterioration of the 
facilities would occur or be accelerated? 


b) Include recreational facilities or require the 
construction or expansion of recreational 
facilities that might have an adverse physical 
effect on the environment? 


Potentially 
Significant 


Impact 


0 


0 


Less Than 
Significant 


with 
Mitigation 


Incorporated 


0 


0 


Less Than 
Significant No Not 


Impact Impact Applicable 


1:81 0 0 


0 0 


74 San Francisco Planning Department, 2417 Green Street Shadow fan modeled from proposed 43-foot tall building, May 
30, 2019. At its highest point, the existing building is almost 45 feet tall. Since it is on an upsloping lot, the height 
varies along with the slope and gradually becomes shorter as the grade increases towards the rear. With the proposed 
alteration to the roofline, the project would result in a decrease in the building height at the front by approximately 3 
feet. 
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Impact RE-1: The proposed project would not increase the use of existing parks and recreational 
facilities, would not deteriorate any such facilities, and would not require the expansion of such 
facilities. (Less than Significant) 


As noted above, the park and recreational facilities closest to the project site are the 11.9-acre Alta 
Plaza located four blocks south of the project site, and the 1,480-acre Presidio of San Francisco, 
located five blocks west of the project site. The project site would provide passive recreational uses 
onsite for the residents through the approximately 600-square-foot backyard. In addition, residents 
of the proposed units would be within walking distance of the above-noted open spaces. 


The projected five new permanent residents on the project site would not substantially increase 
demand for, or use of, neighborhood parks or recreational facilities such that substantial physical 
deterioration would be expected. Also, the new residents would not require the construction of 
new recreational facilities or the expansion of existing facilities. For these reasons, the proposed 
project would have a less-than-significant impact on recreational facilities and resources. 


Impact C-RE-1: The proposed project, in combination with past, present and reasonably 
foreseeable future projects, would noi. resuli. in cumulative impacts on recreational facilities or 
resources. (Less than Significant) 


Cumulative residential development in the project vicinity would result in an intensification of 
land uses and a cumulative increase in the demand for recreational facilities and resources in the 
project vicinity and in the city overall. The City has accounted for such growth in the 2014 update 
of the Recreation and Open Space Element of the San Francisco General Plan. 75 In addition, San 
Francisco voters passed two bond measures, in 2008 and 2012, to fund the acquisition, planning, 
and renovation of City recreational resources. For these reasons, the proposed project would not 
combine with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects in the project vicinity to 
create a significant cumulative impact on recreational facilities or resources. 


Topics: 


12. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS. 


Would the project: 


a) Require or result in the relocation or construction 
of new or expanded water, wastewater 
treatment, or stormwater drainage, electric 
power, natural gas, or telecommunications 
facilities, the construction or relocation of which 
could cause significant environmental effects? 


Potentially 
Significant 


Impact 


0 


Less Than 
Significant 


with 
Mitigation 


Incorporated 


0 


Less Than 
Significant 


Impact 
No 


Impact 


0 


Not 
Applicable 


0 


75 San Francisco Planning Department, San Francisco General Plan, Recreation and Open Space Element, April2014, 
pp. 20-36, http://www.sf-planning.org/ftp/General_Plan/Recreation_OpenSpace_Element_ADOPTED.pdf, accessed 
May 20, 2016. 
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Less Than 
Significant 


Potentially with Less Than 
Significant Mitigation Significant No Not 


Topics: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact Applicable 


b) Have sufficient water supplies available to serve 0 0 [gJ 0 0 
the project and reasonably foreseeable future 
development during normal, dry, and multiple 
dry years? 


c) Result in a determination by the wastewater 0 0 0 0 
treatment provider which serves or may serve 
the project that it has inadequate capacity to 
serve the project's projected demand in addition 
to the provider's existing commitments? 


d) Generate solid waste in excess of state or local 0 0 0 0 
standards, or in excess of the capacity of local 
infrastructure, or otherwise impair the 
attainment of solid waste reduction goals? 


e) Comply with federal, state, and local 0 0 0 0 
management and reduction statutes and 
regulations related to solid waste? 


Impact UT-1: Implementation of the proposed project would not exceed the wastewater 
treatment capacity of the provider that would serve the project and would not require or result 
in the relocation or construction of new or expanded water, wastewater treatment, or storm water 
drainage, electric power, natural gas, or telecommunications facilities. (Less than Significant) 


Most of San Francisco, including the project site, is served by a combined wastewater system. 
Under such a system, sewage and storm water flows are captured by a single collection system and 
the combined flows are treated through the same wastewater treatment plants. The San Francisco 
Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC) provides and operates water supply and wastewater 
treatment facilities for the city. Pacific Gas and Electric Company provides electricity and natural 
gas to the project site, and various private companies provide telecommunications facilities. 


The proposed project would add an estimated five new residents to the currently vacant project 
site; this would result in an incremental increase in the demand for water and wastewater 
treatment, but not in excess of amounts expected and provided for in the project area by the SFPUC. 
Further, the proposed project would incorporate water-conserving design features, such as low
flush toilets and showerheads, which would reduce both water demand and wastewater 
production. Wastewater and water lines that serve the project site have sufficient capacity to serve 
the population added to the area by the project. The SFPUC's treatment facilities have adequate 
capacity to serve the growth anticipated in the general plan. The project would not cause collection 
treatment capacity of the sewer system in the city to be exceeded. 


The project would result in an incremental increase in the demand for electricity, natural gas, and 
telecommunications, which is not in excess of amounts expected and provided for in the project 
area by utility service providers. 
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For the reasons discussed above, the utilities demand associated with the project-related residential 
population increase would not exceed the service capacity of the existing providers and would not 
require the construction of new facilities or expansion of existing facilities. Therefore, this impact 
would be less than significant. 


Impact UT-2: Sufficient water supplies are available to serve the proposed project and 
reasonably foreseeable future development in normal, dry, and multiple dry years; therefore, 
the proposed project would not require or result in the relocation or construction of new or 
expanded water facilities the construction or relocation of which could cause significant 
environmental effects. 


Water would be supplied to the proposed project from the SFPUC's Hetch-Hetchy regional water 
supply system. Under sections 10910 through 10915 of the California Water Code, urban water 
suppliers like the SFPUC must prepare water supply assessments for certain large "water demand" 
projects, as defined in CEQA Guidelines section 15155.76 The proposed project does not qualify as 
a "water-demand" project as defined by CEQA Guidelines section 15155(a)(1); therefore, a water 
supply assessment has not been prepared for the project. However, the SFPUC estimates that a 
typical deveiopment project in San Francisco comprised of either 100 dwelling units, 100,000 


square feet of commercial use, 50,000 square feet of office, 100 hotel rooms, or 130,000 square feet 
of PDR use would generate demand for approximately 10,000 gallons of water per day, which is 
the equivalent of 0.011 percent of the total water demand anticipated for San Francisco in 2040 of 
89.9 million gallons per day.77 Because it would expand an existing single-family home and add 
one accessory dwelling unit, the proposed project would generate less than 0.011 percent of water 
demand for the city as a whole in 2040, which would constitute a negligible increase in anticipated 
water demand. 


The SFPUC uses population growth projections provided by the planning department to develop 
the water demand projections contained in the urban water management plan. As discussed in 
Section F.2, Population and Housing, above, the proposed project would be encompassed within 
planned growth in San Francisco and is therefore also accounted for in the water demand 
projections contained in the urban water management plan. Because the proposed project would 
comprise a small fraction of future water demand that has been accounted for in the city's urban 
water management plan, sufficient water supplies would be available to serve the proposed project 
in normal, dry, and multiple dry years, and the project would not require or result in the relocation 
or construction of new or expanded water supply facilities the construction or relocation of which 


76 Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines section 15155(1), "a water-demand project" means: (A) A residential development of 
more than 500 dwelling units; (B) A shopping center or business establishment employing more than 1,000 persons or 
having more than 500,000 square feet of floor space; (C) A commercial office building employing more than 1,000 
persons or having more than 250,000 square feet of floor area; (D) A hotel or motel, or both, having more than 500 
rooms, (e) an industrial, manufacturing, or processing plant, or industrial park planned to house more than 1,000 
persons, occupying more than 40 acres of land, or having more than 650,000 square feet of floor area; (F) a mixed-use 
project that includes one or more of the projects specified in subdivisions (a)(1)(A), (a)(1)(B), (a)(1)(C), (a)(1)(D), 
(a)(1)(E), and (a)(1)(G) of this section; (G) A project that would demand an amount of water equivalent to, or greater 
than, the amount of water required by a 500 dwelling unit project. 


77 San Francisco Public Utilities Commission, 2015 Urban Water Management Plan for the City and County of San 
Francisco, June 2016. This document is available at https://sfwater.org!index.aspx?page=75 
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could cause significant environmental effects. This impact would be less than significant, and no 
mitigation measures are necessary. 


Impact UT-3: The proposed project would not generate solid waste in excess of state or local 
standards, would not impair the attainment of solid waste reduction goals, and would comply 
with statutes, regulations, and reduction goals concerning solid waste. (Less than Significant) 


In September 2015, the City entered into a landfill disposal agreement with Recology, Inc. for 
disposal of all solid waste collected in San Francisco, at the Recology Hay Road Landfill in Solano 
County, through September 2024 or until 3.4 million tons have been disposed, whichever occurs 
first. The City would have an option to renew the agreement for a period of six years or until an 
additional1.6 million tons have been disposed, whichever occurs first. 78 The Recology Hay Road 
Landfill is permitted to accept up to 2,400 tons per day of solid waste. At that maximum permitted 
rate, the landfill has the capacity to accommodate solid waste until approximately 2034. Under 
existing conditions, the landfill receives an average of approximately 1,850 tons per day from all 
sources, with approximately 1,200 tons per day from San Francisco, which includes residential and 
commercial waste and demolition and construction debris that cannot be reused or recycled79 (see 
discussion below). At the current rate of disposal, the landfill closure has operating capacity until 
2041. The City's contract with the Recology Hay Road Landfill will extend until2031 or when the 
City has disposed 5 million tons of solid waste, whichever occurs first. At that point, the City would 
either further extend the landfill contract or find and entitle an alternative landfill site. 


The project's population is part of the population growth taken into account in the San Francisco 
General Plan 2014 Housing Element Update, as discussed under Section F.2, Population and 
Housing, and therefore can be assumed to have been taken into account in waste management 
planning. Further, the project would be required to implement the City's Mandatory Recycling and 
Com posting Ordinance (No. 100-09), the objective of which is to minimize the Oty' s landfill trash 
generation. In compliance with this ordinance, the project would be required to provide convenient 
facilities for the separation of recyclables, compostables and landfill trash for its users. Occupants 
of the project site would be required to separate disposed material. 


Project construction also would generate demolition and construction waste. The City's 
Construction and Demolition Debris Recovery Ordinance prohibits construction and demolition 
material from being taken to landfill or placed in the garbage. All mixed debris must be transported 
by a registered hauler to a registered facility to be processed for recycling, and source separated 
material must be taken to a facility that recycles or reuses those materials. As discussed above, the 
City has access to adequate landfill capacity at least through 2031 and potentially through 2041 and 
anticipates that an adequate alternative site will be identified at that point. On this basis, the City 
has adequate solid waste capacity to serve the proposed project, and the project's impact with 
respect to landfill capacity would be less than significant. 


78 San Francisco Planning Department, Agreement for Disposal of San Francisco Municipal Solid Waste at Recology Hay 
Road Landfill in Solano Count, Final Negative Declaration, Planning Department Case No. 2014.0653, May 21, 2015, 
http://sfmea.sfplanning.org/2014.0653E_Revised_FND.pdf, accessed February 19, 2019. 


79 CalRecycle, 2010, Jurisdiction diversion/disposal rate detail. http://www.calrecycle.ca.gov/LGCentral/ reports/ 
diversionprogram!JurisdictionDiversionDetail.aspx?JurisdictioniD=438&Year=2010, accessed October 23, 2017. 
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Impact C-UT-1: The proposed project, in combination with past, present and reasonably 
foreseeable future projects, would not result in cumulative impacts on utilities and service 
systems. (Less than Significant) 


Cumulative development in the project vicinity would incrementally increase demand for utilities 
and service systems within the city, but not beyond levels anticipated and planned for by the City's 
public service providers. The SFPUC has accounted for the anticipated growth in its wastewater 
service projections. The City also has implemented various programs to minimize generation of 
solid waste disposed to landfills from all projects, as discussed above. All development projects in 
the city, including development that contributes to demand for utility service in the immediate 
vicinity of the proposed project, as well as projects throughout the city that contribute to water 
demand and the demand for wastewater treatment and for solid waste disposal, are required to 
comply with the City's water conservation, wastewater minimization, and solid waste reduction 
ordinances and policies. 


As explained in Impact UT-2 above, no single development project alone in San Francisco would 
require the development of new or expanded water supply facilities. The analysis provided in 
Impact UT-2 considers whether the proposed project in combination with both existing 
development and projected growth through 2040 would require new or expanded water supply 
facilities, the construction or relocation of which could have significant cumulative impacts on the 
environment. Therefore, no separate cumulative analysis is required. 


Compliance with City ordinances would reduce the effects of cumulative demand for utility 
capacity and services such that service capacities would not be exceeded. In addition, electricity, 
natural gas, and telecommunications companies provide adequate services for the proposed 
project in combination with reasonably foreseeable future project; therefore, the proposed project, 
in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, has been 
accounted for in these plans and would not result in a cumulative utilities and service systems 
impact. 


Topics: 


13. PUBLIC SERVICES. Would the project: 


a) Result in substantial adverse physical impacts 
associated with the provision of new or 
physically altered governmental facilities, need 
for new or physically altered governmental 
facilities, the construction of which could cause 
significant environmental impacts, in order to 
maintain acceptable service ratios, response 
times, or other performance objectives for any of 
the public services such as fire protection, police 
protection, schools, parks, or other public 
facilities? 
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Impact PS-1: The proposed project would increase demand for police and fire protection 
services but would not require construction of new or physically altered facilities, associated 
with the provision of such services, that could cause significant environmental impacts. (Less 
than Significant) 


The project site receives police protection services from the San Francisco Police Department. The 
Northern Police Station, located at 1125 Fillmore Street, approximately a mile south of the project 
site, serves the project site. 80 The station underwent seismic, structural, electrical and plumbing 
improvements in 2016 and no expansions of the station are proposed. Fire Station 16, located at 
2251 Greenwich Street, is about a quarter mile northeast of the project site is being replaced and is 
currently under construction. The next closest fire station that currently provides first responder 
service to the project site is Fire Station 38 at 2150 California Street, about a mile southeast of the 
project site. A new public safety building, which serves as citywide police and fire headquarters, 
was completed in 2016. There are no current plans to construct or expand additional police or fire 
stations that serve the project area. 


The project would add an estimated five residents to the project site. The project would comply 
with the regulations of the 2016 California Fire Code, which includes requirements for fire 
protection systems, such as the provision of smoke alarms and fire extinguishers, adequate 
building access, and emergency response systems. 


For these reasons, the proposed project would not require the construction or alteration of a police 
or fire station or affect response times, service ratios, or other performance objectives related to 
police and fire protection services, and these impacts would be less than significant. 


Impact PS-2: The proposed project would not result in a substantial increased demand for school 
facilities and would not require new or expanded school facilities. (Less than Significant) 


The proposed project would add an estimated five new residents, which may include school-aged 
children who might attend schools operated by the San Francisco Unified School District (SFUSD). 
SFUSD ongoing emollment forecasting allows the district to plan for additional expansion of its 
facilities if determined necessary. Given the SFUSD's overall capacity of almost 64,000 students,81 
the increase of one or two students associated with the project would not substantially change the 
demand for schools, nor would the project result in the need for construction of new school 
facilities. The impact would be less than significant. 


Impact PS-3: The proposed project would not substantially increase the demand for other 
government services, and would not necessitate the need for new or physically altered 
government facilities to meet service performance objectives. (Less than Significant) 


The proposed project would increase the population of the city by approximately five residents. 
Population increase in the area from development of the proposed project would be nominal 


80 San Francisco Police Department, http://sanfranciscopolice.org/police-district-maps, accessed April30, 2018. 
81 San Francisco Unified School District. Growing Population, Growing Schools. SPUR Forum Presentation, Slide 14. 


August 31, 2016, https:l!www.spur.org/sitesldefaultlfiles/events_pdfs/SPUR%20Forum_August%2031%202016.pptx_.pdf, 
accessed May 23, 2018. 
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compared to population growth for the city overall. The project area is adequately served by 
government facilities. The population of the proposed project would not generate the need for new 
or physically altered government facilities. Therefore, the proposed project would have a less-than
significant impact on governmental facilities. 


In addition, the proposed project, in combination with the other residential and mixed-use projects 
proposed in the area, would incrementally increase demand for public services, which include fire 
and police protection, school services, and other governmental services. The Fire Department, the 
Police Department, other City agencies, and SFUSD have accounted for such growth in providing 
other public services to the residents of San Francisco. For these reasons, the proposed project 
would not combine with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects in the project 
vicinity to create a significant cumulative impact related to public services. 


Impact C-PS-1: The proposed project, in combination with past, present and reasonably 
foreseeable future projects, would not result in cumulative impacts on public services. (Less 
than Significant) 


The pruput;ed ptojecl, in combination with other residential projects proposed in the area, would 
incrementally increase the demand for public services, which include fire and police protection, 
and other governmental services. The Fire Department, the Police Department, and other city 
agencies have accounted for such growth in providing other public services to the residents of 
San Francisco. For these reasons, the proposed project would not combine with past, present, and 
reasonably foreseeable future projects in the project vicinity to create a significant cumulative 
impact related to public services. 


Topics: 


14. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES. 
Would the project: 


a) Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly 
or through habitat modifications, on any species 
identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special
status species in local or regional plans, policies, 
or regulations, or by the California Department 
of Fish and Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service? 


b) Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian 
habitat or other sensitive natural community 
identified in local or regional plans, policies, 
regulations or by the California Department of 
Fish and Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service? 
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Less Than 
Significant 


Potentially with Less Than 
Significant Mitigation Significant No Not 


Topics: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact Applicable 


c) Have a substantial adverse effect on state or 0 0 181 0 
federally protected wetlands (including, but not 
limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) 
through direct removal, filling, hydrological 
interruption, or other means? 


d) Interfere substantially with the movement of any 0 0 0 
native resident or migratory fish or wildlife 
species or with established native resident or 
migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use 
of native wildlife nursery sites? 


e) Conflict with any local policies or ordinances 0 0 0 
protecting biological resources, such as a tree 
preservation policy or ordinance? 


f) Conflict with the provisions of an adopted 0 0 0 
habitat conservation plan, natural community 
conservation plan, or other approved local, 
regional, or state habitat conservation plan? 


Impact Bl-1: The proposed project would not have a substantial adverse effect, either directly 
or through habitat modifications, on any special-status species. Would not interfere with the 
movement of species, and would not conflict with the City's tree ordinance. (Less than 
Significant) 


0 


0 


0 


0 


The project site is located in a developed area of San Francisco. It provides no habitat for special 
status plants or wildlife and does not include any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural 
communities as defined by the California Department of Fish and Wildlife and the United States 
Fish and Wildlife Service, or any state or federally protected wetlands. No trees are proposed for 
removal as part of the proposed project, and the proposed project does not fall within any local, 
regional or state habitat conservation plan areas. The project would not remove any trees protected 
by the City's Urban Forestry Ordinance (Public Works Code section 801 et seq.) and would plant a 
new street tree, in compliance with the public works code. Therefore, project-related biological 
impacts of the proposed project would be less than significant. 


Impact C-BI-1: The proposed project, in combination with past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future projects, would not result in a cumulative impact related to biological 
resources. (Less than Significant) 


As with the proposed project, nearby cumulative development projects would also be subject to 
federal, state, and local regulations related to biological resources. As with the proposed project, 
compliance with these ordinances would reduce the effects of development projects to less-than
significant levels. 
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The proposed project would not modify any natural habitat and would have no impact on any 
candidate, sensitive, or special-status species, any riparian habitat, or other sensitive natural 
community; and/or would not conflict with any local policy or ordinance protecting biological 
resources or an approved conservation plan. For these reasons, the proposed project would not 
have the potential to combine with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects in the 
project vicinity to result in a significant cumulative impact related to biological resources. 
Therefore, there would be no cumulative impacts on biological resources. 


Less Than 
Significant 


Potentially with Less Than 
Significant Mitigation Significant No Not 


Topics: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact Applicable 


15. GEOLOGY AND SOILS. Would the project: 


a) Directly or indirectly cause potential substantial 
adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, 
or death involving: 


i) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as D D D D 
delineated on the most recent Alquist-
Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued 
by the State Geologist for the area or based 
on other substantial evidence of a known 
fault? Refer to Division of Mines and 
Geology Special Publication 42. 


ii) Strong seismic ground shaking? D [gl D D D 


iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including D [gl D D D 
liquefaction? 


iv) Landslides? D [gl D D D 


b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of D D [gl D D 
topsoil? 


c) Be located on geologic unit or soil that is D [gl D D D 
unstable, or that would become unstable as a 
result of the project, and potentially result in on-
or off-site landslide, lateral spreading, 
subsidence, liquefaction or collapse? 


d) Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table D D D D 
18-1-B of the Uniform Building Code (1994), 
creating substantial direct or indirect risks to life 
or property? 


e) Have soils incapable of adequately supporting D D D D 
the use of septic tanks or alternative wastewater 
disposal systems where sewers are not available 
for the disposal of waste water? 


f) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique D D D D 
paleontological resource or site or unique 
geologic feature? 
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The proposed project would connect to San Francisco's sewer and storm water collection and 
treatment system. It would not use a septic water disposal system. Therefore, Topic 15e is not 
applicable to the project. 


Impact GE-1: The proposed project could directly or indirectly cause potential substantial 
adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving rupture of a known 
earthquake fault, seismic ground shaking, ground failure, or landslides. (Less than Significant 
with Mitigation) 


San Francisco Permit Review Process 


To ensure that the potential for adverse effects related to geology and soils is adequately addressed, 
San Francisco relies on the state and local regulatory process for review and approval of building 
permits pursuant to the California Building Code (state building code, California Code of 
Regulations, Title 24); the San Francisco Building Code (local building code), which is the state 
building code plus local amendments that supplement the state code, including the building 
department's administrative bulletins and information sheets. 


The project site is located within an area of potential landslide hazard 23eRe as identified on the 
1974 Blume map. In 2018. the San Francisco Building Code was amended by the Slope and Seismic 
Hazard Zone Protection Act (Ordinance No. 121-18) to no longer reference the Blume map. 
However. Building Permit Application No. 201704285244 for the building expansion is subject to 
the building code movisions in effect on Apri1 28. 2017. before Ordinance No. 121-18 became 
effective On August 23. 2019. the building department documented that this project site and thus 
is not subject to the additional requirements of the Slope Protection Act (building code section 
106A.4.1.4).~83, 84 The building department during its review of the project's structural plans, may 
request the assistance of a structural design reviewer to provide additional and specialized 
expertise to supplement its plan review. The structural design reviewer would meet with the 
project sponsor's engineer of record and with building department staff as the need arises 
throughout the design process. The ~lope PFotection ,A .. ct states that the £mal geotechnicalFepoFt 
must be pFepaFed and signed by both a licensed geologist and a licensed geotechnical engi:neeF, 
vrhich in h:Im shall undeFgo design Feview by a licensed geotechnical oF civil engineeF to verify 
that appFopFiate geological and geotechnical issues have been consideFed and that appFopriate 
slope instability ll'litigation strategies, inclading dFainage plans if FequiFed, aFe pFoposed. 


Based on the Fevinw of the geotechnical submittal (discussed in moFe detail belovr), the building 
depaFtffient diFectoF may also Fequil'e that the pFoject be subject to Feviuw by a three membeF 
~tmctuFal ,A .. dvisoFy Committee that will advise the building depaFtment on matteFs peFtainffig to 
the building's design and constmction. The thl'ee committee membeFs IRUst be selected from a list 


!l2 Tfie prejeet site isleeatee! wifuin aR area ef peteRtia!!aRe!slie!e H.~are! as ie!eRtifiee! en fue 1974llffime map. lR 2Q1!l, 
tfle gan llraneisee llaile!ing Cee!e was amene!ed ay tfle gJepe aRe! geisrRie H~are! 6ene J?reteetien ,\et (Ordinanee l'Je. 
121 1!l) te ne Ienger referenee fue ll!Hrne rR<Ifl. Hewever, llaile!ing J?errRit i\pplieatien 2017D42!la24<l fer tfle aHile!ing 
el(parwien was sHI3rnittee! aefere Ore!inaRee J>Je. 12118 aeearne effeeti·1e, aRe! tll.Hs fue preject is sHBjeet te Dlli 
regHlatiBRS iR plaee aefere Ore!ir.anee J>Je. 121 1!l aeearne effeeti>;e. 


83 Cyril Yu. Supervisor. Permit Services, San Francisco Department of Building Inspection. email to Jeanie Poling 
regarding 2417 Green St PMND appeal. August 23. 2019, 


84 San Francisco Planning Department. 2417 Green St on Blume Map. August 28. 2019. 
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of qualified engineers submitted by the Structural Engineers i\ssociation of Northern California 
and approved by the building department. One member ffil:lst be selected by the building 
department, one member shall be selected by the project sponsor, and the third member shall be 
selected jointly. 


Existing Subsurface Conditions 


The analysis in this section relies on the information and findings provided in the geotechnical 
investigation conducted for the proposed project. 85 The geotechnical investigation includes a 
review of available geologic and geotechnical data for the site vicinity, an engineering analysis of 
the proposed project in the context of geologic and geotechnical site conditions, subsurface 
exploration including soil borings, and preparation of project-specific design and construction 
recommendations. 


In February 2017 (prior to excavation), two soil borings were taken in the back yard, at the location 
of the proposed building expansion. The borings encountered 2.6 to 2.7 feet of soft to medium stiff 
sandy clay with gravel and debris (fill), overlying 1 to 2 feet of very stiff sandy clay with gravel 
(residual soil) overlying friable to weak sandstone at 3.75 to 4.25 feet below ground surface. One 
dynamic penetration test/hand auger taken within the building encountered 0.5 feet uf medium 
dense gravel (fill) overlying friable to weak sandstone at 1 foot below ground surface. 
Groundwater was not observed during field investigations. In April 2019, the geotechnical 
engineer and geologist visited the site to observe the partial excavation in the existing garage and 
two exploratory foundation pits along existing exterior foundations. 


While groundwater was not observed during the field investigation, groundwater levels vary 
seasonally depending on factors such as landscaping activities and seasonal rainfall. Groundwater 
is typically encountered at the interface between geologic contacts (i.e., between the soil and 
bedrock) and within sand lenses in the native clays. Seasonal springs may be encountered in the 
sands above the native clays. 


Proposed Excavation and Foundation Construction Activities 


Based on soil samples taken, the geotechnical report anticipates that the majority of site grading 
would consist of cuts in undocumented fill, native clays and bedrock, and that the foundation 
subgrade would consist of bedrock The geotechnical report concludes that the site can be 
developed as planned, provided the recommendations presented in the geotechnical report are 
incorporated into the project plans and specifications and are implemented during construction. 
The geotechnical engineer anticipates that the proposed building alterations would be supported 
on shallow foundations bearing on bedrock Depending on the final development plans, 
excavation of up to 10 feet below the ground level of the adjacent site to the west (2421 Green Street) 
would be required to construct the proposed basement expansion. It is anticipated that this 
excavation would be kept about 2 to 3 feet from the property line. Where the excavation would 
abut an adjacent building, and the adjacent foundations bear on soil, the foundation adjacent to the 
excavation would be shored using at-rest pressures and adding any surcharge loads; however, it 


85 Divis Consulting, Inc., Geotechnical Report and Geologic Hazard Study, 2417 Green Street, San Francisco, California, 
April25, 2019. 
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is anticipated that adjacent foundations bear on bedrock. Excavation may be performed in non
sequential sections with a maximum length (along the adjacent property line) of 5 feet. 


Preliminary Building Department Review of the Proposed Project 


The July 20, 2018 appeal of the June 22, 2018 categorical exemption for the proposed project and 
subsequent correspondence from the 2421 Green Street representative cited multiple concerns by 
engineer Lawrence Karp concerning BPA#201705116316 (for the garage expansion and foundation 
replacement) and BPA #201710020114 (to legalize the excavation work). The Board of Supervisors 
upheld the appeal and noted, 


The Karp Report and other information submitted at and prior to the January 9, 2018, 
appeal hearing constituted substantial evidence that the Project, if approved, may result in 
one or more substantial adverse changes in the significance of the neighboring historic 
resource located at 2421 Green Street that have not been sufficiently addressed in the 
Categorical Exemption for the Project ... The Board finds that the Karp Report and other 
information submitted at and prior to the January 9, 2018, appeal hearing constituted 
substantial evidence not previously identified that affect the CEQA evaluation set forth in 
the Categorical Exemption regarding how the Project may impair the significance of an 
historic resource by causing impacts to its immediate surroundings. 86 


To address these concerns raised in the appeal and in response to the CEQA findings by the Board 
of Supervisors, the planning department coordinated with the building department to obtain 
preliminary review of the geotechnical report and geologic hazard study prepared for the 
proposed project. The building department's Plan Review Services Division staff reviewed a 2017 
geotechnical investigation and made recommendations to revise the report; these 
recommendations are reflected in the geotechnical report dated April25, 2019.87 The Plan Review 
Services Division staff reviewed the revised report and found that the report generally meets the 
standards for professional practice of geotechnical engineering. 88 


Pursuant to City code requirements, the project sponsor will be required to undertake the following 
actions: 


• Final Structural Plan Development. The sponsor's geotechnical engineer will be required 
to consult with the design team during the development of the structural plans and will 
review the structural plans and calculations, shoring plans, and civil plans as required by 
the Department of Building Inspection, and submittals by the foundation contractor. The 


86 San Francisco Board of Supervisors, Motion No. M18-012, Adopting Findings Reversing the Categorical Exemption 
Determination- 2417 Green Street, Amended February 6, 2018, File No. 180123, available at 
https://sfgov.legistar.comNiew.ashx?M=F&ID=5792879&GUID=75361D57-546D-41FO-BOA3-D11B6083C3D2. 


87 Divis Consulting, Inc., Geotechnical Report and Geologic Hazard Study, 2417 Green Street, San Francisco, California, 
April25, 2019. 


88 Stephan Leung. G. E., Plan Review Services Division, San Francisco Department of Building Inspection, Preliminary 
Review of Geotechnical Report for 2417 Green Street, San Francisco, Block/Lot: 0560/028, DBI Permit Numbers: 2017-
0428-5244, May 16, 2019. 
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final building design will be required to comply with all recommendations of the 
geotechnical engineer as well as DBI requirements. 


• Control of Groundwater. The final design will include measures to intercept groundwater 
where it may impact the proposed construction, using methods such as drainage behind 
retaining walls, under-slab-drainage, French drains and area drains, and waterproofing. 
Any required waterproofing system will be designed and inspected by the architect and/or 
engineer of record and shall be reviewed and approved by the building department. If 
groundwater, or evidence of groundwater, is encountered during construction, the 
contractor will notify the geotechnical consultant to evaluate whether additional measures 
are required to control the flow of groundwater at the site. Where collected, groundwater 
will be discharged to a suitable collection point. 


• Th:ira Party Revie·w. Pursuant to the ~Hope Protection Act, the project's geotecl:mical 
investigation report and construction documents v.:ill undergo third party review by a 
licensed geotechnical engineer. Such review will verify that appropriate geological and 
geotechnical issues .have been considered and fuat appropriate slope instability mitigation 
strategies have been proposed. 


• Unexpected Conditions During Construction. If the contractor encounters any adjacent 
foundations not shown on the project documents or unexpected materials during 
excavation, project excavation will be halted, and the project geotechnical engineer will be 
contacted immediately to provide additional consultation on site due to different site 
conditions. The geotechnical engineer's recommendation shall be reviewed and approved 
by DBI staff prior to resuming of construction activities. 


• Construction Monitoring. The contractor will notify the geotechnical engineer and the 
building department five days prior to any excavation, and the geotechnical engineer shall 
periodically be present during excavation to observe the actual soil/rock conditions and to 
evaluate the stability of the cut. The contractor shall establish survey points on the shoring 
and on adjacent buildings and streets within twice the height of the proposed excavation 
prior to the start of excavation and where access permits and shall submit the proposed 
survey points to the building department for review and approval. These survey points 
shall be used to monitor the vertical and horizontal movements of the shoring and 
surrounding structures and streets during construction. The contractor shall survey and 
take photographs of the adjacent buildings prior to the start of excavation and immediately 
after its completion. If unacceptable earth movement or evidence of structural settlement 
is encountered during construction, as determined by the geotechnical engineer, project 
excavation shall be halted and the geotechnical engineer shall evaluate if additional 
measures are required to prevent further movement. In this event, the geotechnical 
engineer shall notify the building department that unacceptable earth movement has 
occurred and of the additional measures proposed to prevent further movement. 


Given the history of this project, as outlined in the Project History section, above, combined with 
the concerns raised by the Board of Supervisors at the appeal hearing, this initial study finds that 
project construction could compromise the structural integrity of the adjacent foundation at 2421 
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Green Street. This would be a significant impact. Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-GE-1, 
Ongoing Monitoring By and Coordination with the Planning Department and the Department 
of Building Inspections Prior to and During the-Construction Phase Regarding Coffij)lianee ·with 
Geotechnical Reqairemeats, would reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level. The 
mitigation measure would ensure ongoing monitoring by and coordination between the project 
sponsor's team, the planning department, and the department of building inspection regarding 
geotechnical issues that could arise during the course of plan review and project construction. 


Mitigation Measure M-GE-1: Ongoing Monitoring by and Coordination with the 
Planning Department and the Department of Building Inspections Prior to and During 
the Construction Phase Regarding Coffij)lianee 'With Geotechnical Req-uirements. 
Pursuant to the San Francisco Department of Building Inspection process, the project 
sponsor (and their design and construction team, geotechnical engineer, and contractor, as 
applicable) will shall be subject to ongoing monitoring by and coordination reqairements 
with the planning department and the building department regarding plan check reviews 
and building inspections prior to and during construction work This process will include 
the follov.ring requiremeats: 


In conjunction with its submittal of structural plans. the project sponsor shall 


submit to the building department construction documents that identify 


anticipated significant construction milestones when a field report and/or 


memorandum by engineer(s) of record shall be submitted to the planning and 


building departments. The building department shall review and determine 


whether to approve the list of significant reporting milestones as part of its 


approval of structural plans. 


The engineer(s) of record shall notify the planning and building departments 


when milestones indicated on the construction documents have been reached. and 


their outcomes. Specifically. the project sponsor's engineer of record shall submit 


field reports and/or memoranda documenting each milestone to the planning and 


building departments. 


Pursuant to planning department policy. any memoranda and/or reports prepared 
by project sponsor and/or a consultant working for the project sponsor shall 
adhere to the planning department's protocols of objectivity. 


Structural and geotechnical observation and inspection shall be provided onsite 
during construction. 


Prior to commeacement of construction, the project sponsor shall submit to the 
planning departmeat and bailding departmeat a report oatlining anticipated 
constraction milestones lfvith corresponding (apprmdmate) dates of reaching those 
milestones as well and all memoranda and/or reports anticipated to be prepared or 
approved at those milestones. The report shall address how all code reqairemeats 
will be met, including responsible parties and the city agency providing oversight. 
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The report shall be reviewed and appwved by the planning department and the 
building department prior to commencement of construction. 


Once construction commences, the sponsor shall notify the planning department 
and the building department (•Nhen coordination with the building department is 
not already included as typical part of the process) when the above milestones have 
been reached and their outcomes. Specifically, all memoranda and/or reports issued 
at times of those milestones shall be provided to the planning department and the 
building department. 89 


Compliance with Mitigation Measure M-GE-1 would ensure the security and stability of the project 
site and adjacent properties. Furthermore, as addressed under Impact CR-1, compliance with this 


mitigation measure would avoid any potential impacts to historic resources. 


Other Geotechnical Issues Raised in the Exemption Appeal 


The July 20, 2018 appeal of the June 22, 2018 categorical exemption states, among other assertions, 
that no topographic and boundary survey has been performed for the proposed project, and that 
wiUloullartd survey data, it would be ilTtpossible for the project sponsor to provide protectiort of 


adjacent properties. Project approval by the planning department concerns consistency with the 
planning code and does not require a survey or final structural plans. 


The July 20, 2018 appeal of the June 22, 2018 categorical exemption also states that the brick 
foundation of 2421 Green Street would be damaged by the project: 


Fundamentally, all that is needed to know is that the drawings (e.g. Detail 3, Sheet S4.1) 
show a critical new foundation on 2417 Green that crosses the property line to be anchored 
in the 125 year old brick foundation. 


A subsequent letter from Lawrence B. Karp dated January 17, 2019, also states that the proposed 


project cannot be accomplished without construction that would "compromise the lateral and 
subjacent support" of 2421 Green Street. The letter further states that Detail3 on Sheet S4.1 of BP A 
#201705116316 (the foundation replacement permit) shows a connection with the adjacent 


foundation (see red arrow on Figure 14). The project sponsor subsequently clarified that the lines 
on the plans are call outs for longitudinal reinforcement in the wall footing and do not show a 
connection to the adjacent foundation. The sponsor's letter of clarification further states, "For the 
avoidance of any further misunderstanding by any city department or board, the proposed project 
at 2417 Green Street is in NO WAY PHYSICALLY CONNECTED to 2421 Green Street and does 
not require any work whatsoever to be performed at 2421 Green Street."90 DBI staff reviewed this 


plan sheet and concurred with the project sponsor that "[t]here is no physical connections between 
the new footings and the neighbor's existing masonry footings."91 Nevertheless, the foundation 


89 Pursuant to Department policy, any memoranda and/or reports prepared by project sponsor and/or a consultant 
working for the project sponsor shall adhere to Planning Department's protocols of objectivity. 


90 Christopher F. Durkin, P.E., Clarification Letter, 2417 Green Street- Exposing of Fraud in Reports prepared by Larry 
Karp, April11, 2019. 


91 Stephen Leung, Department of Building Inspection, email to Tania Sheyner, Planner Department. June 13, 2019. 
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replacement permit (BPA #201705116316) has been suspended and would be superseded by the 
building expansion permit (BP A #201704285244). 


Impact GE-2: The proposed project would not result in substantial loss of topsoil or erosion. 
(Less than Significant) 


The 2,500-square-foot project site is covered with a building and a landscaped backyard. Grading 
and excavation would expose topsoil and could potentially result in erosion. Construction-related 
activities would be required to comply with San Francisco Public Works Code section 146, which 
requires all land-disturbing activities to implement and maintain best management practices to 
minimize surface runoff, erosion and sedimentation to prevent construction site runoff discharges 
into the City's combined stormwater/sewer system. 92 The project site's relatively small landscaped 
area and compliance with section 146's best management practices during construction activities 
would ensure that the project would not result in the loss of topsoil or erosion. This impact would 
be less than significant. 


Impact GE-3: The proposed project would not be located on a geologic unit that is unstable, or 
that could become unstable as a result of the project, and would not result in landslide, lateral 
spreading, subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse. (Less than Significant with Mitigation) 


As discussed under Impact GE-l, the project site is located within a landslide hazard zone and, 
thus, may be subject to landslide hazard. This hazard potential would be highest during site 
excavation and construction, which would last between three and five months, and the project has 
the potential to result in significant impacts related to protection of the adjacent foundation at 2421 
Green Street that could become unstable as a result of the project. As discussed above under Impact 
GE-l, oversight by DBI and implementation of Mitigation Measure M-GE-1 would ensure the 
security and stability of the project site and adjacent properties, and would reduce to less than 
significant any potential impacts related to earthquake fault, seismic ground shaking, ground 
failure, or landslide. Compliance with this mitigation measure would also reduce to less-than
significant any effects related to landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse. 


Impact GE-4: The proposed project would not create substantial risks to life or property as a 
result of being located on expansive soil. (Less than Significant) 


Soils located beneath fully developed urban areas are generally not highly susceptible to the effects 
of expansive soils, which are characterized by their ability to undergo significant volume change 
(i.e., to shrink and swell) due to variations in moisture content. The presence of expansive soils is 
typically associated with high clay content. Expansive soils can damage structures and buried 
utilities and increase maintenance requirements. Section 1803 of the state building code states that 
in areas likely to have expansive soil, the building official shall require soil tests to determine where 
such soils do exist, and if so, the geotechnical report must include recommendations and special 
design and construction provisions for foundations of structures on expansive soils, as necessary. 


92 Ordinance No. 260-13, Public Works Code- Control of Construction Site Runoff, November 5, 2013. 
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Subsurface exploration at the project site identified undocumented artificial fill overlying residual 
soils resting on friable to weak sandstone bedrock. 93 Because soils with high clay content were not 
encountered, the project site is unlikely to contain expansive soil, and impacts related to expansive 
soils would be less than significant. 


Impact GE-5: The project would not directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological 
resource or site or unique geologic feature. (Less than Significant) 


Paleontological resources, or fossils, are the remains, imprints, or traces of mammals, plants, and 
invertebrates from a previous geological period. Such fossil remains as well as the geological 
formations that contain them are also considered a paleontological resource. Together, they 
represent a limited, non-renewable scientific and educational resource. The potential to affect 
fossils varies with the depth of disturbance, construction activities, and previous disturbance. 


Ground-disturbing activities would occur to a depth of 13 feet and be confined to the sandy clay and 
Franciscan Complex bedrock underlying the site. These geologic units are considered to have low 
potential to contain significant fossils or paleontological resources. 94 Thus, the project site has a low 
polential to co11tah1 significa11t fossils due to tlle geologic units that vvould be affected by project 
construction. Thus, the proposed project would result in less-than-significant impacts to a unique 
paleontological resource or site. 


A unique geologic or physical feature embodies distinctive characteristics of any regional or local 
geologic principles, provides a key piece of information important to geologic history, contains 
minerals not known to occur elsewhere in the county, and/or is used as a teaching tool. No unique 
geologic features exist at the project site; therefore, no impacts on unique geological features would 
occur. 


Impact C-GE-1: The proposed project, in combination with past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future projects in the site vicinity, would not have a substantial cumulative impact 
on geology and soils. (Less than Significant) 


Environmental impacts related to geology and soils are generally site-specific. Nearby cumulative 
development projects identified in Table 2 on page 7 would be subject to the same seismic safety 
standards and design review procedures applicable to the proposed project. Compliance with the 
seismic safety standards and the design review procedures would ensure that the effects from 
nearby cumulative development projects would be reduced to less-than-significant levels. For 
these reasons, the proposed project would not combine with past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future projects in the project vicinity to create a significant cumulative impact related 
to geology and soils. 


93 Divis Consulting, Inc., Geotechnical Investigation Report for 2417 Green Street, April25, 2019. 
94 California Academy of Sciences Invertebrate, Zoology, and Geology Fossil Collection Database, 


http://researcharchive.calacademy.org/research/izg/fossil/index.asp?xAction=ShowForm&PageStyle=Single&PageSize 
=O&OrderBy=AccessionNo&County=san+francisco&RecStyle=Full, accessed June 6, 2018. 
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Impact C-GE-2: The project, in combination with cumulative projects, would not directly or 
indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique geologic feature. (Less 
than Significant) 


Paleontological impacts are generally site specific and highly localized. Therefore, the potential for 
the proposed project to combine with reasonably foreseeable future projects and create a 
cumulative impact related to paleontological resources would be low. Therefore, the proposed 
project would have a less-than-significant cumulative impact on paleontological resources. 


Less Than 
Significant 


Potentially with Less Than 
Significant Mitigation Significant No Not 


Topics: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact Applicable 


16. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY. 


Would the project: 


a) Violate any water quality standards or waste 0 0 0 0 
discharge requirements or otherwise 
substantially degrade surface or groundwater 
quality? 


b) Substantially decrease groundwater supplies or 0 0 0 0 
interfere substantially with groundwater 
recharge such that the project may impede 
sustainable groundwater management of the 
basin? 


c) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern 0 0 0 0 
of the site or area, including through the 
alteration of the course of a stream or river or 
through the addition of impervious surfaces, in a 
manner that would: 


(i) Result in substantial erosion or 0 0 0 0 [8:1 
siltation on- or off-site; 


(ii) Substantially increase the rate or 0 0 0 0 [8:1 
amount of surface runoff in a manner 
which would result in flooding on or 
offsite; 


(iii) Create or contribute runoff water 0 0 0 0 
which would exceed the capacity of 
existing or planned storrnwater 
drainage systems or provide 
substantial additional sources of 
polluted runoff; or 


(iv) Impede or redirect flood flows? 0 0 0 0 [8:1 


d) In flood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zones, risk 0 0 0 0 [8:1 
release of pollutants due to project inundation? 


e) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of a 0 0 [8:1 0 0 
water quality control plan or sustainable 
groundwater management plan? 
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The project site does not contain any streams or water courses, and the proposed project would not 
alter the course of a stream or river or alter the existing drainage pattern of the project site or area. 
Thus, Question 15c is not applicable to the proposed project. 


In 2018, the SFPUC developed a Draft 100-Year Storm Flood Risk Map that shows areas of San 
Francisco where significant flooding from storm runoff is highly likely to occur during a 100-year 
storm. A "100-year storm" means a storm with a 1 percent chance of occurring in a given year. The 
project site is not on the Draft 100-Year Storm Flood Risk Map. 95 At an elevation of approximately 
140 feet above mean sea level, the project site has no potential to be affected by sea level rise by the 
year 2100 as projected by the City of San Francisco. 96 Because of its elevation, distance from the 
nearest potential sources of flooding, and intervening topography, the project site is not susceptible 
to the potential effects of a tsunami or seiche. 97 For these reasons, there is no potential for project 
impacts with respect to flood hazard, tsunami or seiche zones, and Question 15d is not applicable. 


Impact HY-1: The proposed project would not violate any water quality standards or waste 
discharge requirements or otherwise substantially degrade surface or groundwater quality. 
(Less than Significant) 


The project site is located within the area of the city served by a combined stormwater and sewer 
system. Under such a system, wastewater (sewage) and stormwater are collected and comingled 
in underground piping and tunnels for conveyance to the City's wastewater treatment plants, 
operated by the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC). The project site is less than 
5,000 square feet and thus does not require submittal of a stormwater control plan per San 
Francisco Public Works Code article 4.2, section 147. Nevertheless, the project sponsor would be 
required to maintain construction best management practices to minimize surface runoff, erosion, 
and sedimentation from the construction site. During project operation, combined stormwater and 
wastewater from the project site would be treated pursuant to the City's National Pollutant 
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit prior to discharge to receiving waters. This would 
ensure that the proposed project would not degrade surface or groundwater quality during 
construction or operations. Therefore, impacts related to water quality from development of the 
proposed project would be less than significant. 


Impact HY-2: The proposed project would not substantially deplete groundwater supplies or 
interfere substantially with groundwater recharge such that there would be a net deficit in 
aquifer volume or lowering of the local groundwater table. (Less than Significant) 


95 San Francisco Water Power Sewer, Draft 100-Year Storm Flood Risk Map, http://www.sfwater.org/index.aspx?page=1229, 
accessed February 11,2019. 


96 The City projects a sea level rise of 66 inches by the year 2100 in City and County of San Francisco, 2016, San Francisco 
Sea Level Rise Action Plan, http://default.sfplanning.org/plans-and-programs/planning-for-the-city/sea-level
rise/160309_SLRAP _Final_ED.pdf, accessed February 19,2019. 


97 California Emergency Management Agency (CalEMA), Tsunami Inundation Map for Emergency Planning, State of 
California- City and County of San Francisco, San Francisco North Quadrangle, San Francisco South Quadrangle 
(San Francisco Bay), June 15, 2009, 
http:llwww.conservation.ca.gov/cgs/geologic_hazards/Tsunami/Inundation_Maps/SanFrancisco/Documents/Tsunami_Inundatio 
n_SouthSFNorthSF _FacificCoast_SanFrancisco.pdf, accessed April30, 2018. 
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The project site is covered with impervious surfaces except for the rear yard. Impervious surfaces 
greatly limit the amount of surface water that can infiltrate a site to recharge the groundwater. The 
proposed building expansion into the rear yard would result in a slight increase in impervious 
surface but not enough to interfere with groundwater recharge. 


If dewatering is required during project construction, any effects related to lowering the water table 
would be temporary and would not be expected to substantially deplete groundwater resources in 
any underlying aquifers. In addition, the proposed project does not include any groundwater wells 
to extract groundwater supplies. 


Project operation would not result in the use of groundwater and the project would not otherwise 
be expected to adversely affect groundwater supplies or quality. 


For these reasons, the proposed project would not substantially deplete groundwater supplies or 
interfere substantially with groundwater recharge, and impacts would be less than significant. 


Impact HY-3: The proposed project would not conflict with or obstruct implementation of a 
water quality control plan or sustainable groundwater management plan. (Less than Significant) 


As discussed under HY-1, above, during construction, the project sponsor would be required to 
maintain construction best management practices to minimize surface runoff, erosion, and 
sedimentation from the construction site, and during project operation, combined stormwater and 
wastewater from the project site would be treated pursuant to the City's NPDES permit prior to 
discharge to receiving waters. Therefore, the project would not conflict with or obstruct 
implementation of a water quality control plan or sustainable groundwater management plan, and 
this impact would be less than significant. 


Impact C-HY-1: The proposed project, in combination with other past, present, or reasonably 
foreseeable projects, would not substantially deplete groundwater supplies, alter existing 
drainages, or otherwise degrade water quality. (Less than Significant) 


The proposed project and all future projects within San Francisco would be required to comply 
with the water quality and drainage control requirements discussed above that apply to all land 
use development projects within the city. Since all development projects would be required to 
follow the same regulations as the proposed project, the implementation of new, conforming 
development projects, peak stormwater drainage rates and volumes resulting from design storms 
would be expected to decrease gradually over time relative to existing peak flows. Moreover, all 
development projects would be required to comply with the same drainage, dewatering, and water 
quality regulations as the proposed project. As a result, cumulative effects related to drainage 
patterns, water quality, storm water runoff, storm water capacity of the combined sewer system and 
groundwater supply and quality would be less than significant. 
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Less Than 
Significant 


Potentially with Less Than 
Significant Mitigation Significant No Not 


Topics: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact Applicable 


17. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS. 
Would the project: 


a) Create a significant hazard to the public or the D D D D 
environment through the routine transport, use, 
or disposal of hazardous materials? 


b) Create a significant hazard to the public or the D D D D 
environment through reasonably foreseeable 
upset and accident conditions involving the 
release of hazardous materials into the 
environment? 


c) Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous D D D D 
or acutely hazardous materials, substances, or 
waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or 
proposed school? 


d) Be located on a site which is included on a list of D D D D 
hazardous rnatcrials sites cornpilcd pursua..~t to 
Government Code section 65962.5 and, as a 
result, would it create a significant hazard to the 
public or the environment? 


e) For a project located within an airport land use D D D D 
plan or, where such a plan has not been adopted, 
within two miles of a public airport or public use 
airport, would the project result in a safety 
hazard or excessive noise for people residing or 
working in the project area? 


f) Impair implementation of or physically interfere D D D D 
with an adopted emergency response plan or 
emergency evacuation plan? 


g) Expose people or structures, either directly or D D D D 
directly, to a significant risk of Joss, injury or 
death involving wildland fires? 


The project site is not located within an airport land use plan area, nor is it within two miles of a 
public use airport or a private airstrip. There are no areas that would be classified as wildlands in 
the project vicinity. The closest heavily vegetated area to the project is the Presidio of San Francisco, 
about a half-mile west of the project site and separated from it by extensive urban infrastructure 
that is not intermixed with wildlands. Therefore, criteria 16e and 16h are not applicable. 


Impact HZ-1: The proposed project would not create a significant hazard to the public or the 
environment through the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials. (Less than 
Significant) 


Neither construction nor operation of the proposed project would involve the routine transport, 
use, or disposal of significant quantities of hazardous materials. Small quantities of commercially 
available hazardous materials such as household cleaning, paints, and landscaping supplies may 
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be used; however, these materials would not be expected to be used in sufficient quantities or 
contrary to normal use, and therefore would not pose a threat to human health or the environment. 


Based on the above, the impact of the proposed development on the public and the environment 
related to the routine transport, use, and handling of hazardous materials therefore would be less 
than significant. 


Impact HZ-2: The proposed project would not create a significant hazard to the public or the 
environment through the release of hazardous materials. (Less than Significant) 


The proposed project would disturb at least 50 cubic yards of soil in an area that the San Francisco 
Health Department (the health department), pursuant to San Francisco Building Code section 
106A.3.2.4, identified as likely containing hazardous substances in the soil or groundwater. 
Therefore, before the project may obtain a building permit, it must comply with the requirements 
of article 22A of the San Francisco Health Code (also known as the Maher Ordinance), which the 
health department administers and oversees. 


Per San Francisco Health Code section 22A.4, the health department may waive the requirements 
imposed by the Maher Ordinance if the applicant demonstrates that the property has been 
continuously zoned as residential under the 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 health department 
will provide the applicant with a waiver, which is a written notification that the requirements of 
article 22A have been waived and no further oversight by the health department is required for the 
project. 


The health department issued two Maher waivers for the proposed project because the property 
has been continuously zoned as residential under the 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. The first waiver, issued on 
March 28, 2017 for the excavation/addition building permit (#201704285244), recommends that 
construction activities follow a work health and safety plan and dust control measures. 98 The 
second Maher waiver, issued on October 31, 2017 for the excavation-only building permit 
(#201705116316), recommends that construction activities follow a work health and safety plan and 
dust control measures, and determined that 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 publicly available state databases 
and health department files. 99 The October 31, 2017 Maher waiver also recommends that excavated 
fill soils be segregated, stored on plastic sheeting, and analyzed for contaminants prior to reuse or 
disposal. 


98 San Francisco Department of Public Health, Waiver from San Francisco Health Code Article 22A (Maher Ordinance), 
2417 Green Street, March 28, 2017. 


99 San Francisco Department of Public Health, Waiver from San Francisco Health Code Article 22A (Maher Ordinance), 
2417 Green Street, October 31, 2017. 
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On October 31, 2017, when the health department staff issued the second Maher waiver, and 


consistent with normal procedures for building permit approvals, staff also signed the back of 


building permit #201705116316 and added a stamp that stated the following: 


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. 


During a meeting with health department on January 17, 2018, to discuss the 2417 Green Street 


project, Stephanie Cushing, Director of Environmental Health, noted that the health department 


had one approval stamp that it used both for projects that have approved site mitigation plans and 


for projects that receive Maher waivers. Ms. Cushing noted that the language on the Maher waiver 


form and the language on the approval stamp could be misconstrued to indicate that further health 
department oversight is required.100 However, Ms. Cushing confirmed that the Maher waiver was 


appropriate for the 2417 Green Street project and that no further oversight by the health 
department was required. 


The July 20, 2018 appeal of the June 22, 2018 categorical exemption issued for the proposed project 
cited a report from hydrogeologist Matthew Hagemann that states that the project requires a 


remediation plan to ensure safe testing and removal of any contaminated soil. This assessment was 


based on an interpretation that the language on the approval stamp implied that the project was 


not eligible for a waiver. As discussed above, this is an understandable but incorrect reading of the 


facts concerning the case. 


On February 11, 2018, out of an abundance of caution, the health department requested that the 
project sponsor submit a work plan for soil and/or groundwater sampling and testing.101 On 


February 12, 2018 the project sponsor submitted a work plan to the health department that 


proposed two sample locations within the existing garage.102 The work plan proposed laboratory 


analysis for total petroleum hydrocarbons (TPH) as gasoline (TPHg), as diesel (TPHd), and as 


motor oil (TPHmo); volatile organic compounds (VOCs); semi-VOCs; organochlorine pesticides; 


polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs); reactivity, corrosivity, and ignitability; CAM 17 metals; and 


asbestos. On February 18, 2018, the health department approved the work plan. 103 


On February 27, 2018, the sponsor's consultant, ICES, submitted a site characterization report,104 


and on February 28, 2018, the health department issued a letter that agreed with the report's 


conclusion that that the soil sediments within the foundation and garage expansion excavation are 


non-hazardous: 


100 The health department has subsequently purchased and begun using a stamp that reads "MAHER WAIVER." when 
such a waiver has been granted. 


101 San Francisco Department of Public Health, Environmental Health, SFHC Article 22A, 2417 Green Street Residence, 
EHB-SAM Case Number: 1534, February 11, 2018. 


102 ICES, Work Plan, Site Characterization, 2417 Green Street, San Francisco, California, February 12, 2018. 
103 San Francisco Department of Public Health, Environmental Health, SFHC Article 22A, 2417 Green Street Residence, 


EHB-SAM Case Number: 1534, February 18, 2018. 
104 ICES, Site Characterization, 2417 Green Street, San Francisco, California, February 27, 2018. 
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Results from the soil samples indicated that the samples contained TPHg, TPHd, TPHmo, 
VOC, SVOC, organochlorine pesticide, and PCB concentrations that were below the 
Regional Water Quality Control Board's Direct Exposure Human Health Risk Screening 
Levels (DE HHRSLs) for residential land use. Results of other analysis indicated that the 
samples were non-flammable and non-reactive; and contained pH values (corrosivity) 
ranging from 7.58 to 7.71. The asbestos concentrations contained in the samples were non


detectable (less than 0.25%). The metal concentrations detected in the samples were below 
their respective residential DE HHRLs and/or within background levels for San Francisco 
Bay Area soils, with the exception of arsenic. The arsenic concentrations detected in 
[samples] S-1 and S-2 ranging from 3.1 mg/kg to 3.5 mg/kg exceeded the residential DE 
HHRL of 0.067 mg/kg but were below the background level of 11 mg/kg. The Regional 
Water Quality Control Board considers background levels to be acceptable for 
contaminants where their respective DE HHRLs are less than typical background levels. 105 


Based on review of the documents, health department staff found the project in compliance with 
San Francisco Health Code article 22A and required no further investigation.1°6 


In the appeal of the June 22, 2018 categorical exemption, the appellant raised the concern that the 
soil samples taken from under the garage would be clean and not contaminated soil. This concern 
is not valid for the following reasons. The two soil samples were collected from the proposed 
excavation area within the existing garage: one sidewall sample taken at a depth of 3 feet below 
ground surface to test the fill material and the other collected at a depth of 9 feet below ground 
surface to test the underlying soils. The samples were taken approximately 25 to 30 feet south of 
the front property line, and project excavation would extend no further than 55 feet south of the 
front property line. The health department allows for sampling locations to be spaced 150 feet 
apart, so the location of the sampling is appropriate and consistent with health department 


protocols. Also, as these samples represent the fill and the underlying soil, they were also taken at 
the appropriate depth.107 


In conclusion, the project would not result in a significant hazard to the public or the environment 
through the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials. 


Impact HZ-3: The proposed project would not emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous 
or acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste within 0.25 miles of an existing or 
proposed school. (Less than Significant) 


Three schools are located within 0.25 miles of the project site: St. Vincent de Paul School, Hill wood 
Academic Day School, and Town School for Boys. Any hazardous waste at the project site would 
be remediated and handled in accordance with local, state and federal law. Furthermore, the 
proposed project would include the use of common household items in quantities too small to 


105 San Francisco Department of Public Health, Environmental Health, SFHC Article 22A Compliance, 2417 Green Street 
Residence, San Francisco, EHB-SAM Case Number: 1534, February 28, 2018. 


106 Ibid. 
107 Stephanie Cushing, Department of Public Health memo to Jeanie Poling, Planning Department regarding 2417 Green 


Street, March 13, 2019. 
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create a significant hazard to the public or the environment. Based on this, this impact would be 
less than significant. 


Impact HZ-4: The proposed project would not be located on a site that is included on a list of 
hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to Government Code section 65962.5 and not create 
a significant hazard to the public or the environment. (Less than Significant) 


Pursuant to section 65962.5 of the Government Code, the Secretary for Environmental Protection 
maintains a list of sites with potentially hazardous wastes, commonly referred to as the Cortese 
list. The Cortese list includes hazardous waste sites from the Department of Toxic Substances 
Control's (DTSC's) EnviroStor database, hazardous facilities identified by DTSC that are subject to 
corrective action pursuant to Health and Safety Code section 25187.5, leaking underground storage 
tank sites from the State Water Resources Control Board's (state board's) Geotracker database, solid 
waste disposal sites maintained by the state board, and sites with active cease and desist orders 
and clean up and abatement orders. The project site is not on the Cortese List and thus would not 
create a significant hazard to the public or environment. The impact would be less than significant. 


lutpaci HZ-5~ Tl1e proposed project would not impair implementation of or physically interfere 
with an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan. (Less than Significant) 


No changes are proposed to the public right-of-way and the proposed project would continue the 
existing residential uses within the boundaries of the project site. Thus, the project would not 
substantially increase hazards due to a design feature or incompatible uses and would not result 
in an inadequate emergency access. The impact would be less than significant. 


Impact C-HZ-1: The proposed project, in conjunction with other past, present and reasonably 
foreseeable project, would not make a cumulatively considerable contribution to significant 
impacts with respect to hazards to people or the environment. (Less than Significant) 


Development in the city is subject to city, regional, and state controls designed to protect the public 
and the environment from risks associated with hazards and hazardous materials, and to ensure 
that emergency access routes are maintained. Any future development in the project vicinity would 
be subject to these same laws and regulations. For these reasons, the proposed project would not 
combine with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects in the project vicinity to 
create a significant cumulative impact related to hazards and hazardous materials. 
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Topics: 


18. MINERAL RESOURCES. Would the project: 


a) Result in the loss of availability of a known 
mineral resource that would be of value to the 
region and the residents of the state? 


b) Result in the loss of availability of a locally-
important mineral resource recovery site 
delineated on a local general plan, specific plan 
or other land use plan? 


Potentially 
Significant 


Impact 


0 


0 


Less Than 
Significant 


with 
Mitigation 


Incorporated 


0 


0 


Less Than 
Significant 


Impact 


0 


0 


No 
Impact 


IZI 


Not 
Applicable 


0 


0 


Impact MI-1: The proposed project would have no impact with respect to the availability of 
known or locally important mineral resources. (No Impact) 


All land in San Francisco, including the project site, is designated by the California Geological 
Survey as Mineral Resource Zone 4 under the Surface Mining and Reclamation Act of 1975.108 The 
Zone 4 designation indicates that adequate information does not exist to assign the area to any 
other zone: the area has not been designated as having significant mineral deposits. Specifically, 
the project site is underlain by deep sand deposits that have not been designated as important at 
the state or local level. 


The project site is within a densely developed urban area and has been developed with residential 
use since 1905. Even were the underlying sand considered to contain marketable minerals, it would 
not be feasible to conduct sand extraction activities in the midst of urban development. The 
development and operation of the proposed project would not have an impact on any off-site 
operational mineral resource recovery sites, as there are no such operations in the vicinity, and the 
project site is not and has never been used in any way in mineral resources recovery. The proposed 
project therefore would have no impact with respect to the availability of mineral resources. 


Impact C-ME-1: The proposed project in combination with other past, present or reasonably 
foreseeable projects would have no impact with respect to the availability of known or locally 
important mineral resources. (No Impact) 


The proposed project has no potential to result in an impact to mineral resources. Therefore, the 
project would not contribute to a cumulative impact on these resources. 


108 California Division of Mines and Geology, 1996, Open File Report 96-03 and Special Report 146 Parts I and II. 
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Less Than 
Significant 


Potentially with Less Than 
Significant Mitigation Significant No Not 


Topics: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact Applicable 


19. ENERGY. Would the project: 


a) Result in a potentially significant environmental 0 0 [g) 0 0 
impact due to wasteful, inefficient, or 
unnecessary consumption of energy resources, 
during project construction or operation? 


b) Conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan for 0 0 0 0 
renewable energy or energy efficiency? 


Impact EN-1: The proposed project would result in increased energy consumption but would 
not encourage activities that result in the use of large amounts of fuel, water, or energy or use 
these in a wasteful manner. (Less than Significant) 


The proposed project would increase the population and intensity of use of the project site but 
would not exceed anticipated growth in the area. Tne proposed project would be subject to the 
energy conservation standards included in the San Francisco Green Building Ordinance. 
Documentation showing compliance with the ordinance would be required to be submitted with 
the applications of the building permits, and compliance would be enforced by the Department of 
Building Inspection. The project also, by its character, would conserve fuel and energy use because 
it would provide housing in an urban area that is accessible by transit and is bicycle and pedestrian 
friendly. Therefore, the proposed project would not cause a wasteful use of energy, and effects 
related to use of fuel, water, and energy would be less than significant. 


Impact C-EN-1: The proposed project in combination with other past, present or reasonably 
foreseeable projects would increase the use of energy, fuel and water resources, but not in a 
wasteful manner. (Less than Significant) 


The demand for energy created by the proposed project would be insubstantial in the cumulative 
context of citywide demand and would not require an expansion of power facilities. Whlle overall 
energy demand in California is increasing commensurate with increasing population, the state also 
is making concerted energy conservation efforts. Whlle the city produces a substantial demand for 
energy and fuel, both city and state policies seek to minimize increases in demand through 
conservation and energy efficiency regulations and policies such that energy is not used in a 
wasteful manner, and the cumulative impacts with respect to energy and fuel use would be less 
than significant. Because San Francisco is substantially built out, development in the city's urban 
core focuses on densification, which effectively reduces per capita use of energy and fuel by 
concentrating utilities and services in locations where they can be used efficiently. Similarly, the 
City recognizes the need for water conservation and has instituted programs and policies to 
maximize water conservation. San Francisco has one of the lowest per capita water use rates in the 
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state109 and routinely implements water conservation measures through code requirements and 
policy. Therefore, the proposed project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future projects, would not result in a cumulatively considerable impact related to 
mineral and energy resources. 


Topics: 


Potentially 
Significant 


Impact 


Less Than 
Significant 


with 
Mitigation 


Incorporated 


Less Than 
Significant 


Impact 
No 


Impact 
Not 


Applicable 


20. AGRICULTURE AND FORESTRY RESOURCES: In determining whether impacts to agricultural resources are significant 
environmental effects, lead agencies may refer to the California Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site Assessment Model 
(1997) prepared by the California Department of Conservation as an optional model to use in assessing impacts on agriculture 
and farmland. In determining whether impacts to forest resources, including timberland, are significant environmental effects, 
lead agencies may refer to information compiled by the California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection regarding the 
state's inventory of forest land, including the Forest and Range Assessment Project and the Forest Legacy Assessment project; 
and forest carbon measurement methodology provided in Forest Protocols adopted by the California Air Resources Board. 
Would the project: 


a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or 
Farmland of Statewide Importance, as shown on 
the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland 
Mapping and Monitoring Program of the 
California Resources Agency, to non-agricultural 
use? 


b) Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, 
or a Williamson Act contract? 


c) Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause 
rezoning of, forest land (as defined in Public 
Resources Code section 12220(g)) , timberland 
(as defined by Public Resources Code section 
4526), or timberland zoned Timberland 
Production (as defined by Government Code 
section 51104(g))? 


d) Result in the loss of forest land or conversion of 
forest land to non-forest use? 


e) Involve other changes in the existing 
environment which, due to their location or 
nature, could result in conversion of farmland to 
non-agricultural use or forest land to non-forest 
use? 


D 


D 


D 


D 


D 


D D D 


D D D 


D D D 


D D D 


D D D 


The project site is located within an urbanized area of San Francisco. No land in San Francisco 
County has been designated by the California Department of Conservation's Farmland Mapping 
and Monitoring Program as agricultural land. Because the project site does not contain agricultural 
uses and is not zoned for such uses, the proposed project would not require the conversion of any 


109 San Francisco Public Utilities Commission, Water Resources Division Annual Report, Fiscal Year 2017-18, 
https:/ /view.joomag.com/water-resources-di vision -annual-report-fiscal-year-2017 -18-waterresourcesar-fy17-
18/0863377001542310828, accessed February 20,2019. 
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land designated as prime farmland, unique farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance to non
agricultural use. The proposed project would not conflict with any existing agricultural zoning or 
Williamson Act contracts, as no lands in San Francisco are zoned agricultural or are under 
Williamson Act contracts. 110 No land in San Francisco is designated as forest land or as Timberland 
Production by the California Public Resources Code or Government Code. Therefore, the proposed 
project would not conflict with zoning for forest land, cause a loss of forest land, or convert forest 
land to a different use. For these reasons, Questions 18a, 18b, 18c, 18d, and 18e are not applicable 
to the proposed project. 


Less Than 
Significant 


Potentially with Less Than 
Significant Mitigation Significant No Not 


Topics: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact Applicable 


21. WILDFIRE. If located in or near state 
responsibility areas or lands classified as 
very high fire hazard severity zones, would 
the project: 


a) Substantially impair an adopted emergency D D D D lSI 
response plan or emergency evacuation plans? 


b) Due to slope, prevailing winds, and other D D D D lSI 
factors, exacerbate wildfire risks, and thereby 
expose project occupants to, pollutant 
concentrations from a wildfire or the 
uncontrolled spread of a wildfire? 


c) Require the installation or maintenance of D D D D 
associated infrastructure (such as roads, fuel 
breaks, emergency water sources, power lines or 
other utilities) that may exacerbate fire risk or 
that may result in temporary or ongoing impacts 
to the environment? 


d) Expose people or structure to significant risks D D D D 
including downslope or downstream flooding or 
landslides, as a result of runoff, post-fire slope 
instability, or drainage changes? 


The City and County of San Francisco and bordering areas within San Mateo County do not have 
any state responsibility areas for fire prevention or lands classified as very high fire hazard severity 
zones,111 therefore, this topic is not applicable. Refer to topic C.l7, Hazards and Hazardous 
Materials, for a discussion of wildland fire risks. 


110 San Francisco is identified as "Urban and Built-Up Land" on California Department of Conservation, 2008, Important 
Farmland in California Map, www.consrv.ca.gov, accessed October 23,2017. 


111CALFIRE Fire and Resource Assessment Program, San Francisco County Draft Fire Hazard Severity Zones in Local 
Responsibility Areas Map, October 5, 2007; San Mateo County Fire Hazard Severity Zones in State Responsibility 
Areas Map, November 7, 2007; and San Mateo County Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zones in Local Responsibility 
Areas Map, November 24,2008. Available at: 
http://www.fire.ca.gov/fire_prevention/fire_prevention_wildland_zones_maps. 
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Less Than 
Significant 


Potentially with Less Than 
Significant Mitigation Significant No Not 


Topics: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact Applicable 


22. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE. 
Does the project: 


a) Have the potential to substantially degrade the D D D D 
quality of the environment, substantially reduce 
the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a 
fish or wildlife population to drop below self-
sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or 
animal community, substantially reduce the 
number or restrict the range of a rare or 
endangered plant or animal, or eliminate 
important examples of the major periods of 
California history or prehistory? 


b) Have impacts that are individually limited, but D D D D 
cumulatively considerable? ("Cumulatively 
considerable" means that the incremental effects 
of a project are considerable when viewed in 
connection with the effects of past projects, the 
effects of other current projects, and the effects of 
probable future projects.) 


c) Have environmental effects which will cause D D D D 
substantial adverse effects on human beings, 
either directly or indirectly? 


Note: Authority cited: Sections 21083 and 21083.05, Public Resources Code. Reference: Section 65088.4, Gov. Code; 
Sections 21080(c), 21080.1, 21080.3, 21083, 21083.05, 21083.3, 21093, 21094, 21095, and 21151, Public Resources Code; 
Sundstrom v. County of Mendocino,(1988) 202 Cal.App.3d 296; Leonoffv. Monterey Board of Supervisors, (1990) 222 
Cal.App.3d 1337; Eureka Citizens for Responsible Govt. v. City of Eureka (2007) 147 Cal.App.4th 357; Protect the Historic 
Amador Watenvays v. Amador Water Agency (2004) 116 Cal.App.4th at 1109; San Franciscans Upholding the Downtown 
Plan v. City and County of San Francisco (2002) 102 Cal.App.4th 656. 


The proposed project would not substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause 
a fish or wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or 
animal community, or reduce the number or restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant or 
animal. As discussed in Section F.3, Cultural Resources, implementation of the proposed project 
would not result in a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archeological resource or 
a tribal cultural resource and would not disturb human remains. As discussed in Section F.l5, 
Geology and Soils, implementation of the proposed project would not directly or indirectly destroy 
a unique paleontological resource or site. For these reasons, the proposed project would not result 
in the elimination of important examples of major periods of California history or prehistory. 


The proposed project would not combine with past, present, or reasonably foreseeable future 
projects to create significant cumulative impacts related to any of the topics discussed in Section F, 
Evaluation of Environmental Effects. There would be no significant cumulative impacts to which 
the proposed project would make cumulatively considerable contributions. 


Case No. 2017-002545ENV so 2417 Green Street 







As discussed in Section F.l5, Geology and Soils, the proposed project would result in potentially 
significant impacts related to seismic hazards. The foregoing analysis identifies Mitigation 
Measure M-GE-1, which would reduce these impact to less than significant impacts related to 
geology and soils. With implementation of this mitigation measure, the proposed project would 
not result in environmental effects that would cause substantial adverse effects on human beings. 


G. MITIGATION MEASURE 


Mitigation Measure M-GE-1: Ongoing Monitoring By and Coordination with the Planning 
Department and the Department of Building Inspections Prior to and During tlw-Construction 
Phase Regardiag Cempliaace with Ceetechaical Requirements. Pursuant to the San Francisco 
Department of Building Inspection process, the project sponsor (and their design and construction 
team, geotechcical engineel', and contl'actol', as applicable) will shall be subject to ongoing 
monitoring by and coordination wquil'ements with the planning department and the building 
department regarding plan check reviews and building inspections prior to and during 
construction work This pmcess will inclade the follev.'ing wquil'ements: 


" Pl'ior to coffilflencement of constl'uction, the pmject sponsol' shall st±bmit to the planning 
depal'tment and building depal'tment a repol't outlining anticipated construction milestones 
with conesponding ~appm)cimate) dates of l'eaching those milestones as well aHd all 
memol'anda and/ol' l'epol'ts anticipated to be pl'epamd of apprO';ed at those milestones. The 
l'epol't shall addl'ess how all code l'equil'ements 'NiH be met, inclacling wsponsible pal'ties and 
the city agency pmviding ovel'sight. The l'epol't shall be l'evim•,red and appl'oved by the 
planning depal'tment and the building depal'tment priol' to coffilflencement of construction. 


" Once construction commences, the sponsol' shall notify the planning depal'tment and the 
building depal'tment ('.vhen cool'clination with the building depal'tment is not all'eady 
incladed as typical pal't of the pl'ocess) ;vhen the above milestones have been l'eached and 
their outcomes. Specifically, all memol'anda and/ol' l'epol'ts issued at times of those milestones 
shall be pmvided to the planning depal'tment and the building depal'tment. 


In conjunction with its submittal of structural plans. the moject sponsor shall submit to the building 
department construction documents that identify anticipated significant construction milestones 
when a field report and/or memorandum by the engineer(s) of record shall be submitted to the 
planning and building departments. The building department shall review and determine whether 
to approve the list of significant reporting milestones as part of its approval of structural plans. 


The engineer(s) of record shall notify the planning and building departments when milestones 
indicated on the construction documents have been reached. and their outcomes. Specifically. the 
prqject sponsor's encineer of record shall submit field reports and/or memoranda documenting 
each milestone to the planning and building departments. 


Pursuant to planning department policy. any memoranda and/or reports prepared by the prqject 
sponsor and/or a consultant working for the project sponsor shall adhere to the planning 
department's protocols of okjectivity. 
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Structural and geotechnical observation and inspection shall be provided onsite during 
construction. 


H. PUBLIC NOTICE AND COMMENT 


Comments on Notification of Environmental Review 


On February 14, 2019, the planning department mailed a notification of project receiving 
environmental review to owners of properties within 300 feet of the project site, adjacent occupants, 
neighborhood groups, and other interested parties. In response to the notification, the planning 
department received three letters from the representative of 2421 Green Street and four letters from 
other neighbors. Comments included concerns about impacts to historic resources related to views, 
air, and light (addressed under Impact CR-1 on page 15}, impacts to the historic resource at 2421 
Green Street related to construction methodology (addressed under Impacts GE-l through GE-3 
on pages §9 60 through(;§~' impacts related to the release of hazardous matter (addressed under 
Impact HZ-2 on page 7+ 72}, and the accuracy of the project description (see Project Characteristics 
on page 1). 


Comments were also raised concerning the scale of development, consistency with the planning 
code and with Cow Hollow design guidelines, and neighborhood notification for the discretionary 
review hearing. These issues are not related to impacts on the environment and will be addressed 
during the planning department's review of the building permit. 


One commenter raised concern that the project was being piecemealed (divided into smaller 
projects to qualify for one or more exemptions, which is prohibited under state CEQA statute). This 
initial study (and the two categorical exemptions for the project that were previously issued and 
rescinded) appropriately covered the whole of the project- both the excavation and the expansion 
of the building. In other words, the sponsor did correctly obtain CEQA clearance for the entirety 
of his project. Subsequently, however, the sponsor exceeded the scope of work of a foundation 
permit, which is constitutes a permitting (not CEQA) violation. 


Other comments concerned permits that were suspended and not revoked and notices of violation 
concerning the safety and condition of the vacant building. These issues will be addressed as part 
of project approvals or through the permit enforcement process. 


Comments on the Preliminary Mitigated Negative Declaration 


On Tune 26. 2019. the planning department issued a notice of availability of and intent to adopt a 
mitigated negative declaration to owners and residents of prqperties within 300 feet of the project site. 
neighborhood groups. and interested parties. On July 15. 2015. the planning department received a 
comment letter on the preliminary mitigated negative declaration from a neighbor voicing concerns 
about the project's impacts related to geological stability and subterranean water flows in combination 
with a proposed development prqject across the street at 2452 Green Street. 
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As discussed under Impact GE-l on pages 60-66. to ensure that the potential for adverse effects related 
to geology and soils is adequately addressed. San Francisco relies on the state and local regulatory 
process for review and approval of building permits pursuant to the California Building Code and the 
San Francisco Building Code. which is the state building code plus local amendments that supplement 
the state code. Furthermore. compliance with Mitigation Measure M-GE-1 would ensure the security 
and stability of the project site and adjacent properties. 


As addressed under Impact C-GE-1 on page 67. environmental impacts related to geology and soils are 
generally site-specific. Nearby cumulative development projects would be subject to the same seismic 


safety standards and design review procedures applicableto the proposed project. Thus. the proposed 
project would not combine with past. present. and reasonably foreseeable future projects in the project 
vicinity to create a significant cumulative impact related to geology and soils. 


As discussed under "Control of Groundwater" on page 63, pursuant to City code requirements. the 
final design will include measures to intercept groundwater where it may impact the proposed 
construction. using methods such as drainage behind retaining walls. under-slab-drainage. French 
drains and area drains. and watemroofing. Any required waterproofing system will be designed and 
inspected by the arc:Pitect and/or engi11eer of rerorcl_ :mel sh"ll he reviewed and anproved bv the 
building department. If groundwater. or evidence of groundwater. is encountered during construction. 
the contractor will notify the geotechnical consultant to evaluate whether additional measures are 
required to control the flow of groundwater at the site. Where collected. groundwater will be 
discharged to a suitable collection point. 


As addressed under Impact C-HY-1 on page 70. the proposed project and all future projects within San 
Francisco would be required to comply with the water quality and drainage control requirements that 
apply to all land use development projects within the city. Since all development projects would be 
required to follow the same regulations as the proposed project. the implementation of new. 
conforming development projects. peak stormwater drainage rates and volumes resulting from design 
storms would be expected to decrease gradually over time relative to existing peak flows. Moreover. 
all development projects would be required to comply with the same drainage. dewatering. and water 


quality regulations as the proposed project. As a result. cumulative effects related to drainage patterns. 
water quality. stormwater runoff. stormwater capacity of the combined sewer system and groundwater 
supply and quality would be less than significant. 
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I. DETERMINATION 


On the basis of this Initial Study: 


D I find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment, and 
a NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared. 


[gl I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, 
there will not be a significant effect in this case because revisions in the project have been 
made by or agreed to by the project proponent. A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION 
will be prepared. 


D I find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required. 


D I find that the proposed project MAY have a "potentially significant impact" or "potentially 
significant unless mitigated" impact on the environment, but at least one effect 1) has been 
adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and 2) has 
been addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis as described on attached 
sheets. An ENVIRONMENTAL IMP ACT REPORT is required, but it must analyze only the 
effects that remain to be addressed. 


D I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, 
because all potentially significant effects (a) have been analyzed adequately in an earlier EIR or 
NEGATIVE DECLARATION pursuant to applicable standards, and (b) have been avoided or 
mitigated pursuant to that earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION, including revisions or 
mitigation measures that are imposed upon the proposed project, no further environmental 
documentation is required. 


Lisa Gibson 
Environmental Review Officer 
for 
JohnRahaim 


DATE, _____ _ Director of Planning 


J. INITIAL STUDY PREPARERS 


Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco 
Environmental Planning Division 
165 Mission Street, Suite 400 
San Francisco, CA 94103 


Environmental Review Officer: Lisa Gibson 
Principal Environmental Planner: Tania Sheyner, AICP 
Senior Environmental Planner: Jeanie Poling 
Preservation Planner: Stephanie Cisneros 


K. FIGURES- See the following pages. 
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0 I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, 
because all potentially significant effects (a) have been analyzed adequately in an earlier EIR or 
NEGATIVE DECLARATION pursuant to applicable standards, and (b) have been avoided or 
mitigated pursuant to that earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION, including revisions or 
mitigation measures that are imposed upon the proposed 'project, no further environmental 
documentation is required. 


Environmental Review Officer 
for 


DATE 


J. INITIAL STUDY PREPARERS 


John Rahaim 
Director of Planning 


Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco 
Environmental Planning Division 
165 Mission Street, Suite 400 


San Francisco, CA 94103 


Environmental Review Officer: Lisa Gibson 
Principal Environmental Planner: Tania Sheyner, AICP 


Senior Environmental Planner: Jeanie Poling 


Preservation Planner: Stephanie Cisneros 


K. FIGURES- See the following pages. 


[Page 84A of the FMND is the signature page of the PMND] 
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Figure 1- Project Site Location 


Case No. 2017-002545ENV 85 2417 Green Street 







Case No. 2017-002545ENV 86 2417 Green Street 







C'h __ "-""~ GREEN STREET 
• ~r--\'· . \1 ~, c r:J 


!! I · -rJt:> :v ~ 711· · ~~c: rE :9::;: ··-· ~ . - ;•I I'.~--~~ I ~ !f': -* i!l -. ·-- - l!i 
.; __j . • • j~ "'I ' II; 


, ~- . GREEN STREET 
-~- ~-LL·- ;-0 ,r0 ~· r0 I! I \ "'1[\:~; -~-"'I y;-&t-:-


~~ 1 -"f\- _~p 1 il --
J - • ·- · --1 !!1 I ~~i _c~ ,---'- I ' ;& ' l __ ,l 


§rr~-~~rrrr 
. , _d- -~--1:.;.:' 1--


llf' 
: I 


-~~LE?J __ ife~~ 


-rr-
: I 
I I 


: !'· 
II 
I 
I 


I 


I 


i 
E 


I 


.:!, ~~~ I 


I" ! 
t ~ 
rg 


_t: __ ~-r ~ 


I 
' ' 


-LOT029~-_l 


I I I 
I I I 


I j I I 


l_ ---- I LL __ _ 
1 .[£~,!!~ ~ l~l~U, ~ 
!0EJ<IS11NGS!TEPlAN '"'" 0PI\()P0S8)511EPWl 


1 


•···· 


Figure 2- Existing and Proposed Site Plans 
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Figure 13- Projects within One-Quarter Mile of the Project Site 
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SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 


Preliminary Mitigated Negative Declaration 


Date: 
Case No.: 
Project Title: 
BPANo.: 
Zoning: 


Block/Lot: 
Lot Size: 
Project Sponsor 


Lead Agenct;: 
Staff Contact: 


PROJECT DESCRIPTION: 


June 26,2019 
2017-002545ENV 
2417 Green Street 
201704285244 
RH-1 [Residential-House, One Family] Use District 
40-X Height and Bulk District 
0560/028 
2,500 square feet 
Chris Durkin, 2417 Green Street, LLC 
(415) 407-0486 
San Francisco Planning Department 
Jeanie Poling- (415) 575-9072 
jeanie. poling@sfgov.org 


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


Reception: 
415.558.6378 


Fax: 
415.558.6409 


Planning 
Information: 
415.558.6377 


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 vacant four-story 
single-family residential building constructed circa 1905. The residence encompasses the front (northern) 
two thirds of the lot. The property at its Green Street frontage slopes with an elevation of approximately 
150 feet along the western (up slope) side to 145 feet along eastern (down-slope) side. The project would 
lower building floor plates by approximately 2 feet, construct one- and three-story horizontal rear 
additions, and construct third and fourth floor vertical additions above a portion of the existing building. 
The floor area would increase from approximately 4,118 square feet to approximately 5,115 square feet. A 
one-bedroom accessory dwelling unit measuring approximately 1,023 square feet would be added on the 
first floor. The project also proposes a partial excavation of the rear yard for a sunken terrace, fa~ade 
alterations, interior modifications, and expansion of the existing basement level garage to accommodate 
one additional vehicle, for a total of two vehicle parking spaces. 


FINDING: 


This project could not have a significant effect on the environment. This finding is based upon the criteria 
of the Guidelines of the State Secretary for Resources, Sections 15064 (Determining the Significance of the 
Environmental Effects Caused by a Project), 15065 (Mandatory Findings of Significance), and 15070 
(Decision to Prepare a Negative or Mitigated Negative Declaration), and the following reasons as 
documented in the initial evaluation (initial study) for the project, which is attached. 


A mitigation measure is included in this project to avoid potentially significant effects. See page 80. 


cc: Chris Durkin, Project Sponsor 
Christopher May, Current Planning Division 
Supervisor Catherine Stefani, District 2 


Distribution List 
Interested Parties 
Virna Byrd, M.D.F. 


www.sfplanning.org 
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Initial Study 
2417 Green Street 


Planning Department Case No. 2017-002545ENV 


A. INTRODUCTION 


The San Francisco Planning Department (the planning department) published a categorical 
exemption for the proposed project on May 16, 2017. The categorical exemption was appealed and 
heard by the Board of Supervisors on January 9, 2018. The Board of Supervisors upheld the appeal 
and, on February 6, 2018, issued Motion No. M18-12, which stated, "[T]he Board finds that there is 
substantial evidence in the record before the Board that the Project proposed at 2417 Green Street 
presents unusual circumstances relating to historic resources and hazardous materials and it 
appears as a result of those circumstances the project may have a significant effect on the 
environment and, based on the facts presented to the Board of Supervisors at the hearing on 
January 9, 2018, the Project is therefore not Categorically Exempt from CEQA review." 
Accordingly, the planning department has prepared this initial study to evaluate the potential 
impacts of the 2417 Green Street project. The concerns raised in the appeal a..11.d during the appeal 


hearing are addressed below in Sections F.3, Cultural Resources; F.15, Geology and Soils; and F.17, 
Hazardous Materials. 


B. PROJECT DESCRIPTION 


Project Location 


The project site is located on the south side of Green Street on the block bound by Green, Pierce, 
Scott, and Vallejo streets in the Pacific Heights neighborhood (see Figure 1 on page 831). The 2,500-
square-foot project site contains a vacant four-story, approximately 45-foot-tall, single-family 
residential building constructed circa 1905. The residence contains a total of approximately 4,450 
square feet of space consisting of approximately 4,120 square feet of habitable space and a 337-
square-foot garage, and encompasses the front (northern) two thirds of the lot. The property slopes 
along its Green Street frontage, with an elevation of approximately 150 feet along the western (up
slope) property line to 145 feet along the eastern (down-slope) property line. The rear of the 
property has been landscaped into three terraces with small (less than 3-foot-tall) retaining walls 
separating each terrace, descending from west to east. Each level has been backfilled to create a 
level patio and planting areas. The existing building has one off-street vehicle parking space that 
is accessed via a curb cut and driveway on Green Street. The project site is currently in a state of 
suspended construction, with the site having been partially excavated and some interior 
renovation work started. 


Project Characteristics 


The proposed project would lower all floor plates by approximately 2 feet, construct one- and 
three-story horizontal rear additions, and construct third and fourth floor vertical additions above 
a portion of the existing building. Project construction would also include a full structural and 


1 Initial study figures can be found at the end of the document starting on page 83. 
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seismic upgrade. Existing and proposed site plans are shown on Figure 2 on page 85, and proposed 
plans and elevations are shown on Figures 3 through 12 on pages 83 through 96. 


The floor area would increase from approximately 4,120 square feet under existing conditions to 
approximately 5,120 square feet under the proposed project. A one-bedroom accessory dwelling 
unit measuring approximately 1,020 square feet would be added on the first floor, for a total of two 
residential units on the site. The project also proposes a partial excavation of the rear yard for a 
sunken terrace, fa<;ade alterations such as new window configurations and new windows and door, 
interior modifications, and expansion of the existing basement level garage to accommodate one 
additional vehicle, for a total of two off-street vehicle parking spaces. A new street tree would be 
added on the Green Street sidewalk. Table 1 summarizes the existing and proposed building 
characteristics. 


Table 1 -Summary of Existing and Proposed Building Characteristics 


Existing Proposed 


Approximate Floor Area 4, 120 square feet 5,120 square feet 


Number of stories 4 4 


Approximate Height 45 feet 45 feet 


Dwelling units 1 2 


Off-street vehicle parking 1 2 
spaces 


.. Source: Dum1can Mosey Architects, S1te Permlt/311 Not1f1cat1on Plans, revised June 6, 
2018. 


Construction Schedule and Equipment 


Project construction is anticipated to take approximately three to five months to complete. The 
project would require excavation of approximately 408 cubic yards of soil and rock to a depth of 
13 feet below grade. Some project excavation below the existing building has already occurred (see 
Project History, below). Additional excavation would be conducted using a pneumatic pavement 
breaker (hand-held jackhammer) with a force rating of 90 pounds. Excavation would occur in 
sections for one to two weeks over a period of three to five months. No pile driving would be 
required as part of project construction. The foundation would be reinforced concrete with 
standard retaining walls around the garage and perimeter spread footings around the outside 
walls. 


Project History 


The following bullet points provide a chronological summary of the various actions documented 
in the record related to the proposed project that have occurred since April2017, when the project 
sponsor filed for a building permit associated with the proposed project. Text provided within 
quotes is verbatim as it appears in official documents and City records (building permit 
applications, complaints, and Board-issued California Environmental Quality Act [CEQA] 
findings). 


• On April28, 2017, the project sponsor filed Building Permit Application (BPA) #201704285244 
for the proposed excavation/addition project: "Horizontal addition. Expansion of existing 
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garage in basement level, first, second, third, and fourth story horizontal rear yard addition; 
alterations to existing front fa~ade; excavation and full foundation replacement; lowering 
existing building approximately 1' -11"; interior remodel throughout." 


" On May 16, 2017, the planning department issued a categorical exemption (planning 
department case number 2017-002545ENV) for the proposed excavation/addition project 
covered under BPA #201704285244: "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."2 


" On May 18, 2017, the Department of Building Inspection (DBI, or the building department) 
issued BP A #201705116316: "Partial deteriorated basement wall and foundation replacement 
with new landscaping site wall at backyard." DBI Info Sheet G-20 notes that foundation work 
does not require planning department approval, and thus did not route BP A #201705116316 to 
the planning department for review. 


" On September 27, 2017, DBI received complaint no. 201708032: "Working beyond scope of BP A 
#201705116316. Doing horizontal addition." DBI determined that the scope of work warranted 
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 San Francisco Planning Code section 311 neighborhood 
notification, which had not yet been completed. 


" On September 28,2017, DBI suspended BPA #201705116316, and on January 5, 2018, DBI closed 
the case, noting, "new permit has been issued to comply with complaint. DCP approved scope 
that was initially not reviewed by their department. kmh." 


" On October 2, 2017, the planning department opened enforcement action 2017-012992ENF in 
response to complaint no. 201708032. 


• On October 2, 2017, the property owner submitted BPA #201710020114: "To comply [with] 
NOV201708032, administrative permit to facilitate Department of City Planning review, 
revision to BP A #201705116316, delete freestanding retaining wall at rear yard. No work under 
this permit. N/A Maher ordinance." 


" On October 10, 2017, after determining that the May 16, 2017 categorical exemption covered 
the excavation work, the planning department signed off on BPA #201710020114 for excavation 
below the existing building without the side wall of the proposed rear addition. 


• On October 23, 2017, the planning department issued neighborhood notification pursuant to 
Planning Code section 311 for the proposed horizontal rear expansion under BPA 
#201704285244. 


• On October 28 and 30, 2017, three discretionary review requests were filed with the planning 
department (planning case nos. 2017-002545DRP, 2017-002545DRP-02, and 2017-002545DRP-
03). 


2 The currently proposed project is slightly smaller than the project analyzed in the May 16,2017, categorical 
exemption. 
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• On November 3, 2017, OBI issued BP A #201710020114 for legalization of the excavation work. 


• On November 22, 2017, Richard Toshiyuki Drury of Lozeau Drury LLP filed an appeal of the 
May 16, 2017 categorical exemption with the Board of Supervisors on behalf of the adjacent 
property owner at 2421 Green Street, raising concerns over (1) impacts to historic resources at 
2421 Green Street related to views, air, and light (2) impacts to historic resources at 2421 Green 
Street related to construction methodology, and (3) impacts related to the release of hazardous 
materials (Board of Supervisors File No. 171267). The planning department determined that 
the appeal was timely because the excavation permit (BPA #201710020114) was the approval 
action under CEQA. 


• On December 12,2017, OBI received complaint no. 201724852: "date last observed: 11-DEC-17; 
identity of person performing the work: Cannot confirm identity, was n; floor: roof; unit: N/ A; 
exact location: Main Bldg; building type: Residence/Dwelling WORK W /0 PERMIT; WORK 
BEYOND SCOPE OF PERMIT; ; additional information: Chimney has been removed from the 
building without a permit;" 


• On December 20, 2017, OBI received complaint no. 201727021: "Front chimney is unsafe. Also 
refer to Complaint #201724852." (On June 3, 2019, OBI closed the case.) 


• On January 8, 2018, OBI received complaint no. 201830371: "Penetrations in roof made when 
chimneys were removed. Have not been sealed. Rain water entering building, also 
penetrations in walls at rear. A monthly fee will be assessed on NOV'S." (On May 22, 2018, OBI 
determined the case abated after penetrations were sealed.) 


• On January 9, 2018, the Board of Supervisors upheld the appeal of the categorical exemption 
issued on May 16, 2017, and on February 6, 2018, the Board issued CEQA findings that 
concluded: 


[T]he Board finds that there is substantial evidence in the record before the Board that the 
Project proposed at 2417 Green Street presents unusual circumstances relating to historic 
resources and hazardous materials and it appears as a result of those circumstances the 
project may have a significant effect on the environment and, based on the facts presented 
to the Board of Supervisors on the hearing on January 9, 2018, the Project is therefore not 
Categorically Exempt from CEQA review. 3 


Following the Board hearing, the planning department rescinded the categorical exemption 
issued on May 16, 2017, and resumed environmental analysis, taking into consideration 
documents and oral testimony presented during the appeal period and at the appeal hearing. 


• On May 8, 2018, OBI issued BPA #201804277607 for temporary shoring to comply with NOV 
201727021 to shore up the remaining center brick fa~ade. 


• On June 11, 2018, OBI closed complaint no. 201727261 and noted, "Planning Department 
suspended two permits: 201705116316 and 201710020114." 


3 San Francisco Board of Supervisors, Motion No. M18-012, Adopting Findings Reversing the Categorical Exemption 
Determination- 2417 Green Street, Amended February 6, 2018, File No. 180123, available at 
https:/ /sfgov.legistar.comNiew.ashx?M=F&ID=5792879&GUID=75361D57-546D-41FO-BOA3-D11B6083C3D2. 
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• On June 22, 2018, the planning department issued a categorical exemption certificate for a 
revised building expansion project to lower all floor plates by approximately 2 feet; construct 
one- and three-story horizontal rear additions; construct third and fourth floor vertical 
additions; add an accessory dwelling unit; excavate at rear; and expand existing basement level 
garage to accommodate one additional vehicle (planning case no. 2017-002545ENV). 


• On July 20, 2018, the representative of 2421 Green Street filed an appeal of the June 22, 2018 
categorical exemption certificate, raising concerns regarding (1) impacts to historic resources 
at 2421 Green Street related to views, air, and light (2) impacts to historic resources at 2421 
Green Street related to construction methodology, and (3) impacts related to the release of 
hazardous materials. 


• On July 30, 2018, the planning department determined that the July 20, 2018 appeal of the June 
22, 2018 categorical exemption certificate was not timely because the approval action under 
CEQA (i.e., the discretionary review hearing before the Planning Commission) had not yet 
occurred. 


• On August 28, 2018, DBI opened complaint case no. 201888531, "Work being done without 
permits. PA# 201804277607 issued in May for temp." (DBI closed the case on September 4, 2018, 
stating "work being performed is approved.") 


• On September 20, 2018, DBI received complaint no. 201804277607, "Beyond scope of work 
$500. Tomporing shoring." (DBI closed the case on November 14, 2018, noting "work 
complete.") 


• On September 21, 2018, DBI received complaint case no. 201893553: "date last observed: 20-
SEP-18; time last observed: For the past year; identity of person performing the work 
Christopher Durkin; exact location: Main Bldg; building type: Residence/Dwelling 
ABANDONED/DERELICT STRUCTURE; WORK W/0 PERMIT; WORK BEYOND SCOPE OF 
PERMIT; OTHER BUILDING; additional information: The windows have been left open to the 
elements for over a year; there are animals, mold, asbestos; the building windows are adjacent 
to our home's windows." (DBI closed the case on September 25, 2018, noting "Permits for this 
project have been suspended and there is no work taking place on site. Permit for temp shoring 
201804277607 is complete. No windows were open at time of visit. I asked to contractor to make 
sure site is secure.") 


• On January 15,2019, the planning department rescinded the categorical exemption issued on 
June 22, 2018 and began preparation of an initial study for the project. 


• On January 18, 2019 DBI received complaint no. 201920322: "date last observed: 17-JAN-19; 
time last observed: Daily x2years; identity of person performing the work Chris Durkin, 
developer; Eric ; floor: Third; exact location: Main Bldg; building type: Residence/Dwelling 
WATER INTRUSION; VACANT STRUCTURE;; additional information: Windows on East 
side and at rear of vacant building remain open to rain and animal intrusion past 2 years. 
Neighbors have filed numerous complaints." (DBI closed the case on January 18, 2019 with the 
note, "Case closed and referred to CES by email per MH; slw.") 


• On January 18, 2019, DBI received complaint no. 201920683: "vacant building." 
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• On March 19, 2019, DBI received complaint no. 201937943: "Date last observed: 19-mar-19; time 
last observed: continual; identity of person performing the work: christopher durkin & ; floor: 
all storie; unit: single res; exact location: common area; building type: residence/dwelling water 
intrusion; abandoned/derelict structure; structural problems; work being done in dangerous 
manner; ; additional information: water is pouring out of vacant building making the front 
sidewalk slick and dangerous; *." (DBI closed the case on March 19, 2019, noting, "Case 
reviewed, to be referred to CES. mh/oh.") 


Project Approvals 


The proposed project requires issuance of building permits by DB I. A discretionary review hearing 
before the Planning Commission has been requested for BP A #201704285244, which is the building 
permit application that corresponds to the proposed project. The discretionary review hearing 
constitutes the Approval Action for the Project that would establish the start of the 30-day period 
for the appeal of the final negative declaration to the Board of Supervisors, pursuant to section 
31.04(h) of the San Francisco Administrative Code. 


C. PROJECT SETTING 


Project Site and Surrounding Land Uses 


As noted above, the project site is on the south side of Green Street, within a city block bounded 
by Pierce Street to the east, Green Street to the north, Scott Street to the west, and Vallejo Street to 
the south. The immediately surrounding neighborhood is comprised primarily of two- to three
story single-family homes constructed between 1900 and the 1950s in a wide range of architectural 
styles. Lots on the block and in the vicinity are generally 25 feet wide by 125 feet deep, with some 
wider lots containing larger homes. The project block slopes upward to the southwest, generally 
on a greater than 20 percent slope. 


The project block and immediately surrounding blocks are zoned RH-1 (Residential-House, One
Family). Nearby zoning districts include RH-3 (Residential-House, Three-Family) and RM-1 
(Residential, Mixed, Low Density) zoning on blocks to the northeast, closer to the Union Street 
Neighborhood Commercial District (NCD). The nearest commercial district, the Union Street NCD, 
is two blocks to the north and two blocks to the east of the project site, and the Upper Fillmore 
NCD is located three blocks east and four blocks south of the project site. One block east of the 
project site on the opposite side of Green Street is St. Vincent de Paul Church and K-8 school. Streets 
in the vicinity are neighborhood residential, generally around 35-40 feet wide, and contain limited 
traffic. The sidewalks along the project site and block are approximately 15 feet wide. The project 
site is well served by public transportation. Within one-quarter mile of the project site, Muni 
operates the following bus lines: the 22 Fillmore, 24 Divisadero, 41 Union and 3 Jackson. 


Cumulative Projects 


The cumulative context for land use development project effects is typically localized, within the 
immediate vicinity of the project site, or at the neighborhood level. Cumulative development in 
the project vicinity (within approximately a quarter-mile radius of the project site) includes the 
projects listed in Table 2 and illustrated on Figure 13, on page 96. These projects are either under 
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construction or are projects for which the planning department has a project application on file. 
The areas and the projects relevant to the analysis vary, depending on the topic, as detailed in the 
cumulative analyses presented in subsequent sections of this document. As shown, these projects 
primarily include new residential uses. 


Table 2 - Projects within One-Quarter Mile of the Project Site 


Planning 
Address Department Case Project Description Project Status 


No. 


New construction of a mixed-use 
2301 Lombard St 2015-014040CUA building with 22 dwelling units and Under construction 


2,600 square feet of retail 


2346-2350 Union 
Addition of five new accessory 


St 
2017 -007518PRJ dwelling units to an apartment Under construction 


building 


Modification of a single-family home 
Under planning 


2637 Union St 2018-000739PRJ and addition of an accessory dwelling 
department review unit 


2831 Pierce St 2018-006138PRJ 
Modification of a two-unit residential Under planning 
building. Addition of fourth floor. department review 


2582 Filbert St 2016-008605PRJ 
New construction of a single-family 


Under construction 
home 


2237 Union St 2014-001423PRJ Modification of a single-family home Under construction 


2251 Greenwich St 2014-002266PRJ 
Demolition-reconstruction of Fire 


Under construction 
Station #16 


2261 Filbert St 20 14-000645PRJ Modification of a single-family home Under construction 


Note: Some projects listed as under construction may have been recently completed. 


Sources: San Francisco Planning Department, 2018 Q4 Development Pipeline and San Francisco 
Property Information Map, reviewed in April2019. 


D. COMPATIBILITY WITH EXISTING ZONING AND PLANS 


Discuss any variances, special authorizations, or changes proposed 
to the planning code or zoning map, if applicable. 


Discuss any conflicts with any adopted plans and goals of the City 
or region, if applicable. 


Discuss any approvals and/or permits from city departments other 
than the planning department or the Department of Building 
Inspection, or from regional, state, or federal agencies. 


San Francisco Planning Code 


Applicable 


[gJ 


Not Applicable 


D 


D 


D 


The San Francisco Planning Code, which incorporates the Zoning Maps of the City and County of 
San Francisco (the City), governs permitted land uses, densities, and the arrangement of building 
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structures within the city. Permits to construct new buildings (or to alter or demolish existing ones) 
may not be issued unless (1) the proposed project conforms to the planning code, (2) allowable 
exceptions are granted pursuant to provisions of the planning code, or (3) amendments to the 
planning code are incorporated into the proposed project. 


Zoning and Density 


The project site is in a Residential-House, One Family (RH -1) zoning district and a 40-X height and 
bulk district. The RH-1 district is occupied almost entirely by single-family houses on lots 25 feet 
in width without side yards. Floor sizes and building styles vary but tend to be uniform within 
tracts developed in distinct time periods. Though built on separate lots, the structures have the 
appearance of small-scale row housing, rarely exceeding 35 feet in height. Front setbacks are 
common, and ground level open space is generous. The 40-X height/bulk district indicates a 
maximum height of 40 feet (with certain allowable exceptions), and "X" indicates that bulk limits 
are not applicable. The proposed project would be consistent with the existing planning code 
zoning and height and bulk designations because it would not exceed the existing zoning and 
density. Specifically, the building would remain a single-family residence as zoned, and would 
add an accessory dwelling unit, as permitted under Planning Code section 207(c)(6). Furthermore, 
the project would not increase the building height beyond the existing height of 45 feet, as 
measured pursuant to Planning Code section 260.4 Thus the proposed project would be consistent 
with the planning code and would not require any variances, special authorizations, or changes to 
the planning code or zoning map. 


Plans and Policies 


San Francisco General Plan 


Development in San Francisco is subject to the San Francisco General Plan. The general plan 
provides general policies and objectives to guide all land use decisions in the City. Any conflicts 
between the proposed project and policies that relate to physical environmental issues are 
discussed in Section F, Evaluation of Environmental Effects. The compatibility of the proposed 
project with general plan policies that do not relate to physical environmental issues would be 
considered by decision-makers as part of their decision to approve or disapprove the proposed 
project. The project is a modification of a single-family home with the addition of an accessory 
dwelling unit. The project would be minor in scope, would not introduce incompatible land uses 
to the neighborhood, and would encourage housing production by adding the accessory dwelling 
unit. It would not otherwise conflict with any general plan policies or objectives. Thus, the project 
would not conflict with the San Francisco General Plan or any other adopted policy. 


Proposition M- The Accountable Planning Initiative 


In November 1986, the voters of San Francisco approved Proposition M, the Accountable Planning 
Initiative, which added Section 101.1 to the City's planning code to establish eight priority policies. 
These policies, and the corresponding sections of this document addressing the environmental 


4 At its highest point, the existing building is almost 45 feet tall. Since it is on an upsloping lot, the height varies along 
with the slope and gradually becomes shorter as the grade increases towards the rear. With the proposed alteration to 
the roofline, the project would result in a decrease in the building height at the front by approximately 3 feet. 
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issues associated with these policies, are as follows: (1) preservation and enhancement of 
neighborhood-serving retail uses; (2) protection of neighborhood character; (3) preservation and 
enhancement of affordable housing (Question 2b, Population and Housing, regarding housing 
displacement); (4) discouragement of commuter automobiles (Question Sa, Transportation and 
Circulation); (5) protection of industrial and service land uses from commercial office development 
and enhancement of resident employment and business ownership; (6) maximization of 
earthquake preparedness (Question 14a, Geology and Soils); (7) landmark and historic building 
preservation (Question 3a, Cultural Resources); and (8) protection of open space (Question lOa, 
Shadow, and Questions lla and llb, Recreation). 


Prior to issuing a permit for any project that requires an initial study under CEQA, or for any 
demolition, conversion, or change of use, and prior to taking any action that requires a finding of 
consistency with the general plan, the City is required to find the proposed project or legislation 
consistent with the priority policies. The compatibility of the proposed project with general plan 
objectives and policies that do not relate to physical environmental issues will be considered by 
decision makers as part of their decision whether to approve or disapprove the proposed project. 
Any potential conflicts identified as part of that process would not alter the physical environmental 
effects of the proposed project. 


Regional Plans and Policies 


The principal regional planning agencies and their overarching policies and plans that guide 
planning in the nine-county Bay Area include the Metropolitan Transportation Commission's and 
Association of Bay Area Governments' Plan Bay Area 2040,5 which is an integrated long-range 
transportation and land use plan to meet greenhouse gas reduction targets set by the California 
Air Resource Board, the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's (the air district's) Bay Area 
2017 Clean Air Plan (2017 Clean Air Plan), the Metropolitan Transportation Commission's Regional 
Transportation Plan- Transportation 2035, the San Francisco Regional Water Quality Control Board's 
San Francisco Basin Plan, and the San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission's 
San Francisco Bay Plan. 


Based on the location, size, and nature of the proposed project, no anticipated conflicts with 
regional plans would occur as a result of the proposed project. 


Required Approvals by Other Agencies 


See Section B, Project Description, for a list of required project approvals. 


5 Metropolitan Transportation Commission and the Association of Bay Area Governments. 2017. Plan Bay Area 2040 
Final Plan. Available: http://www.2040.planbayarea.org/what-is-plan-bay-area-2040. Accessed: April24, 2019. 


Case No. 2017-002545ENV 9 2417 Green Street 







D 
D 
D 
~ 
D 
D 
D 
D 


SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS 


The proposed project could potentially affect the environmental factor(s) checked below. The 
following pages present a more detailed checklist and discussion of each environmental factor. 


Land Use/Planning D Greenhouse Gas Emissions D Hydrology/Water Quality 


Aesthetics D Wind D Hazards & Hazardous Materials 


Population and Housing D Shadow D Mineral Resources 


Cultural Resources D Recreation D Energy 


Tribal Cultural Resources D Utilities/Service Systems D Agriculture and Forestry Resources 


Transportation and Circulation D Public Services D Wildfire 


Noise D Biological Resources ~ Mandatory Findings of Significance 


Air Quality ~ Geology /Soils 


E. EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS 


All items on the initial study checklist that have been checked "Less than Significant Impact," "No 
Impact," or "Not Applicable" indicate that, upon evaluation, staff has determined that the 
proposed project could not have a significant adverse environmental effect relating to that topic. A 
discussion is included for those issues checked "Less than Significant Impact" and for most items 
checked with "No Impact" or "Not Applicable." For all of the items checked "Not Applicable" or 
"No Impact" without discussion, the conclusions regarding potential significant adverse 
environmental effects are based upon field observation, staff experience and expertise on similar 
projects, and/or standard reference material available within the planning department, such as the 
planning department's Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines for Environmental Review, and 
the California Natural Diversity Data Base and maps, published by the California Department of 
Fish and Wildlife. For each checklist item, the evaluation has considered the impacts of the 
proposed project both individually and cumulatively. 


Analysis of Topics Raised in the Appeal of the Categorical Exemption 


The following impact analyses address concerns that were raised in both appeals of the categorical 
exemption: Impact CR-1 (historic resources), Impact GE-l (geology and soils), and Impact HZ-2 
(hazardous materials). 


Public Resources Code Section 21099- Aesthetics and Parking Analysis 


On September 27, 2013, Governor Brown signed Senate Bill (SB) 743, which became effective on 
January 1, 2014.6 Among other provisions, SB 743 amends CEQA by adding Public Resources 


6 SB 743 is available at: http://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/bil!NavClient.xhtml?bill_id=201320140SB743. 
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section 21099 regarding analysis of aesthetics and parking impacts for urban infill projects. 7 The 


CEQA Guidelines8 were amended in 2019 to include a new section 15064.3 that addresses the 


provisions of SB 743. 


Public Resources Code section 21099(d) states, "Aesthetic and parking impacts of a residential, 


mixed- use residential, or employment center project on an infill site located within a transit 


priority area shall not be considered significant impacts on the environment."9 Accordingly, 


aesthetics and parking are not to be considered in determining whether a project has the potential 


to result in significant environmental effects for projects that meet all of the following three criteria: 


a) The project is in a transit priority area 10 


b) The project is on an infill site 11 


c) The project is residential, mixed-use residential, or an employment center12 


The proposed project meets each of the above three criteria because it (1) is located within one-half 


mile of several bus transit stops that meet the definition in Public Resources Code section 21099(d) 


of a "major transit stop," (2) is located on an infill site that is already developed with and 


surrounded by other urban development, and (3) is a residential project.13 Thus, this initial study 


does not consider aesthetics and the adequacy of parking in determining the significance of project 


impacts under CEQA. 


Public Resources Code section 21099(e) states that a lead agency maintains the authority to 


consider aesthetic impacts pursuant to local design review ordinances or other discretionary 


powers, and that aesthetics impacts as addressed by the revised Public Resources Code do not 


include impacts on historical or cultural resources. Thus, there is no change in the planning 


department's methodology related to design and historic review. 


7 Public Resources Code section 21099(d). 


8 California Code of Regulations, Title 14, Division 6, Chapter 3. 
9 Public Resources Code section 21099(d)(1). 
10 Public Resources Code section 21099(a) defines a "transit priority area" as an area within one-half mile of an existing 


or planned major transit stop. A "major transit stop" is defined in section 21064.3 of the Public Resources Code as a rail 
transit station, a ferry terminal served by either a bus or rail transit service, or the intersection of two or more major 
bus routes with a frequency of service interval of 15 minutes or less during the morning and afternoon peak commute 
periods. 


11 Public Resources Code section 21099(a) defines an "infill site" as a lot located within an urban area that has been 
previously developed, or a vacant site where at least 75 percent of the perimeter of the site adjoins, or is separated 
only by an improved public right-of-way from, parcels that are developed with qualified urban uses. 


12 Public Resources Code section 21099(a) defines an "employment center" as a project located on property zoned for 
commercial uses with a floor area ratio of no less than 0.75 and located within a transit priority area. 


13 San Francisco Planning Department, Transit-oriented Infill Project Eligibility Checklists for 2417 Green Street, 
February 1, 2019. This document (and all documents cited in this initial study unless otherwise noted) is available for 
review at the San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, as part of Case No. 2017-002545ENV. 
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Less Than 
Significant 


Potentially with Less Than 
Significant Mitigation Significant No Not 


Topics: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact Applicable 


1. LAND USE AND PLANNING. Would the 
project: 


a) Physically divide an established community? D D [gl D D 
b) Cause a significant environmental impact due to D D [gl D D 


a conflict with any land use plan, policy, or 
regulation adopted for the purpose of avoiding or 
mitigating an environmental effect? 


Impact LU-1: The proposed project would not physically divide an established community. 
(Less than Significant) 


The proposed project involves modification and expansion of an existing single-family home on 
an established lot and the addition of one accessory dwelling unit. The project would not alter the 
established street grid or permanently close any streets or sidewalks. The project would not impede 
the passage of persons through construction of any physical barriers. Although portions of the 
sidewalk adjacent to the project site could be closed for periods of time during project construction 
(approximately three to five months), these closures would be temporary in nature. Therefore, the 
proposed project would not physically divide an established community and this impact would be 
less than significant. 


Impact LU-2: The proposed project would not cause a significant impact due to a conflict with 
any land use plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an 
environmental effect. (Less than Significant) 


Land use impacts could be considered significant if a proposed project conflicts with any plan, 
policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of avoiding an environmental effect. However, a 
conflict with a plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of mitigating an environmental 
effect does not necessarily indicate a significant effect on the environment. The proposed project 
would result in an expansion of an existing (currently vacant) residential unit on the site and an 
addition of one accessory dwelling unit to the city housing stock and would not be expected to 
conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation such that an adverse physical 
change would result. The project would be generally consistent with the land use policies outlined 
in the San Francisco General Plan, including promoting infill development, providing new 
housing, and concentrating more intense development near transit services. Moreover, the 
proposed residential use is permitted by city code and plans applicable to the area, and the project 
would be within the applicable bulk limits. Thus, the proposed project would not result in adverse 
physical changes in the environment related to conflicts with any plan, policy, or regulation 
adopted for the purpose of avoiding an environmental effect. 


Furthermore, the proposed project would not conflict with any adopted environmental plan or 
policy, such as the Metropolitan Transportation Commission's and the Association of Bay Area 
Governments' Plan Bay Area 2040 or the air district's 2017 Clean Air Plan, which directly 
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addresses environmental issues and/or contains targets or standards that must be met in order to 
preserve or improve characteristics of the city's physical environment. See Section D, 
Compatibility with Existing Zoning and Plans, for a more detailed discussion of the proposed 
project's general consistency with applicable plans and policies. Thus, the proposed project 
would result in a less-than-significant impact with regard to consistency with existing plans and 
policies adopted for the purpose of avoiding an environmental effect. 


Impact C-LU-1: The proposed project, in combination with past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future projects in the project vicinity, would result in less-than-significant 
cumulative land use impacts. (less than Significant) 


The cumulative context for land use effects is typically localized, within the immediate vicinity of 
the project site, or at the neighborhood level. Table 2 on page 7 identifies development projects 
within a quarter-mile radius of the project site. All of the nearby cumulative projects would be 
constructed within their individual project sites and would perpetuate the existing land uses and 
land use pattern in the neighborhood (largely, single-family and some multi-family residential). 
None of these cumulative development projects would introduce incompatible uses that would 
adversely impact the existing character of the project vicinity. Tnus, the proposed project, in 
combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would result in a less
than-significant cumulative land use impact. 


Less Than 
Significant 


Potentially with Less Than 
Significant Mitigation Significant No Not 


Topics: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact Applicable 


2. POPULATION AND HOUSING. Would the 
project: 


a) Induce substantial unplanned population D D D D 
growth in an area, either directly (for example, 
by proposing new homes and businesses) or 
indirectly (for example, through extension of 
roads or other infrastructure)? 


b) Displace substantial numbers of existing people D D D D 
or housing units, necessitating the construction 
of replacement housing? 


Impact PH-1: The proposed project would not induce substantial unplanned population growth. 
(Less than Significant) 


The project would enlarge one existing (currently vacant) single-family home and add one 
accessory dwelling unit. According to the 2017 America Communities Survey five-year estimates, 
Census Tract 132, where the project site is located, had a reported population of 4,044 residents. 
The U.S. Census population estimate for San Francisco in 2017 was 884,363 residents. Based on San 
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Francisco's average household size of 2.35,14 the two newly occupied dwelling units would 
accommodate approximately five residents. The five new residents would increase the population 
within the Census Tract 132 by approximately 0.012 percent and would increase the citywide 


population by approximately 0.0005 percent, which would not be considered substantial. Thus, 
population growth associated with the proposed project would not be substantial in relation to the 
overall population of the area, and this impact would be less than significant. 


Impact PH-2: The proposed project would not displace substantial numbers of existing people 
or housing units, necessitating the construction of replacement housing. (No Impact) 


The project site is currently vacant; thus, no residents would be displaced. The project would result 
in construction of one net new dwelling unit on the site. Thus, there would be no impact related to 


displacement of people or housing units. 


Impact C-PH-1: The proposed project, cumulatively with other past, present and reasonably 
foreseeable future development, would not induce substantial population growth or displace 
substantial numbers of people or housing units. (Less than Significant) 


Table 2 on page 7lists development projects within a quarter-mile radius of the project site. These 
cumulative development projects would not introduce incompatible uses that would adversely 
impact the existing character of the project vicinity. Moreover, projects in the City's development 
pipeline would result in population growth that is consistent with Association of Bay Area 
Governments' projections through 2040. Thus, the proposed project, in combination with past, 
present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would result in a less-than-significant 
cumulative land use impact. 


The San Francisco General Plan 2014 Housing Element15 anticipates continuation of the trend of 
residential population growth in San Francisco that has been in progress since at least 2000.16 San 
Francisco Mayor's Executive Directive 17-0217 calls for construction of "at least 5,000 units of new 
or rehabilitated housing every year for the foreseeable future," and for the implementation of 
policies to facilitate this construction. Any cumulative growth in the project area therefore is not 
expected to result in a cumulative demand for new housing, since this demand is already 
anticipated. For these reasons, the proposed project, in combination with other past, present, and 
reasonably foreseeable future projects, would increase the population in the area, but would not 
induce substantial population growth beyond that already anticipated to occur and this impact 


would be less than significant. 


14 U.S. Census, 2017, 
https://www.census.gov/quickfacts/fact/table/sanfranciscocitycalifornia,sanfranciscocountycalifornia/HSD310217#vie 
wtop, accessed January 31, 2019. 


15 City of San Francisco, 2015, San Francisco General Plan 2014 Housing Element, April, http://www.sf
planning.org/ftp/General_Plan/2014HousingElement-AI1Parts_ADOPTED _web. pdf, accessed November 6, 2017. 


16 The New York Times. Mapping the US Census 2010.Mapping the 2010 U.S. Census, San Francisco, 
http://www.nytimes.com/projects/census/2010/map.html?view=PopChange View&l=14&lat=37.77752894957 491 &lng=-
122.41932345299993, accessed May 2, 2018. 


17 City and County of San Francisco Office of the Mayor, Executive Directive 17-02, http://sfrnayor.org/article/executive
directive-17-02, accessed February 19, 2019. 
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Less Than 
Significant 


Potentially with Less Than 
Significant Mitigation Significant No Not 


Topics: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact Applicable 


3. CULTURAL RESOURCES. Would the project: 


a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the D r8J D D D 
significance of a historical resource pursuant to 
§15064.5, including those resources listed in 
article 10 or article 11 of the San Francisco 
Planning Code? 


b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the D D D D 
significance of an archaeological resource 
pursuant to §15064.5? 


c) Disturb any human remains, including those D D D D 
interred outside of formal cemeteries? 


Impact CR-1: The proposed project could cause a substantial adverse change in the significance 
of a historical resource pursuant to section 15064.5, including those resources listed in Articles 
10 and 11 of the planning code. (Less than Significant with Mitigation) 


Historical resources are those properties that meet the definitions in section 21084.1 of CEQA and 
section 15064.5 of the CEQA Guidelines. Historical resources include properties listed in, or 
formally determined eligible for listing in, the California Register of Historical Resources 
(California Register) or in an adopted local historic register. Historical resources also include 
resources identified as significant in a historical resource survey, meeting one or more of the 
following criteria. 


• Criterion 1 (Events): Is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the 
broad pattern of California's history and cultural heritage; 


• Criterion 2 (Persons): Is associated with the lives of persons important in our past; 


• Criterion 3 (Architecture): Embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region, or 
method of construction, or represents the work of an important creative individual, or 
possesses high artistic values; or 


• Criterion 4 (Information Potential): Has yielded, or may be likely to yield, information 
important in prehistory or history. 


Additionally, properties that are not listed but are otherwise determined to be historically 
significant, based on substantial evidence, would also be considered historical resources. 


Potential impacts to historic resources are addressed in section 15064.5(b) of the CEQA Guidelines, 
which states, "A project with an effect that may cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of an historical resource is a project that may have a significant effect on the 
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environment." A "substantial adverse change" is defined in the CEQA Guidelines as the "physical 
demolition, destruction, relocation, or alteration of the resource or its immediate surroundings 
such that the significance of an historical resource would be materially impaired." 18 CEQA also 
defines "materially impaired" as work that "materially alters, in an adverse manner, those physical 
characteristics that convey the historical resource's historical significance and justify its inclusion 
in or eligibility for inclusion in the California Register of Historical Resources or in a local register 
of historical resources."19 


Under CEQA Guidelines section 15064.5(b), a significant impact would occur if the project 
"demolishes or materially alters in an adverse manner those physical characteristics of an historical 
resource that convey its historical significance." Under these provisions, the significance of a 
historical resource would be materially impaired- that is, a significant impact would occur-if the 
project would result in physical demolition, destruction, relocation, or alteration of the resource 
(which would be considered direct impacts of the project) or its immediate surroundings. 


Project Site 


The planning department evaluated whether the building at 2417 Green Street is a historical 
resource as defined by CEQA. The planning department required the submittal of a historic 
resource evaluation and determined, based on the conclusions of that historic resource evaluation 
and additional independent analysis conducted by qualified planning department staff, that the 
existing structure on the project site is not a historical resource as defined by CEQA. 20,21 The 
following is a summary of the planning department's findings. 


The building located at 2417 Green Street was built circa 1905 and was first owned by Lonella H. 
Smith. Louis B. Floan was the contractor for the building, but no architect was identified. The 
building 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 was altered in 1954 to 
insert a garage with concrete cladding, in 1972-1973 to replace the front entry porch, and at an 
unknown date to replace upper floor windows. While the building retains some characteristics of 
the First Bay Tradition style, including the simple wall surface, wood shingles, and small-scale 
ornamentation, it has been substantially altered such that it is not considered an outstanding 
example of this architectural style. Thus, the building at the project site is not a historical resource 
as defined by CEQA. 


The planning department found that the existing building on the project site 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 in the historical resource 
evaluation or in the planning department's background ffies to indicate that the existing structure 
at 2417 Green Street is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad 


18 CEQA Guidelines, section 15064.5(b)(1). 
19 CEQA Guidelines, section 15064.5(b)(2). 
20 Tim Kelley Consulting, LLC, Historical Resource Evaluation Part 1, 2417 Green Street, San Francisco, California, April 


2017. 
21 San Francisco Planning Department, Preservation Team Review Form, 2417 Green Street, May 10, 2017; and San 


Francisco Planning Department, Historic Resource Evaluation Response, 2417 Green Street, May 31, 2018. 
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patterns of local or regional history or the cultural heritage of California or the United States. 
Moreover, no significant historical figures are known to be associated with the existing building. 
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 value. 


Furthermore, the existing building on the project site is not located within a California Register
eligible historic district. The historical resources evaluation found no cohesive collection of 
buildings in the immediate area that would indicate a possible district. The nearest historic district 
is the California Register-eligible Pacific Heights Historic District, which includes buildings 
immediately south of and 125 feet to the west of the subject building. The 2417 Green Street 
structure was found to 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 building at 2417 
Green Street 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 existing building on 
the project site was found to not contribute to the eligible Pacific Heights Historic District. 


Adjacent Historic Resources 


The project site is located immediately adjacent to and east of an identified-eligible historic resource 
located at 2421 Green Street. 22 The rear yard of 2417 Green Street also abuts 2727 Pierce Street (City 
Landmark 51). Due to the proximity of two adjacent historic resources to the project site, potential 
direct and indirect impacts to both were analyzed and are discussed below. 


Potential Direct Impacts to Adjacent Historic Resources 


As discussed in the planning department's Historic Resource Evaluation Response, the proposed 
project at 2417 Green Street would adhere to all planning department requirements with regard to 
rear yard setbacks and mid-block open space. It is unlikely that the proposed rear addition would 
cause a physical direct impact to the adjacent historic resources at 2421 Green Street or 2727 Pierce 
Street due to the fact that the addition would not physically attach to or require physical alterations 
of any components of these adjacent properties. The proposed project at 2417 Green Street would 
be confined to the boundary of the subject lot. The proposed rear addition would incorporate 3' -4" 
side setbacks at the basement level, 0'-3" side setbacks at the first floor, and 3'-10" side setbacks at 
the second, third, and fourth floors between the addition and the immediately adjacent historic 
resource at 2421 Green Street and would sit below the overall height of the historic resource at 2421 
Green Street. 23 The size and location of the addition would not require the removal or infill of 
property line windows at 2421 Green Street. 24 


22 2421 Green Street was identified in the planning department's 1976 Survey and given a rating of "4." The property 
was also discussed in Here Today: San Francisco's Architectural Heritage, by Roger R. Olmsted and Tom H. Watkins 
(page 270). 


23 At its highest point, the existing building is almost 45 feet tall. Since it is on an upsloping lot, the height varies along 
with the slope and gradually becomes shorter as the grade increases towards the rear. With the proposed alteration to 
the roofline, the project would result in a decrease in the building height at the front by approximately 3 feet. 


24 Property line windows are not protected in the San Francisco Planning Code. 
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Furthermore, during the exemption appeal, the appellant's engineer cited an elevation detail on 
the foundation replacement permit (BPA #201705116316) drawings that indicated a connection 
with the foundation of 2421 Green Street, discussed in more detail under Impact GE-l on page 59. 
Given the history of this project, as outlined in the Project History section above, combined with 
the concerns raised by the Board of Supervisors at the appeal hearing, this initial study finds that 
project construction could compromise the structural integrity of the historic adjacent foundation 
at 2421 Green Street. As noted in the CEQA findings by the Board of Supervisors during the appeal 
of the categorical exemption,25 such an impact could be considered significant. To address this 
concern, the planning department coordinated with the building department during the 
preparation of this initial study, and had the Plan Review Services Division of the building 
department review the project's geotechnical investigation in advance of when they would 
typically do so. Nevertheless, given the Board's concerns and the fact that the project sponsor has, 
in the past, directed work on the project site beyond what was permitted by the building 
department, Mitigation Measure M-GE-1, Ongoing Coordination with the Planning Department 
and the Department of Building Inspections Prior to and During the Construction Phase 
Regarding Compliance with Geotechnical Requirements, provided below for ease of reference 
and also discussed further on page 63, would obligate the project sponsor to maintain ongoing 
coordination with OBI and the planning department, pursuant to a required milestone schedule, 
prior to and over the course of project construction for the specific purposes of ensuring the 
security and stability of the project site and adjacent historic resources. 


Mitigation Measure M-GE-1: Ongoing Coordination with the Planning Department and 
the Department of Building Inspections Prior to and During the Construction Phase 
Regarding Compliance with Geotechnical Requirements. Pursuant to the San Francisco 
Department of Building Inspection process, the project sponsor (and their design team, 
geotechnical engineer, and contractor, as applicable) will be subject to ongoing 
coordination requirements with the planning department and the building department 
regarding plan check reviews and building inspections prior to and during construction 
work. This process will include the following requirements: 


Prior to commencement of construction, the project sponsor shall submit to the 
planning department and building department a report outlining anticipated 
construction milestones with corresponding (approximate) dates of reaching those 
milestones as well and all memoranda and/or reports anticipated to be prepared or 
approved at those milestones. The report shall address how all code requirements 
will be met, including responsible parties and the city agency providing oversight. 
The report shall be reviewed and approved by the planning department and the 
building department prior to commencement of construction. 


• Once construction commences, the sponsor shall notify the planning department 
and the building department (when coordination with the building department is 
not already included as typical part of the process) when the above milestones have 


25 San Francisco Board of Supervisors, Motion No. M18-012, Adopting Findings Reversing the Categorical Exemption 
Determination- 2417 Green Street, Amended February 6, 2018, File No. 180123, available at 
https://sfgov.legistar.comNiew.ashx?M=F&ID=5792879&GUID=75361D57-546D-41FO-BOA3-D11B6083C3D2 


Case No. 2017-002545ENV 18 2417 Green Street 







been reached and their outcomes. Specifically, all memoranda and/or reports issued 
at times of those milestones shall be provided to the planning department and the 
building department. 26 


With implementation of Mitigation Measure M-GE-1, potential significant impacts related to 
historical resources (including construction-related impacts on the adjacent historical resource at 
2721 Green Street) would be reduced to a less-than-significant level. 


Additionally, the rear yard of 2727 Pierce Street (City Landmark 51) that abuts the rear yard of 2417 
Green Street would not be physically impacted by the proposed rear addition, which would be 
entirely located within the buildable area of the lot such that a planning code-compliant 25-foot 
rear yard is maintained. This would provide significant distance between the rear yard of 2727 
Pierce Street and the proposed rear addition at 2417 Green Street such that there would be no 
potential for a direct impact to the landmark building. 


Potentia/Indirect Impacts to Adjacent Historic Resources 


Construction impacts to the adjacent building at 2421 Green Street are addressed under Impact 
N0-2 (vibration) on page 311 and Impact GE-l (geology and soils) on page 59. 


This section addresses the potential for the project to result in indirect impacts to the historic setting 
of the immediately adjacent historic resource at 2421 Green Street and the nearby 2727 Pierce Street 
(City Landmark 51), including impacts related to public views of the 2421 Green Street structure. 
The loss of private views does not constitute a significant impact under CEQA and is and therefore 
is not included in this analysis. 


The current setting of the adjacent historic resources at 2421 Green Street and 2727 Pierce Street is 
comprised of standard city lots subject to the restrictions and requirements of the RH-1 
(Residential-House, One Family) zoning district and 40-X height and bulk district. Historically, the 
subject block remained unified and largely undeveloped until the Casebolt House (City Landmark 
51) was constructed at 2727 Pierce Street in 1867. The block was subsequently subdivided, and lots 
were sold for private development that ultimately resulted in the current setting, comprised of 
multi-level single-family residences that adhere to the slope of the land and have a strong pattern 
of mid-block open space. 


The existing footprint of 2417 Green Street is not a precondition for 2421 Green Street or 2727 Pierce 
Street to convey their historic architectural designs, for which they have been found to be 
significant under Article 10 of the planning code and the National Register, respectively. The 
setting of the two historic resources has changed over time to accommodate a_n ever-cha_ngLng 
urban environment. Although the 2417 Green Street project includes a rear expansion that would 
be visible from 2421 Green Street and from 2727 Pierce Street, this change would not physically 
impact either resource such that they would no longer be able to convey their architectural 
significance. 


26 Pursuant to Department policy, any memoranda and/or reports prepared by project sponsor and/or a consultant 
working for the project sponsor shall adhere to Planning Department's protocols of objectivity. 
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The designating ordinance for 2727 Pierce Street (City Landmark 51) identifies character-defining 
features associated with the significance of the property. These features include architectural 
details that collectively illustrate the property's high-style Italianate design. Features associated 
with the setting of the landmark (i.e., landscaping, open space, and views) are not identified in the 
designating ordinance as character-defining features. Although there is an extant garden at the rear 
of the property, it is not identified as a character-defining feature in the landmark designation 
report. The proposed project at 2417 Green Street would be visible from the rear yard of 2727 Pierce 
Street but it would not physically touch or materially impair any of the landmark's character
defining features such that it would no longer be able to convey its significance. Therefore, the 
proposed project at 2417 Green Street would not cause a significant adverse impact on 2727 Pierce 
Street. 


The adjacent historic resource at 2421 Green Street is currently undergoing consideration for listing 
in the National Register of Historic Places for its association with the life and work of master 
architect Ernest Albert Coxhead and for its representation as an outstanding example of the First 
Bay Tradition architectural style.27 Based on the information presented in the National Register 
nomination form, the intent of the original design of 2421 Green Street was to take advantage of 
the view(s) from the eastern, western, and northern elevations. While this design intent is 
important to understanding the original design, it is only one aspect of the overall design. Other 
aspects that speak to the architectural significance of 2421 Green Street include its exterior shingle 
cladding, general form and mass, steeply pitched roof forms, and fenestration patterns. The quality 
of view(s) from the windows that would be blocked by the proposed project is not an aspect of 
historic significance and is not character-defining to the architectural significance of the building. 
Rather, these are private views from a private residence, some of which would be noticeably 
affected by the proposed project, but not to the degree that would materially impair the ability of 
this resource to convey its historical importance. Moreover, private views are typically not 
analyzed under CEQA. Additionally, the 2421 Green Street was constructed within an ever
changing urban environment that saw rapid residential development in the years following 
construction - specifically on adjacent lots - that resulted in the partial obstruction of these views. 
The site also has a "[ s ]outhern 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." Although the 
overall setting of 2421 Green Street is described as "park-like" in the National Register Nomination 
Form, it is located within an urban environment of developed city lots. 


The proposed project at 2417 Green Street would not physically touch or alter the exterior features 
of 2421 Green Street, as the project would be confined to the boundaries of the 2417 Green Street 
lot. The proposed rear addition would incorporate 3' -4" side setbacks at the basement level, 0' -3" 
side setbacks at the first floor, and 3' -10" side setbacks at the second, third, and fourth floors to 
allow for space between the addition and the immediately adjacent properties and would sit below 
the overall height of the historic resource at 2421 Green Street such that no existing windows would 
require physical alteration. The proposed rear addition may alter the amount of direct sunlight on 


27 Carol L. Karp, Nomination for Listing, National Register of Historic Places, Architect Ernest Coxhead's Residence & Studio, 
1893, 2421 Green Street, San Francisco, California, August 28, 2017. Submitted with November 22, 2017, CEQA 
Exemption Appeal, Board of Supervisors File No. 171267. Available at 
https://sfgov.legistar.com/View.ashx?M=F&ID=5672392&GUID=AC8156DB-3B1C-4308-AD5D-56087798A95E. 
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the rear garden at 2421 Green Street but would not significantly diminish or alter the "park-like" 
setting at the rear. The proposed project would maintain a 25-foot rear yard that would adhere to 
the rear yard requirements of the planning code and would maintain mid-block open space 
consistent with residential design guidelines such that these features would continue to relate to 
adjacent properties. Although the proposed project would be visible from the east-facing windows 
of 2421 Green Street, it would not physically touch or alter any of the historic resource's character
defining features. The 2421 Green Street property would continue to convey its historical 
significance. Therefore, the project at 2417 Green Street would not cause a significant adverse 
impact to the setting or surroundings of 2421 Green Street. 


Based on massing studies provided by the project sponsor, views of the proposed project would 
not result in a significant impact due to a change of public views available of the adjacent 2421 
Green Street structure, for the following reasons: 


• The primary view of the 2421 Green Street residence from the closest public right-of-way 
(Green Street) is how most people experience the building and that primary view would not 
change. 


Views of the 2421 Green Street that would change (specifically, by blocking one of the side 
facades of the building) are from a block or more away. These medium- and long-range view 
show the building within a dense urban context, and the change in these views as a result of 
the proposed project would not compromise the integrity of significance or character-defining 
features of the historic resource. 


Most public views from sidewalks and roadways of adjacent historic resources would remain 
the same as under the existing conditions. 


The July 20, 2018 appeal of the June 22, 2018 categorical exemption issued for the project cites a 
report by architect Carol Karp that states that the proposed project would adversely affect the 
historical significance of the adjacent historic resource at 2421 Green Street by blocking light, air, 
and views from the 2421 Green Street structure. Light, air, and private views are not character
defining features of 2421 Green Street, and effects on light, air, and private views are not considered 
impacts under CEQA; public views of the 2421 Green Street structure are discussed above and 
would not be affected by the proposed project in a way that would result in a significant impact. 


As discussed above, the proposed addition to the existing single-family residence at 2417 Green 
Street would not include any physical alterations or setting impacts to the adjacent historical 
resources at 2421 Green Street or 2727 Pierce Street such that there would be a substantial adverse 
change in the significance of these resources that would no longer make them eligible for inclusion 
in a local, state, or national register of historical resources. 


Potentia/Impacts to Adjacent Historic District 


The project also would not have the potential to affect any adjacent historic district. The nearest 
historic district is the Pacific Heights Historic District, which captures buildings to the south and 
west of the subject building. The historic district is significant under Criterion 3 (Architecture) for 
its strong collection of late-Victorian (typically Queen Anne), Shingle (First Bay Region), Arts & 


Crafts, Classical Revival, Colonial Revival, Tudor Revival, French Provincial, and Mediterranean 
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Revival architecture. The boundaries of the historic district are roughly Pacific, Lyon, Steiner and 
Green Streets and the period of significance is 1895 to 1930. Specifically, the boundaries include 
buildings immediately to the south of the subject property that front on Vallejo Street and buildings 
to the west that front on Scott Street. The subject property and the four adjacent properties to the 
west are not included within the boundaries of the historic district. The 2417 Green Street structure 
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. 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. Therefore, the proposed project would have no 
adverse impact to the historic district. 


In conclusion, the project would not significant adverse impacts to historic resources. 


Impact CR-2: The proposed project would not cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of an archeological resource pursuant to CEQA Guidelines section 15064.5. (Less 
than Significant) 


In March 2017 and in January 2019, planning department staff archeologists conducted preliminary 
archeological review for the project and determined that the potential for resources to be present 
is low based on the steepness of the project site and the fact that the existing residence was 
constructed by terracing into the slope, which removed several feet of near-surface soils. 
Additional excavation would not change this assessment as there is little potential for buried 
resources to be present in this setting. 28 Thus, the project would not cause a substantial adverse 
change in the significance of an archeological resource and this impact would be less than 
significant. 


Impact CR-3: The proposed project would not disturb human remains, including those interred 
outside of formal cemeteries (Less than Significant) 


In March 2017 and in January 2019, planning department staff archeologists conducted preliminary 
archeological review for the project. There are no known human remains, including those interred 
outside of formal cemeteries, located in the immediate vicinity of the project site. Thus, this impact 
would be less than significant. 


Impact C-CR-1: The proposed project in combination with past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future projects in the vicinity would not result in cumulative impacts to historic 
resources. (Less than Significant) 


The analysis of cumulative impacts on historical resources considers past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future projects within a 0.25-mile radius of the project site. The planning department 
has identified eight environmental cases within this area associated with projects either under 
construction or for which entitlements have been approved. These projects are listed in Table 2 on 
page 7. 


28 Sally Salzman Morgan, Planner/Archaeologist, San Francisco Planning Department, email to Jeanie Poling regarding 
2417 Green St archeological review, January 30, 2019. 
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Those past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects would be constructed in a densely 
developed urban environment and would be minimally visible from locations outside of their 
immediate vicinities. These projects are geographically dispersed and sufficiently removed from 
the project site such that any alteration or demolition of existing buildings and new construction 
in these locations would not act in combination with one another to substantially change the setting 
of any historical resource. Thus, these projects in combination with one another would not 
materially alter the characteristics that qualify any of the historical resources for listing in the 
California Register, and would not contribute to any cumulative impacts on historical resources. 


Impact C-CR-2: The proposed project in combination with past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future projects in the vicinity would not result in cumulative impacts to 
archeological resources or human remains. (Less than Significant) 


Archeological resources and human remains are non-renewable resources of a finite class. All 
adverse effects to archeological resources erode a dwindling cultural/scientific resource base. 
Federal and state laws protect archeological resources in most cases, either through project 
redesign or by requiring that the scientific data present within an archeological resource be 
archeologically recovered. As discussed above, the proposed project would not have a significani 
impact related to archeological resources, and the project's impact, in combination with other 
projects in the area that would also involve ground disturbance, and that also could encounter 
previously recorded or unrecorded archeological resources or human remains, would not result in 
a cumulatively considerable significant cumulative impact. 


Less Than 
Significant 


Potentially with Less Than 
Significant Mitigation Significant No Not 


Topics: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact Applicable 


4. TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES. Would the 
project: 


a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of a tribal cultural resource, defined 
in Public Resources Code section 21074 as either 
a site, feature, place, or cultural landscape that is 
geographically defined in terms of the size and 
scope of the landscape, sacred place, or object 
with cultural value to a CaliforniaN ative 
American tribe, and that is: 


i) Listed or eligible for listing in the California D D D D 
Register of Historical Resources, or in a local 
register of historical resources as defined in 
Public Resources Code section 5020.1(k), or 
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Potentially 
Significant 


Topics: Impact 


ii) A resource determined by the lead agency, D 
in its discretion and supported by 
substantial evidence, to be significant 
pursuant to criteria set forth in subdivision 
(c) of Public Resources Code section 5024.1. 
In applying the criteria set forth in 
subdivision (c) of Public Resource Code 
section 5024.1, the lead agency shall 
consider the significance of the resource to a 
California Native American tribe. 


Less Than 
Significant 


with 
Mitigation 


Incorporated 


D 


Less Than 
Significant 


Impact 
No 


Impact 


D 


Not 
Applicable 


D 


Impact TC-1: The proposed project would not cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of a tribal cultural resource as defined in Public Resources Code Section 21074. 
(Less than Significant) 


CEQA section 21074.2 requires the lead agency to consider the effects of a project on tribal cultural 
resources. As defined in CEQA section 21074, tribal cultural resources include sites, features, 
places, cultural landscapes, sacred places, and objects with cultural value to a California Native 
American tribe and that are listed, or determined to be eligible for listing, on a national, state, or 
local register of historical resources. Pursuant to CEQA section 21080.3.1, on January 31, 2019, the 
planning department requested consultation with Native American tribes regarding the potential 
for the proposed project to affect tribal cultural resources. The planning department received no 
response requesting consultation from any representative of a Native American tribe during the 
30-day comment period. 


Based on the background research, there are not known tribal cultural resources in the project area. 
Moreover, the project site is not located in an archeological sensitive area; therefore, the potential 
for the site to contain tribal cultural resources is very low. Based on this, impacts on tribal cultural 
resources would be less than significant. 


Impact C-TC-1: The proposed project, in combination with past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future projects in the project vicinity, would not cause a substantial adverse change 
in the significance of a tribal cultural resource as defined in Public Resources Code Section 
21074. (Less than Significant) 


Impacts related to tribal cultural resources are typically site-specific and generally limited to the 
immediate construction area. As discussed above, under TC-1, project-level impacts would be less 
than significant. Moreover, there are no other projects that have the potential to be affected by the 
proposed project. Thus, the proposed project, in combination with past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future projects, would result in a less-than-significant cumulative impact on tribal 
cultural resources. 
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Less Than 
Significant 


Potentially with Less Than 
Significant Mitigation Significant No Not 


Topics: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact Applicable 


5. TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION. 
Would the project: 


a) Conflict with a program, plan, ordinance, or D D D D 
policy addressing the circulation system, 
including transit, roadway, bicycle and 
pedestrian facilities? 


b) Conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA D D ~ D D 
Guidelines section 15064.3, subdivision (b)? 


c) Substantially increase hazards due to a D D ~ D D 
geometric design feature (e.g., sharp curves or 
dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses? 


d) Result in inadequate emergency access? D D D D 


Impact TR-1: The proposed project lAJould not conflict l\rith a program, plan, ordinance, or policy 
addressing circulation systems; would not conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA Guideline 
section 15064.3(b); would not substantially increase hazards due to a design feature or 
incompatible uses; and would not result in an inadequate emergency access (Less than 
Significant) 


Vehicle Miles Traveled in San Francisco and Bay Area 


Many factors affect travel behavior. These factors include density, diversity of land uses, design of 
the transportation network, access to regional destinations, distance to high-quality transit, 
development scale, demographics, and transportation demand management. Typically, low
density development at great distance from other land uses, located in areas with poor access 
to non-private vehicular modes of travel, generate more automobile travel compared to 
development located in urban areas, where a higher density, mix of land uses, and travel options 
other than private vehicles are available. 


Given these travel behavior factors, San Francisco has a lower vehicle miles traveled (VMT) ratio 
than the nine-county San Francisco Bay Area region. In addition, some areas of the city have lower 
VMT ratios than other areas of the city. These areas of the city can be expressed geographically 
through transportation analysis zones (TAZs). TAZs are used in transportation planning models 
for transportation analysis and other planning purposes. The zones vary in size from single city 
blocks in the downtown core, multiple blocks i.."'l. outer neighborhoods, to even larger zones in 
historically industrial areas like the Hunters Point Shipyard. 


The San Francisco County Transportation Authority (the transportation authority) uses the San 
Francisco Chained Activity Model Process (SF-CHAMP) to estimate VMT by private automobiles 
and taxis for different land use types. Travel behavior in SF-CHAMP is calibrated based on 
observed behavior from the California Household Travel Survey 2010-2012, Census data regarding 
automobile ownership rates and county-to-county worker flows, and observed vehicle counts and 
transit hoardings. SF-CHAMP uses a synthetic population, which is a set of individual actors that 
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represents the Bay Area's actual population, who make simulated travel decisions for a complete 
day. The transportation authority uses tour-based analysis for office and residential uses, which 
examines the entire chain of trips over the course of a day, not just trips to and from the project. 
For retail uses, the transportation authority uses trip-based analysis, which counts VMT from 
individual trips to and from the project (as opposed to an entire chain of trips). A trip-based 
approach, as opposed to a tour-based approach, is necessary for retail projects because a tour is 
likely to consist of trips stopping in multiple locations, and the summarizing of tour VMT to each 
location would over-estimate VMT.29 


For residential development, the existing regional average daily VMT per capita is 14.6.3° San 
Francisco 2040 cumulative conditions were projected using a SF-CHAMP model run, using the 
same methodology as outlined above for existing conditions, but includes residential and job 
growth estimates and reasonably foreseeable transportation investments through 2040. For 
residential development, the projected 2040 regional average daily VMT per capita is 13.7. 


Vehicle Miles Traveled Analysis 
Land use projects may cause substantial additional VMT. The following identifies thresholds of 
significance and screening criteria used to determine if a land use project would result in significant 
impacts under the VMT metric. 


Per San Francisco Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines, 31 for residential projects, a project 
would generate substantial additional VMT if it exceeds the regional household VMT per capita 
minus 15 percent. For office projects, a project would generate substantial additional VMT if it 
exceeds the regional VMT per employee minus 15 percent. As documented in the proposed 
transportation impact guidelines, a 15 percent threshold below existing development is "both 
reasonably ambitious and generally achievable." 


California Office of Planning and Research's (OPR's) proposed transportation impact guidelines 
provides screening criteria to identify types, characteristics, or locations of land use projects that 
would not exceed these VMT thresholds of significance. OPR recommends that if a project or land 
use proposed as part of the project meets any of the below screening criteria, then VMT impacts 
are presumed to be less than significant for that land use and a detailed VMT analysis is not 
required. These screening criteria and how they are applied in San Francisco are described below: 


• Map-Based Screening for Residential, Office, and Retail Projects. OPR recommends mapping areas 
that exhibit where VMT is less than the applicable threshold for that land use. Accordingly, the 
transportation authority has developed maps depicting existing VMT levels in San Francisco 
for residential, office, and retail land uses based on the SF-CHAMP 2012 base-year model run. 
The planning department uses these maps and associated data to determine whether a 
proposed project is located in an area of the city that is below the VMT threshold. 


29 San Francisco Planning Department, Executive Summary: Resolution Modifying Transportation Impact Analysis, 
Appendix F, Attachment A, March 3, 2016. 


30 Includes the VMT generated by the project. 


31 Updated February 14, 2019. Available at https://sfplanning.org/project/transportation-impact-analysis-guidelines
environmental-review-update#impact-analysis-guidelines. 
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" Small Projects. OPR recommends that lead agencies may generally assume that a project would 
not have significant VMT impacts if the project would either: (1) generate fewer trips than the 
level required for studying consistency with the applicable congestion management program; 
or (2) where the applicable congestion management program does not provide such a level, 
fewer than 100 vehicle trips per day. The transportation authority's 2015 San Francisco 
Congestion Management Program does not include a trip threshold for studying consistency. 
Therefore, the planning department uses the 100 vehicle trip per day screening criterion as a 
level at which projects generally would not generate a substantial increase in VMT. 


" ProximihJ to Transit Stations. OPR recommends that residential, retail, and office projects, as 
well as projects that are a mix of these uses, proposed within 0.5 miles of an existing major 
transit stop (as defined by CEQA Guidelines section 21064.3) or an existing stop along a high 
quality transit corridor (as defined by CEQA Guidelines section 21155) would not result in a 
substantial increase in VMT. However, this presumption would not apply if the project would: 
(1) have a floor area ratio of less than 0.75; (2) include more parking for use by residents, 
customers, or employees of the project than required or allowed, without a conditional use; or 
(3) is inconsistent with the applicable sustainable communities strategy. 


The existing average daily VMT per capita for the transportation analysis zone the project site is 
located in, TAZ 794, is below the existing regional average daily VMT. In TAZ 794, the average 
daily VMT per capita for residential uses is 6.9, which is 47 percent below the existing regional 
average daily VMT per capita for residential uses of 14.6. Therefore, the project site is located within 
an area of the city where the existing VMT is more than 15 percent below the regional VMT, and 
the proposed project would not generate substantial additional VMT. Future 2040 average daily 
VMT per capita for TAZ 794 is 6.7; this is 49 percent below the future 2040 regional average daily 
VMT per capita of 13.7. Furthermore, the project meets the proximity to transit stations screening 
criterion, which also indicates that the proposed project use would not cause substantial additional 
VMT. 


Project Travel Demand 
Localized trip generation of the proposed project was calculated using a trip-based analysis and 
information in the 2002 Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines for Environmental Review 
developed by the San Francisco Planning Department. 32 


The proposed project would expand an existing (currently vacant) single-family residence and add 
an accessory dwelling unit. It is anticipated that the project would result in an additional five 
residents who would add approximately 18 daily person-trips, 10 daily auto trips, and two PM 
peak-hour auto trips.33 


During the three- to five-month project construction period, trucks would travel to and from the 
project site. It is not anticipated that any construction-related lane closure would be required; 
however, if required, a lane closure permit would be secured to accommodate this work scope. 


32 In February 2019, the Planning Department published an update to the 2002 Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines 
for Environmental Review. The guidelines updated some of the transportation significance criteria and methodology but 
would not change the less-than-significant impact conclusions herein. 


33 San Francisco Planning Department, Transportation Calculations for 2417 Green Street, February 1, 2019. 
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Lane and sidewalk closures are subject to review and approval by San Francisco Public Works and 
the Transportation Advisory Staff Committee, which consists of representatives from the Fire 
Department, Police Department, MTA Traffic Engineering Division, and San Francisco Public 
Works. Due to its temporary duration and limited scope, project-related construction impacts on 
traffic generally would not be considered significant. 


No transit lines run along Green Street in front of the project site; the nearest transit lines to the 
project site are the 41 Union line that runs along Union Street, one block north of the project site, 
and the 22 Fillmore line that runs along Fillmore Street, a block and a half east of the project site. 
Pedestrian use is typical of a residential neighborhood. The project would not generate a significant 
number of additional trips and would not change transit, bicycle, or pedestrian conditions in the 
project vicinity. During project construction, truck traffic and any construction activities would be 
noticeable to transit users, bicycle riders, and pedestrians in the project vicinity; however, 
construction-related impacts would be less than significant due to their temporary duration and 
limited scope. 


The project is an infill site as defined under CEQA Guideline section 15064.3(b); thus, as discussed 
above under Public Resources Code section 21099, parking is not considered in determining 
whether a project has the potential to result in significant environmental effects. 34 The project 
involves alterations to an existing single-family home and the addition of an accessory dwelling 
unit. All physical changes would be on the project site and not in the public right-of-way (other 
than the addition of a street tree). Thus, the project would not substantially increase hazards due 
to a design feature or incompatible uses and would not result in inadequate emergency access. 
Furthermore, the project would not conflict with any plans, programs, or ordinances addressing 
circulation systems because the project would not modify any roadways in a way that could affect 
circulation. 


In conclusion, project impacts related to transportation and circulation and less than significant. 


Impact C-TR-1: The proposed project, in combination with past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future projects in the project vicinity, would result in less-than-significant 
cumulative impacts related to transportation and circulation. (Less Than Significant) 


Construction of the proposed project could overlap with construction of nearby cumulative 
development projects. For the purposes of transportation analysis, the cumulative setting includes 
development projects within a quarter-mile radius of the project site, as identified in Table 2 on 
page 7. None of these cumulative development projects would introduce incompatible uses that 
would adversely impact transportation and circulation in the project vicinity or combine with 
construction of the proposed project to result in cumulative construction-related impacts. Thus, the 
proposed project, in combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, 
would result in a less-than-significant cumulative impacts related to transportation and circulation. 


34 San Francisco Planning Department, Eligibility Checklist: CEQA Section 21099- Modernization of Transportation 
Analysis, 2417 Green Street, February 1, 2019. 
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Topics: 


6. NOISE. Would the project result in: 


a) Generation of a substantial temporary or 
permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the 
vicinity of the project in excess of standards 
established in the local general plan or noise 
ordinance, or applicable standards of other 
agencies? 


b) Generation of excessive groundborne vibration 
or groundborne noise levels? 


c) For a project located within the vicinity of a 
private airstrip or an airport land use plan area, 
or, where such a plan has not been adopted, in 
an area within two miles of a public airport or 
public use airport, v·.rould the project expose 
people residing or working in the area to 
excessive noise levels? 
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Impact 


D 


D 
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Less Than 
Significant 


with 
Mitigation 
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D 
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Less Than 
Significant No Not 


Impact Impact Applicable 


~ D D 


D D 
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The project site is not within the vicinity of an airstrip or airport. Therefore, topic 6c is not 
applicable. 


Impact N0-1: During project construction, the proposed project would not generate substantial 
temporary noise levels in excess of established standards. (Less than Significant) 


The construction period for the proposed project would last approximately three to five months 
and would generally consist of excavation, structural and seismic upgrades, interior renovations, 
and exterior work. Excavation and building construction would temporarily increase noise that 
could be considered an annoyance by occupants of nearby properties. The amount of construction 
noise generated at any one time would vary depending on the types of construction activities 
underway, numbers and types of pieces of heavy equipment and duration of use of each, distance 
between noise source and listener, and presence or absence of barriers (including subsurface 
barriers) between the noise source and the receptors. Table 3 identifies typical noise levels from 
construction equipment. There would be times when noise could interfere with indoor activities in 
nearby residences and other businesses near the project site. 
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Table 3- Typical Noise Levels from Construction Equipment 


Construction Equipment Noise Level Noise Level 
(dBA, Leq at 50 feet) (dBA, Leq at 100 feet) 


Jackhammer (Pavement Breaker) 1 88 82 


Hoe ram 90 94 


Drill rig truck 79 73 


Loader 79 73 


Dozer 82 76 


Excavator 81 75 


Grader 85 79 


Dump truck 76 70 


Flatbed truck 74 68 


Concrete truck 81 75 


Forklift (gas-powered) 83 77 


Generator 81 75 


Compressor 78 72 


San Francisco Noise Ordinance Limit 86 80 


Source: Federal Highway Administration, Roadway Construction Noise Model User Guide, 2006. 


Notes: 
Leq noise levels are calculated assuming a 100 percent usage factor at full load (i.e., Lmax noise level100 
percent) for the one-hour measurement period. Noise levels in bold exceed the Noise Ordinance limit, but as 
indicated in note 1, two of the exceedances are exempt from this limit. 


1. Exempt from the ordinance noise limit of 86 dBA at 50 feet or 80 dBA at 100 feet. 


In San Francisco, construction noise is regulated by the San Francisco Noise Ordinance (San 
Francisco Police Code article 29). The ordinance requires that noise levels from individual pieces 
of construction equipment, other than impact tools, not exceed 80 dBA at a distance of 100 feet 
from the source. To comply with the Noise Ordinance, impact tools (e.g., jackhammers, hoe rams, 
impact wrenches) must have manufacturer-recommended and City-approved mufflers for both 
intake and exhaust. Furthermore, section 2908 of the police code prohibits construction work 
between 8:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. if noise would exceed the ambient noise level by 5 dBA at the 
project property line, unless a special permit is authorized by the Director of the Department of 
Public Works or the Director of Building Inspection. 


As discussed above under Project History, some project excavation below the existing building has 
already occurred. Additional excavation would be conducted using a pneumatic pavement breaker 
(hand-held jackhammer). Excavation would occur in sections for one to two weeks over a period 
of three to five months. No nighttime construction would occur for the proposed project and no 
pile driving would be necessary. The project would be required to comply with regulations set 
forth in the Noise Ordinance. 


Because the project would not use heavy equipment, and would comply with noise regulations, 
and because noise associated with construction activities would be temporary and intermittent, 
construction noise impacts would be less than significant. 
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Impact N0-2: During construction, the proposed project would not generate excessive 


groundborne vibration. (Less than Significant) 


Excavation and building construction would temporarily increase noise and produce groundbome 


vibration in the project vicinity. Construction equipment would generate vibration that could be 


considered an annoyance by occupants of nearby properties. 


The project would require excavation of approximately 408 cubic yards of soil and rock to a depth 


of 13 feet below grade. As discussed under Project Description, above, some project excavation 


below the existing building has already occurred. Additional excavation would be conducted in 


sections for one to two weeks over a period of three to five months using a hand-held jackhammer 


with a force rating of 90 pounds. A vibration assessment was conducted for the proposed project.35 


The vibration assessment determined that if the jackhammer were operating 3 feet from any 


adjacent residence, the estimated ground vibration would be within the range of 0.05 to 0.25 inches 


per second. A conservative limit of 0.5 inches per second is suggested by the U.S. Bureau of Mines 


to help prevent minor cosmetic damage to buildings (i.e., 'hairline' cracking of gypsum board or 


plaster finishes). The estimated ground vibration of 0.05 to 0.25 inches per second is below the 


con~:>ervaiive Uueshold of 0.5 inches per second; Ums, project construction would not result in 
vibration that has the potential to cause a significant impact and construction-related vibration 


impacts of the proposed project would be less than significant. 


Construction impacts on adjacent foundations are addressed under Impact GE-l (geology and 


soils) on page 59. 


Impact N0-3: During project operation, the proposed project would not generate excessive 


groundborne vibration or noise levels. (Less than Significant) 


The project site is in an urbanized area with ambient noise levels typical of those in San Francisco's 


residential neighborhoods. The primary source of ambient noise in the project vicinity is traffic 


flow. San Francisco traffic noise modeling indicates that existing noise levels at the project site 
range from 55 to 60 Ldn. 36 


The project proposes alterations to an existing dwelling unit and the addition of a new accessory 


dwelling unit. Vehicular traffic makes the greatest contribution to ambient noise levels throughout 


most of San Francisco. Based on published scientific acoustic studies, the traffic volumes in a given 


location would need to approximately double to produce an increase in ambient noise levels 


noticeable to most people. 37 Implementation of the proposed project would increase the number 


of daily vehicle trips to and from the project site by approximately 10 trips, 38 which would 


35 Charles M. Salter Associates Inc., 2417 Green Street Vibration Assessment, June 15, 2018. 
36 San Francisco Planning Department, Traffic Noise Model, May 3, 2017. Ldn is the average equivalent sound level over 


a 24-hour period, with a penalty added for noise during the nighttime hours of 10:00 p.m. to 07:00a.m. During the 
nighttime period, 10 decibels is added to reflect the impact of the noise. 


37 FHW A. Highway Traffic Noise Analysis and Abatement Guidance, 
https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environrnent/noise/regulations_and_guidance/analysis_and_abatement_guidance/revguid 
ance.pdf, accessed May 11,2018. 


38 San Francisco Planning Department, Transportation Calculations for 2417 Green Street, February 1, 2019. 
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represent a negligible increase in existing traffic volumes on the surrounding streets and would 
not cause a noticeable increase in the ambient noise level in the project vicinity. 


The proposed project would not require an emergency generator but may include small-scale 
mechanical equipment, specifically an HV AC system, that could produce operational noise. These 
operations would be subject to section 2909 of the City's Noise Ordinance (Article 29 of the San 
Francisco Police Code). Given its size and scale, the stationary equipment at the proposed two-unit 
residential building is unlikely to generate noise that exceeds established standards or results in a 
substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels. Thus, operational noise and vibration 
impacts would be less than significant. 


Impact C-N0-1: The implementation of the proposed project, in combination with past, present, 
and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would not result in a significant cumulative noise 
or vibration impacts. (Less than Significant) 


Cumulative Construction Noise 


The projects listed in Table 2 on page 7 are located one or more blocks away from the project site 
and therefore would be unlikely to combine in a way that would result in cumulative noise 
impacts. Moreover, construction noise from the proposed project and other nearby projects would 
be temporary and intermittent. Thus, project noise effects would not combine with past, present 
and reasonably foreseeable future projects to result in cumulative construction noise impacts. 


Cumulative Vibration 


Vibration effects associated with construction the projects listed in Table 2 would be far enough 
away from the project site such that they would not combine to result in cumulative vibration 
impacts. Thus, cumulative construction vibration impacts are less than significant. 


Cumulative Operational Noise 


Past and present development in the project vicinity may result in permanent increases in ambient 
noise levels from traffic and temporary and periodic increases from repeated and ongoing episodes 
of major construction. Recently approved and reasonably foreseeable nearby projects listed in 
Table 2, including the proposed project, would be expected to result in continuing increases in 
traffic volumes and associated traffic noise, but traffic would be distributed along local roadways 
and would not result in a doubling of traffic volumes along nearby streets. Moreover, the proposed 
project's mechanical equipment and mechanical equipment from reasonably foreseeable 
cumulative projects would be required to comply with the Noise Ordinance. Therefore, in 
combination with reasonably foreseeable cumulative projects, the proposed project would not 
make a considerable contribution to any significant noise impacts during project operation, and 
cumulative operational noise impacts would be less than significant. 
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Topics: 


7. AIR QUALITY. Would the project: 


a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the 
applicable air quality plan? 


b) Result in a cumulatively considerable net 
increase of any criteria pollutant for which the 
project region is non-attainment under an 
applicable federal, state, or regional ambient air 
quality standard? 


c) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial 
pollutant concentrations? 


d) Result in other emissions (such as those leading 
to odors) adversely affecting a substantial 
number of people? 


Overview 
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The Bay Area Air Quality Management District (air district) is the regional agency with jurisdiction 
over the nine-county San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin (air basin), which includes San Francisco, 
Alameda, Contra Costa, Marin, San Mateo, Santa Clara, and Napa counties and portions of Sonoma 
and Solano counties. The air district is responsible for attaining and maintaining federal and state 
air quality standards in the air basin, as established by the federal Clean Air Act and the California 
Clean Air Act, respectively. Specifically, the air district has the responsibility to monitor ambient 
air pollutant levels throughout the air basin and to develop and implement strategies to attain the 
applicable federal and state standards. The federal and state Clean Air Acts require plans to be 
developed for areas that do not meet air quality standards, generally. The most recent air quality 
plan, the 2017 Clean Air Plan, was adopted by the air district on April19, 2017. The 2017 Clean Air 
Plan updates the most recent Bay Area ozone plan, the 2010 Clean Air Plan, in accordance with the 
requirements of the state Clean Air Act to implement all feasible measures to reduce ozone; provide 
a control strategy to reduce ozone, particulate matter, air toxics, and greenhouse gases in a single, 
integrated plan; and establish emission control measures to be adopted or implemented. The 2017 
Clean Air Plan contains the following primary goals: 


e Protect air quality and health at the regional and local scale: Attain all state and national air 
quality standards, and eliminate disparities among Bay Area communities in cancer health risk 
from toxic air contaminants; and 


e Protect the climate: Reduce Bay Area greenhouse gas emissions to 40 percent below 1990 levels 
by 2030 and 80 percent below 1990 levels by 2050. 


The 2017 Clean Air Plan is the most current applicable air quality plan for the air basin. Consistency 
with this plan is the basis for determining whether the proposed project would conflict with or 
obstruct implementation of an air quality plan. 
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Criteria Air Pollutants 


In accordance with the state and federal Clean Air Acts, air pollutant standards are identified for 
the following six criteria air pollutants: ozone, carbon monoxide (CO), particulate matter (PM), 
nitrogen dioxide (NOz), sulfur dioxide (SOz), and lead. These air pollutants are termed criteria air 
pollutants because they are regulated by developing specific public health- and welfare-based 
criteria as the basis for setting permissible levels. In general, the air basin experiences low 
concentrations of most pollutants when compared to federal or state standards. The air basin is 
designated as either in attainment39 or unclassified for most criteria air pollutants with the 
exception of ozone, PMz.s, and PM10, for which these pollutants are designated as non-attainment 
for either the state or federal standards. By its very nature, regional air pollution is largely a 
cumulative impact in that no single project is sufficient in size to, by itself, result in non-attainment 
of air quality standards. Instead, a project's individual emissions contribute to existing cumulative 
air quality impacts. If a project's contribution to cumulative air quality impacts is considerable, 
then the project's impact on air quality would be considered significant. 40 


Land use projects may contribute to regional criteria air pollutants during the construction and 
operational phases of a project. Table 4 identifies air quality significance thresholds followed by a 
discussion of each threshold. Projects that would result in criteria air pollutant emissions below 
these significance thresholds would not violate an air quality standard, contribute substantially to 
an air quality violation, or result in a cumulatively considerable net increase in criteria air 
pollutants within the air basin. 


Table 4 - Criteria Air Pollutant Significance Thresholds 


Construction Thresholds Operational Thresholds 


Pollutant Average Daily Emissions Average Daily Maximum Annual 
(lbs./day) Emissions (lbs./day) Emissions (tons/year) 


ROG 54 54 10 


NOx 54 54 10 


PM1o 82 (exhaust) 82 15 


PMz.s 54 (exhaust) 54 10 


Fugitive Construction Dust Ordinance or 
Not applicable 


dust other best management practices 


Source: Bay Area Air Quality Management District, CEQA Air Quality Guidelines, May 2017, page 
2-1. 


Ozone Precursors. As discussed previously, the air basin is currently designated as non-attainment 
for ozone and particulate matter. Ozone is a secondary air pollutant produced in the atmosphere 
through a complex series of photochemical reactions involving reactive organic gases (ROG) and 


39 "Attainment" status refers to those regions that are meeting federal and/or state standards for a specified criteria 
pollutant. "Non-attainment" refers to regions that do not meet federal and/or state standards for a specified criteria 
pollutant. "Unclassified" refers to regions where there is not enough data to determine the region's attainment status 
for a specified criteria air pollutant. 


40 Bay Area Air Quality Management District, CEQA Air Quality Guidelines, page 2-1, May, 2017, 
http://www.baaqmd.gov/-/media/files/planning-and-research/ceqa/ceqa_guidelines_may2017-pdf.pdf?la=en, 
accessed November 15,2017. 
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oxides of nitrogen (NOx). The potential for a project to result in a cumulatively considerable net 
increase in criteria air pollutants, which may contribute to an existing or projected air quality 
violation, are based on the state and federal Clean Air Acts emissions limits for stationary sources. 
To ensure that new stationary sources do not cause or contribute to a violation of an air quality 
standard, air district regulation 2, rule 2 requires that any new source that emits criteria air 
pollutants above a specified emissions limit must offset those emissions. For ozone precursors ROG 
and NOx, the offset emissions level is an annual average of 10 tons per year (or 54 pounds (lbs.) 
per day).41 These levels represent emissions below which new sources are not anticipated to 
contribute to an air quality violation or result in a considerable net increase in criteria air pollutants. 


Although this regulation applies to new or modified stationary sources, land use development 
projects result in ROG and NOx emissions as a result of increases in vehicle trips, architectural 
coating, and construction activities. Therefore, the above thresholds can be applied to the 
construction and operational phases of land use projects and those projects that result in emissions 
below these thresholds would not be considered to contribute to an existing or projected air quality 
violation or result in a considerable net increase in ROG and NOx emissions. Due to the temporary 
nature of construction activities, only the average daily thresholds are applicable to construction 
phase emissions. 


Particulate Matter (PM10 and PM2.5).42 The air district has not established an offset limit for 
PM2.s. However, the emissions limit in the federal New Source Review for stationary sources in 
nonattainment areas is an appropriate significance threshold. For PMw and PMz.s, the emissions 
limit under New Source Review is 15 tons per year (82lbs. per day) and 10 tons per year (54lbs. 
per day), respectively. These emissions limits represent levels below which a source is not expected 
to have an impact on air quality. 43 Similar to ozone precursor thresholds identified above, land use 
development projects typically result in particulate matter emissions as a result of increases in 
vehicle trips, space heating and natural gas combustion, landscape maintenance, and construction 
activities. Therefore, the above thresholds can be applied to the construction and operational 
phases of a land use project. Again, because construction activities are temporary in nature, only 
the average daily thresholds are applicable to construction-phase emissions. 


Fugitive Dust. Fugitive dust emissions are typically generated during construction phases. Studies 
have shown that the application of best management practices at construction sites significantly 
control fugitive dust44 and individual measures have been shown to reduce fugitive dust by 
anywhere from 30 to 90 percent. 45 The air district has identified a number of best management 
practices to control fugitive dust emissions from construction activities. 46 The City's Construction 
Dust Control Ordinance (ordinance 176-08, effective July 30, 2008) requires a number of measures 


41 Bay Area Air Quality Management District 2009, Revised Draft Options and Justification Report, CEQA Thresholds of 
Significance, page 17, http://sfmea.sfplanning.org!2014.0653E_Revised_FND.pdf, accessed February 19,2019. 


42 PM10 is often termed "coarse" particulate matter and is made of particulates that are 10 microns in diameter or 
smaller. PM2.5, termed "fine" particulate matter, is composed of particles that are 2.5 microns or less in diameter. 


43 Ibid. Footnote 63, page 16. 
44 Western Regional Air Partnership, 2006, WRAP Fugitive Dust Handbook, September 7, 


http://www.wrapair.org/forums/dejf/fdh/content/FDHandbook_Rev _06.pdf, accessed May 11, 2018. 
45 Bay Area Air Quality Management District, CEQA Air Quality Guidelines, page D-47, May, 2017. 
46 Ibid. 
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to control fugitive dust and the best management practices employed in compliance with the 


ordinance are an effective strategy for controlling construction-related fugitive dust. 


Other Criteria Pollutants. Regional concentrations of CO in the Bay Area have not exceeded the 
state standards in the past 11 years and S02 concentrations have never exceeded the standards. The 
primary source of CO emissions from development projects is vehicle traffic. Construction-related 
S02 emissions represent a negligible portion of the total basin-wide emissions and construction


related CO emissions represent less than five percent of the Bay Area total basin-wide CO 
emissions. As discussed previously, the Bay Area is in attainment for both CO and S02. 
Furthermore, the air district has demonstrated, based on modeling, that to exceed the California 
ambient air quality standard of 9.0 ppm (parts per million) (8-hour average) or 20.0 ppm (1-hour 
average) for CO, project traffic in addition to existing traffic would need to exceed 44,000 vehicles 
per hour at affected intersections (or 24,000 vehicles per hour where vertical and/or horizontal 
mixing is limited). Therefore, given the Bay Area's attainment status and the limited CO and S02 
emissions that could result from development projects, development projects would not result in 
a cumulatively considerable net increase in CO or S02 emissions, and quantitative analysis is not 


required. 


Local Health Risks and Hazards 


In addition to criteria air pollutants, individual projects may emit toxic air contaminants (TACs). 
TACs collectively refer to a diverse group of air pollutants that are capable of causing chronic (i.e., 
of long-duration) and acute (i.e., severe but short-term) adverse effects to human health, including 
carcinogenic effects. Human health effects of TACs include birth defects, neurological damage, 
cancer, and mortality. There are hundreds of different types of TACs with varying degrees of 
toxicity. Individual TACs vary greatly in the health risk they present; at a given level of exposure, 
one TAC may pose a hazard that is many times greater than another. 


Unlike criteria air pollutants, TACs do not have ambient air quality standards but are regulated by 
the air district using a risk-based approach to determine which sources and pollutants to control 
as well as the degree of control. A health risk assessment is an analysis in which human health 
exposure to toxic substances is estimated, and considered together with information regarding the 
toxic potency of the substances, to provide quantitative estimates of health risks. 47 


Air pollution does not affect every individual in the population in the same way, and some groups 
are more sensitive to adverse health effects than others. Land uses such as residences, schools, 
children's day care centers, hospitals, and nursing and convalescent homes are considered to be 
the most sensitive to poor air quality because the population groups associated with these uses 
have increased susceptibility to respiratory distress or, as in the case of residential receptors, their 
exposure time is greater than that for other land uses. Therefore, these groups are referred to as 
sensitive receptors. Exposure assessment guidance typically assumes that residences would be 


47 In general, a health risk assessment is required if the air district concludes that projected emissions of a specific air 
toxic compound from a proposed new or modified source suggest a potential public health risk. The applicant is then 
subject to a health risk assessment for the source in question. Such an assessment generally evaluates chronic, long
term effects, estimating the increased risk of cancer as a result of exposure to one or more toxic air contaminants. 
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exposed to air pollution 24 hours per day, seven days a week, for 30 years. 48 Therefore, assessments 


of air pollutant exposure to residents typically result in the greatest adverse health outcomes of all 


population groups. 


Exposures to fine particulate matter (PM2.s) are strongly associated with mortality, respiratory 


diseases, and lung development in children, and other endpoints such as hospitalization for 


cardiopulmonary disease. 49 In addition to PMz.s, diesel particulate matter is also of concern. The 


California Air Resources Board (California air board) identified diesel particulate matter as a TAC 


in 1998, primarily based on evidence demonstrating cancer effects in humans. 50 The estimated 


cancer risk from exposure to diesel exhaust is much higher than the risk associated with any other 


TAC routinely measured in the region. 


In an effort to identify areas of San Francisco most adversely affected by sources of TACs, San 


Francisco partnered with the air district to conduct a citywide health risk assessment based on an 


inventory and assessment of air pollution and exposures from mobile, stationary, and area sources 


within San Francisco. Areas with poor air quality, termed the" Air Pollutant Exposure Zone," were 


identified based on health-protective criteria that consider estimated cancer risk, exposures to fine 


particulate matter, proxirrJty to frccvvays, and locations 'vith particularly Vlllnerable populations. 
The project site is not located within the Air Pollutant Exposure Zone. Each of the Air Pollutant 


Zone criteria is discussed below. 


Excess Cancer Risk. The Air Pollution Exposure Zone includes areas where modeled cancer risk 


exceeds 100 incidents per million persons exposed. This criterion is based on United States 


Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) guidance for conducting air toxic analyses and 


making risk management decisions at the facility and community-scale level. 51 As described by 


the air district, the U.S. EPA considers a cancer risk of 100 per million to be within the "acceptable" 


range of cancer risk Furthermore, in the 1989 preamble to the benzene National Emissions 


Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants rulemaking,52 the U.S. EPA states that it " ... strives to 


provide maximum feasible protection against risks to health from hazardous air pollutants by (1) 


protecting the greatest number of persons possible to an individual lifetime risk level no higher 


than approximately one in one million and (2) limiting to no higher than approximately one in ten 


thousand (100 in one million) the estimated risk that a person living near a plant would have if he 


or she were exposed to the maximum pollutant concentrations for 70 years." The 100 per one 


million excess cancer cases is also consistent with the ambient cancer risk in the most pristine 


portions of the Bay Area based on air district regional modeling. 53 


Fine Particulate Matter. U.S. EPA staff's 2011 review of the federal PMz.s standard concluded that 


the then current federal annual PMz.s standard of 15 f.tg/m3 (micrograms per cubic meter) should 


48 California Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment, 2015, Air Toxics Hot Spot Program Risk Assessment 
Guidelines, Pg. 4-44, 8-6, February, https://oehha.ca.gov/media/downloads/crnr/2015guidancemanual.pdf. 


49 San Francisco Department of Public Health, 2014, Assessment and Mitigation of Air Pollutant Health Effects from 
Intra-Urban Roadways: Guidance for Land Use Planning and Environmental Review. 


50 California Air Resources Board (ARB), Fact Sheet, The Toxic Air Contaminant Identification Process: Toxic Air 
Contaminant Emissions from Diesel-fueled Engines, October, 1998. 


51 Ibid. Footnote 63, page 67. 
52 54 Federal Register 38044, September 14, 1989. 
53 Bay Area Air Quality Management District, 2017, Clean Air Plan, page D-43. 
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be revised to a level within the range of 13 to 11 f.Ag/m3, with evidence strongly supporting a 
standard within the range of 12 to 11 f.Ag/m3. 54 The Air Pollutant Exposure Zone for San Francisco 
is based on the health protective PM2.s standard of 11 f.Ag/m3, as supported by the U.S. EPA's 
assessment, although lowered to 10 f.Ag/m3 to account for uncertainty in accurately predicting air 
pollutant concentrations using emissions modeling programs. 


Proximity to Freeways. According to the California air board, studies have shown an association 
between the proximity of sensitive land uses to freeways and a variety of respiratory symptoms, 
asthma exacerbations, and decreases in lung function in children. Siting sensitive uses in close 
proximity to freeways increases both exposure to air pollution and the potential for adverse health 
effects. As evidence shows that sensitive uses in an area within a 500-foot buffer of any freeway 
are at an increased health risk from air pollution, 55 parcels that are within 500 feet of freeways are 
included in the Air Pollutant Exposure Zone. 


Health Vulnerable Locations. Based on the air district's evaluation of health vulnerability in the 
Bay Area, those ZIP codes (94102, 94103, 94105, 94124, and 94130) in the worst quintile of Bay Area 
health vulnerability scores as a result of air pollution-related causes were afforded additional 
protection by lowering the standards for identifying parcels in the Air Pollutant Exposure Zone to: 
(1) an excess cancer risk greater than 90 per one million persons exposed, and/or (2) PM2.s 
concentrations in excess of 9 f.Ag/m3.56 


The above citywide health risk modeling was also used as the basis in approving amendments to 
the San Francisco Building and Health Codes, referred to as the Enhanced Ventilation Required 
for Urban Infill Sensitive Use Developments or Health Code Article 38 (ordinance 224-14, 
effective December 8, 2014) (article 38). The purpose of article 38 is to protect the public health 
and welfare by establishing an Air Pollutant Exposure Zone and imposing an enhanced 
ventilation requirement for all urban infill sensitive use development within the Air Pollutant 
Exposure Zone. In addition, projects within the Air Pollutant Exposure Zone require special 
consideration to determine whether the project's activities would add a substantial amount of 
emissions to areas already adversely affected by poor air quality. 


Impact AQ-1: The project would not conflict with, or obstruct implementation of, the 2017 
Clean Air Plan. (Less than Significant) 


The most recently adopted air quality plan for the air basin is the 2017 Clean Air Plan. The 2017 
Clean Air Plan is a road map that demonstrates how the San Francisco Bay Area will achieve 
compliance with the state ozone standards as expeditiously as practicable and how the region will 
reduce the transport of ozone and ozone precursors to neighboring air basins. In determining 
consistency with the plan, this analysis considers whether the project would: (1) support the 


54 U.S. EPA, Policy Assessment for the Review of the Particulate Matter National Ambient Air Quality Standards. 
"Particulate Matter Policy Assessment/' April, 2011, 
https:/ /www3.epa.gov/ttn/naaqs/standards/pm/data/20110419pmpafinal.pdf, accessed February 19, 2019. 


55 California Air Resources Board, 2005 Air Quality and Land Use Handbook: A Community Health Perspective. April, 
http://www.arb.ca.gov/ch/landuse.htm. 


56 San Francisco Planning Department and San Francisco Department of Public Health, Air Pollutant Exposure Zone 
Map (Memo and Map), April9, 2014. These documents are part of San Francisco Board of Supervisors File No. 14806, 
Ordinance No. 224-14; Amendment to Health Code Article 38. 
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primary goals of the plan, (2) include applicable control measures from the plan, and (3) avoid 
disrupting or hindering implementation of control measures identified in the plan. 


The primary goals of the plan are to (1) protect air quality and health at the regional and local scale; 
(2) eliminate disparities among Bay Area communities in cancer health risk from toxic air 
contaminants; and (3) protect the climate by reducing greenhouse gas emissions. To meet the 
primary goals, the plan recommends specific control measures and actions. These control measures 
are grouped into various categories and include stationary and area source measures, mobile 
source measures, transportation control measures, land use measures, and energy and climate 
measures. The plan recognizes that to a great extent, community design dictates individual travel 
mode, and that a key long-term control strategy to reduce emissions of criteria pollutants, air toxics, 
and greenhouse gases from motor vehicles is to channel future Bay Area growth into vibrant urban 
communities where goods and services are close at hand, and people have a range of viable 
transportation options. To this end, the plan includes 85 control measures aimed at reducing air 
pollution in the air basin. 


The measures applicable to the proposed project site are in the transportation sector (bicycle 
parkirLg requirerrtertt), ertergy efficiency sector (vvater and energy· conservation requirements), 
waste reduction sector (mandatory recycling and composting and demolition debris recycling 
requirements) and environment/conservation sector (tree planting requirements, construction site 
runoff prevention best management practices, and the use of low-emission building materials). The 
proposed project's impact with respect to greenhouse gases are discussed in Section F.8, 
Greenhouse Gas Emissions, which demonstrates that the proposed project would comply with the 
applicable provisions of the City's greenhouse gas reduction strategy. 


The compact development of the proposed project and high availability of viable transportation 
options ensure that residents could bicycle, walk, and ride transit to and from the project site 
instead of taking trips via private automobile. These features ensure that the project would avoid 
substantial growth in automobile trips and vehicle miles traveled. The proposed project's 
anticipated 10 daily vehicle trips would result in a negligible increase in air pollutant emissions. 
Furthermore, the proposed project would be generally consistent with the San Francisco General 
Plan, as discussed in Section D above under Plans and Policies. Transportation control measures 
that are identified in the 2017 Clean Air Plan are implemented by the San Francisco General Plan 
and the planning code, for example, through the city's Transit First Policy, bicycle parking 
requirements, and transit impact development fees. Compliance with these requirements would 
ensure the project includes relevant transportation control measures specified in the 2017 Clean 
Air Plan. Therefore, the proposed project would include applicable control measures identified in 
the 2017 Clean Air Plan to the meet the 2017 Clean Air Plan's primary goals. 


Examples of a project that could cause the disruption or delay of 2017 Clean Air Plan control 
measures are projects that would preclude the extension of a transit line or bike path, or projects 
that propose excessive parking beyond parking requirements. The proposed project would expand 
an existing, vacant single-family home and add an accessory dwelling unit in a dense, walkable 
urban area near a concentration of regional and local transit service. It would not preclude the 
extension of a transit line or a bike path or any other transit improvement, and thus would not 
disrupt or hinder implementation of control measures identified in the 2017 Clean Air Plan. 
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For the reasons described above, the proposed project would not interfere with implementation of 
the 2017 Clean Air Plan, and because the proposed project would be consistent with the applicable 
air quality plan that demonstrates how the region will improve ambient air quality and achieve the 
state and federal ambient air quality standards, this impact would be less than significant. 


Construction Air Quality Impacts 


Project-related air quality impacts fall into two categories: short-term impacts from construction 
and long-term impacts from project operation. The following addresses construction-related air 
quality impacts resulting from the proposed project. 


Impact AQ-2: The project's construction activities would generate fugitive dust and criteria air 
pollutants but would not result in a cumulatively considerable net increase in criteria air 
pollutants. (Less than Significant) 


Construction activities (short-term) typically result in emissions of ozone precursors and fine 
particulate matter in the form of dust (fugitive dust) and exhaust (e.g., vehicle tailpipe emissions). 
Emissions of ozone precursors and fine particular matter are primarily a result of the combustion 
of fuel from on-road and off-road vehicles. However, ROGs are also emitted from activities that 
involve painting, other types of architectural coatings, or asphalt paving. The proposed project 
would expand an existing single-family home and add an accessory dwelling unit. During the 
project's approximately three- to five-month construction period, construction activities would 
have the potential to result in emissions of ozone precursors and fine particulate matter, as 
discussed below. 


Fugitive Dust 


Project-related demolition, excavation, grading, and other construction activities may cause wind
blown dust that could contribute particulate matter into the local atmosphere. Depending on 
exposure, adverse health effects can occur due to this particulate matter in general and also due to 
specific contaminants such as lead or asbestos that may be constituents of soil. Although there are 
federal standards for air pollutants and implementation of state and regional air quality control 
plans, air pollutants continue to have impacts on human health throughout the country. California 
has found that particulate matter exposure can cause health effects at lower levels than national 
standards. The current health burden of particulate matter demands that, where possible, public 
agencies take feasible available actions to reduce sources of particulate matter exposure. According 
to the California air board, reducing PM2.5 concentrations to state and federal standards of 12 
flg/m3 in the San Francisco Bay Area would prevent between 200 and 1,300 premature deaths. 57 


In response, the San Francisco Board of Supervisors approved the Construction Dust Control 
Ordinance (ordinance 176-08, effective July 30, 2008) with the intent oheducing the quantity of 
dust generated during site preparation, demolition and construction work in order to protect the 


57 ARB, Methodology for Estimating Premature Deaths Associated with Long-term Exposure to Fine Airborne 
Particulate Matter in California, Staff Report, Table 4c, October 24, 2008. 
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health of the general public and of onsite workers, minimize public nuisance complaints, and to 
avoid orders to stop work by the Department of Building Inspection. 


The Construction Dust Control Ordinance requires that all site preparation work, demolition, or 
other construction activities within San Francisco that have the potential to create dust or to expose 
or disturb more than 10 cubic yards or 500 square feet of soil comply with specified dust control 
measures whether or not the activity requires a permit from the Department of Building Inspection. 
The Director of the Department of Building Inspection may waive this requirement for activities 
on sites less than one half-acre that are unlikely to result in any visible wind-blown dust. 


In compliance with the Construction Dust Control Ordinance, the project sponsor and the 
contractor responsible for construction activities at the project site would be required to use the 
following practices to control construction dust on the site or other practices that result in 
equivalent dust control that are acceptable to the director. Dust suppression activities may include 
watering all active construction areas sufficiently to prevent dust from becoming airborne; 
increased watering frequency may be necessary whenever wind speeds exceed 15 miles per hour. 
During excavation and dirt-moving activities, contractors shall wet sweep or vacuum the streets, 
t)idewalks, pail1s, artd illlersectio11s wl-tere work is irt progress at tl1e erld of the vvorkday. Inactive 
stockpiles (where no disturbance occurs for more than seven days) greater than 10 cubic yards or 
500 square feet of excavated material, backfill material, import material, gravel, sand, road base, 
and soil shall be covered with a 10 mil (0.01 inch) polyethylene plastic (or equivalent) tarp, braced 
down, or use other equivalent soil stabilization techniques. San Francisco ordinance 175-91 restricts 
the use of potable water for soil compaction and dust control activities undertaken in conjunction 
with any construction or demolition project occurring within the boundaries of San Francisco, 
unless permission is obtained from the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission. Non-potable 
water must be used for soil compaction and dust control activities during project construction and 
demolition. The San Francisco Public Utilities Commission operates a recycled water truck-fill 
station at the Southeast Water Pollution Control Plant that provides recycled water for these 
activities at no charge. 


Compliance with the regulations and procedures set forth by the Dust Control Ordinance would 
ensure that fugitive dust generated by the project's construction activities would not result in a 
cumulatively considerable net increase in criteria air pollutants. 


Criteria Air Pollutants 


As discussed above, construction activities would result in emissions of criteria air pollutants from 
the use of off- and on-road vehicles and equipment. To assist lead agencies in determining whether 
short-term construction-related air pollutant emissions require further a..<alysis as to whether the 
project may exceed the criteria air pollutant significance thresholds shown in Table 4 on page 34, 
the air district, in its CEQA Air Quality Guidelines (May 2017), developed screening criteria. If a 
proposed project meets the screening criteria, then construction of the project would result in less
than-significant criteria air pollutant impacts. A project that exceeds the screening criteria may 
require a detailed air quality assessment to determine whether criteria air pollutant emissions 
would exceed significance thresholds. The CEQA Air Qualihj Guidelines note that the screening 
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levels are generally representative of new development on greenfield 58 sites without any form of 
mitigation measures taken into consideration. In addition, the screening criteria do not account for 
project design features, attributes, or local development requirements that could also result in 
lower emissions. 


The proposed project would expand an existing single-family home and add an accessory dwelling 
unit. The size of proposed construction activities would be well below the criteria air pollutant 
screening sizes identified in the air district's CEQA Air Qualihj Guidelines. Thus, quantification of 
construction-related criteria air pollutant emissions is not required, and the proposed project's 
construction activities would result in a less-than-significant criteria air pollutant impact. 


In conclusion, the project would not result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any 
criteria pollutant for which the project region is non-attainment under an applicable federal, state, 
or regional ambient air quality standard. 


Impact AQ-3: The project's construction activities would not expose sensitive receptors to 
substantial pollutant concentrations. (Less than Significant) 


As discussed above, the project site is not within an Air Pollutant Exposure Zone. During project 
construction, emissions would be temporary and variable in nature and would not be expected to 
expose sensitive receptors to substantial air pollutants. Furthermore, the project would be required 
to comply with California regulations limiting idling to no more than five minutes. 59 Thus, the 
proposed project a would not generate toxic air contaminants, including diesel particulate matter, 
exposing sensitive receptors to substantial air pollutant concentrations, and this impact would be 
less than significant. 


Operational Air Quality Impacts 


Land use projects typically result in emissions of criteria air pollutants and toxic air contaminants 
primarily from an increase in motor vehicle trips. However, land use projects may also result in 
criteria air pollutants and toxic air contaminants from combustion of natural gas, landscape 
maintenance, use of consumer products, and architectural coating. The following addresses air 
quality impacts resulting from operation of the proposed project. 


Impact AQ-4: Project operations would not result in a cumulatively considerable net increase in 
criteria air pollutants and would not expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant 
concentrations. (Less than Significant) 


As discussed above in Impact AQ-2, the air district, in its CEQA Air Qualihj Guidelines (May 2017), 
has developed screening criteria to determine whether a project requires an analysis of project
generated criteria air pollutants. If all the screening criteria are met by a proposed project, then the 
lead agency or applicant does not need to perform a detailed air quality assessment. 


58 A greenfield site refers to agricultural or forest land or an undeveloped site earmarked for commercial, residential, or 
industrial projects. 


59 California Code of Regulations, Title 13, Division 3, § 2485 (on-road) and§ 2449(d)(2) (off-road). 


Case No. 2017-002545ENV 42 2417 Green Street 







The proposed project would expand an existing single-family home and add an accessory dwelling 
unit. The proposed project would be well below the criteria air pollutant screening sizes for 
construction and operation of low- and mid-rise apartments identified in the air district's CEQA 
Air Quality Guidelines. Thus, the proposed project would not result in a cumulatively considerable 
net increase in criteria air pollutants. 


Vehicle trips are the primary source of toxic air contaminants that could result in health risk 
impacts to sensitive receptors (i.e., people exposed to the toxic air contaminants). The proposed 
project's estimated 10 daily vehicle trips would be well below the 10,0000 vehicle-per-day 'minor, 
low-impact' source of toxic air contaminants that the Bay Area Air Quality Management District 
estimates could pose a significant health risk. Also, as noted above, the proposed project would 
not require an emergency generator. Therefore, the proposed project would not exposure sensitive 
receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations, and this impact is less than significant. 


Impact AQ-5: The proposed project would not create objectionable odors that would affect a 
substantial number of people. (Less than Significant) 


Typical odor sources of concern include 'Alastev1ater treatment plants, saPitary landfills, trc;.nsfer 
stations, composting facilities, petroleum refineries, asphalt batch plants, chemical manufacturing 
facilities, fiberglass manufacturing facilities, auto body shops, rendering plants, and coffee roasting 
facilities. During construction, diesel exhaust from construction equipment would generate some 
odors; however, construction-related odors would be temporary and would not persist upon 
project completion. The proposed project's new residential use would not be a significant source 
of new odors. Therefore, odor impacts would be less than significant. 


Cumulative Air Quality Impacts 


Impact C-AQ-1: The proposed project, in combination with past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future development in the project area would not contribute to cumulative air 
quality impacts. (Less than Significant) 


As discussed above, regional air pollution is by its very nature largely a cumulative impact. 
Emissions from past, present, and future projects contribute to the region's adverse air quality on 
a cumulative basis. No single project by itself would be sufficient in size to result in regional 
nonattainment of ambient air quality standards. Instead, a project's individual emissions 
contribute to existing cumulative adverse air quality impacts. 60 The project-level thresholds for 
criteria air pollutants are based on levels by which new sources are not anticipated to contribute to 
an air quality violation or result in a considerable net increase in criteria air pollutants. Therefore, 
because the proposed project's construction (Impact AQ-2) and operational (Impact AQ-4) 
emissions would not exceed the project-level thresholds for criteria air pollutants, the proposed 
project would not be considered to result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to regional 
air quality impacts. Furthermore, as discussed above, the project site is not located in an area that 
already experiences poor air quality and project operations would not contribute to substantial 


60 Bay Area Air Quality Management District, CEQA Air Quality Guidelines, page 2-1, May 2017. 
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pollutant concentrations or other emissions. Thus, cumulative air quality impacts would be less 


than significant. 


Topics: 


8. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS. Would the 
project: 


a) Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either 
directly or indirectly, that may have a significant 
impact on the environment? 


b) Conflict with any applicable plan, policy or 
regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing 
the emissions of greenhouse gases? 


Potentially 
Significant 


Impact 


D 


D 


Less Than 
Significant 


with 
Mitigation 


Incorporated 


D 


D 


Less Than 
Significant 


Impact 
No 


Impact 


D 


D 


Not 
Applicable 


D 


D 


Greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions and global climate change represent cumulative impacts. GHG 


emissions cumulatively contribute to the significant adverse environmental impacts of global 
climate change. No single project could generate enough GHG emissions to noticeably change the 


global average temperature; instead, the combination of GHG emissions from past, present, and 


future projects have contributed and will continue to contribute to global climate change and its 


associated environmental impacts. 


The Bay Area Air Quality Management District (air district) has prepared guidelines and 


methodologies for analyzing GHGs. These guidelines are consistent with CEQA Guidelines 
sections 15064.4 and 15183.5, which address the analysis and determination of significant impacts 


from a proposed project's GHG emissions. CEQA Guidelines section 15064.4 allows lead agencies 


to rely on a qualitative analysis to describe GHG emissions resulting from a project. CEQA 
Guidelines section 15183.5 allows for public agencies to analyze and mitigate GHG emissions as 


part of a larger plan for the reduction of GHGs and describes the required contents of such a plan. 


Accordingly, San Francisco has prepared Strategies to Address Greenhouse Gas Emissions61 which 


presents a comprehensive assessment of policies, programs, and ordinances that collectively 


represent San Francisco's qualified GHG reduction strategy in compliance with the CEQA 


Guidelines. These GHG reduction actions have resulted in a 28 percent reduction in GHG 
emissions in 2015 compared to 1990 levels,62 exceeding the year 2020 reduction goals outlined in 


the air district's 2017 Clean Air Plan, Executive Order S-3-05, and Assembly Bil132 (also known as 
the Global Warming Solutions Act).63 


61 San Francisco Planning Department, 2017, Strategies to Address Greenhouse Gas Emissions in San Francisco, 2017, 
https://sfplanning.org/project/greenhouse-gas-reduction-strategies, accessed February 19, 2019. 


62 San Francisco Department of the Environment, San Francisco's Carbon Footprint, https://sfenvironment.org!carbon
footprint, accessed July 19, 2017. 


63 Executive Order S-3-05, Assembly Bill32, and the air district's 2017 Clean Air Plan (continuing the trajectory set in the 
2010 Clean Air Plan) set a target of reducing GHG emissions to below 1990 levels by year 2020. 
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Given that the City has met the state and region's 2020 GHG reduction targets and San Francisco's 
GHG reduction goals are consistent with, or more aggressive than, the long-term goals established 
under order S-3-05, 64 order B-30-15, 65,66 and Senate Bill32, 67,68 the City's GHG reduction goals are 
consistent with order S-3-05, order B-30-15, Assembly Bi1132, Senate Bi1132 and the 2017 Clean Air 
Plan. Therefore, proposed projects that are consistent with the City's GHG reduction strategy 
would be consistent with the aforementioned GHG reduction goals, would not conflict with these 
plans or result in significant GHG emissions, and would therefore not exceed San Francisco's 
applicable GHG threshold of significance. 


The following analysis of the proposed project's impact on climate change focuses on the project's 
contribution to cumulatively significant GHG emissions. Because no individual project could emit 
GHGs at a level that could result in a significant impact on the global climate, this analysis is in a 
cumulative context, and this section does not include an individual project-specific impact 
statement. 


Impact C-GG-1: The proposed project would generate greenhouse gas emissions, but not at 
levels that would result in a significant impact on the environment or conflict with any policy, 
plan, oi Iegulalion adopted for the purpose of reducing greenhouse gas emissions. (Less than 
Significant) 


Individual projects contribute to the cumulative effects of climate change by directly or indirectly 
emitting GHGs during construction and operational phases. Direct operational emissions include 
GHG emissions from new vehicle trips and area sources (natural gas combustion). Indirect 
emissions include emissions from electricity providers; energy required to pump, treat, and convey 
water; and emissions associated with waste removal, disposal, and landfill operations. 


The proposed project involves the expansion of an existing single-family home and the addition of 
an accessory dwelling unit. Therefore, the proposed project would contribute to annual long-term 


64 Office of the Governor, Executive Order S-3-05, 2005, 
http://www.pcl.org/projects/2008symposium/proceedings/Coatsworth12.pdf, accessed March 16,2016. Executive 
Order S-3-05 sets forth a series of target dates by which statewide emissions of GHGs need to be progressively 
reduced, as follows: by 2010, reduce GHG emissions to 2000 levels (approximately 457 million metric tons of carbon 
dioxide equivalents (MTC02E)); by 2020, reduce emissions to 1990 levels (approximately 427 million MTC02E); and 
by 2050 reduce emissions to 80 percent below 1990 levels (approximately 85 million MTC02E). Because of the 
differential heat absorption potential of various GHGs, GHG emissions are frequently measured in "carbon dioxide
equivalents," which present a weighted average based on each gas's heat absorption (or "global warming") potential. 


65 Office of the Governor, Executive Order B-30-15, April29, 2015. https://www.gov.ca.gov/news.php?id=18938, 
accessed November 15,2017. Executive Order B-30-15, issued on April29, 2015, sets forth a target of reducing GHG 
emissions to 40 percent below 1990 levels by 2030 (estimated at 2.9 million MTC02E). 


66 San Francisco's GHG reduction goals are codified in section 902 of the Environment Code and include: (i) by 2008, 
determine City GHG emissions for year 1990; (ii) by 2017, reduce GHG emissions by 25 percent below 1990 levels; (iii) 
by 2025, reduce GHG emissions by 40 percent below 1990 levels; and by 2050, reduce GHG emissions by 80 percent 
below 1990 levels. 


67 Senate Bill32 amends California Health and Safety Code Division 25.5 (also known as the California Global Warming 
Solutions Act of 2006) by adding section 38566, which directs that statewide greenhouse gas emissions to be reduced 
by 40 percent below 1990 levels by 2030. 


68 Senate Bill32 was paired with Assembly Bill197, which would modify the structure of the State Air Resources Board; 
institute requirements for the disclosure of greenhouse gas emissions criteria pollutants, and toxic air contaminants; 
and establish requirements for the review and adoption of rules, regulations, and measures for the reduction of 
greenhouse gas emissions. 
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increases in GHGs as a result of increased vehicle trips (mobile sources) and residential operations 
that result in an increase in energy use, water use, wastewater treatment, and solid waste disposal. 
Construction activities would also result in temporary increases in GHG emissions. The proposed 
project would be subject to regulations adopted to reduce GHG emissions as identified in the GHG 
reduction strategy. As discussed below, compliance with the applicable regulations would reduce 
the project's GHG emissions related to transportation, energy efficiency, waste reduction, and 
conservation. 


Compliance with the City's bicycle parking requirements would reduce the proposed project's 
transportation-related emissions by reducing GHG emissions from single-occupancy vehicles and 
promoting the use of alternative transportation modes with zero GHG emissions. The City's energy 
efficiency requirements that are applicable to the project include residential water conservation 
measures (showerhead and faucet replacement) and residential energy conservation measures 
(attic insulation). 


The City's waste-reduction requirements that are applicable to the project include mandatory 
recycling and composting and construction and demolition debris recycling. Compliance with 
these measures would reduce the amount of materials sent to a landfill, thus reducing GHGs 
emitted by landfill operations, and promoting the reuse of materials, which conserves their 
embodied energy69 and reduces the energy required to produce new materials. In the 
environment/conservation sector, the project would comply with the City's street tree planting 
requirements (which increase carbon sequestration), wood-burning device restrictions (which 
reduce emissions of GHGs and black carbon), and use low-emitting finishes (which limits the 
release of volatile organic compounds70). 


Thus, the proposed project was determined to be consistent with San Francisco's GHG reduction 
strategy. 71 These regulations have proven effective, as San Francisco's GHG emissions have 
measurably decreased when compared to 1990 emissions levels, demonstrating that the City has 
met and exceeded Executive Order S-3-05, Assembly Bill 32, and the 2017 Clean Air Plan GHG 
reduction goals for the year 2020. Furthermore, the City has met its 2017 GHG reduction goal of 
reducing GHG emissions to 25 percent below 1990 levels by 2017. Other existing regulations, such 
as those implemented through Assembly Bill 32, will continue to reduce a proposed project's 
contribution to climate change. In addition, San Francisco's local GHG reduction targets are 
consistent with the long-term GHG reduction goals of Executive Order S-3-05, Executive Order B-
30-15, Assembly Bill32, Senate Bill32 and the 2017 Clean Air Plan. Therefore, because the proposed 
project is consistent with the City's GHG reduction strategy, it is also consistent with the GHG 
reduction goals of Executive Order S-3-05, Executive Order B-30-15, Assembly Bill 32, Senate Bill 
32 and the 2017 Clean Air Plan, would not conflict with these plans, and would therefore not exceed 


69 Embodied energy is the total energy required for the extraction, processing, manufacture and delivery of building 
materials to the building site. 


70 While not a GHG, volatile organic compounds are precursor pollutants that form ground level ozone. Increased 
ground level ozone is an anticipated effect of future global warming that would result in added health effects locally. 
Reducing volatile organic compound emissions would reduce the anticipated local effects of global warming. 


71 San Francisco Planning Department, Greenhouse Gas Analysis: Compliance Checklist for 2417 Green Street, January 
31,2019. 
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San Francisco's applicable GHG threshold of significance. As such, the proposed project would 
result in a less-than-significant impact with respect to GHG emissions. 


Topics: 


9. WIND. Would the project: 


a) Create wind hazards in publicly accessible areas 
of substantial pedestrian use? 


Potentially 
Significant 


Impact 


0 


Less Than 
Significant 


with 
Mitigation 


Incorporated 


D 


Less Than 
Significant No Not 


Impact Impact Applicable 


~ 0 0 


Impact WI-1: The proposed project would not create wind hazards in publicly accessible areas 
of substantial pedestrian use. (Less than Significant) 


In San Francisco, average winds speeds are the highest in the summer and lowest in winter. 
However, the strongest peak wind speeds occur in winter. The highest average wind speeds occur 
in mid-afternoon and the lowest in the early morning. Based on over 40 years of recordkeeping, 
the highest mean hourly wind speeds (approximately 20 mph) occur midaftemoon in July, while 
the lowest mean hourly wind speeds (in the range of 6 to 9 mph) occur throughout the day in 
November. Meteorological data collected at the old San Francisco Federal Building at 50 United 
Nations Plaza over a six-year period72 show that westerly73 through northwesterly winds are the 
most frequent and strongest winds during all seasons. Of the 16 primary wind directions, four have 
the greatest frequency of occurrence: these are northwest, west-northwest, west, and southwest 
(referred to as prevailing winds). 


Analysis of the Federal Building wind data shows that during the hours from 6:00a.m. to 8:00p.m., 
about 70 percent of the winds blow from five adjacent directions of the 16 directions as follows: 
northwest (10 percent of all winds), west-northwest (14 percent of all winds), west (35 percent of 
all winds), west-southwest (accounting for 2 percent of all winds), and southwest (9 percent of all 
winds). In San Francisco, over 90 percent of all measured winds with speeds over 13 mph blow 
from these five directions. The other 10 percent of winds over 13 mph are from storms and can 
come from any other direction. 


Section 148 of the San Francisco Planning Code establishes wind comfort and wind hazard criteria 
used to evaluate new development in four areas of the city. Section 148 provides that any new 
building or addition in these areas of the city that would cause wind speeds to exceed the hazard 
level of 26-mph-equivalent wind speed (as defined in the planning code) more than one hour of 
any year must be modified to meet this criterion. (The 26 mph standard accounts for short-term
three-minute averaged-wind observations at 36 mph as equivalent to the frequency of an hourly 
averaged wind of 26 mph. As noted above, winds over 34 mph make it difficult for a person to 


72 Arens, E. eta!., "Developing the San Francisco Wind Ordinance and its Guidelines for Compliance," Building and 
Environment, Vol. 24, No.4, pages 297-303, 1989. 


73 Wind directions are reported as directions from which the winds blow. 
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maintain balance, and gusts can blow a person over.) While the proposed project is not subject to 
section 148, the planning department uses the wind hazard criterion as the CEQA significance 
threshold to determine whether a proposed project would substantially alter ground-level winds 
in public areas in an adverse manner. 


Building structures near or greater than 100 feet in height could create pedestrian level conditions 
such that the wind hazard criterion of 26-mph-equivalent wind speed for a single hour of the year 
would be exceeded. There is no threshold height that triggers the need for wind-tunnel testing to 
determine whether the building design would result in street-level winds that exceed the standard. 
It is generally understood, however, from many prior wind-tunnel tests on a variety of projects 
throughout San Francisco that most, if not all, buildings under SO feet do not result in adverse wind 
effects at street level, barring unusual circumstances. 


The proposed project would construct one- and three-story horizontal rear additions, and third 
and fourth floor vertical additions that would not exceed the existing approximately 45-foot-tall 
building. Because the project elements would all be well below 100 feet tall and because the 
project site is not located near any other tall buildings, the project would not alter wind in a 
manner that creates wind hazards in publicly accessible areas. Therefore, impacts related to wind 
hazards in publicly accessible areas of substantial pedestrian use would be less than significant. 


Impact C-WI-1: The proposed project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable projects, would not result in cumulatively considerable impacts related to wind. 
(Less than Significant) 


As discussed above, the proposed modification to the building would be less than 100 feet tall and 
would not alter wind in a manner that substantially affects public areas. For this reason, the project 
would not combine with cumulative development projects to create or contribute to a cumulative 
wind impact. 


Topics: 


10. SHADOW. Would the project: 


a) Create new shadow that substantially and 
adversely affects the use and enjoyment of 
publicly accessible open space? 


Potentially 
Significant 


Impact 


D 


Less Than 
Significant 


with 
Mitigation 


Incorporated 


D 


Less Than 
Significant No Not 


Impact Impact Applicable 


t8J D D 


Impact SH-1: The proposed project would not create new shadow that substantially and 
adversely affects the use and enjoyment of publicly accessible open space. (Less than 
Significant) 


In an urban environment, shadow is a function of the height, size, and massing of buildings and 
other elements of the built environment, and the angle of the sun. The angle of the sun varies due 
to the time of day (from rotation of the earth) and the change in seasons (due to the earth's elliptical 
orbit around the sun and the earth's tilted axis). Morning and afternoon shadows are typically 
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longer because the sun is lower in the sky. The longer mid-day shadows are cast during the winter, 
when the mid-day sun is lowest in the sky, and the shorter mid-day shadows are cast during the 
summer, when the mid-day sun is higher in the sky. At the time of the summer solstice (which falls 
on approximately June 21 of every year), the mid-day sun is highest in the sky, and the longest day 
and shortest night occur on this date. Conversely, the shortest day and longest night occur on the 
winter solstice (which falls on approximately December 21 of every year). The vernal and fall 


equinoxes (when day and night are equal in length) represent the halfway point between solstices. 


San Francisco Planning Code section 295, which was adopted in response to Proposition K (passed 
November 1984), mandates that new structures above 40 feet in height that would cast additional 
shadows on properties under the jurisdiction of, or designated to be acquired by, the Recreation 
and Parks Department cannot be approved by the Planning Commission (based on 
recommendation from the Recreation and Park Commission) if the shadow "will have any adverse 


impact on the use" of the park, unless the impact is determined to be insignificant. The proposed 
project would expand an existing four-story 45-foot-tall single-family home and add one accessory 


dwelling unit but would not have the potential to cast new shadow on nearby parks or open spaces. 
Section 295(a)(4) exempts "structures of the same height and in the same location as structures in 


place on June 6, 1984." ln any event, a 43-foot shadow fan illustrates that project would not cast 
shadow on Recreation & Parks land or publicly accessible open space. 74 The park and recreational 
facilities closest to the project site are the 11.9-acre Alta Plaza located four blocks south of the 
project site, and the 1,480-acre Presidio of San Francisco, located five blocks west of the project site. 
Given the distance between the project site and these parks, as well as the existing and proposed 
height of the building (approximately 45 feet tall), the proposed project would not result in new 


shadow on nearby publicly accessible open spaces. 


The proposed project would shade portions of streets, sidewalks, and private properties in the 
project vicinity at various times of the day throughout the year. Shadows on streets and sidewalks 
would not exceed levels commonly expected in urban areas and would be considered a less-than


significant effect under CEQA. Although occupants of nearby properties may regard the increase 
in shadow as undesirable, the limited increase in shading of private properties as a result of the 
proposed project would not be considered a significant impact under CEQ A. For these reasons, the 
proposed project would not create new shadow that substantially and adversely affects the use 
and enjoyment of publicly accessible open space. 


Impact C-SH-1: The proposed project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable projects, would not result in cumulatively considerable impacts related to shadow. 
(Less than Significant) 


74 San Francisco Planning Department, 2417 Green Street Shadow fan modeled from proposed 43-foot tall building, May 
30, 2019. At its highest point, the existing building is almost 45 feet tall. Since it is on an upsloping lot, the height 
varies along with the slope and gradually becomes shorter as the grade increases towards the rear. With the proposed 
alteration to the roofline, the project would result in a decrease in the building height at the front by approximately 3 
feet. 
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As discussed above, the proposed building would not result in any net new shadow on any 
publicly accessible open spaces, and thus would not combine with cumulative development 
projects to create or contribute to a cumulative shadow impact. 


Topics: 


11. RECREATION. Would the project: 


a) Increase the use of existing neighborhood and 
regional parks or other recreational facilities such 
that substantial physical deterioration of the 
facilities would occur or be accelerated? 


b) Include recreational facilities or require the 
construction or expansion of recreational 
facilities that might have an adverse physical 
effect on the environment? 


Potentially 
Significant 


Impact 


D 


D 


Less Than 
Significant 


with 
Mitigation 


Incorporated 


D 


D 


Less Than 
Significant No Not 


Impact Impact Applicable 


[gl D D 


D D 


Impact RE-1: The proposed project would not increase the use of existing parks and recreational 
facilities, would not deteriorate any such facilities, and would not require the expansion of such 
facilities. (Less than Significant) 


As noted above, the park and recreational facilities closest to the project site are the 11.9-acre Alta 
Plaza located four blocks south of the project site, and the 1,480-acre Presidio of San Francisco, 
located five blocks west of the project site. The project site would provide passive recreational uses 
onsite for the residents through the approximately 600-square-foot backyard. In addition, residents 
of the proposed units would be within walking distance of the above-noted open spaces. 


The projected five new permanent residents on the project site would not substantially increase 
demand for, or use of, neighborhood parks or recreational facilities such that substantial physical 
deterioration would be expected. Also, the new residents would not require the construction of 
new recreational facilities or the expansion of existing facilities. For these reasons, the proposed 
project would have a less-than-significant impact on recreational facilities and resources. 


Impact C-RE-1: The proposed project, in combination with past, present and reasonably 
foreseeable future projects, would not result in cumulative impacts on recreational facilities or 
resources. (Less than Significant) 


Cumulative residential development in the project vicinity would result in an intensification of 
land uses and a cumulative increase in the demand for recreational facilities and resources in the 
project vicinity and in the city overall. The City has accounted for such growth in the 2014 update 
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of the Recreation and Open Space Element of the San Francisco General Plan. 75 In addition, San 
Francisco voters passed two bond measures, in 2008 and 2012, to fund the acquisition, planning, 
and renovation of City recreational resources. For these reasons, the proposed project would not 
combine with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects in the project vicinity to 
create a significant cumulative impact on recreational facilities or resources. 


Less Than 
Significant 


Potentially with Less Than 
Significant Mitigation Significant No Not 


Topics: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact Applicable 


12. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS. 


Would the project: 


a) Require or result in the relocation or construction D D D D 
of new or expanded water, wastewater 
treatment, or stormwater drainage, electric 
power, natural gas, or telecommunications 
facilities, the construction or relocation of which 
could cause significant environmental effects? 


b) Have sufficient water supplies available to serve D D D D 
the project and reasonably foreseeable future 
development during normal, dry, and multiple 
dry years? 


c) Result in a determination by the wastewater D D D D 
treatment provider which serves or may serve 
the project that it has inadequate capacity to 
serve the project's projected demand in addition 
to the provider's existing commitments? 


d) Generate solid waste in excess of state or local D D D D 
standards, or in excess of the capacity of local 
infrastructure, or otherwise impair the 
attainment of solid waste reduction goals? 


e) Comply with federal, state, and local D D D D 
management and reduction statutes and 
regulations related to solid waste? 


Impact UT-1: Implementation of the proposed project would not exceed the wastewater 
treatment capacity of the provider that would serve the project and would not require or result 
in the relocation or construction of new or expanded water, wastewater treatment, or stormwater 
drainage, electric power, natural gas, or telecommunications facilities. (Less than Significant) 


Most of San Francisco, including the project site, is served by a combined wastewater system. 
Under such a system, sewage and storm water flows are captured by a single collection system and 
the combined flows are treated through the same wastewater treatment plants. The San Francisco 


75 San Francisco Planning Department, San Francisco General Plan, Recreation and Open Space Element, April2014, 
pp. 20-36, http://www.sf-planning.org/ftp/General_plan/Recreation_OpenSpace_Element_ADOPTED.pdf, accessed 
May 20, 2016. 


Case No. 2017-002545ENV 51 2417 Green Street 







Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC) provides and operates water supply and wastewater 
treatment facilities for the city. Pacific Gas and Electric Company provides electricity and natural 
gas to the project site, and various private companies provide telecommunications facilities. 


The proposed project would add an estimated five new residents to the currently vacant project 
site; this would result in an incremental increase in the demand for water and wastewater 
treatment, but not in excess of amounts expected and provided for in the project area by the SFPUC. 
Further, the proposed project would incorporate water-conserving design features, such as low
flush toilets and showerheads, which would reduce both water demand and wastewater 
production. Wastewater and water lines that serve the project site have sufficient capacity to serve 
the population added to the area by the project. The SFPUC's treatment facilities have adequate 
capacity to serve the growth anticipated in the general plan. The project would not cause collection 
treatment capacity of the sewer system in the city to be exceeded. 


The project would result in an incremental increase in the demand for electricity, natural gas, and 
telecommunications, which is not in excess of amounts expected and provided for in the project 
area by utility service providers. 


For the reasons discussed above, the utilities demand associated with the project-related residential 
population increase would not exceed the service capacity of the existing providers and would not 
require the construction of new facilities or expansion of existing facilities. Therefore, this impact 
would be less than significant. 


Impact UT-2: Sufficient water supplies are available to serve the proposed project and 
reasonably foreseeable future development in normal, dry, and multiple dry years; therefore, 
the proposed project would not require or result in the relocation or construction of new or 
expanded water facilities the construction or relocation of which could cause significant 
environmental effects. 


Water would be supplied to the proposed project from the SFPUC's Hetch-Hetchy regional water 
supply system. Under sections 10910 through 10915 of the California Water Code, urban water 
suppliers like the SFPUC must prepare water supply assessments for certain large "water demand" 
projects, as defined in CEQA Guidelines section 15155.76 The proposed project does not qualify as 
a "water-demand" project as defined by CEQA Guidelines section 15155(a)(1); therefore, a water 
supply assessment has not been prepared for the project. However, the SFPUC estimates that a 
typical development project in San Francisco comprised of either 100 dwelling units, 100,000 
square feet of commercial use, 50,000 square feet of office, 100 hotel rooms, or 130,000 square feet 
of PDR use would generate demand for approximately 10,000 gallons of water per day, which is 


76 Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines section 15155(1), "a water-demand project" means: (A) A residential development of 
more than 500 dwelling units; (B) A shopping center or business establishment employing more than 1,000 persons or 
having more than 500,000 square feet of floor space; (C) A commercial office building employing more than 1,000 
persons or having more than 250,000 square feet of floor area; (D) A hotel or motel, or both, having more than 500 
rooms, (e) an industrial, manufacturing, or processing plant, or industrial park planned to house more than 1,000 
persons, occupying more than 40 acres of land, or having more than 650,000 square feet of floor area; (F) a mixed-use 
project that includes one or more of the projects specified in subdivisions (a)(1)(A), (a)(1)(B), (a)(1)(C), (a)(1)(D), 
(a)(1)(E), and (a)(1)(G) of this section; (G) A project that would demand an amount of water equivalent to, or greater 
than, the amount of water required by a 500 dwelling unit project. 
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the equivalent of 0.011 percent of the total water demand anticipated for San Francisco in 2040 of 
89.9 million gallons per day. 77 Because it would expand an existing single-family home and add 
one accessory dwelling unit, the proposed project would generate less than 0.011 percent of water 
demand for the city as a whole in 2040, which would constitute a negligible increase in anticipated 
water demand. 


The SFPUC uses population growth projections provided by the planning department to develop 
the water demand projections contained in the urban water management plan. As discussed in 
Section F.2, Population and Housing, above, the proposed project would be encompassed within 
planned growth in San Francisco and is therefore also accounted for in the water demand 
projections contained in the urban water management plan. Because the proposed project would 
comprise a small fraction of future water demand that has been accounted for in the city's urban 
water management plan, sufficient water supplies would be available to serve the proposed project 
in normal, dry, and multiple dry years, and the project would not require or result in the relocation 
or construction of new or expanded water supply facilities the construction or relocation of which 
could cause significant environmental effects. This impact would be less than significant, and no 
mitigation measures are necessary. 


Impact UT-3: The proposed project would not generate solid waste in excess of state or local 
standards, would not impair the attainment of solid waste reduction goals, and would comply 
with statutes, regulations, and reduction goals concerning solid waste. (Less than Significant) 


In September 2015, the City entered into a landfill disposal agreement with Recology, Inc. for 
disposal of all solid waste collected in San Francisco, at the Recology Hay Road Landfill in Solano 
County, through September 2024 or until 3.4 million tons have been disposed, whichever occurs 
first. The City would have an option to renew the agreement for a period of six years or until an 
additional1.6 million tons have been disposed, whichever occurs first. 78 The Recology Hay Road 
Landfill is permitted to accept up to 2,400 tons per day of solid waste. At that maximum permitted 
rate, the landfill has the capacity to accommodate solid waste until approximately 2034. Under 
existing conditions, the landfill receives an average of approximately 1,850 tons per day from all 
sources, with approximately 1,200 tons per day from San Francisco, which includes residential and 
commercial waste and demolition and construction debris that cannot be reused or recycled79 (see 
discussion below). At the current rate of disposal, the landfill closure has operating capacity until 
2041. The City's contract with the Recology Hay Road Landfill will extend until2031 or when the 
City has disposed 5 million tons of solid waste, whichever occurs first. At that point, the City would 
either further extend the landfill contract or find and entitle an alternative landfill site. 


The project's population is part of the population growth taken into account in the San Francisco 
General Plan 2014 Housing Element Update, as discussed under Section F.2, Population and 


77 San Francisco Public Utilities Commission, 2015 Urban Water Management Plan for the City and County of San 
Francisco, June 2016. This document is available at https://sfwater.org/index.aspx?page=75 


78 San Francisco Planning Department, Agreement for Disposal of San Francisco Municipal Solid Waste at Recology Hay 
Road Landfill in Solano Count, Final Negative Declaration, Planning Department Case No. 2014.0653, May 21, 2015, 
http://sfmea.sfplanning.org/2014.0653E_Revised_FND.pdf, accessed February 19,2019. 


79 CalRecycle, 2010, Jurisdiction diversion/disposal rate detail. http://www.calrecycle.ca.gov/LGCentral/ reports/ 
diversionprogram/JurisdictionDiversionDetail.aspx?JurisdictioniD=438& Y ear-201 0, accessed October 23, 2017. 
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Housing, and therefore can be assumed to have been taken into account in waste management 
planning. Further, the project would be required to implement the City's Mandatory Recycling and 
Composting Ordinance (No. 100-09), the objective of which is to minimize the City's landfill trash 
generation. In compliance with this ordinance, the project would be required to provide convenient 
facilities for the separation of recyclables, compostables and landfill trash for its users. Occupants 
of the project site would be required to separate disposed material. 


Project construction also would generate demolition and construction waste. The City's 
Construction and Demolition Debris Recovery Ordinance prohibits construction and demolition 
material from being taken to landfill or placed in the garbage. All mixed debris must be transported 
by a registered hauler to a registered facility to be processed for recycling, and source separated 
material must be taken to a facility that recycles or reuses those materials. As discussed above, the 
City has access to adequate landfill capacity at least through 2031 and potentially through 2041 and 
anticipates that an adequate alternative site will be identified at that point. On this basis, the City 
has adequate solid waste capacity to serve the proposed project, and the project's impact with 
respect to landfill capacity would be less than significant. 


Impact C-UT-1: The proposed project, in combination with past, present and reasonably 
foreseeable future projects, would not result in cumulative impacts on utilities and service 
systems. (Less than Significant) 


Cumulative development in the project vicinity would incrementally increase demand for utilities 
and service systems within the city, but not beyond levels anticipated and planned for by the City's 
public service providers. The SFPUC has accounted for the anticipated growth in its wastewater 
service projections. The City also has implemented various programs to minimize generation of 
solid waste disposed to landfills from all projects, as discussed above. All development projects in 
the city, including development that contributes to demand for utility service in the immediate 
vicinity of the proposed project, as well as projects throughout the city that contribute to water 
demand and the demand for wastewater treatment and for solid waste disposal, are required to 
comply with the City's water conservation, wastewater minimization, and solid waste reduction 
ordinances and policies. 


As explained in Impact UT-2 above, no single development project alone in San Francisco would 
require the development of new or expanded water supply facilities. The analysis provided in 
Impact UT-2 considers whether the proposed project in combination with both existing 
development and projected growth through 2040 would require new or expanded water supply 
facilities, the construction or relocation of which could have significant cumulative impacts on the 
environment. Therefore, no separate cumulative analysis is required. 


Compliance with City ordinances would reduce the effects of cumulative demand for utility 
capacity and services such that service capacities would not be exceeded. In addition, electricity, 
natural gas, and telecommunications companies provide adequate services for the proposed 
project in combination with reasonably foreseeable future project; therefore, the proposed project, 
in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, has been 
accounted for in these plans and would not result in a cumulative utilities and service systems 
impact. 
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Topics: 


13. PUBLIC SERVICES. Would the project: 


a) Result in substantial adverse physical impacts 
associated with the provision of new or 
physically altered governmental facilities, need 
for new or physically altered governmental 
facilities, the construction of which could cause 
significant environmental impacts, in order to 
maintain acceptable service ratios, response 
times, or other performance objectives for any of 
the public services such as fire protection, police 
protection, schools, parks, or other public 
facilities? 


Potentially 
Significant 


Impact 


D 


Less Than 
Significant 


with Less Than 
Mitigation Significant No Not 


Incorporated Impact Impact Applicable 


D ~ D D 


Impact PS-1: The proposed project would increase demand for police and fire protection 
services but would not require construction of new or physically altered facilities, associated 
with the provision of such services, that could cause significant environmental impacts. (Less 
than Significant) 


The project site receives police protection services from the San Francisco Police Department. The 
Northern Police Station, located at 1125 Fillmore Street, approximately a mile south of the project 
site, serves the project site. 80 The station underwent seismic, structural, electrical and plumbing 
improvements in 2016 and no expansions of the station are proposed. Fire Station 16, located at 
2251 Greenwich Street, is about a quarter mile northeast of the project site is being replaced and is 
currently under construction. The next closest fire station that currently provides first responder 
service to the project site is Fire Station 38 at 2150 California Street, about a mile southeast of the 
project site. A new public safety building, which serves as citywide police and fire headquarters, 
was completed in 2016. There are no current plans to construct or expand additional police or fire 
stations that serve the project area. 


The project would add an estimated five residents to the project site. The project would comply 
with the regulations of the 2016 California Fire Code, which includes requirements for fire 
protection systems, such as the provision of smoke alarms and fire extinguishers, adequate 
building access, and emergency response systems. 


For these reasons, the proposed project would not require the construction or alteration of a police 
or fire station or affect response times, service ratios, or other performance objectives related to 
police and fire protection services, and these impacts would be less than significant. 


Impact PS-2: The proposed project would not result in a substantial increased demand for school 
facilities and would not require new or expanded school facilities. (Less than Significant) 


80 San Francisco Police Department, http://sanfranciscopolice.org/police-district-maps, accessed April30, 2018. 
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The proposed project would add an estimated five new residents, which may include school-aged 
children who might attend schools operated by the San Francisco Unified School District (SFUSD). 
SFUSD ongoing emollment forecasting allows the district to plan for additional expansion of its 
facilities if determined necessary. Given the SFUSD's overall capacity of almost 64,000 students,81 


the increase of one or two students associated with the project would not substantially change the 
demand for schools, nor would the project result in the need for construction of new school 
facilities. The impact would be less than significant. 


Impact PS-3: The proposed project would not substantially increase the demand for other 
government services, and would not necessitate the need for new or physically altered 
government facilities to meet service performance objectives. (Less than Significant) 


The proposed project would increase the population of the city by approximately five residents. 
Population increase in the area from development of the proposed project would be nominal 
compared to population growth for the city overall. The project area is adequately served by 
government facilities. The population of the proposed project would not generate the need for new 
or physically altered government facilities. Therefore, the proposed project would have a less-than
significant impact on governmental facilities. 


In addition, the proposed project, in combination with the other residential and mixed-use projects 
proposed in the area, would incrementally increase demand for public services, which include fire 
and police protection, school services, and other governmental services. The Fire Department, the 
Police Department, other City agencies, and SFUSD have accounted for such growth in providing 
other public services to the residents of San Francisco. For these reasons, the proposed project 
would not combine with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects in the project 
vicinity to create a significant cumulative impact related to public services. 


Impact C-PS-1: The proposed project, in combination with past, present and reasonably 
foreseeable future projects, would not result in cumulative impacts on public services. (Less 
than Significant) 


The proposed project, in combination with other residential projects proposed in the area, would 
incrementally increase the demand for public services, which include fire and police protection, 
and other governmental services. The Fire Department, the Police Department, and other city 
agencies have accounted for such growth in providing other public services to the residents of 
San Francisco. For these reasons, the proposed project would not combine with past, present, and 
reasonably foreseeable future projects in the project vicinity to create a significant cumulative 
impact related to public services. 


81 San Francisco Unified School District. Growing Population, Growing Schools. SPUR Forum Presentation, Slide 14. 
August 31, 2016, https:! /wnrw.spur.org I sites/ defau I t!jiles! events __pdjs/ SPUR %20Forum _Au gust%2 031 %202016 .pptx _.pdf, 
accessed May 23, 2018. 
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Less Than 
Significant 


Potentially with Less Than 
Significant Mitigation Significant No Not 


Topics: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact Applicable 


14. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES. 
Would the project: 


a) Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly D D D 
or through habitat modifications, on any species 
identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special-
status species in local or regional plans, policies, 
or regulations, or by the California Department 
of Fish and Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service? 


b) Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian D D D 
habitat or other sensitive natural community 
identified in local or regional plans, policies, 
regulations or by the California Department of 
Fish and Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service? 


c) Have a substantial adverse effect on state or D D D 
federally protected wetlands (including, but not 
limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) 
through direct removal, filling, hydrological 
interruption, or other means? 


d) Interfere substantially with the movement of any D D D 
native resident or migratory fish or wildlife 
species or with established native resident or 
migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use 
of native wildlife nursery sites? 


e) Conflict with any local policies or ordinances D D D 
protecting biological resources, such as a tree 
preservation policy or ordinance? 


f) Conflict with the provisions of an adopted D D D 
habitat conservation plan, natural community 
conservation plan, or other approved local, 
regional, or state habitat conservation plan? 


Impact Bl-1: The proposed project would not have a substantial adverse effect, either directly 
or through habitat modifications, on any special-status species. Would not interfere with the 
movement of species, and would not conflict with the City's tree ordinance. (Less than 
Significant) 


D 


D 


D 


D 


D 


D 


The project site is located in a developed area of San Francisco. It provides no habitat for special 
status plants or wildlife and does not include any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural 
communities as defined by the California Department of Fish and Wildlife and the United States 
Fish and Wildlife Service, or any state or federally protected wetlands. No trees are proposed for 
removal as part of the proposed project, and the proposed project does not fall within any local, 
regional or state habitat conservation plan areas. The project would not remove any trees protected 
by the City's Urban Forestry Ordinance (Public Works Code section 801 et seq.) and would plant a 
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new street tree, in compliance with the public works code. Therefore, project-related biological 
impacts of the proposed project would be less than significant. 


Impact C-BI-1: The proposed project, in combination with past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future projects, would not result in a cumulative impact related to biological 
resources. (Less than Significant) 


As with the proposed project, nearby cumulative development projects would also be subject to 
federal, state, and local regulations related to biological resources. As with the proposed project, 
compliance with these ordinances would reduce the effects of development projects to less-than
significant levels. 


The proposed project would not modify any natural habitat and would have no impact on any 
candidate, sensitive, or special-status species, any riparian habitat, or other sensitive natural 
community; and/or would not conflict with any local policy or ordinance protecting biological 
resources or an approved conservation plan. For these reasons, the proposed project would not 
have the potential to combine with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects in the 
project vicinity to result in a significant cumulative impact related to biological resources. 
Therefore, there would be no cumulative impacts on biological resources. 


Less Than 
Significant 


Potentially with Less Than 
Significant Mitigation Significant No Not 


Topics: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact Applicable 


15. GEOLOGY AND SOILS. Would the project: 


a) Directly or indirectly cause potential substantial 
adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, 
or death involving: 


i) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as D 0 D D 
delineated on the most recent Alquist-
Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued 
by the State Geologist for the area or based 
on other substantial evidence of a known 
fault? Refer to Division of Mines and 
Geology Special Publication 42. 


ii) Strong seismic ground shaking? D IZI 0 D D 


iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including D IZI 0 D 0 
liquefaction? 


iv) Landslides? D IZI 0 D D 


b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of D D IZI D D 
topsoil? 


c) Be located on geologic unit or soil that is D IZI D D D 
unstable, or that would become unstable as a 
result of the project, and potentially result in on-
or off-site landslide, lateral spreading, 
subsidence, liquefaction or collapse? 
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Less Than 
Significant 


Potentially with Less Than 
Significant Mitigation Significant No Not 


Topics: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact Applicable 


d) Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table D D [gJ D D 
18-1-B of the Uniform Building Code (1994), 
creating substantial direct or indirect risks to life 
or property? 


e) Have soils incapable of adequately supporting D D D D 
the use of septic tanks or alternative wastewater 
disposal systems where sewers are not available 
for the disposal of waste water? 


f) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique D D D D 
paleontological resource or site or unique 
geologic feature? 


The proposed project would connect to San Francisco's sewer and storm water collection and 
treatment system. It would not use a septic water disposal system. Therefore, Topic 15e is not 
applicable to the project. 


Impact GE-l: The proposed project could directly or indirectly cause potential substantial 
adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving mpture of a known 
earthquake fault, seismic ground shaking, ground failure, or landslides. (Less than Significant 
with Mitigation) 


San Francisco Permit Review Process 


To ensure that the potential for adverse effects related to geology and soils is adequately addressed, 
San Francisco relies on the state and local regulatory process for review and approval of building 
permits pursuant to the California Building Code (state building code, California Code of 
Regulations, Title 24); the San Francisco Building Code (local building code), which is the state 
building code plus local amendments that supplement the state code, including the building 
department's administrative bulletins and information sheets. 


The project site is in a landslide hazard zone and thus is subject to the additional requirements of 
the Slope Protection Act (building code section 106A.4.1.4), as identified in the building code.82 
The Slope Protection Act states that the final geotechnical report must be prepared and signed by 
both a licensed geologist and a licensed geotechnical engineer, which in tum shall undergo design 
review by a licensed geotechnical or civil engineer to verify that appropriate geological and 
geotechnical issues have been considered and that appropriate slope instability mitigation 
strategies, including drainage plans if required, are proposed. 


Based on the review of the geotechnical submittal (discussed in more detail below), the building 
department director may also require that the project be subject to review by a three-member 


82 The project site is located within an area of potential landslide hazard as identified on the 1974 Blume map. In 2018, 
the San Francisco Building Code was amended by the Slope and Seismic Hazard Zone Protection Act (Ordinance No. 
121-18) to no longer reference the Blume map. However, Building Permit Application 201704285244 for the building 
expansion was submitted before Ordinance No. 121-18 became effective, and thus the project is subject to DBI 
regulations in place before Ordinance No. 121-18 became effective. 
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Structural Advisory Committee that will advise the building department on matters pertaining to 
the building's design and construction. The three committee members must be selected from a list 
of qualified engineers submitted by the Structural Engineers Association of Northern California 
and approved by the building department. One member must be selected by the building 
department, one member shall be selected by the project sponsor, and the third member shall be 
selected jointly. 


Existing Subsurface Conditions 


The analysis in this section relies on the information and findings provided in the geotechnical 
investigation conducted for the proposed project. 83 The geotechnical investigation includes a 
review of available geologic and geotechnical data for the site vicinity, an engineering analysis of 
the proposed project in the context of geologic and geotechnical site conditions, subsurface 
exploration including soil borings, and preparation of project-specific design and construction 
recommendations. 


In February 2017 (prior to excavation), two soil borings were taken in the back yard, at the location 
of the proposed building expansion. The borings encountered 2.6 to 2.7 feet of soft to medium stiff 
sandy clay with gravel and debris (fill), overlying 1 to 2 feet of very stiff sandy clay with gravel 
(residual soil) overlying friable to weak sandstone at 3.75 to 4.25 feet below ground surface. One 
dynamic penetration test/hand auger taken within the building encountered 0.5 feet of medium 
dense gravel (fill) overlying friable to weak sandstone at 1 foot below ground surface. 
Groundwater was not observed during field investigations. In April 2019, the geotechnical 
engineer and geologist visited the site to observe the partial excavation in the existing garage and 
two exploratory foundation pits along existing exterior foundations. 


While groundwater was not observed during the field investigation, groundwater levels vary 
seasonally depending on factors such as landscaping activities and seasonal rainfall. Groundwater 
is typically encountered at the interface between geologic contacts (i.e., between the soil and 
bedrock) and within sand lenses in the native clays. Seasonal springs may be encountered in the 
sands above the native clays. 


Proposed Excavation and Foundation Construction Activities 


Based on soil samples taken, the geotechnical report anticipates that the majority of site grading 
would consist of cuts in undocumented fill, native clays and bedrock, and that the foundation 
subgrade would consist of bedrock The geotechnical report concludes that the site can be 
developed as planned, provided the recommendations presented in the geotechnical report are 
incorporated into the project plans and specifications and are implemented during construction. 
The geotechnical engineer anticipates that the proposed building alterations would be supported 
on shallow foundations bearing on bedrock Depending on the final development plans, 
excavation of up to 10 feet below the ground level of the adjacent site to the west (2421 Green Street) 
would be required to construct the proposed basement expansion. It is anticipated that this 
excavation would be kept about 2 to 3 feet from the property line. Where the excavation would 


83 Divis Consulting, Inc., Geotechnical Report and Geologic Hazard Study, 2417 Green Street, San Francisco, California, 
April25, 2019. 


Case No. 2017-002545ENV 60 2417 Green Street 







abut an adjacent building, and the adjacent foundations bear on soil, the foundation adjacent to the 
excavation would be shored using at-rest pressures and adding any surcharge loads; however, it 
is anticipated that adjacent foundations bear on bedrock Excavation may be performed in non


sequential sections with a maximum length (along the adjacent property line) of 5 feet. 


Preliminary Building Department Review of the Proposed Project 


The July 20, 2018 appeal of the June 22, 2018 categorical exemption for the proposed project and 
subsequent correspondence from the 2421 Green Street representative cited multiple concerns by 
engineer Lawrence Karp concerning BPA#201705116316 (for the garage expansion and foundation 
replacement) and BPA #201710020114 (to legalize the excavation work). The Board of Supervisors 


upheld the appeal and noted, 


The Karp Report and other information submitted at and prior to the January 9, 2018, 
appeal hearing constituted substantial evidence that the Project, if approved, may result in 
one or more substantial adverse changes in the significance of the neighboring historic 
resource located at 2421 Green Street that have not been sufficiently addressed in the 
Categorical Exemption for the Project ... The Board finds that the Karp Report and other 
information submitted at and prior to the January 9, 2018, appeal hearing constituted 
substantial evidence not previously identified that affect the CEQA evaluation set forth in 
the Categorical Exemption regarding how the Project may impair the significance of an 
historic resource by causing impacts to its immediate surroundings. 84 


To address these concerns raised in the appeal and in response to the CEQA findings by the Board 
of Supervisors, the planning department coordinated with the building department to obtain 
preliminary review of the geotechnical report and geologic hazard study prepared for the 
proposed project. The building department's Plan Review Services Division staff reviewed a 2017 
geotechnical investigation and made recommendations to revise the report; these 
recommendations are reflected in the geotechnical report dated April25, 2019.85 The Plan Review 
Services Division staff reviewed the revised report and found that the report generally meets the 
standards for professional practice of geotechnical engineering. 86 


Pursuant to City code requirements, the project sponsor will be required to undertake the following 
actions: 


• Final Structural Plan Development. The sponsor's geotechnical engineer will be required 
to consult with the design team during the development of the structural plans and will 
review the structural plans and calculations, shoring plans, and civil plans as required by 
the Department of Building Inspection, and submittals by the foundation contractor. The 


84 San Francisco Board of Supervisors, Motion No. M18-012, Adopting Findings Reversing the Categorical Exemption 
Determination- 2417 Green Street, Amended February 6, 2018, File No. 180123, available at 
https:/ /sfgov.legistar.comNiew .ashx?M=F&ID=5792879&GUID=75361D57 -546D-41FO-BOA3-D11 B6083C3D2. 


85 Divis Consulting, Inc., Geotechnical Report and Geologic Hazard Study, 2417 Green Street, San Francisco, California, 
April25, 2019. 


86 Stephan Leung. G. E., Plan Review Services Division, San Francisco Department of Building Inspection, Preliminary 
Review of Geotechnical Report for 2417 Green Street, San Francisco, Block/Lot: 0560/028, DBI Permit Numbers: 2017-
0428-5244, May 16,2019. 
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final building design will be required to comply with all recommendations of the 
geotechnical engineer as well as DBI requirements. 


• Control of Groundwater. The final design will include measures to intercept groundwater 
where it may impact the proposed construction, using methods such as drainage behind 
retaining walls, under-slab-drainage, French drains and area drains, and waterproofing. 
Any required waterproofing system will be designed and inspected by the architect and/or 
engineer of record and shall be reviewed and approved by the building department. If 
groundwater, or evidence of groundwater, is encountered during construction, the 
contractor will notify the geotechnical consultant to evaluate whether additional measures 
are required to control the flow of groundwater at the site. Where collected, groundwater 
will be discharged to a suitable collection point. 


• Third-Party Review. Pursuant to the Slope Protection Act, the project's geotechnical 
investigation report and construction documents will undergo third-party review by a 
licensed geotechnical engineer. Such review will verify that appropriate geological and 
geotechnical issues have been considered and that appropriate slope instability mitigation 
strategies have been proposed. 


• Unexpected Conditions During Construction. If the contractor encounters any adjacent 
foundations not shown on the project documents or unexpected materials during 
excavation, project excavation will be halted, and the project geotechnical engineer will be 
contacted immediately to provide additional consultation on site due to different site 
conditions. The geotechnical engineer's recommendation shall be reviewed and approved 
by DBI staff prior to resuming of construction activities. 


• Construction Monitoring. The contractor will notify the geotechnical engineer and the 
building department five days prior to any excavation, and the geotechnical engineer shall 
periodically be present during excavation to observe the actual soil/rock conditions and to 
evaluate the stability of the cut. The contractor shall establish survey points on the shoring 
and on adjacent buildings and streets within twice the height of the proposed excavation 
prior to the start of excavation and where access permits and shall submit the proposed 
survey points to the building department for review and approval. These survey points 
shall be used to monitor the vertical and horizontal movements of the shoring and 
surrounding structures and streets during construction. The contractor shall survey and 
take photographs of the adjacent buildings prior to the start of excavation and immediately 
after its completion. If unacceptable earth movement or evidence of structural settlement 
is encountered during construction, as determined by the geotechnical engineer, project 
excavation shall be halted and the geotechnical engineer shall evaluate if additional 
measures are required to prevent further movement. In this event, the geotechnical 
engineer shall notify the building department that unacceptable earth movement has 
occurred and of the additional measures proposed to prevent further movement. 


Given the history of this project, as outlined in the Project History section, above, combined with 
the concerns raised by the Board of Supervisors at the appeal hearing, this initial study finds that 
project construction could compromise the structural integrity of the adjacent foundation at 2421 
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Green Street. This would be a significant impact. Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-GE-1, 
Ongoing Coordination with the Planning Department and the Department of Building 
Inspections Prior to and During the Construction Phase Regarding Compliance with 
Geotechnical Requirements, would reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level. The 
mitigation measure would ensure ongoing coordination between the project sponsor's team, the 
planning department, and the department of building inspection regarding geotechnical issues 
that could arise during the course of plan review and project construction. 


Mitigation Measure M-GE-1: Ongoing Coordination with the Planning Department and 
the Department of Building Inspections Prior to and During the Construction Phase 
Regarding Compliance with Geotechnical Requirements. Pursuant to the San Francisco 
Department of Building Inspection process, the project sponsor (and their design team, 
geotechnical engineer, and contractor, as applicable) will be subject to ongoing 
coordination requirements with the planning department and the building department 
regarding plan check reviews and building inspections prior to and during construction 
work. This process will include the following requirements: 


Prior to commencement of construction, Ule project sponsor shall submit to the 
planning department and building department a report outlining anticipated 
construction milestones with corresponding (approximate) dates of reaching those 
milestones as well and all memoranda and/or reports anticipated to be prepared or 
approved at those milestones. The report shall address how all code requirements 
will be met, including responsible parties and the city agency providing oversight. 
The report shall be reviewed and approved by the planning department and the 
building department prior to commencement of construction. 


Once construction commences, the sponsor shall notify the planning department 
and the building department (when coordination with the building department is 
not already included as typical part of the process) when the above milestones have 
been reached and their outcomes. Specifically, all memoranda and/or reports issued 
at times of those milestones shall be provided to the planning department and the 
building department. 87 


Compliance with Mitigation Measure M-GE-1 would ensure the security and stability of the project 
site and adjacent properties. Furthermore, as addressed under Impact CR-1, compliance with this 
mitigation measure would avoid any potential impacts to historic resources. 


Other Geotechnical Issues Raised in the Exemption Appeal 


The July 20, 2018 appeal of the June 22, 2018 categorical exemption states, among other assertions, 
that no topographic and boundary survey has been performed for the proposed project, and that 
without land survey data, it would be impossible for the project sponsor to provide protection of 


87 Pursuant to Department policy, any memoranda and/or reports prepared by project sponsor and/or a consultant 
working for the project sponsor shall adhere to Planning Department's protocols of objectivity. 
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adjacent properties. Project approval by the planning department concerns consistency with the 
planning code and does not require a survey or final structural plans. 


The July 20, 2018 appeal of the June 22, 2018 categorical exemption also states that the brick 
foundation of 2421 Green Street would be damaged by the project: 


Fundamentally, all that is needed to know is that the drawings (e.g. Detail3, Sheet S4.1) 
show a critical new foundation on 2417 Green that crosses the property line to be anchored 
in the 125 year old brick foundation. 


A subsequent letter from Lawrence B. Karp dated January 17, 2019, also states that the proposed 
project cannot be accomplished without construction that would "compromise the lateral and 
subjacent support" of 2421 Green Street. The letter further states that Detail3 on Sheet S4.1 of BPA 
#201705116316 (the foundation replacement permit) shows a connection with the adjacent 
foundation (see red arrow on Figure 14). The project sponsor subsequently clarified that the lines 
on the plans are call outs for longitudinal reinforcement in the wall footing and do not show a 
connection to the adjacent foundation. The sponsor's letter of clarification further states, "For the 
avoidance of any further misunderstanding by any city department or board, the proposed project 
at 2417 Green Street is in NO WAY PHYSICALLY CONNECTED to 2421 Green Street and does 
not require any work whatsoever to be performed at 2421 Green Street."88 DBI staff reviewed this 
plan sheet and concurred with the project sponsor that "[t]here is no physical connections between 
the new footings and the neighbor's existing masomy footings."89 Nevertheless, the foundation 
replacement permit (BPA #201705116316) has been suspended and would be superseded by the 
building expansion permit (BP A #201704285244). 


Impact GE-2: The proposed project would not result in substantial loss of topsoil or erosion. 
(Less than Significant) 


The 2,500-square-foot project site is covered with a building and a landscaped backyard. Grading 
and excavation would expose topsoil and could potentially result in erosion. Construction-related 
activities would be required to comply with San Francisco Public Works Code section 146, which 
requires all land-disturbing activities to implement and maintain best management practices to 
minimize surface runoff, erosion and sedimentation to prevent construction site runoff discharges 
into the City's combined stormwater/sewer system. 90 The project site's relatively small landscaped 
area and compliance with section 146's best management practices during construction activities 
would ensure that the project would not result in the loss of topsoil or erosion. This impact would 
be less than significant. 


Impact GE-3: The proposed project would not be located on a geologic unit that is unstable, or 
that could become unstable as a result of the project, and would not result in landslide, lateral 
spreading, subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse. (Less than Significant with Mitigation) 


88 Christopher F. Durkin, P.E., Clarification Letter, 2417 Green Street- Exposing of Fraud in Reports prepared by Larry 
Karp, April11, 2019. 


89 Stephen Leung, Department of Building Inspection, email to Tania Sheyner, Planner Department. June 13, 2019. 
90 Ordinance No. 260-13, Public Works Code- Control of Construction Site Runoff, November 5, 2013. 
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As discussed under Impact GE-l, the project site is located within a landslide hazard zone and, 
thus, may be subject to landslide hazard. This hazard potential would be highest during site 
excavation and construction, which would last between three and five months, and the project has 
the potential to result in significant impacts related to protection of the adjacent foundation at 2421 
Green Street that could become unstable as a result of the project. As discussed above under Impact 
GE-l, oversight by DBI and implementation of Mitigation Measure M-GE-1 would ensure the 
security and stability of the project site and adjacent properties, and would reduce to less than 
significant any potential impacts related to earthquake fault, seismic ground shaking, ground 
failure, or landslide. Compliance with this mitigation measure would also reduce to less-than
significant any effects related to landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse. 


Impact GE-4: The proposed project would not create substantial risks to life or property as a 
result of being located on expansive soil. (Less than Significant) 


Soils located beneath fully developed urban areas are generally not highly susceptible to the effects 
of expansive soils, which are characterized by their ability to undergo significant volume change 
(i.e., to shrink and swell) due to variations in moisture content. The presence of expansive soils is 
typically associated vvith }Jgh clay content. Expansive soils carl damage stru.ctu.rcs and buried 
utilities and increase maintenance requirements. Section 1803 of the state building code states that 
in areas likely to have expansive soil, the building official shall require soil tests to determine where 
such soils do exist, and if so, the geotechnical report must include recommendations and special 
design and construction provisions for foundations of structures on expansive soils, as necessary. 


Subsurface exploration at the project site identified undocumented artificial fill overlying residual 
soils resting on friable to weak sandstone bedrock. 91 Because soils with high clay content were not 
encountered, the project site is unlikely to contain expansive soil, and impacts related to expansive 
soils would be less than significant. 


Impact GE-5: The project would not directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological 
resource or site or unique geologic feature. (Less than Significant) 


Paleontological resources, or fossils, are the remains, imprints, or traces of mammals, plants, and 
invertebrates from a previous geological period. Such fossil remains as well as the geological 
formations that contain them are also considered a paleontological resource. Together, they 
represent a limited, non-renewable scientific and educational resource. The potential to affect 
fossils varies with the depth of disturbance, construction activities, and previous disturbance. 


Ground-disturbing activities would occur to a depth of 13 feet and be confined to the sandy clay and 
Franciscan Complex bedrock underlying the site. These geologic units are considered to have low 
potential to contain significant fossils or paleontological resources. 92 Thus, the project site has a low 
potential to contain significant fossils due to the geologic units that would be affected by project 


91 Divis Consulting, Inc., Geotechnical Investigation Report for 2417 Green Street, April25, 2019. 
92 California Academy of Sciences Invertebrate, Zoology, and Geology Fossil Collection Database, 


http://researcharchive.calacademy.org/research/izg/fossil/index.asp?xAction=ShowForm&PageStyle=Single&PageSize 
=O&OrderBy=AccessionNo&County=san+francisco&RecStyle=Full, accessed June 6, 2018. 
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construction. Thus, the proposed project would result in less-than-significant impacts to a unique 
paleontological resource or site. 


A unique geologic or physical feature embodies distinctive characteristics of any regional or local 
geologic principles, provides a key piece of information important to geologic history, contains 
minerals not known to occur elsewhere in the county, and/or is used as a teaching tool. No unique 
geologic features exist at the project site; therefore, no impacts on unique geological features would 
occur. 


Impact C-GE-1: The proposed project, in combination with past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future projects in the site vicinity, would not have a substantial cumulative impact 
on geology and soils. (Less than Significant) 


Environmental impacts related to geology and soils are generally site-specific. Nearby cumulative 
development projects identified in Table 2 on page 7 would be subject to the same seismic safety 
standards and design review procedures applicable to the proposed project. Compliance with the 
seismic safety standards and the design review procedures would ensure that the effects from 
nearby cumulative development projects would be reduced to less-than-significant levels. For 
these reasons, the proposed project would not combine with past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future projects in the project vicinity to create a significant cumulative impact related 
to geology and soils. 


Impact C-GE-2: The project, in combination with cumulative projects, would not directly or 
indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique geologic feature. (Less 
than Significant) 


Paleontological impacts are generally site specific and highly localized. Therefore, the potential for 
the proposed project to combine with reasonably foreseeable future projects and create a 
cumulative impact related to paleontological resources would be low. Therefore, the proposed 
project would have a less-than-significant cumulative impact on paleontological resources. 


Topics: 


16. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY. 


Would the project: 


a) Violate any water quality standards or waste 
discharge requirements or otherwise 
substantially degrade surface or groundwater 
quality? 


b) Substantially decrease groundwater supplies or 
interfere substantially with groundwater 
recharge such that the project may impede 
sustainable groundwater management of the 
basin? 
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Less Than 
Significant 


Potentially with Less Than 
Significant Mitigation Significant No Not 


Topics: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact Applicable 


c) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern D D D D tEl 
of the site or area, including through the 
alteration of the course of a stream or river or 
through the addition of impervious surfaces, in a 
manner that would: 


(i) Result in substantial erosion or D D D D tEl 
siltation on- or off-site; 


(ii) Substantially increase the rate or D D D D tEl 
amount of surface runoff in a manner 
which would result in flooding on or 
offsite; 


(iii) Create or contribute runoff water D D D D 
which would exceed the capacity of 
existing or planned stormwater 
drainage systems or provide 
substantial additional sources of 
polluted runoff; or 


(iv) Impede or redirect flood flows? D D D D tEl 


d) In flood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zones, risk D D D D tEl 
release of pollutants due to project inundation? 


e) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of a D D tEl D D 
water quality control plan or sustainable 
groundwater management plan? 


The project site does not contain any streams or water courses, and the proposed project would not 
alter the course of a stream or river or alter the existing drainage pattern of the project site or area. 
Thus, Question 15c is not applicable to the proposed project. 


In 2018, the SFPUC developed a Draft 100-Year Storm Flood Risk Map that shows areas of San 
Francisco where significant flooding from storm runoff is highly likely to occur during a 100-year 
storm. A "100-year storm" means a storm with a 1 percent chance of occurring in a given year. The 
project site is not on the Draft 100-Year Storm Flood Risk Map. 93 At an elevation of approximately 
140 feet above mean sea level, the project site has no potential to be affected by sea level rise by the 
year 2100 as projected by the City of San Francisco. 94 Because of its elevation, distance from the 
nearest potential sources of flooding, and intervening topography, the project site is not susceptible 


93 San Francisco Water Power Sewer, Draft 100-Year Storm Flood Risk Map, http://www.sfwater.org/index.aspx?page=1229, 
accessed February 11,2019. 


94 The City projects a sea level rise of 66 inches by the year 2100 in City and County of San Francisco, 2016, San Francisco 
Sea Level Rise Action Plan, http://default.sfplanning.org/plans-and-programs/planning-for-the-city/sea-level
rise/160309_SLRAP _Final_ED.pdf, accessed February 19,2019. 
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to the potential effects of a tsunami or seiche.95 For these reasons, there is no potential for project 
impacts with respect to flood hazard, tsunami or seiche zones, and Question 15d is not applicable. 


Impact HY-1: The proposed project would not violate any water quality standards or waste 
discharge requirements or otherwise substantially degrade surface or groundwater quality. 
(Less than Significant) 


The project site is located within the area of the city served by a combined stormwater and sewer 
system. Under such a system, wastewater (sewage) and stormwater are collected and comingled 
in underground piping and tunnels for conveyance to the City's wastewater treatment plants, 
operated by the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC). The project site is less than 
5,000 square feet and thus does not require submittal of a stormwater control plan per San 
Francisco Public Works Code article 4.2, section 147. Nevertheless, the project sponsor would be 
required to maintain construction best management practices to minimize surface runoff, erosion, 
and sedimentation from the construction site. During project operation, combined storm water and 
wastewater from the project site would be treated pursuant to the City's National Pollutant 
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit prior to discharge to receiving waters. This would 
ensure that the proposed project would not degrade surface or groundwater quality during 
construction or operations. Therefore, impacts related to water quality from development of the 
proposed project would be less than significant. 


Impact HY-2: The proposed project would not substantially deplete groundwater supplies or 
interfere substantially with groundwater recharge such that there would be a net deficit in 
aquifer volume or lowering of the local groundwater table. (Less than Significant) 


The project site is covered with impervious surfaces except for the rear yard. Impervious surfaces 
greatly limit the amount of surface water that can infiltrate a site to recharge the groundwater. The 
proposed building expansion into the rear yard would result in a slight increase in impervious 
surface but not enough to interfere with groundwater recharge. 


If dewatering is required during project construction, any effects related to lowering the water table 
would be temporary and would not be expected to substantially deplete groundwater resources in 
any underlying aquifers. In addition, the proposed project does not include any groundwater wells 
to extract groundwater supplies. 


Project operation would not result in the use of groundwater and the project would not otherwise 
be expected to adversely affect groundwater supplies or quality. 


For these reasons, the proposed project would not substantially deplete groundwater supplies or 
interfere substantially with groundwater recharge, and impacts would be less than significant. 


95 California Emergency Management Agency (Ca!EMA), Tsunami Inundation Map for Emergency Planning, State of 
California- City and County of San Francisco, San Francisco North Quadrangle, San Francisco South Quadrangle 
(San Francisco Bay), June 15, 2009, 
http:llwww.conservation.ca.govlcgslgeologic_hazards/Tsunamillnundation_Maps/SanFrancisco/Documents/Tsunami_Inundatio 
n_SouthSFNorthSF _PacificCoast_SanFrancisco.pdf, accessed April30, 2018. 
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Impact HY-3: The proposed project would not conflict with or obstruct implementation of a 
water quality control plan or sustainable groundwater management plan. (Less than Significant) 


As discussed under HY-1, above, during construction, the project sponsor would be required to 
maintain construction best management practices to minimize surface runoff, erosion, and 
sedimentation from the construction site, and during project operation, combined storm water and 
wastewater from the project site would be treated pursuant to the City's NPDES permit prior to 
discharge to receiving waters. Therefore, the project would not conflict with or obstruct 
implementation of a water quality control plan or sustainable groundwater management plan, and 
this impact would be less than significant. 


Impact C-HY-1: The proposed project, in combination with other past, present, or reasonably 
foreseeable projects, would not substantially deplete groundwater supplies, alter existing 
drainages, or otherwise degrade water quality. (Less than Significant) 


The proposed project and all future projects within San Francisco would be required to comply 
with the water quality and drainage control requirements discussed above that apply to all land 
use development projects 'vitPin the city. Since all development projects vvottld be reqttired to 
follow the same regulations as the proposed project, the implementation of new, conforming 
development projects, peak storm water drainage rates and volumes resulting from design storms 
would be expected to decrease gradually over time relative to existing peak flows. Moreover, all 
development projects would be required to comply with the same drainage, dewatering, and water 
quality regulations as the proposed project. As a result, cumulative effects related to drainage 
patterns, water quality, stormwater runoff, storm water capacity of the combined sewer system and 
groundwater supply and quality would be less than significant. 


Less Than 
Significant 


Potentially with Less Than 
Significant Mitigation Significant No Not 


Topics: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact Applicable 


17. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS. 
Would the project: 


a) Create a significant hazard to the public or the D D D D 
environment through the routine transport, use, 
or disposal of hazardous materials? 


b) Create a significant hazard to the public or the D D D D 
environment through reasonably foreseeable 
upset and accident conditions involving the 
release of hazardous materials into the 
environment? 


c) Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous D D D D 
or acutely hazardous materials, substances, or 
waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or 
proposed school? 
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Less Than 
Significant 


Potentially with Less Than 
Significant Mitigation Significant No Not 


Topics: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact Applicable 


d) Be located on a site which is included on a list of D D ~ D D 
hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to 
Government Code section 65962.5 and, as a 
result, would it create a significant hazard to the 
public or the environment? 


e) For a project located within an airport land use D D D D 
plan or, where such a plan has not been adopted, 
within two miles of a public airport or public use 
airport, would the project result in a safety 
hazard or excessive noise for people residing or 
working in the project area? 


f) Impair implementation of or physically interfere D D D D 
with an adopted emergency response plan or 
emergency evacuation plan? 


g) Expose people or structures, either directly or D D D D 
directly, to a significant risk of loss, injury or 
death involving wildland fires? 


The project site is not located within an airport land use plan area, nor is it within two miles of a 
public use airport or a private airstrip. There are no areas that would be classified as wildlands in 
the project vicinity. The closest heavily vegetated area to the project is the Presidio of San Francisco, 
about a half-mile west of the project site and separated from it by extensive urban infrastructure 
that is not intermixed with wildlands. Therefore, criteria 16e and 16h are not applicable. 


Impact HZ-1: The proposed project would not create a significant hazard to the public or the 
environment through the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials. (Less than 
Significant) 


Neither construction nor operation of the proposed project would involve the routine transport, 
use, or disposal of significant quantities of hazardous materials. Small quantities of commercially 
available hazardous materials such as household cleaning, paints, and landscaping supplies may 
be used; however, these materials would not be expected to be used in sufficient quantities or 
contrary to normal use, and therefore would not pose a threat to human health or the environment. 


Based on the above, the impact of the proposed development on the public and the environment 
related to the routine transport, use, and handling of hazardous materials therefore would be less 
than significant. 


Impact HZ-2: The proposed project would not create a significant hazard to the public or the 
environment through the release of hazardous materials. (Less than Significant) 


The proposed project would disturb at least 50 cubic yards of soil in an area that the San Francisco 
Health Department (the health department), pursuant to San Francisco Building Code section 
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106A.3.2.4, identified as likely containing hazardous substances in the soil or groundwater. 
Therefore, before the project may obtain a building permit, it must comply with the requirements 
of article 22A of the San Francisco Health Code (also known as the Maher Ordinance), which the 
health department administers and oversees. 


Per San Francisco Health Code section 22A.4, the health department may waive the requirements 
imposed by the Maher Ordinance if the applicant demonstrates that the property has been 
continuously zoned as residential under the 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 health department 
will provide the applicant with a waiver, which is a written notification that the requirements of 
article 22A have been waived and no further oversight by the health department is required for the 
project. 


The health department issued two Maher waivers for the proposed project because the property 
has been continuously zoned as residential under the planning code since 1921, has been in 
residential use since that time, and no evidence has been presented to create a reasonable belief 
U1ai ilte soil artd/or grourtdwater ITtay cor.tairt llazardous substar1ces. The first waiver, issued on 
March 28, 2017 for the excavation/addition building permit (#201704285244), recommends that 
construction activities follow a work health and safety plan and dust control measures. 96 The 
second Maher waiver, issued on October 31, 2017 for the excavation-only building permit 
(#201705116316), recommends that construction activities follow a work health and safety plan and 
dust control measures, and determined that 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 publicly available state databases 
and health department files. 97 The October 31, 2017 Maher waiver also recommends that excavated 
fill soils be segregated, stored on plastic sheeting, and analyzed for contaminants prior to reuse or 
disposal. 


On October 31, 2017, when the health department staff issued the second Maher waiver, and 
consistent with normal procedures for building permit approvals, staff also signed the back of 
building permit #201705116316 and added a stamp that stated the following: 


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. 


During a meeting with health department on January 17, 2018, to discuss the 2417 Green Street 
project, Stephanie Cushing, Director of Environmental Health, noted that the health department 
had one approval stamp that it used both for projects that have approved site mitigation plans and 
for projects that receive Maher waivers. Ms. Cushing noted that the language on the Maher waiver 


96 San Francisco Department of Public Health, Waiver from San Francisco Health Code Article 22A (Maher Ordinance), 
2417 Green Street, March 28, 2017. 


97 San Francisco Department of Public Health, Waiver from San Francisco Health Code Article 22A (Maher Ordinance), 
2417 Green Street, October 31, 2017. 
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form and the language on the approval stamp could be misconstrued to indicate that further health 
department oversight is required. 98 However, Ms. Cushing confirmed that the Maher waiver was 
appropriate for the 2417 Green Street project and that no further oversight by the health 
department was required. 


The July 20, 2018 appeal of the June 22, 2018 categorical exemption issued for the proposed project 
cited a report from hydrogeologist Matthew Hagemann that states that the project requires a 


remediation plan to ensure safe testing and removal of any contaminated soil. This assessment was 
based on an interpretation that the language on the approval stamp implied that the project was 
not eligible for a waiver. As discussed above, this is an understandable but incorrect reading of the 
facts concerning the case. 


On February 11, 2018, out of an abundance of caution, the health department requested that the 
project sponsor submit a work plan for soil and/or groundwater sampling and testing. 99 On 
February 12, 2018 the project sponsor submitted a work plan to the health department that 
proposed two sample locations within the existing garage.100 The work plan proposed laboratory 
analysis for total petroleum hydrocarbons (TPH) as gasoline (TPHg), as diesel (TPHd), and as 
motor oil (TPHmo); volatile organic compounds (VOCs); semi-VOCs; organochlorine pesticides; 
polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs); reactivity, corrosivity, and ignitability; CAM 17 metals; and 
asbestos. On February 18, 2018, the health department approved the work plan.101 


On February 27, 2018, the sponsor's consultant, ICES, submitted a site characterization report,102 
and on February 28, 2018, the health department issued a letter that agreed with the report's 
conclusion that that the soil sediments within the foundation and garage expansion excavation are 
non-hazardous: 


Results from the soil samples indicated that the samples contained TPHg, TPHd, TPHmo, 
VOC, SVOC, organochlorine pesticide, and PCB concentrations that were below the 
Regional Water Quality Control Board's Direct Exposure Human Health Risk Screening 
Levels (DE HHRSLs) for residential land use. Results of other analysis indicated that the 


samples were non-flammable and non-reactive; and contained pH values (corrosivity) 
ranging from 7.58 to 7.71. The asbestos concentrations contained in the samples were non
detectable (less than 0.25%). The metal concentrations detected in the samples were below 
their respective residential DE HHRLs and/or within background levels for San Francisco 


Bay Area soils, with the exception of arsenic. The arsenic concentrations detected in 
[samples] S-1 and S-2 ranging from 3.1 mg/kg to 3.5 mg/kg exceeded the residential DE 
HHRL of 0.067 mg/kg but were below the background level of 11 mg/kg. The Regional 


98 The health department has subsequently purchased and begun using a stamp that reads "MAHER WAIVER." when 
such a waiver has been granted. 


99 San Francisco Department of Public Health, Environmental Health, SFHC Article 22A, 2417 Green Street Residence, 
EHB-SAM Case Number: 1534, February 11, 2018. 


100 ICES, Work Plan, Site Characterization, 2417 Green Street, San Francisco, California, February 12,2018. 
101 San Francisco Department of Public Health, Environmental Health, SFHC Article 22A, 2417 Green Street Residence, 


EHB-SAM Case Number: 1534, February 18, 2018. 
102 ICES, Site Characterization, 2417 Green Street, San Francisco, California, February 27, 2018. 
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Water Quality Control Board considers background levels to be acceptable for 
contaminants where their respective DE HHRLs are less than typical background levels.103 


Based on review of the documents, health department staff found the project in compliance with 
San Francisco Health Code article 22A and required no further investigation.104 


In the appeal of the June 22, 2018 categorical exemption, the appellant raised the concern that the 
soil samples taken from under the garage would be clean and not contaminated soil. This concern 
is not valid for the following reasons. The two soil samples were collected from the proposed 
excavation area within the existing garage: one sidewall sample taken at a depth of 3 feet below 
ground surface to test the fill material and the other collected at a depth of 9 feet below ground 
surface to test the underlying soils. The samples were taken approximately 25 to 30 feet south of 
the front property line, and project excavation would extend no further than 55 feet south of the 
front property line. The health department allows for sampling locations to be spaced 150 feet 
apart, so the location of the sampling is appropriate and consistent with health department 
protocols. Also, as these samples represent the fill and the underlying soil, they were also taken at 
the appropriate depth.105 


In conclusion, the project would not result in a significant hazard to the public or the environment 
through the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials. 


Impact HZ-3: The proposed project would not emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous 
or acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste within 0.25 miles of an existing or 
proposed school. (Less than Significant) 


Three schools are located within 0.25 miles of the project site: St. Vincent de Paul School, Hill wood 
Academic Day School, and Town School for Boys. Any hazardous waste at the project site would 
be remediated and handled in accordance with local, state and federal law. Furthermore, the 
proposed project would include the use of common household items in quantities too small to 
create a significant hazard to the public or the environment. Based on this, this impact would be 
less than significant. 


Impact HZ-4: The proposed project would not be located on a site that is included on a list of 
hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to Government Code section 65962.5 and not create 
a significant hazard to the public or the environment. (Less than Significant) 


Pursuant to section 65962.5 of the Government Code, the Secretary for Environmental Protection 
maintains a list of sites with potentially hazardous wastes, commonly referred to as the Cortese 
list. The Cortese list includes hazardous waste sites from the Department of Toxic Substances 
Control's (DTSC's) EnviroStor database, hazardous facilities identified by DTSC that are subject to 
corrective action pursuant to Health and Safety Code section 25187.5, leaking underground storage 


103 San Francisco Department of Public Health, Environmental Health, SFHC Article 22A Compliance, 2417 Green Street 
Residence, San Francisco, EHB-SAM Case Number: 1534, February 28, 2018. 


104 Ibid. 
105 Stephanie Cushing, Department of Public Health memo to Jeanie Poling, Planning Department regarding 2417 Green 


Street, March 13, 2019. 
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tank sites from the State Water Resources Control Board's (state board's) Geotracker database, solid 
waste disposal sites maintained by the state board, and sites with active cease and desist orders 
and clean up and abatement orders. The project site is not on the Cortese List and thus would not 
create a significant hazard to the public or environment. The impact would be less than significant. 


Impact HZ-5: The proposed project would not impair implementation of or physically interfere 
with an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan. (Less than Significant) 


No changes are proposed to the public right-of-way and the proposed project would continue the 
existing residential uses within the boundaries of the project site. Thus, the project would not 
substantially increase hazards due to a design feature or incompatible uses and would not result 
in an inadequate emergency access. The impact would be less than significant. 


Impact C-HZ-1: The proposed project, in conjunction with other past, present and reasonably 
foreseeable project, would not make a cumulatively considerable contribution to significant 
impacts with respect to hazards to people or the environment. (Less than Significant) 


Development in the city is subject to city, regional, and state controls designed to protect the public 
and the environment from risks associated with hazards and hazardous materials, and to ensure 
that emergency access routes are maintained. Any future development in the project vicinity would 
be subject to these same laws and regulations. For these reasons, the proposed project would not 
combine with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects in the project vicinity to 
create a significant cumulative impact related to hazards and hazardous materials. 


Topics: 


18. MINERAL RESOURCES. Would the project: 


a) Result in the loss of availability of a known 
mineral resource that would be of value to the 
region and the residents of the state? 


b) Result in the loss of availability of a locally-
important mineral resource recovery site 
delineated on a local general plan, specific plan 
or other land use plan? 
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Impact Ml-1: The proposed project would have no impact with respect to the availability of 
known or locally important mineral resources. (No Impact) 


All land in San Francisco, including the project site, is designated by the California Geological 
Survey as Mineral Resource Zone 4 under the Surface Mining and Reclamation Act of 1975.106 The 
Zone 4 designation indicates that adequate information does not exist to assign the area to any 


106 California Division of Mines and Geology, 1996, Open File Report 96-03 and Special Report 146 Parts I and II. 
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other zone: the area has not been designated as having significant mineral deposits. Specifically, 
the project site is underlain by deep sand deposits that have not been designated as important at 
the state or local level. 


The project site is within a densely developed urban area and has been developed with residential 
use since 1905. Even were the underlying sand considered to contain marketable minerals, it would 
not be feasible to conduct sand extraction activities in the midst of urban development. The 
development and operation of the proposed project would not have an impact on any off-site 
operational mineral resource recovery sites, as there are no such operations in the vicinity, and the 
project site is not and has never been used in any way in mineral resources recovery. The proposed 
project therefore would have no impact with respect to the availability of mineral resources. 


Impact C-ME-1: The proposed project in combination with other past, present or reasonably 
foreseeable projects would have no impact with respect to the availability of known or locally 
important mineral resources. (No Impact) 


The proposed project has no potential to result in an impact to mineral resources. Therefore, the 
project would rLot contribute to a cumulative impact on these resources. 


Less Than 
Significant 


Potentially with Less Than 
Significant Mitigation Significant No Not 


Topics: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact Applicable 


19. ENERGY. Would the project: 


a) Result in a potentially significant environmental D D [2J D D 
impact due to wasteful, inefficient, or 
unnecessary consumption of energy resources, 
during project construction or operation? 


b) Conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan for D D D D 
renewable energy or energy efficiency? 


Impact EN-1: The proposed project would result in increased energy consumption but would 
not encourage activities that result in the use of large amounts of fuel, water, or energy or use 
these in a wasteful manner. (Less than Significant) 


The proposed project would increase the population and intensity of use of the project site but 
would not exceed anticipated growth in the area. The proposed project would be subject to the 
energy conservation standards included in the San Francisco Green Building Ordinance. 
Documentation showing compliance with the ordinance would be required to be submitted with 
the applications of the building permits, and compliance would be enforced by the Department of 
Building Inspection. The project also, by its character, would conserve fuel and energy use because 
it would provide housing in an urban area that is accessible by transit and is bicycle and pedestrian 
friendly. Therefore, the proposed project would not cause a wasteful use of energy, and effects 
related to use of fuel, water, and energy would be less than significant. 
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Impact C-EN-1: The proposed project in combination with other past, present or reasonably 
foreseeable projects would increase the use of energy, fuel and water resources, but not in a 
wasteful manner. (Less than Significant) 


The demand for energy created by the proposed project would be insubstantial in the cumulative 
context of citywide demand and would not require an expansion of power facilities. While overall 
energy demand in California is increasing commensurate with increasing population, the state also 
is making concerted energy conservation efforts. While the city produces a substantial demand for 
energy and fuel, both city and state policies seek to minimize increases in demand through 
conservation and energy efficiency regulations and policies such that energy is not used in a 
wasteful manner, and the cumulative impacts with respect to energy and fuel use would be less 
than significant. Because San Francisco is substantially built out, development in the city's urban 
core focuses on densification, which effectively reduces per capita use of energy and fuel by 
concentrating utilities and services in locations where they can be used efficiently. Similarly, the 
City recognizes the need for water conservation and has instituted programs and policies to 
maximize water conservation. San Francisco has one of the lowest per capita water use rates in the 
state 107 and routinely implements water conservation measures through code requirements and 
policy. Therefore, the proposed project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future projects, would not result in a cumulatively considerable impact related to 
mineral and energy resources. 


Topics: 


Potentially 
Significant 


Impact 


Less Than 
Significant 


with 
Mitigation 


Incorporated 


Less Than 
Significant 


Impact 
No 


Impact 
Not 


Applicable 


20. AGRICULTURE AND FORESTRY RESOURCES: In determining whether impacts to agricultural resources are significant 
environmental effects, lead agencies may refer to the California Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site Assessment Model 
(1997) prepared by the California Department of Conservation as an optional model to use in assessing impacts on agriculture 
and farmland. In determining whether impacts to forest resources, including timberland, are significant environmental effects, 
lead agencies may refer to information compiled by the California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection regarding the 
state's inventory of forest land, including the Forest and Range Assessment Project and the Forest Legacy Assessment project; 
and forest carbon measurement methodology provided in Forest Protocols adopted by the California Air Resources Board. 
Would the project: 


a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or 
Farmland of Statewide Importance, as shown on 
the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland 
Mapping and Monitoring Program of the 
California Resources Agency, to non-agricultural 
use? 


b) Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, 
or a Williamson Act contract? 


D 


D 


D D D 


D D D 


107 San Francisco Public Utilities Commission, Water Resources Division Annual Report, Fiscal Year 2017-18, 
https:/ /view .j oomag.com/wa ter-resources-division -annual-report-fiscal-year-2017 -18-waterresourcesar-fy17-
18/0863377001542310828, accessed February 20, 2019. 
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Less Than 
Significant 


Potentially with Less Than 
Significant Mitigation Significant No Not 


Topics: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact Applicable 


c) Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause D D D D ~ 
rezoning of, forest land (as defined in Public 
Resources Code section 12220(g)) , timberland 
(as defined by Public Resources Code section 
4526), or timberland zoned Timberland 
Production (as defined by Government Code 
section 51104(g))? 


d) Result in the loss of forest land or conversion of D D D D ~ 
forest land to non-forest use? 


e) Involve other changes in the existing D D D D ~ 
environment which, due to their location or 
nature, could result in conversion of farmland to 
non-agricultural use or forest land to non-forest 
use? 


The project site is located within an urbanized area of San Francisco. No land in San Francisco 


County has been designated by the California Department of Conservation's Farmland Mapping 


and Monitoring Program as agricultural land. Because the project site does not contain agricultural 


uses and is not zoned for such uses, the proposed project would not require the conversion of any 


land designated as prime farmland, unique farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance to non


agricultural use. The proposed project would not conflict with any existing agricultural zoning or 


Williamson Act contracts, as no lands in San Francisco are zoned agricultural or are under 


Williamson Act contracts.108 No land in San Francisco is designated as forest land or as Timberland 


Production by the California Public Resources Code or Government Code. Therefore, the proposed 


project would not conflict with zoning for forest land, cause a loss of forest land, or convert forest 


land to a different use. For these reasons, Questions 18a, 18b, 18c, 18d, and 18e are not applicable 


to the proposed project. 


Less Than 
Significant 


Potentially with Less Than 
Significant Mitigation Significant No Not 


Topics: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact Applicable 


21. WILDFIRE. If located in or near state 
responsibility areas or lands classified as 
very high fire hazard severity zones, would 
the project: 


a) Substantially impair an adopted emergency D D D D 
response plan or emergency evacuation plans? 


108 San Francisco is identified as "Urban and Built-Up Land" on California Department of Conservation, 2008, Important 
Farmland in California Map, www.consrv.ca.gov, accessed October 23,2017. 
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Less Than 
Significant 


Potentially with Less Than 
Significant Mitigation Significant No Not 


Topics: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact Applicable 


b) Due to slope, prevailing winds, and other D D D D ~ 
factors, exacerbate wildfire risks, and thereby 
expose project occupants to, pollutant 
concentrations from a wildfire or the 
uncontrolled spread of a wildfire? 


c) Require the installation or maintenance of D D D D 
associated infrastructure (such as roads, fuel 
breaks, emergency water sources, power lines or 
other utilities) that may exacerbate fire risk or 
that may result in temporary or ongoing impacts 
to the environment? 


d) Expose people or structure to significant risks D D D D 
including downslope or downstream flooding or 
landslides, as a result of runoff, post-fire slope 
instability, or drainage changes? 


The City and County of San Francisco and bordering areas within San Mateo County do not have 
any state responsibility areas for fire prevention or lands classified as very high fire hazard severity 
zones, 109 therefore, this topic is not applicable. Refer to topic C.17, Hazards and Hazardous 
Materials, for a discussion of wildland fire risks. 


Topics: 


22. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE. 
Does the project: 


a) Have the potential to substantially degrade the 
quality of the environment, substantially reduce 
the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a 
fish or wildlife population to drop below self
sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or 
animal community, substantially reduce the 
number or restrict the range of a rare or 
endangered plant or animal, or eliminate 
important examples of the major periods of 
California history or prehistory? 


Potentially 
Significant 


Impact 


D 


Less Than 
Significant 


with 
Mitigation 


Incorporated 


D 


Less Than 
Significant No Not 


Impact Impact Applicable 


D D 


109CALFIRE Fire and Resource Assessment Program, San Francisco County Draft Fire Hazard Severity Zones in Local 
Responsibility Areas Map, October 5, 2007; San Mateo County Fire Hazard Severity Zones in State Responsibility 
Areas Map, November 7, 2007; and San Mateo County Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zones in Local Responsibility 
Areas Map, November 24,2008. Available at: 
http://www.fire.ca.gov/fire_prevention/fire_prevention_wildland_zones_maps. 
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Less Than 
Significant 


Potentially with Less Than 
Significant Mitigation Significant No Not 


Topics: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact Applicable 


b) Have impacts that are individually limited, but 0 0 f8l 0 0 
cumulatively considerable? ("Cumulatively 
considerable" means that the incremental effects 
of a project are considerable when viewed in 
connection with the effects of past projects, the 
effects of other current projects, and the effects of 
probable future projects.) 


c) Have environmental effects which will cause 0 0 0 0 
substantial adverse effects on human beings, 
either directly or indirectly? 


Note: Authority cited: Sections 21083 and 21083.05, Public Resources Code. Reference: Section 65088.4, Gov. Code; 
Sections 21080(c), 21080.1,21080.3,21083, 21083.05,21083.3,21093,21094,21095, and 21151, Public Resources Code; 
Sundstrom v. County of Mendocino,(1988) 202 Cal.App.3d 296; Leonoffv. Monterey Board of Supervisors, (1990) 222 
Cal.App.3d 1337; Eureka Citizens for Responsible Govt. v. City of Eureka (2007) 147 Cal.App.4th 357; Protect the Historic 
Amador Waterways v. Amador Water Agency (2004) 116 Cal.App.4th at 1109; Sun Frun<:i~<:un~ Uphulding the Downtown 
Plan v. City and County of San Francisco (2002) 102 Cal.App.4th 656. 


The proposed project would not substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause 
a fish or wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or 
animal community, or reduce the number or restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant or 
animal. As discussed in Section F.3, Cultural Resources, implementation of the proposed project 
would not result in a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archeological resource or 
a tribal cultural resource and would not disturb human remains. As discussed in Section F.15, 
Geology and Soils, implementation of the proposed project would not directly or indirectly destroy 
a unique paleontological resource or site. For these reasons, the proposed project would not result 
in the elimination of important examples of major periods of California history or prehistory. 


The proposed project would not combine with past, present, or reasonably foreseeable future 
projects to create significant cumulative impacts related to any of the topics discussed in Section F, 
Evaluation of Environmental Effects. There would be no significant cumulative impacts to which 
the proposed project would make cumulatively considerable contributions. 


As discussed in Section F.15, Geology and Soils, the proposed project would result in potentially 
significant impacts related to seismic hazards. The foregoing analysis identifies Mitigation 
Measure M-GE-1, which would reduce these impact to less than significant impacts related to 
geology and soils. With implementation of this mitigation measure, the proposed project would 
not result in environmental effects that would cause substantial adverse effects on human beings. 
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G. MITIGATION MEASURE 


Mitigation Measure M-GE-1: Ongoing Coordination with the Planning Deparbnent and the 
Deparbnent of Building Inspections Prior to and During the Construction Phase Regarding 
Compliance with Geotechnical Requirements. Pursuant to the San Francisco Deparbnent of 
Builcling Inspection process, the project sponsor (and their design team, geotechnical engineer, and 
contractor, as applicable) will be subject to ongoing coordination requirements with the planning 
department and the builcling department regarding plan check reviews and building inspections 
prior to and during construction work. This process will include the following requirements: 


Prior to commencement of construction, the project sponsor shall submit to the planning 
department and building department a report outlining anticipated construction 
milestones with corresponding (approximate) dates of reaching those milestones as well 
and all memoranda and/or reports anticipated to be prepared or approved at those 
milestones. The report shall address how all code requirements will be met, including 
responsible parties and the city agency providing oversight. The report shall be reviewed 
and approved by the planning department and the building department prior to 
commencement of construction. 
Once construction commences, the sponsor shall notify the planning department and the 
building department (when coorclination with the builcling department is not already 
included as typical part of the process) when the above milestones have been reached and 
their outcomes. Specifically, all memoranda and/or reports issued at times of those 
milestones shall be provided to the planning department and the building department.110 


H. PUBLIC NOTICE AND COMMENT 


On February 14, 2019, the planning department mailed a notification of project receiVmg 
environmental review to owners of properties within 300 feet of the project site, adjacent occupants, 
neighborhood groups, and other interested parties. In response to the notification, the planning 
department received three letters from the representative of 2421 Green Street and four letters from 
other neighbors. Comments included concerns about impacts to historic resources related to views, 
air, and light (addressed under Impact CR-1 on page 15), impacts to the historic resource at 2421 
Green Street related to construction methodology (addressed under Impacts GE-l through GE-3 
on pages 59 through 65), impacts related to the release of hazardous matter (addressed under 
impact HZ-2 on page 71), and the accuracy of the project description (see Project Characteristics on 
page 1). 


Comments were also raised concerning the scale of development, consistency with the planning 
code and with Cow Hollow design guidelines, and neighborhood notification for the discretionary 


110 Pursuant to Department policy, any memoranda and/or reports prepared by project sponsor and/or a 
consultant working for the project sponsor shall adhere to Planning Department's protocols of 
objectivity. 
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review hearing. These issues are not related to impacts on the environment and will be addressed 
during the planning department's review of the building permit. 


One commenter raised concern that the project was being piecemealed (divided into smaller 
projects to qualify for one or more exemptions, which is prohibited under state CEQA statute). This 
initial study (and the two categorical exemptions for the project that were previously issued and 
rescinded) appropriately covered the whole of the project- both the excavation and the expansion 
of the building. In other words, the sponsor did correctly obtain CEQA clearance for the entirety 
of his project. Subsequently, however, the sponsor exceeded the scope of work of a foundation 
permit, which is constitutes a permitting (not CEQA) violation. 


Other comments concerned permits that were suspended and not revoked and notices of violation 
concerning the safety and condition of the vacant building. These issues will be addressed as part 
of project approvals or through the permit enforcement process. 


I. DETERMINATION 


On the basis of this Initial Study: 


D I find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment, and 
a NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared. 


12] I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment 
there will not be a significant effect in this case because revisions in the project have been 
made by or agreed to by the project proponent. A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION 
will be prepared. 


D I find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required. 


D I find that the proposed project MAY have a "potentially significant impact" or "potentially 
significant unless mitigated" impact on the environment, but at least one effect 1) has been 
adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and 2) has 
been addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis as described on attached 
sheets. An ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required, but it must analyze only the 
effects that remain to be addressed. 
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0 I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, 
because all potentially significant effects (a) have been analyzed adequately in an earlier EIR or 
NEGATIVE DECLARATION pursuant ~o applicable standards, and (b) have been avoided or 
mitigated pursuant to that earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION, including revisions or 
mitigation measures that are imposed upon the proposed 'project, no further environmental 
documentation is required. 


Environmental Review Officer 
for 


JohnRahaim 
Director of Planning 


J. INITIAL STUDY PREPARERS 


Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco 
Environmental Planning Division 
165 Mission Street, Suite 400 
San Francisco, CA 94103 


Environmental Review Officer: Lisa Gibson 
Principal Environmental Planner: Tania $heyner, AICP 
Senior Environmental Planner: Jeanie Poling 
Preservation Planner: Stephanie Cisneros 


K. FIGURES- See the following pages. 
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Figure 1 -Project Site Location 
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Figure 2- Existing and Proposed Site Plans 
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Figure 13 - Projects within One-Quarter Mile of the Project Site 
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LAWRENCE B. KARP 
CONSULTING GEOTECHNICAL ENGINEER 


January 25, 2020 


Lozeau Drury LLP 
1939 Harrison Street 
Oakland, CA 94612 


Attention: Richard Drury, Esq. 


Subject: 2417 Green Street Project, San Francisco 


Slope & Seismic Hazard Zone Protection Act, MND Appeal 


Dear Richard: 


FOUNDATIONS, WALLS, PILES 
UNDERPINNING, TIEBACKS 


DEEP RETAINED EXCAVATIONS 
SHORING & BULKHEADS 


CEQA, EARTHWORK & SLOPES 
CAISSONS, COFFERDAMS 


COASTAL & MARINE STRUCTURES 


SOIL MECHANICS, GEOLOGY 
GROUNDWATER HYDROLOGY 


CONCRETE TECHNOLOGY 


This letter and its attachments address the questions you have raised in your e-mail of 1/22/20 
(copy attached) about the City's Slope Protection Ordinances (SPA and SSPA). Rather than 
quote from the attachments (which are portions of Exhibits from the 1/8/20 report I wrote for the 
Planning Commission), underlined in red are details you are concerned about. Before discussing 
the attachments I should give an overview of how the City Planning Department (CPD) and 
developers operate, taken from my experience in design/construction, particularly foundation 
underpinning and shoring in San Francisco, with CPD and DBI interface, since the late 1950s. 


CPD is staffed by full time employees who are not licensed design professionals (architects and 
engineers) as would occur with those who prepare EIRs (Environmental Impact Reports). EIRs 
are avoided by CPD like the plague because it takes approval of projects out oftheir hands with 
no benefits. To that end, with these conditions, CPD employees make statements that distort 
written Code requirements and facts which mimic what developers and their attorneys tell them. 


To begin with, basically, the Project area has long been designated as being within one of the sections of 
the City that has been illustrated by maps contained for many years in the Slope Protection Act (SPA). 
When the State of California began, in 2000, mapping seismic hazard (landslide and liquefaction) 
areas in San Francisco as part of a statewide program they did not void local mapping by (1) pretending 
the areas were mistakenly identified; (2) pretending the areas have been stabilized; (3) voiding the 
5/20115 "Geotechnical Report Requirements" (Bulletin No. S-05 is ·currently in full force and effect, 
Exhibit E); and (4) waiving calculations and detailing necessary for permits under 2016 SFBC 
§1803.5.7 (excavations near property lines) and compliance with 2016 SFBC §3307.1 (protection of 
neighboring property and maintenance of lateral and subjacent support to neighboring foundations). 


For the above reasons, and per civil/geotechnical engineering standards, stability mapping does not 
become obsolete unless so publically declared. The operative wording (in order of the attached 
portions of the 1/8/20 report) ofthe 2018 SSPA is " ... or falls within certain mapped areas ofthe 
City .... " ("Slope Protection" cover sheet, Exhibit E); " ... Map is posted near 1660 Mission St. 2nd Floor 
Counter: "Landslide Hazard Areas are colored 'Red'" (Information Sheet No. S-05, page 1, Exhibit E 
[and maps illustrated iri Exhibit C]); and " ... or falls within certain mapped areas ofthe City .... " 
(Ordinance No. 121-18 Amended in Board 5/8/18, SFBC § 1 06A.4.1.4.1 "Creation", page 2, Exhibit E). 


100 TRES MESAS. ORINDA CA 94563 (415) 860-0791 fax: (925) 253-0101 e-mail: lbk@berkeley.edu 
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The next issue that affects the SSPA is topography. References to property that slopes at an 
inclination of 4 units horizontal to 1 unit vertical uses the word "average" which can be argued 
forever as the Projeces advocates will do. But the SSPA Ordinance refers to a topographical "map 
dated 7/25/18". It is important to understand this map; it shows 2417 Green is within in an average 
area equal to or steeper than 4h: 1 v. It was published as a wall poster for the CPD offices. In the 
reproduction of the attached SSPA Ordinance (1/8/20 report, Exhibit E) the map is unintelligible, 
however enlarged it shows, with brown shading, average 4h: 1 v areas. It can be accessed on SFDBI's 
website at https://s3.amazonaws.com/sfplanninggis/Slopes+PosterJowRes70DPI.pdf. The CPO 
slope map shows about the same oblong area shaded brown as the maps reproduced in Exhibit C. 


The final issue concerns applicability of the SSP A to projects that include excavation of more than 50 
cubic yards of material, shoring, underpinning, and SFBC Chapter 18. The most critical aspect ofthe 
2017 Green Project is that there has never been a topographic survey ("orthocontour map") ofthe 
Project and its affected neighbors. Such surveying would give relative elevations of all improvements 
on the ground including depths of the neighboring foundations especially those uphill (at 2421 Green) 
which could be compared with information supposed to be in the geoteclmical report (deliberately 
omitted). More than 50 CY have already been excavated in order to conceal the Project's extent. 


The add in your e-mail should be modified as follows: 


From: ~'The project site is located within an area of potential landslide hazard zone as 
identified on the 1974 Blume map. In 2018, the San Francisco Building Code was 
amended by the Slope and Seismic Hazard Zone Protection Act (Ordinance No. 
121-18) to no longer reference the Blume map. However, Building Permit Application 
No. 201704285244 for the building expansion is subject to the building code 
provisions in effect on April 28, 2017, before Ordinance No. 121-18 became effective. 
On August 23, 2019, the building department documented that this project site and 
thus is not subject to the additional requirements of the Slope Protection Act (building 
code section 106A.4.1.4).8283,84 The building department, during its review ofthe 
project's structural plans, may request the assistance of a structural design reviewer to 
provide additional and specialized expertise to supplement its plan review. The 
structural design reviewer would meet with the project sponsor's engineer of record 
and with building department staff as the need arises throughout the design process." 


To: The project site is located within an area of potential landslide hazard zone as 
identified by the well known 1987 map posted at the Building Department which is a 
"suc~essor" to the original 1974 Blume map and listed as a reference in OBI's 5/20/15 
Bulletin S-05 "Geotechnical Report Requirements" which is in full force and effect. In 
2018, the San Francisco Building Code was amended by the Slope and Seismic Hazard 
Zone Protection Act (Ordinance No. 121-18) to include sloped areas to be protected 
that average 4h: l v (25%) shown on the Planning Department's topographical poster map 
of7/25/18 " .... or fall within certain mapped areas ofthe City .... " which also appears in 
SFBC §l06A.4.1.4.1 (described on page 2 ofthe Ordinance), and landslides shown on 
the 2000 State of California earthquake induced landslides and liquefaction hazard map. 


Based on many years of experience in San Francisco, I believe you will only get arguments from CPO 
on behalf of developers, however the Board of Supervisors is very much aware of SPA and SSPA as 
they have sponsored the Ordinances. An appeal to the Board of Supervisors must be timely filed. 


LAWRENCE B. KARP CONSULTING ENGINEER 
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Note that Ordinance No. 121-18, on page 1 (Exhibit E) is also tied to CEQA so the SSPA should have 
been fully covered in a proper Initial Study. Non-compliance with the SSPA will eventually be 
corrected in an EIR because of the following facts. 


(Quote:) "[i]fthere is disagreement among expert opinion supported by facts .... 
the Lead Agency shall treat the effect as significant and shall prepare an EIR" 
(citing 14 Cal. Code Regs., § 15064(b ), (g)). Reviewed and cited was the applicable 
"fair argument" standard: "An EIR is required whenever "'substantial evidence in 
the record supports a "fair argument'' significant impacts or eftects mav occur."'" 
(emphasis added) [quoting City of Arcadia v. State Water Resources Control Bd. 
(2006) 135 Cal.App.4th 1392, 1421.] 


An MND is pennitted only "if 'the initial study identified potential' significant 
effects on the environment but revisions in the project plans "would avoid or 
mitigate the effects to a point where clearly no significant effect on the environment 
would occur" and [if] there is no substantial evidence that the project as revised may 
have a significant effect on the environment .... ""' (emphasis added) [quoting 
Architectural Heritage Assn. v. County of Monterey (2004) 122 Cal.App.4th 1095, 
1101.]" (End quote.) 


What I see is that CPD glossed over the results of the Planning Commission hearing which I attended. 
They do what the developer's lawyers tells them to do; another example is that no EIR was ordered 
for Oceanwide Center where the second tallest building in San Francisco is being constructed, one 
block from Millennium Tower (the same lawyers). CPD produces writings that are not signed and 
stamped by licensed engineers as required by Business & Professions Code §6735. I always generate 
all relevant technical documentation for not only immediate need but for posterity, but still, no 
topographical survey (orthocontour map) exists for the subject Project. CPD and the developer are 
holding onto the "suspended" approved pennit applications (1/8/20 report, Exhibit K) but if the 
Project is cut back like the PC indicated it would (no windows blocked, no excavation), new pennit 
applications would be necessary. Several years ago, at a meeting at Zach's office, foundation detail 
calculations and drawings were supposed to be under preparation by Holmes Culley but all we ever 
saw the developer do is connected to what CPD has approved and OBI rubber stamped "approved". 


With an EIR qualified design professionals will review the Project and ask for, to begin with, a 
topographical survey ( orthocontour map). The Kaufmans will have input to the EIR which, 
although the PC indicated they would with an MND, it will never happen. All that the Kaufmans 
will ever see, timely, will be from the developer unless the Board of Supervisors returns the Project 
to CP for an EIR or directly orders an EIR. Ultimately, if that fails, and the developer is allowed to 
proceed with his existing plans or something like them, a restraining order due to irreparable harm 
to a historic resource and its hillside foundations will be necessary. 


In sum, the SSP A strengthens the SSA, not weakens it as the developer and CPO allege in not allowing it 
to be currently included in the already very weak geotechnical reporting for the Project. Especialy 
important now, in the SSPA (Exhibit E), the civil/geotechnical Engineer of Record must complete 
under oath, under penalty of perjury, a questionaire about excavation, shorin12, and underpinning. ,,,,lllltil,,, 


LAWRENCE B. KARP CONSULTING ENGINEER 
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Slope and Seismic Hazard Zone Protection Act 
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Subject: Slope and Seismic Hazard Zone Protection Act 
From: Richard Drury <richard@lozeaudrury.com> 
Date: 1/22/2020, 4:13 PM 
To: "Lawrence B. Karp" <lbk@lbkarp.com> 


CC: xiaomu <xiaomu@aol.com>, Peter Kaufman <walrusassoc@aol.com> ~----------" 


Dr. Karp: . 
I am having difficulty understanding the staff report concerning the Slope and Seismic Hazard Zone 
Protection Act (SSPA). In the original Preliminary MND, the document stated that 2417 Green Street is 
within the "landslide hazard zone" and therefore subject to the SSPA. However, the staff reversed that 
position and amended the Final MND to conclude that the site is not within the mapped area subject to the 
SSPA. 


I don't understand this conclusion. I reviewed your comment letters and there is a map that appears to 
clearly show 2417 Green as being within the mapped area subject to the SSPA. The staff report 
suggests that the map may have changed. 


Questions: 


1. Is 2417 Green within a mapped area subject to the SSPA? If so, what is the relevant map? Is there a 
current.map that shows the parcel's location on the map? 
2. Is 2417 Green on a property the exceeds an average slope of 4H:l V? lf.so, tne SSPA applies regardless of 
the map. 


I want to lay out the issue in our CEQA appeal to the Board of Supervisors. It may also be worth appealing to 
the Board of Appeals. I have attached the relevant discussion from the PMND below. Thank you. 
Richard 


Initial Study Page 60: 
Delete: 


The project site in a landslide hazard zone and thus is not subject to the additional 
requirements of the Slope Protection Act (building code section 1 06A.4.1.4). The Slope 
Protection Act states that the final geotechnical report must be prepared and signed by both a 
licensed geologist and a licensed geotechnical engineer, which in turn shall undergo design 
review by a licensed geotechnical or civil engineer to verify that appropriate geological and 
geotechnical issues have been considered and that appropriate slope instability mitigation 
strategies, including drainage plans if required, are proposed. 


Based on the review of the geotechnical submittal (discussed in more detail below), the 
building department director may also require that the project be subject to review by a three
member Structural Advisory Committee that will advise the building department on matters 
pertaining to the building's design and construction. The three committee members must be 
selected from a list of qualified engineers submitted by the Structural Engineers Association of 
Northern California and approved by the building department. One member must be selected 
by the building department, one member shall be selected by the project sponsor, and the 
third member shall be selected jointly. 


1/23/2020,4:10 PM 
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Add: 


The project site is located within an area of potential landslide hazard zone as identified on 
the 1974 Blume map. In 2018, the San Francisco Building Code was amended by the Slope 
and Seismic Hazard Zone Protection Act (Ordinance No. 121-18) to no longer reference the 
Blume map. However, Building Permit Application No. 201704285244 for the building 
expansion is subject to the building code provisions in effect on April28, 2017, before 
Ordinance No. 121-18 became effective. On August 23, 2019, the building department 
documented that this project site and thus is not subject to the additional requirements of the 
Slope Protection Act (building code section 1 06A.4.1.4 ).8283,84 The building department, 
during its review of the project's structural plans, may request the assistance of a structural 
design reviewer to provide additional and specialized expertise to supplement its plan review. 
The structural design reviewer would meet with the project sponsor's engineer of record and 
with building department staff as the need arises throughout the design process. 


Page 63 


Delete: 


Third-Party Review. Pursuant to the Slope Protection Act, the project's geotechnical 
investigation report and construction documents will undergo third-party review by a licensed 
geotechnical engineer. Such review will verify that appropriate geological and geotechnical 
issues have been considered and that appropriate slope instability mitigation strategies have 
been proposed. 


(These change are described on pp. 60-63 of the revised Initial Study attached to the PC Staff 
Rpt.). 


Richard Drury 
Lozeau Drury LLP 
1939 Harrison Street, Suite 150 
Oakland, CA 94612 
(510) 836-4200 


l/23/2020, 4:10PM 







INADEQUATE MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION 


2417 GREEN STREET PROJECT, SAN FRANCISCO 
ALLOWED UNDERMINING NEIGHBOR'-S BRICK FOUNDATION 
NO SURVEY OR SHORING OR UNDERPINNING BY DEVELOPER 


TO PROTECT ARCHITECfURALLY & STRUCTfJRALL\' UNIQUE 1 
HISTORICAL REsOURCE AT 2421 GREEN STREET l 


ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT REQUIRED ! 


LAWRENCE 8. KARP CONSULTING ENGINEER 
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LAWRENCE B. KARP 
CONSUL TfNG GEOTECHNICAL ENGINEER 


January 8, 2020 


C&CSF Planning Commission 
Myrna Melgar, President 
City Hall, Room 400 
San Francisco, CA 94102 


Subject: 2417 Green Street Project [Block 560 • Lot 028] 
Allowed Undermining of Neighbor's Brick Foundations 
No Survey or Shoring or Underpinning was Required of 
Developer To Protect the Architecturally and Structurally 
Unique Historical Coxhead House at 2421 Green Street. 
Grossly Inadequate Mitigated Negative Declaration. 
Environmental Impact Report Required 


Dear President Melgar and Members of the Commission: 


FOUNDATIONS, WALLS, PILCiS 
UNOERPINNING. TIEBACKS 


OCEP RETAINED t:XCAVATIONS 
SNORING & BULI<HEADS 
EARTHWORK & SLOPES 


CAISSONS. CCFFERD.AMS 
CD.ASTAL & MARINE STRUCTURES 


SOIL MECHANICS, GEOLOGY 
GROUNDWATER HYDROLOGY 


CONCRETE fECiiNOLOGY 


One person ("Senior Planner'') in the Planning Department, without credentials or qualifications or 
demonstrated knowledge, issued a Preliminary Mitigated Negative Declaration "PMND'' (a worthless 
formal document declaring no negative impact will result from the subject project due to ''mitigation") 
because the building department, who has already permitted the project based solely on approval 
by the Planning Department, will somehow timely "mitigate'", in the future, construction damages. 


The project involves major new construction immediately adjacent to the original Coxhead House 
that will (1) block views to and from the historic hillside house, built in 1892-93, at 2421 Green, 
and (2) as shown on the developer's approved and unchanged plans, will undermine the tall brick 
foundations of2421 Green because advance, reviewable, preventative and protective engineering 
and construction measures to brace, shore, and underpin have been refused by the developer. 


What could the senior planner be thinking? For (A) the only way to mitigate the blocking of views to 
and from the historic architecture is NOT block 1the views, and for (B) preventing damage to the 128 
year old brick foundations of the neighboring historic building would be NOT to excavate and under
mine that which has already started, but to properly design construction in advance for review and 
approvals. Both these situations were the instructions the Board of Supervisors, after unanimously 
deciding the project would likely damage the adjacent historic resource, banded the project back to 
the Planning Department when they reversed the misplaced Categoric-a! Exemption devised by the 
Planning Department for the project, and returned the project for a genuine environmental evaluation. 
Unfortunately, they assumed uncorrupted qualified persons would perform the assessment under State 
of California standards. That has not happened, instead the result is a wholly inadequate PMND. 


An Enviroru:ilental Impact Report "EIR", as required by the California Environmental Quality Act 
"CEQA", must be independently perfonned which will ensure participation of independent qualified 
and licensed professional architects and engineers. An EIR must be based on the full record; the 
CEQA process does not involve discarding reports and facts as the Planning Department has 
repeatedly done despite the orders unanimously voted on 119/18 by the Board of Supervisors. 
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For the Categorical Exemption, the Planning Department had the developer 
devise a "geotechnical report'' having nothing substantive about protection of the 


historic brick foundation of 2421 Green. That faiUng at the Board of Supervisors, for 
her review, the Senior Planner had the developer issue a new "geotechnical report" 


abandoning the Slope Protection Act and adding Patrick Drumm as a co-signer. 


The 1112/17 geotechnical report by Christian Divis was revised on 4/25/19. The senior planner 
had newly licensed engineer, Stephan Leung, new at DBI, perfonn a limited review of the Divis/ 
Drumm report, but the subject matter relating to what the Board of Supervisors was concerned 
about (damage to the historic resource by interfering with its surroundings and undermining of its 
foundations), the Senior Planner withheld from Leung, who had never been to the site, plus the 
lack of engineering for the protection of the 129 year old steep hillside fowulations for 2421 Green. 
The undersigned carefully reviewed Leung's ex-parte report on 7/5/19 and detailed where Leung was 
coordinating with only the Senior Planner, and the report was found to be sorely lacking (Exhibit A). 


The 4/25/19 Divis/Drumm report has nothing in it about undermining the 1892 brick foundations at 
2421 Green affected by excavations at 2417 Green shown on the owner/developer's drawings, nor 
does it have any engineering for shoring and underpinning and design/construction recommendations 
to protect historic 2421 Green. The cast of characters explains why there is nothing substantive 
related to the site and building conditions of 2421 Green. Portions of the 4/25/19 report (Exhibit B) 
relevant to the missing or otherwise totally inadequate response to the Project's foundation aspects 
were returned by the Board of Supervisors' to the Planning Dept. ln the interim between the Divis 
and Divis/Drumm reports, on 5/10/17 Divis wrote DBI approving developer Durkin's drawings 
with NO bracing, shoring, and underpinning to protect 2421 Green despite ID of site being subject 
to the Slope Protection Act in Divis' 1112/17 report (Exhibit C). These are the exact defects that 
caused the Board of Supervisors to unanimously vote return of the Project to the Planning Department 


The report, revised. on 4/25/19, commissioned by the developer in coordination with the Senior 
Planner, is signed by Christian Divis with the addition of Patrick Drumm from Fremont, a 
geologist, not a professional engineer, whose non-engineering education at the West Virginia 
University, a coal mining school; his self-serving resume (Exhibit D) has nothing relevant about 
shoring and underpinning adjacent foundations on steep slopes in San Francisco, that are all subject 
to SF's mandatory Slope Protection ACt (Exhibit E) which the superceding report never mentions. 


Drumm's resume neglects to discuss his involvement wi~ 125 Crown Terrace, expressed in his 
9/19 & 9/20/13 reports for the site (Exhibit F) which resulted in the spectacular hillside 
foundation failure. The report for 2417 Green that Drumm endorsed by co-signing is true to fonn 
with Drumm~s involvement with 125 Crown Terrace. Drumm's 9/20/13 report for the 125 Crown 
Terrace Project also endorsed and contained inadequate civil engineering recommendations in support 
ofhis client's political purposes. Geologists are prohibited from practicing civil engineering and its 
branches (geotechnical and structural engineering): Business & Professions Code §7839 (Exhibit G). 


Drumm's sporadic political involvement in San Francisco buildings consistently result in failures 
(and lawsuits) for lack of shoring and underpinning. An investigation by the City attorney found 
complaints to the State about Drumm after the failure of 125 Crown Terrace. That construction was 
approved by the Planning Dept. on 10/25/12 (2012.1051.DDD-P/A 2011.10.06.6315) with Drumm's 
poli~ical help to obtain a building pennit that preceded total building failure due to defective shoring, 
which complaint contains the following paragraph critical of Drumm for practicing civil engineering: 


LAWRENCE B. KARP CONSULTING ENGINEER 
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",'l/>ecifical~l', lhr geologist·.~ il/l!gal and ducei{/111 praclh.·e (!/civil engineering I"I!Cell/lr caused 
"disush'r Willi fhl! collap.\e oj soil'roek and partial shoring aJ I 15 Crown hrrace. Sun Fnmci5t:o, 
tJ Sll!l!/' hi/lsid(' location. on December 17. :!ll/3. The gl'ologi.\1 re.vumded to WI Augu.lf 13. ]()JJ 
geoteclrnical engineering letter to the owner abol/1 foundation drawings that was wrillen by a licensed 
civil engineer (/he same engineer who had written the soils report for I he location) that stated a civil 
e11gineer should "review the final grading, underpinning, and shoring plans prior to construction." 


The same lack of proper survey, shoring, and protection at 2421 Green that Divis and Drumm risk for 
Christopher Durkin, owner/developer of 2417 Green, caused Murphy & 0 'Brien's house at 125 Crown 
Terrace to fall off its steep Twin Peaks hillside location, a highly publicized event (Exhibit H). Another 
failed Project of Drumm's was for another San Francisco developer on another steep slope at the 
south face of Mount Davidson at 287 Cresta Vista Drive, below 19 Sherwood Court. Drumm's 
12/24/15 civil engineering (type) report failed to ensure that the contractor would be required to 
install adequate shoring. Instead, Drumn1 inexplicably recommended "surface survey points to 
monitor possible deep-seated movements", a useless non-sequitur ignoring improper shoring that 
allowed the excavation to proceed out of control. Drumm recommendations and the overexcavated 
slope (Exhibit I) ended in hillside slippage which caused the house at 19 Sherwood Court to move 
laterally, necessitating the occupant fu.mily to move to a hotel until the hillside was stabilized. Litigation 
was neces.sary to eventually cause repair of the building's foundation system and substructure support. 


The Senior Planner's MND bas no value because there is no technical basis by 
qualified professionals and it bas no chance to succeed in mitigation because the plan is to 


block views to and from 2421 Green Street and leave repair of any disaster or damage to others. 


Within the Planning Dept's 9/11/19 report to the Planning Conunission the senior planner ridicules the 
neighbor's geotechnical (soil and foundation) engineer who has written several reports on engineering 
defects of the subject Project, none of which have been corrected by the owner/contractor/designer. 
St,range to see staff with absolutely no education, experience, or expertise in architecture/engineering 
let alone stabilization of 127 year old hillside brick foundations criticize, without any professional help, 
the neighbor's engineer having a combination of over 60 years education and a perfect experience 
record in shoring and underpinning in San Francisco. The senior planner does not know what she is 
doing, having never designed anything or done anything other than to obstruct CEQA. Her total lack 
of understanding of standard architectural and engineering issues is a severe detriment to the City. 


The senior planner's lack oflmowledge of architectural/engineering design is appalling. Her ignorance of the 
gravamen of the comprehensive report the undersigned provided to the Planning Commission on 1/17/19 
(Exhibit J) is astounding. Ideas in her advice to the Planning Commission were infused, with improper motive, 
by the owner/developer of2417 Green who has a vested speculative interest in avoiding shoring and underpinning 
and who willing forego the expense letting others, such as insurance companies, asswne the risks by resuming 
temporarily suspended pennits (Exhibit K); those pennits should have been revised or revoked long ago. 


Condusion: Clearly Required Permit Revoution and EIR 







INDEX of EXHIBITS 


A. Engineering critique 7/5/19 (for SFDBJ) of geotechnical review prepared for and submitted 
to Planning Department 5/16/19; no site visit by reviewer, failed to recognize necessary 
shoring and underpinning were missing and lack of provisions of S (ope Protection Act. 


R Pages of 4/25/19 Divis/Drumm report said in preface to have detailed reconunendations. There 
are no detailed recommendations as required, particularly for shoring and underpinning 
(Protection of Adjoining Property; shoring and underpinning per 2016 SFBC §3307. 


C. Divis letter 5110/17 approving drawings; 1/12/17 report pages re: Slope Protection Act (SPA) 
referring to "future geotechnical studies", but Divis/Drum 4/25/19 report has zero about SPA. 


D. Divis/Drumm report 4/25/19 "'we anticipate bedrock" without exploration for lateral support 
and without engineering recommendations for shoring/underpinning neighboring foundations. 


E. Required "additional review for structural integrity and effect on slope stability'' for 
construction on properties subject to Slope Protection Act (includes 2417-2421 Green) since 
2008, with 2018 Ordinance (SPA or more formally "Slope & Hazard Zone Protection Act"). 


F. Reports ("Civil Engineering", B&PC §6731) 9/19 and 9n.Oil3 written by 2417 Green report co
signer Patrick Drumm before shoring and building failure at 125 Crown Terrace owned by Murphy. 


G. Business & Professions Code sections prohibiting geologists from practicing civil engineering, 
civil engineering defined, and civil engineers being exempt from the geologists act. 


H. Photographs of 125 Crown Terrace after foundation and building failure due to lack of shoring. 


I. Report 12122/15 of civil engineering prepared by 2417 Green Street report cosigner Patrick 
Drumm before slippage ofbillside above at 287 Cresta Vista Drive and below 19 Sherwood 
Court, San Francisc<>, due to lack of adequate shoring. Litigation ensued for repair. 


J. Engineering critique 1/17/19 (for Planning Commission) of design drawings prepared by 
owner/contractor Christopher Durkin for the 2417 Green Street project, approved for building 
pennit by Christopher May of the City & County of San Francisco Planning Department (CPD) 
l 0/10/17 (Exhibits 2 & 4). Design dra.win~ without any topograpliical survey disregard the 
Slope Protection Act (excavation, shoring, underpinning), 2016 San Francisco Building Code 
§1803.5.7 (1/9/18 report; excavation near neighboring foundations, and 2016 SFBC §3307 
protection of adjoining property), and California Civil Code §832 (legal requirement of 
excavator/developer to continuously maintain lateral and subjacent support to adjoining land). 


K. Pennits as of 1/8/20 for 2417 Green Street owner/contractor to excavate below 2421 Green Street 
without survey, shoring, underpinning. Permit Applications 2017.1002.0114 and 2017.0511.6316 
have been [temporarily] suspended and may be reinstated without compliance with the Slope 
Protection Act and compliance with Protection of Adjoining Property (2016 SFBC §§1803.5.7, 
3307; shoring and underpinning) at any time (these permits were based on improper approval 
for building permit by Christopher May of CPD 10/1 0!17; see Exhibit J, parts 2 & 4). Permits 
should have been revoked long ago, but SFCPD (and SFDBI due to SFCPD), failed to act). 


LAWRENCE B. KARP CONSULTING ENGINEER 
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EXPLANATION 


outline of slide area 


areas of potential landslide hazard 


7 location of slide, SFDBI 
those underlined are active slides 0 2000 4000 Feet 


Approximate scale 


Base map; John A. Blume & Associates, Engineers, (1974). Flgur~ 4, landslide Locations, San Francisco Seismic Safetv Investigation, June 1974 
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pa 


Slope rotection 


1660 Misskirt Street-1st Floor 


San Francisco, CA 94103-2414 


(415) 558-6360 


dbi.slopepmledion@sfgov.org 


Iii Ordinance 12HB 


• lflformation Sheet S-19 


llll Slope & Seismic Prolllcti<:ln CI1Jadlll$t 


f B il in I s ctl 


Questions? Contact SSPA 


HelpfUl Unlm 


The Ad was passed by the Soard of Supervisors in 2008 and required construction of new buildings or 
structures ancf certain other CQnstrudion work on pmpeftles subjac:t fD the Stope Protection Act undergo additional tevleYi( 
for structural Integrity and effect on slope Sl!abi!i!y. 


The legisletlan was tamended end renamed the Slqpe I Seismic Hazard ZOne Promction Ac:t in 2018, The amended 
Slope I Seismic Hazard Zone Protection Act applies to all property within San Fl'al'ldsco that exceeds an average stope 
of 4H:1 V (25%) or falls within certain maeem;! areas of the COX. except those properties already subject to the Edgehill 
Moontain Slape" Protectio."' Area or the Northwsst MI. Sutto Slope Protection A:u. 


9/1412019, 10:25 AM 
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What ie being Impacted? 


1. Properties are ~ubject to the requirements of this ordinance if: (1) any portion of the property lies wlthfn 
the areas of the "Earthquake lndu~ l.andsllde Zones" In the Seismic Hazard Zone Map, release by the 
California DepartmentofConsef'VEI.tlon, DMs!on of Mines and GeolOgy, dated November 17,2000 or(~) 


,..the eroee[!X ex~d!,an average sloee of 4 horizontal to 1 vertical i4H:1YJ eer Toeosraebic Mae of Sa~ 


francisco: 4H:1V SloE!! dated Julx 25, 201 §;and 


2. Proposed construction InvolVes the following: (1) construction of~ new building or si!VctUre having over 1·,000 
square feet of new projected roof area; (2} horizontal or vertical addition having over 500 $Quare feet at new 
projecled roof area; (31 shoringj '1l undeminning; (5l gradiiJih inclUding excavsjon or .fiJI, or over 60 cubic ve SL 


1eqtUJ wateria!a; or (8)11or an~ other construction activi~ that1 In !he opinloJt r;tf theJi~ildi!JS ,?fficial, m~l'~ve ~ 
• substantial lmeact on the slope stability. 


9/14/2019, 10:25 AM 
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Projects Exempted from SSPA Ordinance~ 
~-di!r-/1 ;;;;u~ w~ 


The following projects are exempted from the SSPA Ordihanoo and do not require rompletion or submittal of lhe 
SSPA Checklist 


What do t need to do? 


If your property Hes within areas speclfi~d in Item 1 and yout proposed construction involves adlvities indicated in Item 2, 
you wiD be,re3ui~~ to stibmit additional reports by a Rcense professional identifying area-s of potential slope lnstabllltl~ 


~ . . 


Addhionally, your project rvax rest1re a third party peer review to provide a 
specialized expettislt to menl the Department of Building lnapedion plan revieW; ttte BUilding Official ,may also ele~ 
to establish a Structural Advisory Committee to revie\Y the proposed pro:{ect. 


Fot mom details on SSPA requirements, please referei'!Oa lnrorma!lon Shoot S-19. 


9il4120l9., 10:25 AM 







City and County of San Francisco 
Department of Building Inspection 


NO. 8-05 


DATE 


CATEGORY 


SUBJECT 


PURPOSE 


REFERENCE 


DISCUSSION 


INFORMATION SHEET 


May 20,2015 


Structural 


Geotechnical Report Requirements 


Edwin M. lee. Mayor 
Tom C. Hul1 S.E., C.B.O., Director 


The purpose of this Information Sheet is to estabRsh the permit work scope 
which will require the submittal of a geotechnical report. 


San Francisco Building Coda (SFBC) 
State of California Department of Conservation Division of Mines and Geology 


(COMG) Seismic Hazard Zones Map for San Francisco, released 
November 17, 2000. [Note: Map is posted near 1660 Mission St. 2nd Floor 
Counter. Mliquefaction zones" are colored "Green," or Seismic Hazard Zones 
Map Indices listing property street addresses and/or blocks and lots which 
are in the potential fandsflde and liquefaction zones (see Attachments 1&2)] 


Figure 4 of the San Francisco Seismic safety Investigation report prepared by 
URS/John A. Blume & Associates, Engineers, June 1974. (Note: Mae Is 


1660 Mission. Sl 21111 • "Landslide Hazard Areas· 


(A) Permit requiring geotechnical report 


The following pennit application submittal will. require a geotechnical report: 


1. New Building (with the exception of one--story storage or utility occupancy, including storage shed 
and garage) 


2. Horizontal Additions if the footprint area Increases mere than 50% of the existing square footage 


3. Horizontal and Vertical Additions increase mere than 1000 square feet of projected roof area within 
the Landslide Hazard Areas (see Reference) per SFBC Section 106A.4.1.4.3 and per SFBC 
Section 106A.4.1.4.4. 


[See SECTION (C) page 3] 
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4. Any of the following grading (per SFBC Section J104.3): 
a) Cut section is greater than 1 0 feet in vertical height. 
b) Cut slope is steeper than 2 horizontal to 1 vertical. 
c) The tops of cut banks are separated from any structure or major improvement by a 


distance, measured horizontally, less than the height of the bank. 
d) More than 5000 cubic yards are involved in grading. 
e) Grading perfonned at a site located within Earthquake Fault Zones, Seismic Hazard 


Zones, landslide Zones (see Attachment 1 ), or Liquefaction Zones (see Attachment 2) as 
shown in the most recently published maps from California Geological SUivey, 


5. Slope of fill is steeper than two units horizontal to one unit vertical (50 percent slope) specified per 
SFBC Section J107.6, or deviate from the stipulated provisions in SFBC Section J107 Fills. 


6. 


7. The design soillateralloads are less than the minimum design requirements specified in 
Section 1610 Soil lateral Loads. · 


B. The design load bearing value used exceeds values stipulated for Class 4 or 5 soil materials in 
SFBC Table 1806.2 Presumptive Load-Bearing Values. 


9. Special foundation including but not limited to piles, piers, base isolation and any design not 
covered by code, excluding piers supporting a fence, sign or isolated post. 


10. As required per Building Code: 
a) Expansive soil per SFBC Section 1803.5.3. 
b) Drainage system as an alternative to the requirements per SFBC Section J109 Drainage 


and Terracing. 
c) Water Table per SFBC Section 1803.5.4 to determine whether the existing ground-water 


table is above or within 5 feet below the elevation of the lowest floor level where such floor 
Is lcicated below the finished ground level adjacent to the foundation, unless waterproofing 
is provided in accordance with SFBC Section 18Q5. • 


d) Ground improvement, including soil mix grouting and chemical soil grouting. • 
e) Where shallow foundations will bear on controlled low~strength material (CLSM), a 


geotechnical investigation shall be conducted per SFBC Section 1803.5.9 Controlled low
strength material. 


f) Where geological investigation is deemed necessary per SFBC Section 1803 Geotechnical 
Investigations. 


11. Permit scope subject to mandatory structural advisory review under SFBC Se.ction 1 06A.4.1.2 
Edgehill Slope Protection Area, Section 106A.4.1.3 NorthWest Mt. Sutro Slope Protection Area. 


12. All structures utilizing Modal Response Spectrum Analysis in accordance with ASCE 7-10 
Section 12.9 Modal Response Spectrum Analysis. 
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(B) Submittal requirements for geotechnical report (If required) 


GEOTECHNICAL: 


S-05 


1. Provide original letter wet signed by geotechnical consultant, who Is a licensed civil or geotechnical 
engineer, stating that they have reviewed and approved final structural plans. 
(Note: In addition to the licensed geotechnical or civil engineer, a licensed geologist is also 
required for properties subject to the Slope Protection Act [See SECTION (C) BELOW}}, 


2. Provide two (2) sets of original geotechnical reports and one (1) CD-ROM: 
SOILS REPORTS: Effective November 1, 2011, OBI will no longer accept soils reports solely in 
"hard" copy fonnat. Two (2) •hard" copies and one (1) aopy on a CD-ROM in Adobe 'PO~' format 
are required, After OBI review, one "hard" copy will be retumed to the applicant with a 'Received' 
stamp. OBI will retain Hs copy, and the CD-ROM will be sent to the State Department of 
Conservation. as required by &tate law. 


3. Geotechnical report shall be in accordance with SFBC Section 1803.2 throYflh Section 1803£and 
Section J104.3. -"-"' ' 


4. Civil engineers experienced in geotechnical engineeling are authorized to practice geotechnical 
engineering. This Includes preparing or reviewing soils reports. 


(C) ProJects subJect to the Slope Protection Act (SFBC Section 106AA.1.4) 


Scope. Properties are subject to these requirements where any portion of the property lies within the areas of 
"EarthquaJce..lnduced LandsUde" in the Seismic Hazard Zone Map, released by California Department of 
Conservation, Division of Mines and Geology, dated November 17, 2000 (see Attachment 1), or amendments 
thereto; or Within the •Landslide Hazard Areas" " · 


Sites that are deemed stable by the geologist and where the geologist has mapped the site underlain by 
bedrock at depth shallower than the proposed depth of excavation are not required to be explored to depths 
specified In Section 1803.5.6. 


Proposed conslruction work that Is subject to these requirements includes the construction of new buildings or 
structures having over 1000 square feet of new projected roof area, and horizontal or vertical additions having 
over 1000 square feet projeGtsd roof area of newly constructed addition. In addition, these requirements shaU 
apply to the following activily or activities, if detellTlined by the plan reviewer that the proposed work may have 


If ~equlred as above. permit applications submitted to the Department of Building lnspecllon for consb1Jction 
shall Include report(s) prepared and signed by both a licensed geologist and a licensed geotechnical or clltll 
engineer Identifying areas of poten6al slope instability, defining pofelltial risks of development due to geological 
and geotechnical factors, and drawing conclusions and making recommendations regarding the proposed 
development. These reports shall undergo design review by a licensed geotechnical or civil engineer. Such 
design review shall verify that approprtate geological and geotechnlcaHssues have been considered and that 
appropriate slope Instability mitigation strategies, including drainage plans If required, have been proposed. 
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Procedure to request for Structural Advisory Committee (SAC). After reviewing all submitted 
information pursuant to Section 106A.4.1A.4, the plan reviewer may request that the permit application be 
subject to review by a Structural Advisory Committee (SAC), as defined by Building Code Section 105A.6. 
Such request will be reviewed by Supervisor or Manager and needs to be approved by Deputy Director. 


Site Permit Processing. For projects that may be subject to the Slope Protection Act, plan reviewer 
should request design professional to stipulate on plan the acknowledgement that Addendum plan review 
may determine the project is subjectlng to compliance with the Slope Protection Act that requires submittal 
of Geological and Geotechnical report{s} per SFBC Section 106A4.1.4.4, Two (2) hard copies and one (1) 
CD_ROM of the report(s) shall be submitted to DBI upon request, prior to Issuance of the structural or 
foundation addenda. 


Director 
Department of Building Inspection 


Attachments: Seismic Hazard Zones Map Indices 
1. Addresses rn LANDSLIDE ZONES 


"' Lor IS SOS Addresses landslide Zo!'leS Att:achmentDl 
2. in UQUEFACnON ZONES 


www.sfdbl.org[IS SOS Addresses liquefaction Zones Attachment02 


This fnformatlon Sheet Is su.bjaet to modtffc::ation at any time. for the most ll:lll'fent version, visit 
our website at http:/ /www.sfdbl.oq 
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AMENDED IN BOARD 
FILE NO. 171284 5/812018 ORDINANCE NO. 121-18 


1 [Building Code - Slope ~jgt:njcJ:iaz.ard-ZP~ Protection Act] 


2 


3 Ordinance amending the Building Code to revise the renamed City's Slope and Seismic 


4 Hazard Zone Protection Act by clarifying the ~coee of its aeelicat!~n ~ Eroeertie~ 


5 .. exceedii!S an averao~c:!l!! of~ gract:, uedating the mae referenc~s-' mandating 
t 


6 review by the Department of Building Inspection's Structural Advisory Committee 


7 !IQ~/q,r a third partv oeer review under specified circumstances, and re-enacting and 


8 modifying a paragraph In the scope section regarding the type of proposed 


9 construction that triggers application of the Act whi6h lbilwas omitted inadvertently in 


10 the adoption of the 2016 Code; affirming the Planning Department's determination 


11 under the California Environmental Quality Act; and directing the Clerk of the Board of 


12 Supervisors to forward this ordinance to the California Building Standards 


13 Commission upon final passage. 


14 


15 


16 


17 


18 


NOTE: Unchanged Code text and uncodified text are in plain Arial font. 
Additions to Codes are in single-underline ilallcs Times New Romrm fonr. 
Deletions to Codes are in M:r/ketltnlugh ilslies Tl:me New Rsmtlft}6nl. 
Board amendment additions are ~n ~ e:!J' font 
Board amendment deletions are tn ----------'--. 
Asterisks (* "' • "') indicate the omission of unchanged Code 
subsections or parts of tables. 


19 Be it ordained by the People of the City and County of San Francisco: 


20 Section 1. General Findings. 


21 (a) The Planning Department has determined that theJtctJons conterpelated in this, 


22 ® ordinaoce complX wHh .the California .Enviropmental Qualj!X Act '~lifomia Puplic RefOUrces 


23 .,podt §eetions 2] 000 et sag.).. Said determination is on file with the Clerk of the Board of 


24 'lf~d i
2
s in,~o!Eorated he~i~~ ~eference. The Board affirms. 


25 this detennination. 


Supervisors Peskin; Ssfal, Cohen, Sheehy 
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1 (b) On March 21, 2018, the Building Inspection Commission considered this 


2 ordinance at a duly noticed public hearing pursuant to Charter Section 03.750-5. 


3 


4 Section 2. California Health and Safety .Code Section 17958.7(b). No tinding is 


5 required under California Health and Safety Code Section 17958.7 because the ordinance 


6 does not amend a Qbuilding standard" as defined in Section 18909 of that Code. 


7 


8 Section 3. The Building Code is hereby amended by revising Section 106A.4.1.4, to 


9 read as follows: 


1 0 1 06A.4.1.4 The Slope a~td Seismic BtWJrd Zo11e Proteetion Act. This Section of the San 
% d twL~ iiJ 


11 Francisco Building Code shall be fo;!own as the Slope a~d Seismic HaiiJJtd Zone Protdon Aq!. 


12 1 06A.4.1.4.1 Creation. The Slope mrd Seismic Hazard Zane Protection Act shall apply 


13 to all property within San F~~o that exceeds ~:m tlw~rage .!flop,a o{~ bS[jZSiQlf'l to J: 
14 except those properties already 


15 subject to the Edgehill Mountain Slope Protection Area or the Northwest Mt. Sutro Slope 


16 Protection Area. For purposes of this Section 11property" shall mean a legal lot of record. 


17 Heightened review of certain pennit applications, as provided in this sectlon, shall be given to 


18 all property subject to this Act. 


19 106A.4.1.4.2 Purpose. Because landslides, earth movement, ground shaking, 


20 drai17J.lge issues. and subsidence are likely to occur on or near steeply sloped properties and 


21 ~ within other defined areas causing severe damage and destruction to public and private 


22 improvements, the Board of Supervisors finds that the public health, safetya. and welfarejs 


23 best protected if the Building O~clal causes pennit applications for the construction of nevl 


24 buildings or structures and certain other construction work on property subject to the Slope 


25 and Seismic Hazard Zone Protection Act to fffl/kr~ f!NkliliemlJ underao additional ae peer 


Supervisors Peskin; SSfal, Cohen, Sheehy 
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1 revlewea. for structural integrity and effect on hillside or slope stability. The requirements for 


2 projects subject to the Slope and S'eisnuc Hazard Zone Protection Act are in addition to all other 


3 applicable laws and regulations, including any and all requirements for environmental review 


4 under the California Environmental Quality Act; compliance with the requirements contained 


5 herein does not excuse a project sponsor from compliance with any other applicable taws and 


6 regulations. 


7 106A.4.1.4.3 Scope. !W_Properties are subject to these requirements where;..Ol any 


8 portion of the property either (1) eMeeeds a A a"'•eFage slope ef 25% graEie or (2) lies within the 


9 areas of "Earthquake-Induced Landslide" in the Seismic Hazard Zone Map, released by the 


10 California Department of Conservation, Division of Mines and Geology, dated November 17, 


11 2000, or amendments thereto. g' W.tb!LQWmu:tv exceed§ sO axag; sjgg~ gf,d; bRD&QOlsl m 
12 ~~~ &~JQ~f Bi" within the "Lmuisl:ide Ho5CEFd Anu.~·" niapped ttS "lsltthiidc Lt~eutiens" in Figt:H'C: 


13 I OJ4he &m FM1'1t:'ta'efl &i:1mic S~fouy fnveaiigtlti6n f't'fJ61'{ pe[16f"Cd h.Y UR&lJahn ,4, Bh:tme & 


15 (b) Prdptiled construction work that is sub/ec.·rto these requirements includes the construction 


16 olnew buildings or structures having over 1,000 .~quare teet o(new projecled roo(area and horizontal 


17 or vertical additions having over 500 square feet o(new projected roo(area. In addition. these 


18 retzuirements shall applv to the tO/lowing activitv or activities if. in the epiltien oflhe &i.hlittg Offiete.t 


19 dte JH'fJIJ65t'ti n'6l'k ~t~B)' htF!H! a sttbslafftiel imfNielen the s..'spe sttlhllity OJ<IH1i)· PI'BfJtN'Ij': slwrtnc. 


20 underpinning, e.reavarian, or retaining wall work; grading. incLuding excavation or fill. of over 50 


21 cubic yards o(earth nwteria/si or anv other construe/ion activity that, in the opinion o(the Building 


22 Otficiql, mqy have a substantial impact on the slope stability ofauy property. 


23 106A.4.1.4.4 Mandatory submittal and review of reports and geeteshnieal 


24 engineering review b~ the Str~GtuFal AEJ•.•isery Committee; AWiew tJy ether Cif¥ 


25 effieials. !ILAJI permit applications submitted to the DeptutnteRt 9/&tikling ln6J1eeliB~t Central 


SUpervisors Peskin; Sahli, Cohen, Sheehy 
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1 Permit Bureau for construction ,work on properJles subject to the Slope and Seismic Hi1Zi1rd Zone 


2 Protection Act shall include report(s) prepared and signed by both a licensed geologist and a 


3 licensed geotechnical engineer identifying areas of potential slope instability, defining potential 


4 risks of development due to geological and geotechnical factors, iocluglgg infarmatiQD 


5 r.egulred bv thi§ section 1 06A.4.1.4.4 and Departmental quklf;llnes and regulatlqps. ,and 


6 drawi-ng e6~·io~W fH'Jtl making recommendations regarding the proposed development. 


1 These reports shall tHII!it»·go design reuiew b;· e licen.'led geereclt11ical ettgirteer be s~;~bmltted ta aAa 


8 FeYI8\.\'ed sy -the Strustural Ad'liSOf)' Committee, as defined by BtlilaiAQ Code Section 


9 ~un~rgo revlew a§ deemeclappropriate by iM_Bu1Lding Officiai or by their d~gnated 


10 ~. Such de9igti review shalllgyolve ag internal review by Departmental staff. The Build log 


11 Qfficial. lp tt)S}jr d!scretigg. may require third partv peer reyjew from a licensed ge9teQhnigal 


12 enaine.eLlYler third party peer review. the Building ..Qfficlai.Jn their dl;agretioo, may e;atab!i§h 


13 it by the Structural AdvLrorv CtJmmlltetJ. as defined bv Building Code section 1Q5A,6. tg revi§W 


14 tM prgject, ff there is a historv of landslides 1o tile vlcln!ty of tbe proiect the Building Official 


15 §hallmgyire third party peer review c;md establish a Structural Advisorv Cgmmlttee to review 


16 the proJect For pyropses oftbe preqedina sentence. "yjqinjty" shall mean any propertv 


17 tangent tg the subiect project sfte that also "pgears on the gyrrent version of the Califgrnia 


18 Degartment of Con§e!Yatjon's Se!smfc Hazard Zone Map itientjfled in section 106A.4.1.4.3, 


19 The Buildigg OffiQial's or the Building Official's desiqgeeis declsion(S) oom:emigg the Jewel of 


20 review fora partlculatproiect or actfyltv shall: C1l be in writing. <2> iderrtifv pepartnJent@l §taff 


21 jpvolved in the decision. (3\ be consistent with the_criteri@ set fgrth fn the Slooe and Seismic 


22 H@zard Z9ne Protection Act and sanv Departmental guid;mqe adooted ugder section 


23 j 06A4J .6. and (4> describe tbe basis for the decjsiQn. 


24 (bl All such oroiect reviews. required ugder section 1 O§A.4. 1 .:4,4(w shall verify that 


25 appropriate geological and geotechnical issues have been considered and that appropriate 
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1 slope instability mitigation strategies, including drainage plans if required, have been 


2 proposed. Beview §l!iiQ~iqfir any other factors r!il!ivan.l!QJDJJigatlgo siQQ!i icsJ~bll~l 


3 tnclurJJng, but not limited tg, the QfOut!dJ?Igpe. ~gil type at tbe Rmie~ §ite, the geg10aist 


4 COQdjijgps. the history Qf l~jp the Vjcinitv, the Oji!l!JI:e Qf the planned excayatign and 


5 construction. the p[oxirnitv ang lYRe gf adjagent constryctlgn. and the ¢feet that ooostruc.tign 


6 !iUrtiVItv'§lfttftd to tbe Q[QQQS§Q orPh~e,twUI b@Vf; on UJe safety gng §tabil!tv of the_J?ybjept 


7 prncertv gog properties within the )licinity ¢ sych grgpertve 


8 (cl No ptmnils as lJ1t~cl0ttd abm1i! for proverti,e$ sylzjectro the: Slope ami Seismic HDU~rd Zone 


9 Protection Ac1 ~Jye reyiew bY the StruCtY!lJI Adyjsorv Committee shall he iss·ued unle:;s 


1 0 und until the Building OIJ1dul Mli cortsu/Jed with and received a wrilfen communit:--alionltom 


11 rep,resentatives o{lhe Departments ot Plwming and PtJblit: Works. and the Fire Deparlmenl. eqclt ot 


12 wham has made a visit to the site far which the protect is proposed, and 1/te Building Official htrs 


13 


14 tlte propo.red design and t:OMtruction. As parr o(iLs: review, the Structural Advi.yorv Cpmmillee sh,tll 


15 !I!ike findings concen:ning the £§view criteria god agalvsis set forth in tbis section 3Q§8.4,l,4·4 


16 Wld ~Q§rtmeotol guidelines and regylgtigcs ceagrdlng s!gpe and §eismjS( haza(Siseensider 


17 tho offeet that een&tntotien aetMt)• related to tho propaseEI projeet wUI ha\'e an the saAAy aAd 


18 stability at tho propeFty sYbjeot to the Slope and Seismic HamFEI Zone Proteotian AGt and 


19 properties .... ~rthin the •.•icinlty of sush pmpeFty:. 


20 106A.4.1.4.5 Stl'lletlBWIA.ilvlmwy Ctmtmillee t~~~il fffMandatory denial by the Building 


21 Official. Jt/kl' rcwiewing t~# NttkmiHed infof'mt~lltmfJtlf'Sii6lft IJJ Seetiett UJtiA. 4. l. rl. 4, f,W: DinelfJ,., hi 


22 If& ar hefo stJk tlilrel"el,ltm. muy ref{'tlin: lhtt:t lhe pel'fflil eppliealhlfl he flfW}eel EB n:view by a SwueReYJI 


23 &d\•isf:J?j' Cemmilfee, m de:ftmuJ by Buihling Cede 8eelltm UJ5tUi When 5tthjeeHe 6Heh St:·'UeluiWI 


24 A:d•>ist!JFJf CemFtti:tee l"evieu•, ffB pentflts shall he 1!:.'8'112d unl:etis tBtd tm.•ii the Buikling Ojjieie/ has 


25 8Bf'UN~ietl wl#i t1I'NI received a U'•"i1Je1t eBmRttlllieBFie•fi'errt f'CI{H'f!:NCnlB:tivee oflhe Deptwtment {)l 
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2 


3 Sfrt.<ellwel, id~Gomrnittee t:tJrt~l'lg lhr: !ltt}~nd ilm:?;,"f'iiY ff)'Fhe pt'6'posed rieaign-emd 


4 etHrJIRrelioFJ. , b p8rl 6fl!s t>evie'r'fl, (he~~ismy CommiUee shall fi(Jif!iifle:H:he e.ffeet lhul 


5 etffllifffli."fitm-aelit1it)' ttJkll~~piJiit!tl-prTJjee.' wm ht11'e en the safety cmds-:ahilit} elthe propef'fy 


6 ~·n'hjee: le 1he Slepe tmd Sei.'ffl'lle Htwtrd Zene P~m~ Aef allt:l:prBpentas within ;he '<'iciftii)' e[ Bmh 


7 fH"6fJef'fy. 


B In the event that the Bulhiing Dffieiel e.w:abl:!ahlu.i a Building Official establishes a 


9 Structurai Advisory Committee;-am:isl:4eh Csmmittee ilrui~uch Committe_.tt.determines that there 


1 0 is a reasonable likelihood that the proposed design and construction would result in unsafe 


11 conditions or would increase the likelihood of hillside m: slope instability, and such unsafe 


12 conditions or instability cannot be mitigated to the satisfaction of the Committee, the Building 


13 Official shall deny the permit. The Building Official's decision to deny the permit is appealable 


14 only to the Board of Appeals. 


15 106A.4.1.4.6 Regulations to implement the Slope tmJ Seismic Hgzard Zo11e 


16 Protection Act The Building Official Is hereby authorized to adopt rules, regulations, 


17 administrative bulletin~. or other written guidelines to assist the Department in implementing 


18 this Section I06A.4.1.4. provided that any such qujdaQ® shall be in adgition to the criteria set 


19 f.Qrthj~tion 1 06A.4.1.~.4J::!r elsewhere in this Act and .. sball not conflict with or diminish arut 


20 qf the perrnit review griteria in thjs BulldiQg Code; i::whtditrg, sur rttill: limtted ttJ, l"efiili'eHten.'sfo,. 


22 guidaoc~ may provide qpieclive criteria to exempt certain grnjects ang actlviijes from 


23 discretionarv third partv peer or Struc;tura! AcMsorv Committee review where the soil at the 


24 prolect site is dune sand or Colma Formation and the prolec;t or activity presents 


25 circumstances that would not necessitate more extensive review. 
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1 


2 Section 4. Effective Date. This ordinance shall become effective 30 days after 


3 enactment. Enactment occurs when the Mayor signs the ordinance, the Mayor returns the 


4 ordinance unsigned or does not sign the ordinance within ten days of receiving it, or the Board 


5 of Supervisors overrides the Mayors veto of the ordinance 


6 


7 Section 5. Scope of Ordinance. In enacting this ordinance, the Board of Supervisors 


8 intends to amend only those words, phrases, paragraphs. subsections, sections, articles, 


9 numbers, punctuation marks, charts, diagrams, or any other constltuent parts of the Municipal 


1 0 Code that are explicitly shown in this ordinance as additions, deletions, Board amendment 


11 additions, and Board amendment deletions in accordance with the "Noten that appears under 


12 the official title of the ordinance. 


13 


14 Section 6. Directions to the Clerk. The Clerk of the Board of Supervisors is hereby 


15 direded to forward a copy of this ordinance to the California Building Standards Commission 


16 upon final passage. 


17 


18 


19 


20 


21 


22 


23 


24 


25 


APPROVED AS TO FORM: 
DENNIS J. HERRERA, City Attorney 


By: 


SuperVIsor Peskin 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS Page7 · 







City and County of San Francisco 
Department of Building Inspection 


London N. Breed, Mayor 
Tom C. Hui, S.E., C.B.O., Director 


I Attachment A 


SLOPE AND SEISMIC HAZARD ZONE PROTECTION CHECKLIST 


A COPY OF THIS DOCUMENT SHALL BE SUBMITTED WITH THE PERMIT .A.PPUC.ATION 


JOB ADDRESS ----------- APPLICATION NO.------- ADDENDUM NO. 


OWNERNAME OWNERPHONENO.~--~------------


1: PROPERTY LOCATION 


EARTHQUAKE INDUCED LANDSLIDE AREA ON 
THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF 
CONSERVATION DIVISION OF MINES AND YES NO 
GEOLOGY (CDMG) SEiSMiC HAZARD ZONES 0 0 
MAP FOR SAN FRANCISCO, RELEASED 
NOVEMBER 17,2000. 


3: PROPOSED CONSTRUCfiON 


CONSTRUCTION OF NEW BUILDING OR 
STRUCTURE HAVING OVER 1000 SQFT OF NEW 
PROJECTED ROOF AREA 
HORIZONT At OR VERTfCAt ADDITIONS 
HAVING OVER SOO SQFT Of NEW PROJECTED 
ROOF AREA 


YES NO 
0 0 


YES NO 
0 0 


YES NO 
0 0 


YES NO 
D D 


2: AVERAGE SLOPE OF PROPERTY 
.UDING EXCAVATION OR FILL, YES NO 


CUBIC YARDS OF EARTH D D 
MATERIAL 


PROPERTY EXCEEDING AN AVERAGE SLOPE 


CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITY LISTED BELOW 
DETERMINED BY THE BUILDING OFFICIAL 
THAT MAY HAVE A SUBSTANTIAL IMPACT ON 
THE SLOPE STABILITY: OF 4H: IV GRADE 


YES NO 
0 0 RETAINING WALL: 


YES NO 
0 D 


YES NO 
0 0 


SECTION 4: LICENSED DESIGN PROFESSIONAL VERIFICATION AND SIGNATURES 


Under penalty of perjury, I certify that the information provided on this form is based on my personal review of 
the building and its records, or review by others acting under my direct supervision, and is correct to the best of 
my knowledge. 


Prepared by: 


Telephone 


Signature 


Engineer/Architect of Record 


Technical Services Division 
1660 Mission Street- San Francisco CA 94103 


Office (415) 558-6205- F.a.X (415) 558-6401 - www.sfdbl.org 


{Architect/Engineer 
Stamp Here] 







INFORMATION SHEET S-19 ATTACHMENT A 


FOR OBI USE ONLY 


ASSIGNMENT OF REVIEW TIER 


EXEMPTED: Reports per Section E and Third Party Peer Review Not Required 


0 If the box in Section 1 "Property location" AND the box in Section 2 "Average Slope of Property'' 
are marked "No" OR if all the boxes in Section 3 "Proposed Construction" are marked "No", reports 
per Section E and Third Party Peer Review are exempted by the SSP A. 


TIER 1: Reports per Section E Required but Third Party Peer Review Not Required 


0 If the box in Section 2 "Average Slope of Propertt AND any boxes in Section 3 "Proposed 
Construction" are marked "Yes" AND the property does not lie within any areas of potential 
landslide hazard, OBI shall require mandatory submittal of reports per Section E only, 


TIER II: Reports per Section E and Third Party Peer Review Required 


0 


-


-~ ""' 


If the OBI Plan Review Engineer (or the SSPA Review Committee, if established), in their 
discretion, determin~s from the submitted documents that the project has a substantial impact on 
the slope stability of tbe site or creates a potential for earthquake induced landslide ha;zards, OBI 
may require that the third party peer review be followed by the establishment of a Structural 
Advisory Committee (SAC) and re-assigned the project to Tier Ill. 


TIER Ill: Structural Advisory Committee (SAC) Review 


D If the box in Section 1 "Property location" AND any boxes in Section 3 "Proposed Construction" 
are marked "Yes", OBI shall require mandatory submittal of reports per Section E and require the 
permit application be subject to review by a Structural Advisory Committee (SAC), as defined by 
SFBC Section 105A.6. 


Tier assigned by: ----=:-=-:----:=--:----=---:------ Phone: _,('-'-41..;..;5'-'-) ____ _ 
OBI Plan Review Engineer 


Comment: 
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City and County of San Francisco 
Department of Building Inspection 


London N. Breed, Mayor 
Tom C. Hui, S.E., C.B.O., Director 


NO. S-19 


DATE 


CATEGORY 


SUBJECT 


PURPOSE 


REFERENCE 


DISCUSSION 


INFORMATION SHEET 


: October 2, 2018 


: Structural 


: Properties Subject to the Slope and Seismic Hazard Zone Protection Act 
(SSPA) Ordinance 


: The purpose of this Information Sheet is to clarify the pennit process for projects 
subject to the Slope and Seismic Hazard Protection Act (SSPA). 


: 2016 San Francisco Building Code (SFBC} 
State of California Department of Conservation Division of Mines and Geology 


(CDMG) Seismic Hazard Zones !\'1ap for San Francisco released November 
17, 2000. 


Ordinance No. 121-18: Slope and Seismic Hazard Protection Zone Act (effective 
6/23/2018) 


Topographic Map of San Francisco: 4H:1V Slope dated July 25, 2018. 


A. Project and Properties Subject to Slope and Seismic Hazard Zone Protection Act (SSPA) 
Ordinance: 


1. Properties are subject to the requirements of this ordinance if: (1) any portion of the property lies 
within the areas of the "Earthquake Induced Landslide Zones" in the Seismic Hazard Zone Map, 
release by the California Department of Conservation, Division of Mines and Geology, dated 
November 17, 2000or(2) the property exceeds an average slope of4 horizontal to 1 vertical (4H:1V) 
per Topographic Map of San Francisco: 4H:1V Slope dated July 25, 2018; and 


Technical Ser.?ices Division 
1660 Minion Street- San Francisco CA 94103 


Office (415) 558-6205- FAX (415) 558-6401 - www.sfdbl.org 







INFORMATION SHEET S-19 


B. Projects Exempted from SSPA Ordinance: 


The following projects are exempted from the SSPA Ordinance and do not require completion or 
submittal of the SSPA Checklist: 


1. Proposed construction without plans. 


2. Proposed construction without structural alterations or grading with less than 50 cubic yards of 
earth materials. 


C. Permit Submittal and SSPA Checklist: 


In addition to the Department of Building Inspection (DBI) requirements and guidelines for permit 
submittal and review, the SSP A shall not conflict with or diminish any other submittal or review criteria's 
established in the SFBC, OBI guidelines or regulations. 


1. Applicants shall include plans illustrating the slope of the property, and/or provide a survey verifying 
the accuracy of the slope of the property by a Land Surveyor licensed in the State of California. 


2. Applicants shall complete aU sections of the SSPA Checklist and have the SSPA Checklist attached 
onto the plans. 


3. A OBI Plan Reviewer shall review all permits and verify completeness and accuracy of the SSPA 
Checklist. 


D. Guidelines for Completing the SSPA Checklist: 


1. Completing Section 1: 


Applicants shall mark the appropriate box in Section 1 "Property Location" to determine whether 
the subject property falls within the Earthquake Induced Landslide Hazard Zones in San Francisco. 


2. Completing Section 2: 


Applicants shall marl< the appropriate box in Section 2 "Average Slope of Property-" to identify 
whether the average slope of the subject property exceeds 4H: 1 V. 


3. Completing Section 3: 


Applicants shall mark all appropriate boxes in Section 3 "Proposed Construction• associated with 
the proposed construction. If required, a OBI Plan Reviewer shall mark the box associated with 
uothers" indicating additional scope of work that may have a substantial impact on the slope stability 
of the site or create a potential for earthquake induced landslide hazards. 


4. Completing Section 4: 


The licensed design professional of record shall provide and complete all information required in 
Section 4 "Licensed Design Professional Verification and Signatures" and affix their professional 
stamp and signature in the allocated box. 
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INFORMATION SHEET S-19 


E. Additional Reports Required for Properties Subject to SSPA Ordinance: 


In addition to the SSPA Checklist, project sponsors for properties subject to the SSPA ordinance shall 
include a geotechnical investigation conducted in accordance with SFBC Section 1803.2 and report(s) 
prepared and signed by both a license geologist and a license geotechnical engineer in accordance 
with SFBC Section 1803.6. In addition, the report(s) shall address the following per SFBC Section 
1 06A.4.1.4.4: 


1. Identifying areas of potential slope instabilities. 


2. Defining potential risks of development due to geological and geotechnical factors, including, but 
not limited to, ground slopes, soil types, geological conditions and history of landslides in the vicinity. 


3. Making recommendations regarding the appropriate slope instability mitigation strategies, 
including drainage plans if required. 


F. Assignment of a Project Review Tier and Establishment of a SSPA Review Committee 


1. After review of the SSPA Checklist and submittal documents, a OBI Plan Review Engineer shall assign 
a Review Tier to the project based on the following guidelines: 


EXEMPTED: REPORTS PER SECTION E AND THIRD PARTY PEER REVIEW NOT 
REQUIRED 


If the box in Section 1 "Property Location" AND the box in Section 2 "Average Slope of Property" 
are marked "No" OR if all the boxes in Section 3 "Proposed Construction" are marked "No", reports 
per Section r; and Third Party Peer Review are exempted by the SSPA. 


TIER 1: REPORTS PER SECTION E BUT THIRD PARTY PEER REVIEW NOT REQUIRED 


If the box in Section 2 "Average Slope of Property" AND any boxes in Section 3 "Proposed 
Construction" are marked "Yes" AND the property does not lie within any areas of potential 
landslide hazard, OBI shall require mandatory submittal of reports per Section E only. 


TIER II: REPORTS PER SECTION E AND THIRD PARTY PEER REVIEW REQUIRED: 


If the box in Section 2 "Average Slope of Property" AND any boxes in Section 3 "Proposed 
Construction" are marked "Yes" AND the property lies within the areas of potential landslide hazard, 
OBI shall require mandatory submittal of reports per Section E and require the project be subject to 
a third party peer review. 


If the OBI Plan Review Engineer (or the SSPA Review Committee, if established), in his or her (its) 
discretion, determines from the submitted documents that the project has a substantial impact on 
the slope stability of the site or creates a potential for earthquake induced landslide hazards, OBI 
may require that the third party peer review be followed by the establishment of a Structural Advisory 
Committee (SAC) and re-assigned the project to Tier Ill. 


TIER Ill: STRUCTURAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE (SAC) REVIEW 


If the box in Section 1 "Property Location" AND any boxes in Section 3 "Proposed Construction" 
are marked "Yes", OBI shall require mandatory submittal of reports per Section E and require the 
permit application be subject to review by a Structural Advisory Committee (SAC}, as defined by 
SFBC Section 1 05A.6. 
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2. In circumstantial conditions where a project or property present complex challenges, the DBI Plan 
Review Engineer may request the assistance of the SSPA Review Committee. The Committee will 
meet to determine the Review Tier applicable to the subject project. The Director shall appoint the 
members of the SSPA Review Committee where the Committee shall comprise of no less than 
three (3) OBI Engineers with the following minimum qualifications appointed by the Director: 


a. A Supervising Engineer licensed as a Structural Engineer in California. 


b. A Supervising Engineer licensed as a Civil Engineer in California. 


c. A Plan Review Engineer licensed as a Geotechnical Engineer in California. 


G. Discretionary Third Party Peer Review 


The OBI Plan Review Engineer (or SSPA Review Committee, if established), in his or her (its) 
discretion, may require a Third Party Peer review by a licensed geotechnical engineer. 


The Third Party Peer Review shall provide additional and specialized expertise to supplement OBI 
review. The Third Party geotechnical engineer will meet with the Engineer of Record (EOR) and with 
the Plan Review Engineer as needed throughout the review process. If a SSPA Review Committee is 
established, the Plan Review Engineer shall provide the Committee with regular updates, as necessary, 
and any reports or findings. 


Review by the Third Party geotechnical engineer is not intended to replace quality assurance measures 
ordinarily exercised by the EOR. Responsibility for the design remains solely with the EOR and the 
burden to demonstrate conformance of the design to the intent of the SFBC provisions and OBI 
guidelines or regulations reside solely with the EOR. The responsibility for conducting the plan review 
resides with the OBI Plan Review Engineer with assistance from the SSPA Review Committee if one 
is established. 


The Third Party geotechnical engineer shall be licensed as a Geotechnical Engineer in California and 
shall be a recognized expert In the relevant field of geotechnical and geological engineering, and 
possess other areas of knowledge and experience relevant to the project. 


The OBI Plan Review Engineer (or SSPA Review Committee, if established) shall select the Third Party 
geotechnical engineer. The Project Sponsor then may engage the Third Party geotechnical engineer 
as a consultant for assistance as appropriate. The Third Party geotechnical engineer shall have no 
conflict of interest with respect to the project aAd shall not be considered part of the design team for 
the project. The responsibility of the Third Party geotechnical engineer is to assist OBI in ensuring 
compliance of the design with the SFBC. The Third Party geotechnical engineer will be contracted with 
OBI and his or her responsibility shall be to OBI. 


OBI will be responsible for the payment and other expenses for the professional service of the Third 
Party geotechnical engineer. The Third Party geotechnical engineer shall provide to the Plan Review 
Engineer (or the SSPA Review Committee, if established) a written copy of his or her proposed scope 
of work of their contract and associated fees. The proposed scope of service in the contract and any 
changes proposed to be made thereto shall be approved py the Plan Review Engineer (or the SSPA 
Review Committee, if established). 
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H. Structural Advisory Committee (SAC) Review 


After a Third Party Peer Review, the Plan Review Engineer (or SSPA Review Committee, if established) 
in his or her (its) discretion, may establish a Structural Advisory Committee (SAC), as defined by SFBC 
Section 1 05A.6, to review the project and advise on matters pertaining to the design and construction 
of the project that may affect the slope stability of the site or create a potential for earthquake induced 
landslide hazards. 


During review required under SFBC Section 106A4.1.4.4, the SAC shall verify that the project sponsor 
considered appropriate geological and geotechnical issues and proposed appropriate slope instability 
mitigation strategies, including drainage. 


SAC review shall also consider other factors relevant to mitigate slope instabilities, including, but not 
limited to, ground slopes, soil types, geologic conditions, history of landslides in the vicinity, nature of 
construction, proximity and type of adjacent construction, and effects of the construction activity on the 
safety and stability of the subject property and properties within the vicinity. 


OBI will be responsible for the payment and other expenses for the professionai services of the SAC 
members. The SAC members shall provide to the Plan Review Engineer (or the SSPA Review 
Committee, if established) a written copy of his or her proposed scope of work of their contract and 
associated fees. The proposed scope of service in the contract and any changes proposed to be made 
thereto shall be approved by the Plan Review Engineer (or the SSPA Review Committee, if 
established). 


I. Communication with City Planning, Public Works and the Fire Department: 


No permits as specified above for properties subject to the SSPA ordinance that invotve review by the 
Structural Advisory Committee (SAC) shall be issued unless and until OBI has consulted with and 
received written communication from representatives of the Departments of City Planning, Public 
Works, and the Fire Department, each of whom has made a visit to the site for which the project is 
proposed, and OBI has received a written report from the Structural Advisory Committee (SAC) 
concerning the safety and integrity of the proposed design and construction. 


J. Mandatory Denial by OBI: 


In the event that OBI establishes a Structural Advisory Committee (SAC) and such Committee 
determines that there is a reasonable likelihood that the proposed design and construction would result 
in unsafe conditions or would increase the likelihood of hillside or slope instability, and such unsafe 
conditions or instability cannot be mitigated to the satisfaction of the Committee, OBI shall deny the 
permit. OBI's decision to deny the permit is appealable only to the Board of Appeals. 


K. Tracking Permits Subject to SSPA Ordinance: 


1. MIS shall enable PTS/SFPermit to flag permits subject to the SSPA ordinance. 


2. MIS shall enable PTS/SFPermit to generate a report on assignment of Review Tiers of permits 
subject to the SSPA ordinance. 
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~Ho 
Gary Ho, .E., Senior Engtneer 
Manager, Permit Services 
Department of Building Inspection 


Daniel l.:.owrey 
Deputy Director. Permit Services 
Department of Building Inspection 


~ c.t&;. 
Tom . HUJ, S.E., C.B.O. 
Director 
Department Of Building tnspection 


Date: 


to~/rs 
DAte 


Attachment A:. Slope and Seismic Hazard Zone Ptotectian Checklist 


Thls Information Sheet is subject ta modification at; any time. For the ITIOSt current version, visit our 
website at hftp:Jiwww.sfdbl.org 
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City and County of San Francisco 
Department of Building Inspection 


London N. Breed, Mayor 
Tom C. Hui, S.E., C.B.O., Director 


SLOPE AND SEISMIC HAZARD ZONE PROTECTION CHECKLIST 


A COPY OF THIS DOCUMENT SHALL BE SUBMITTED WITH THE PERMIT APPLICATION 


.lOB ADDRESS APPLICATION NO.------- ADDENDUM NO. 


OWNERNAME ______________________________ OWNERPHONENO.~--L---------------


1: PROPERTY LOCATION 3: PROPOSED CONSTRUCTION 
-·----·· -·----- ,_~,-


BUILDING CONSTRUCTION OF NEW OR YES NO 
STRUCTURE HA VlNG OVER 1000 SQFT Of NEW 0 0 


EARTHQUAKE INDUCED LANDSLIDE AREA ON 
PROJECTED ROOF AREA l 


HORIZONTAL OR VERTICAL ADDITIONS 
YES l NO THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF HAVING OVER 500 SQFT OF NEW PROJECTED 


CONSERVATION DIVISION OF Mn·.mS AND YES NO ROOF AF..E.."'. 
0 0 


GEOLOGY (CDMG) SEISMIC HAZARD ZONES D 0 
YES NO MAP FOR SAN F'RANCJSCO, RELEASED SHORING 


NOVEMBER 17, 2000. 0 0 


UNDERPINNING YES I NO 
0 '0 


GRADING, INCLUDING E){CAVATION OR FILL, 
YES I NO 2: AVERAGE SLOPE OF PROPERTY OF OVER 50 CUBIC YARDS OF EARTH 0 0 MATERIAL -


CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITY LISTED BELOW 


PROPERTY EXCEEDING AN AVERAGE SLOPE 
DETERMINED BY THE BUILDING OFFICIAL 
THAT MAY HAVE A SUBSTANTIAL IMPACT ON 


OF 4H: IV (25%) GRADE THE SLOPE STABILITY: 
(APPLICANT WILL NEED TO INCLUDE PLANS YES NO YES NO 
ILLUSTRATING SLOPE OF THE PROPERTY ;] D RETAINING WALL: 0 0 
AND/OR INCLUDE A SURVEY VERIFYING THE 
SLOPE OF THE PROPERTY) 


OTHERS: 
YES NO 
0 0 


SECTION 4: LICENSED DESIGN PROFESSIONAL VERIFICATION AND SIGNATURES 


Under penalty of perjury, I certify that the information provided on this form is based on my personal review of 
the building and its records, or review by others acting under my direct supervision, and is correct to the best of 
my knowledge. 


Prepared by. 


Signature 


Engineer/Architect of Record 


Date 


Technical Services Division 
1660 Mission Street- San Francisco CA 94103 


Office (4'15) 558-6205- FAX (415) 5513-6401- www.sfdbi.org 


[Architect/Engineer 
stamp Here) 







INFORMATION SHEET S-19 ATIACHMENT A 


FOR OBI USE ONLY 


ASSIGNMENT OF REVIEW TIER 


EXEMPTED: Reports per Section E and Third Party Peer Review Not Required 


0 If the box In Section 1 ~Property Location" Atm the box in Section 2 "Average Slope of Property" 
are marked "Now OR if all the boxes in Section 3 "Proposed Construction" are marked "No", reports 
per Section E and Third Party Peer Review are exempted by the SSPA. 


TIER 1: Reports per Section E Required but Third Party Peer Review Not Required 


0 If the box in Section 2 "Average Slope of Property" AND any boxes in Section 3 "Proposed 
Construction" are marked "Yes" AND the property does not lie within any areas of potential 
landslide hazard, OBI shall require mandatory submittal of reports per Section E only. 


TIER II: Reports per Section E and Third Party Peer Review Required 


D If the box in Section 2 MAverage Slope of Property" AND any boxes in Section 3 "Proposed 
Construction" are marked "Yes" atm. the property lies within the areas of potential landslide 
hazard, OBI shall require mandatory submittal of reports per Section E and require the permit 
application be subject to a third party peer review. At the discretion of the SSPA Review 
Committee, the peer review may be followed by the establishment of a Structural Advisory 
Committee (SAC) with the project reassigned to Tier Ill. 


If the OBI Plan Review Engineer (or the SSPA Review Committee, if established), in their 
discretion, determines from the submitted documents that the project has a substantial impact on 
the slope stability of the site or creates a potential for earthquake induced landslide hazards, OBI 
may require that the third party peer review be followed by the establishment of a Structural 
Advisory Committee (SAC) and re-assigned the project to Tier Ill. 


TIER Ill: Structural Advisory Committee (SAC) Review 


D If the box in Section 1 "Property Location" AND any boxes in Section 3 "Proposed Construction" 
are marked "Yes~. OBI shall require mandatory submittal of reports per Section E and require the 
permit application be subject to review by a Structural Advisory Committee (SAC), as defined by 
SFBC Section 105A.6. 


Tier assigned by: ------~~~=-~~~---------Phone: ~<~4~15~) ________ __ 
OBI Plan Review Engineer 


Comment: ---------- ------
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INTRODUCTION 


CONSULTING, INC. 
GEOTECHNICAL ENGINEERING 


This letter report presents our preliminary geotechnical conclusions and recommendations for the subject 
project. Additional geotechnical studies, including a site specific field investigation, are required prior to 
final design. 


The subject project is located at 2417 Green Street in San Francisco. The site is located on Block 0560 Lot 
028 as mapped by the San Francisco Planning Department as shown on the Site Plan, Figure 1. 


PROPOSED IMPROVEMENTS 


We understand that plans include: remodeling of the existing residence and expanding the existing 
basement. 


DATA REVIEW 


To develop a preliminary understanding of the geologic conditions at the site, we reviewed the following 
documents: 


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


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


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


SPECIAL STUDIES ZONES 


San Francisco Slope Protection Act 
The site is located within an area defined by Section 106A.4.1.4 of the 2013 San Francisco Building code 
and consequently is located within a special study zone under the Slope Protection Act; Figure 2. 


This report provides preliminary conclusions and recommendations regarding geologic hazards at the site. 
If a geologic hazard report is required by the San Francisco Department of Building Inspection, we can 
provide one upon your request. 


State of California Seismic Hazard Zones 
The site is not located within a seismic hazard zone as defined by the State of California; Figure 3. 


Alquist Priolo Fault Mapping Act 
The site is not within an Earthquake Fault Zone, as defined by the Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning 
Act and no known active or potentially active faults exist on the site. 


GEOLOGIC SETIING 


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 Lama Prieta Earthquake of 17 October 1989, in the Santa Cruz Mountains with a Mw of 6.9, 
approximately 98 km from the site. 


The U.S. Geological Survey's Working Group on California Earthquake Probabilities (2013) has compiled 
the earthquake fault research for the San Francisco Bay area in order to estimate the probability of fault 
segment rupture. They have determined that the overall probability of moment magnitude 6. 7 or greater 
earthquake occurring before 2037 is 72 percent. 


The seismicity of the site is governed by the activity of the San Andreas Fault, although ground shaking 
from future earthquakes on other faults would also be felt at the site. The intensity of earthquake ground 
motion at the site will depend upon the characteristics of the generating fault, distance to the earthquake 
epicenter, and magnitude and duration of the earthquake. We judge that strong to violent ground shaking 
could occur at the site during a large earthquake on one of the nearby faults. 


GEOLOGIC HAZARDS 


The project site is in a seismically active region. A preliminary discussion regarding geologic hazards and 
their impact on the site follows. 
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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 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. 


\,AJaterproofing is typically installed VJhere 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 offill 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 \.Veil as the top of retaining \AJalls 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 Yz inch in 30 feet. Larger, 
relatively abrupt differential settlements may occur at the transition between different geologic units. 


For the recommended minimum embedment, footings constructed on the bearing layer and observed by 
us may be designed for an allowable bearing pressure of 2,000 pounds per square foot (psf) for dead plus 
live loads, with a one-third increase for total loads, including wind and/or seismic loads. 


Lateral loads on footings can be resisted by a combination of passive resistance acting against the vertical 
faces of the footings and friction along the bases of the footings. Passive resistance may be calculated 
using lateral pressures corresponding to an equivalent fluid weight of 250 pounds per cubic foot (pcf); the 
upper foot should be ignored unless confined by a concrete slab or pavement. Frictional resistance of 
concrete poured directly on soil should be computed using a base friction coefficient of 0.35; where 
waterproofing or a vapor barrier is used the coefficient should be reduced to 0.20. The passive resistance 
and base friction values include a factor of safety of about 1.5 and may be used in combination without 
reduction. 


Uplift loads may be resisted by the weight of the footing and any overlying soil. If footings are inadequate 
to provide the necessary uplift resistance, drilled piers may be used. 


Footing excavations should be free of standing water, debris, and disturbed materials prior to placing 
concrete. 


Permanent Retaining Walls 
Retaining walls may be supported by the foundation system described in the previous section. 


Retaining walls that are free to rotate at the top may be designed using an active earth pressure. 
Restrained basement walls (no movement allowed at the top of wall) should be designed for at-rest 
pressures. 


Because the site is in a seismically active area, retaining walls are typically designed to resist pressures 
associated with earthquake forces. The structural engineer should determine if a seismic increment 
should be included in the design. If a seismic increment is included in the design, we recommend retaining 
walls be designed to resist the greater of either the at-rest pressure or active earth pressure plus a seismic 
increment. At a minimum, any retaining wall should be designed for a Factor of Safety of at least 1.5. 


Where new or existing foundations are located behind retaining walls and an imaginary plane taken from 
the bottom of the footing projected at 1.5:1 (horizontal to vertical} downward intersects the retaining 
wall, additional surcharge pressures should be included to account for vertical and lateral foundation 
loading on the retaining wall. 
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Water can accumulate behind the walls from perched groundwater and other sources, such as rainfall, 
irrigation, and broken water lines. One acceptable method for back draining the wall is to place a 
prefabricated drainage panel against the backside of the wall. The drainage panel would typically extend 
down to either: a prefabricated drainage trench, a perforated PVC collector pipe at the base of the wall 
or weep holes. Water which drains through the weep holes should not be allowed to pond and should be 
diverted to a suitable collection system. 


Where walls are not back drained, an additional hydrostatic load of 62.4 pcf should be added to the lateral 
pressures indicated above. 


Concrete Slab-on-Grade Floors 
Subgrade for concrete slab-on-grade floors should consist of undisturbed native soil and/or bedrock or 
engineered fill. In general, water vapor transmission through the floor slab should be reduced where 
there is potential for finished floor coverings to be adversely affected by moisture. This may be achieved 
using Vv'aterproofing, a vapor barrier or both. 


If a vapor barrier is installed, it should be underlain by a capillary moisture break. A capillary moisture 
break consists of at least four inches of clean, free-draining gravel or crushed rock. The vapor barrier 
should meet the requirements for Class C vapor retarders stated in ASTM E1745-97. The vapor retarder 
should be placed in accordance with the requirements of ASTM E1643-98. These requirements include 
overlapping seams by six inches, taping seams, and sealing penetrations in the vapor retarder. The vapor 
retarder should be covered with two inches of sand to aid in curing the concrete and to protect the vapor 
retarder during slab construction. The particle size of the gravel/crushed rock and sand should meet the 
gradation requirements presented in Table 1. 


The sand overlying the membrane should be moist, but not saturated, at the time concrete is placed. 
Excess water trapped in the sand could eventually be transmitted as vapor through the slab. If rain is 
forecast prior to pouring the slab, the sand should be covered with plastic sheeting to avoid wetting. If 
the sand becomes wet, concrete should not be placed until the sand has been dried or replaced. 


The presence of a capillary break and vapor barrier may not eliminate all moisture transmission through 
the concrete floor slab. As required and before the final floor covering is placed, the contractor should 
the moisture emission levels. 
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TABLE 1 
GRADATION REQUIREMENTS FOR CAPILLARY MOISTURE BREAK 


Sieve Size Percentage Passing Sieve 


Gravel or Crushed Rock 


linch 90-100 


3/4inch 30-100 


1/2inch 5-25 


3/8inch 0-6 


Sand 


No.4 100 


No. 200 0-5 


Concrete Flatwork and Pavers 
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Concrete flatwork may be underlain by Class II aggregate base to reduce the potential for differential 
settlement; if desirable we recommend a minimum of 4 or 6 inches of Class II aggregate base compacted 
to 95 percent relative compaction for pedestrian and vehicular traffic, respectively. Area drains may be 
used to collect surface run-off. 


Where concrete flatwork is constructed on a slope, concrete keys may be required to reduce the potential 
for downhill movement of the constructed flatwork. 


The velocity of surface runoff may be reduced using permeable pavers, which allow surface water to 
infiltrate the pavers; however since the project is located at the top of a slope, we recommend that 
infiltration into the underlying soil/rock not be allowed and a subdrain system should be installed below 
the pavers to divert the surface water to a suitable collection system. 


We should evaluate the soil subgrade prior to placement of the pavers or flatwork. Where weak fill and/or 
soil is encountered, it should be replaced with engineered fill. Where wet or dry soil is encountered, it 
should be ripped a minimum of six inches and moisture conditioned to near optimum moisture content. 


The required thicknesses of the permeable aggregate base and subbase courses and geotextile required 
will depend on the infiltration and water storage design requirements, as well as the pedestrian/traffic 
loading demand. We can provide additional geotechnical recommendations and/or a review of the final 
pavement plans upon your request. 
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For design in accordance with the 2013 San Francisco Building Code (SFBC), we preliminarily recommend 
Site Class D (stiff soil) be used. Site seismic design factors are presented on Figure 6. The factors presented 
should be considered preliminary until checked by your structural engineer. 


LIMITATIONS 


This preliminary geotechnical study has been conducted in accordance with the standard of care 
commonly used as state-of-practice in the profession. No other warranties are either expressed or 
implied. A final geotechnical report based on a site specific field study and/or appropriate available on
site subsurface information should be prepared prior to finalizing any design. Corrosivity of the soil and/or 
bedrock is beyond the scope of this report. The recommendations made in this report are intended to 
protect the life and safety of occupants within the structure during a major seismic event on a nearby 
fault; damage to the structure and other improvements may still occur due to seismic forces on the 
proposed improvements. Our recommendations are only valid where the actual field conditions are 
observed by us. 
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Approximate scale 


Base map: John A. Blume & Associates, Engineers, (1974). Figure 4, Landslide Locations, San Francisco Seismic Safety Investigation, June 1974. 
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EXPLANATION 


Liquefaction: 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. 
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Base Map: U.S. Geological Survey, National Seismic Hazards Maps- Fault Sources, 2008. 
Approximate scale 
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EUSGS 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/III 


USGS-Provided Output 


Ss = 1.500 g 


S 1 = o.645 g 


SMS = 1.500 g 


SMl = 0.967 g 


S 0 s = 1.000 g 


SDl = 0.645 g 


For information on how the SS and 51 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. 
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Although this information is a product ofthe 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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I I 


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. 


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 Geott~chnia:al Enginea,rlng 
A Uniq1ue 
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: 
<~> not prepared for you, 


not prepared for your project, 
not prepared for the specific site explored, or 
completed before important project changes were made. 


Typical changes that can erode the reliability of an existing geotechnical 
engineering report include those that affect: 
.. 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, 


II 


I 


<~> elevation, configuration, location, orientation, or weight of the 
proposed structure, 


.. composition of the design team, or 
<~> 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. 


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. 


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. 


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







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


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 retain 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. 


Geotechnical engineers prepare l.inal 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. 


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
tors 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. 


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 


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. 


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 
regulated 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. 


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; mme tl~e services 
formed in connection with the ge11iet:hn1fcal ennrmeers 


conducted for the purpose preven-
tmiJI/enJenJfalllm of the recommendations f!mruR!Jtut 


will not of itself be sufficient to mold from 
un;•wnm in or on the structure involved. 


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. 


THE BEST PIOPII OH EARTH 


8811 Colesville Road/Suite G106, Silver Spring, MD 20910 
Telephone: 301/565-2733 Facsimile: 301/589-2017 


e-mail: info@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 commlting negligent or Intentional (fraudulent) misrepresentation. 
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San Francisco Planning Commission Thursday, January 9, 2020 


Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Conditions 


SPEAKERS: 
ACTION: 
AYES: 
ABSENT: 
RESOLUTION: 


Same as item 13a. , llJliJ 
Approved with Conditions .· . FEB - S P 4: 08 
Diamond, Fung, Johnson, Koppel, Melgar, Moore 
Richards 
20618 


14. 2019-020070CUA (J. HORN: (415) 575-6925) 
2100 MARKET STREET- southwest corner of the intersection of Market, Church and 14th 
Streets, Lot 041 in Assessor's Block 3542 (District 8) - Request a Conditional Use 
Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code Sections 303, 303.1, 703.4 and 764 to establish a 
Formula Retail Financial Services use (dba "Sterling Bank") within a vacant 2,999 square foot 
commercial retail space at the ground floor of an existing seven-story mixed use building 
within a Upper Market Neighborhood Commercial Transit District, Market and Octavia Area 
Plan, and 60/65-X and 40-X Height and Bulk Districts. This action constitutes the Approval 
Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative 
Code Section 31.04(h). 
Preliminary Recummendaiiun: Disapprove 


SPEAKERS: 


ACTION: 
AYES: 
ABSENT: 
RESOLUTION: 


=Jeff Horn - Staff report 
+Walter Parsley- Project presentation 
+Steve Adams- Project presentation 
+Robert Sammons- Support 
+Joseph Titi- Support 
+ Kent Mirkhani- Support 
+ Paul Miller- Support 
+ Brian Springfield- Support 
+Gwen Kaplan- Support 
+Stephen Cornell -Support 
+ Corey Smith - Support 
Approved with standard Conditions and findings read into the record. 
Diamond, Fung, Johnson, Koppel, Melgar, Moore 
Richards 
20619 


15a. 2017-002545ENV (J. POLING: (415) 575-9072) 
2417 GREEN STREET -2,500-square-foot project site on the south side of Green Street 
between Pierce Street and Scott Street; Lot 028 of Assessor's Block 0560 - Appeal of 
Preliminary Negative Declaration for the proposed expansion of an existing single-family 
home. The project would lower building floor plates by approximately two feet, construct 
one- and three-story horizontal rear additions, and construct third and fourth floor vertical 
additions above a portion of the existing building. The floor area would increase from 
approximately 4,118 square feet to approximately 5,115 square feet. A one-bedroom 
acc\=ssory dwelling unit measuring approximately 1,023 square feet would be added on the 
first floor. The project also proposes a partial excavation of the rear yard for a sunken terrace, 
fa~ade alterations, interior modifications, and expansion of the existing basement level 
garage to accommodate one additional vehicle, for a total of two vehicle parking spaces. 


Meetin Minutes Pa e 11of 14 







San Francisco Planning Commission Thursday, January 9, 2020 


The project site is located in a RH-1 (Residential-House, One Family) Use District and 40-X 
Height and Bulk District. 
Preliminary Recommendation: Uphold the Preliminary Mitigated Negative Declaration 
(Continued from canceled hearing on November 14, 2019) 


SPEAKERS: 


ACTION: 
AYES: 
NAYS: 
ABSENT: 
RESOLUTION: 


=Jeanie Poling- Staff report 
=Chris May- Staff report 
-Richard Drury- Appeal of PMND, DRP No.1 
-Speaker- DRP No.2 
- Louise Bea- DRP No.3 
+Chris Durkin- Project presentation 
+ Eric Dumican- Design presentation 
+Tom Tunney- PMND Appeal 
+ Pat Buscovich -Foundation work 
-Dan Heffernan- Opposition 
-Paul Wermer- Opposition 
-Speaker- Opposition 
- Francis Dave Ryan- Opposition 
- Paul Grippaldi- Risk is reward 
+ Howard Epstein- Support 
+ Robert Funston- Support 
- Robert Lazzara- Opposition 
-Christine Pelosi- Opposition 
- Dr. Lawrence Karp- Rebuttal 
- Phillip Kaufman- Rebuttal 
Upheld PMND 
Diamond, Fung, Johnson, Koppel, Melgar 
Moore 
Richards 
20620 


15b. 2017-002545DRP-03 (C. MAY: (415) 575-9087) 
2417 GREEN STREET- south side of Green Street, between Pierce and Scott Streets; Lot 028 
in Assessor's Block 0560 (District 2) - Request for Discretionary Review of Building Permit 
Application No. 2017.04.28.5244 proposing to construct one- and three-story horizontal 
rear additions, construct 3rd and 4th floor vertical additions, and lower all floor plates in the 
existing single-family dwelling by approximately two feet. The floor area would increase 
from approximately 4,118 square feet to approximately 5,115 square feet and would include 
a one-bedroom accessory dwelling unit measuring approximately 1,023 square feet on the 
first floor. The project also proposes the partial excavation of the rear yard for a sunken 
terrace, fa~ade alterations, and interior modifiCations including the expansion of the 
existing basement level garage to accommodate another vehicle within a RH-1 (Residential, 
House, One-Family) Zoning District and40-X Height and Bulk District. This action constitutes 
the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco 
Administrative Code Section 31.04(h). 


Meetin Minutes 


Preliminary Recommendation: Take Discretionary Review and Approve as Revised 
(Continued from canceled hearing on November 14, 2019) 


SPEAKERS: Same as item 15a. 


Pa e 12of 14 
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To: 


From: 


BOARD of SUPERVISORS 


John Rahaim 
Planning Director 


.. l'~gela Calvillo 


February 6, 2020 


fY"'" Clerk of the Board of Supervisors 


City Hall 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 


San Francisco 94102-4689 
Tel. No. 554-5184 
Fax No. 554-5163 


TDD/TTY No. 554-5227 


Subject: Appeal of California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Issuance of 
Mitigated Negative Declaration- 2417 Green Street Project 


An appeal of the CEQA Mitigated Negative Declaration for the proposed 2417 Green Street 
project, was filed with the Office of the Clerk of the Board on February 5, 2020, by Richard 
Drury of Lozeau Drury LLP, on behalf of Philip Kaufman. 


Pursuant to Administrative Code, Chapter 31.16, I am forwarding this appeal, with attached 
documents, to the Planning Department to determine if the appeal has been filed in a timely 
manner. The Planning Department's determination should be made within three (3) working 
days of receipt of this request. 


If you have any questions, please feel free to contact Legislative Clerks Brent Jalipa at 
(415) 554-7712, Lisa Lew at (415) 554-7718, or Jocelyn Wong at (415) 554-7702. 


c: Anne Pearson, Deputy City Attorney 
Kate Stacy, Deputy City Attorney 
Kristen Jensen, Deputy City Attorney 
Corey Teague, Zoning Administrator, Planning Department 
Scott Sanchez, Acting Deputy Zoning Administrator, Planning Department 
Lisa Gibson, Environmental Review Officer, Planning Department 
Devyani Jain, Deputy Environmental Review Officer, Planning Department 
Joy Navarette, Environmental Planning, Planning Department 
Don Lewis, Environmental Planning, Planning Department 
Adam Varat, Acting Director of Citywide Planning, Planning Department 
Dan Sider, Director of Executive Programs, Planning Department 
Aaron Starr, Manager of Legislative Affairs, Planning Department 
Jonas Ionin, Planning Commission Secretary, Planning Department 
Jeanie Poling, Staff Contact, Planning Department 
Julie Rosenberg, Executive Director, Board of Appeals 
Katy Sullivan, Legal Assistant, Board of Appeals 
Alec Longaway, Legal Process Clerk, Board of Appeals 







 

                                                                                                                                           City Hall 

                                                                                                                 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 

           BOARD of SUPERVISORS                                                                   San Francisco 94102-4689 

                                                                                                                                    Tel. No. 554-5184 
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October 5, 2020 
 
 
Richard Drury 
Lozeau Drury LLP 
1939 Harrison Street, Ste. 150 
Oakland, CA  94612 
 
 
Subject:  File No. 200137 - Appeal of California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) 

Issuance of Mitigated Negative Declaration - Proposed 2417 Green 
Street Project 

 
 
Dear Mr. Drury: 
 
On February 5, 2020, the Office of the Clerk of the Board was in receipt of an appeal 
filing of the CEQA Final Mitigated Negative Declaration for the proposed project at 2417 
Green Street, filed by you, on behalf of Philip Kaufman. On February 11, 2020, our 
office received a memo from the Planning Department regarding the timely filing of your 
appeal to be unripe since the Approval Action was unknown at that time. 
 
On August 7, 2020, the Office of the Clerk of the Board was in receipt of a second 
appeal filing of the CEQA Final Mitigated Negative Declaration for the same project, 
filed by you, on behalf of the same appellant, Philip Kaufman. The Planning Department 
has determined that the second appeal was filed in a timely manner. 
 
The Office of the Clerk of the Board was advised by the Planning Department that one 
appeal hearing should be scheduled for this project. Since the first appeal was 
determined untimely and the second appeal was timely, we will utilize the materials from 
the second filing. If there are materials that you would like considered from the first 
filing, kindly resubmit them to our office as supplemental documents. We have closed 
the open files for the first appeal and the second appeals files will be the ones heard on 
October 20, 2020 (File Nos. 200137-200140).  
 
Given that the Clerk’s Office is in receipt of two checks (first check #12473 in the 
amount of $640 received February 5, 2020; second check #13135 in the amount of 
$640, received August 7, 2020), we are sending back the first check. Enclosed please 
find your filing fee check #12473 in the amount of $640. 
  



Appeal of Final Mitigated Negative Declaration - Return Check 
2417 Green Street 

Page 2 

If you have any questions please feel free to contact Legislative Clerks Lisa Lew, at 
(415) 554-7718, or Jocelyn Wong, at (415) 554-7702, or Brent Jalipa, at (415) 554-
7712. 

  Very truly yours, 

 Angela Calvillo 
 Clerk of the Board 

 ll:jw:ams 

c: Anne Pearson, Deputy City Attorney 
Kate Stacy, Deputy City Attorney 
Kristen Jensen, Deputy City Attorney 
Rich Hills, Director, Planning Department 
Corey Teague, Zoning Administrator, Planning Department 
Scott Sanchez, Acting Deputy Zoning Administrator, Planning Department 
Lisa Gibson, Environmental Review Officer, Planning Department 
Devyani Jain, Deputy Environmental Review Officer, Planning Department 
Joy Navarette, Environmental Planning, Planning Department 
Don Lewis, Environmental Planning, Planning Department 
Adam Varat, Acting Director of Citywide Planning, Planning Department 
Dan Sider, Director of Executive Programs, Planning Department 
Aaron Starr, Manager of Legislative Affairs, Planning Department 
AnMarie Rodgers, Director of Citywide Planning, Planning Department 
Jonas Ionin, Planning Commission Secretary, Planning Department 
Laura Lynch, Staff Contact, Planning Department 
Jeanie Poling, Staff Contact, Planning Department 
Tania Sheyner, Staff Contact, Planning Department 
Julie Rosenberg, Executive Director, Board of Appeals 
Katy Sullivan, Legal Assistant, Board of Appeals 
Alec Longaway, Legal Process Clerk, Board of Appeals 



To: 

From: 

BOARD of SUPERVISORS 

John Rahaim 
Planning Director 

"l'~gela Calvillo 

February 6, 2020 

~ Clerk of the Board of Supervisors 

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

Subject: Appeal of California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Issuance of 
Mitigated Negative Declaration - 2417 Green Street Project 

An appeal of the CEQA Mitigated Negative Declaration for the proposed 2417 Green Street 
project, was filed with the Office of the Clerk of the Board on February 5, 2020, by Richard 
Drury of Lozeau Drury LLP, on behalf of Philip Kaufman. 

Pursuant to Administrative Code, Chapter 31.16, I am forwarding this appeal, with attached 
documents, to the Planning Department to determine if the appeal has been filed in a timely 
manner. The Planning Department's determination should be made within three (3) working 
days of receipt of this request. 

If you have any questions, please feel free to contact Legislative Clerks Brent Jalipa at 
(415) 554-7712, Lisa Lew at (415) 554-7718, or Jocelyn Wong at (415) 554-7702. 

c: Anne Pearson, Deputy City Attorney 
Kate Stacy, Deputy City Attorney 
Kristen Jensen, Deputy City Attorney 
Corey Teague, Zoning Administrator, Planning Department 
Scott Sanchez, Acting Deputy Zoning Administrator, Planning Department 
Lisa Gibson, Environmental Review Officer, Planning Department 
Devyani Jain, Deputy Environmental Review Officer, Planning Department 
Joy Navarette, Environmental Planning, Planning Department 
Don Lewis, Environmental Planning, Planning Department 
Adam Varat, Acting Director of Citywide Planning, Planning Department 
Dan Sider, Director of Executive Programs, Planning Department 
Aaron Starr, Manager of Legislative Affairs, Planning Department 
Jonas Ionin, Planning Commission Secretary, Planning Department 
Jeanie Poling, Staff Contact, Planning Department 
Julie Rosenberg, Executive Director, Board of Appeals 
Katy Sullivan, Legal Assistant, Board of Appeals 
Alec Longaway, Legal Process Clerk, Board of Appeals 



BOARD of SUPERVISORS 

February 12, 2020 

Richard Drury 
Lozeau Drury LLP 
1939 Harrison Street, Ste. 150 
Oakland, CA 94612 

City Hall 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 

San Francisco, CA 94102-4689 
Tel. No. (415) 554-5184 
Fax No. (415) 554-5163 

TDD/TTY No. (415) 554-5227 

Subject: File No. 200137 - Appeal of California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) 
Issuance of Mitigated Negative Declaration - Proposed 2417 Green Street 
Project 

Dear Mr. Drury: 

The Office of the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors is in receipt of a memo from the Planning 
Department, dated February 11, 2020, regarding the timely filing of your appeal of the 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Issuance of Mitigated Negative Declaration 
issued for the proposed project at 2417 Green Street. 

Pursuant to Administrative Code, Sections 31.16(a) and (d), any person or entity that has filed 
an appeal of the preliminary negative declaration with the Planning Commission during its 
public comment period may appeal the Planning Commission's approval to the Board of 
Supervisors during the time period beginning with the date of the Planning Commission's 
approval of the final negative declaration and ending 30 days after the Date of Approval Action 
for the project taken in reliance of the negative declaration. Since the date of the Approval 
Action is unknown at this time, it is not possible for my office to schedule the appeal hearing. I 
have attached a copy of the Planning Department's memo for further explanation. 

The appeal hearing date will be scheduled once the Planning Department informs my office 
that the date of the Approval Action has occurred. 

Note: The Office of the Clerk of the Board will hold the pending appeal up to six months 
from the appeal filing date, February 5, 2020. At the end of six months, if the Planning 
Department has not notified our office regarding the approval action of this appeal, we 
will close the file and return your check accordingly. 



2417 Green Street 
Mitigated Negative Declaration Appeal 
February 12, 2020 
Page 2 

If you have any questions, please feel free to contact Legislative Clerks Brent Jalipa at 
(415) 554-7712, Lisa Lew at (415) 554-7718, or Jocelyn Wong at (415) 554-7702. 

Sincerely, 

\ ft 

Angela Calvillo 
Clerk of the Board 

c: Anne Pearson, Deputy City Attorney 
Kate Stacy, Deputy City Attorney 
Kristen Jensen, Deputy City Attorney 
John Rahaim, Planning Director 
Corey Teague, Zoning Administrator, Planning Department 
Scott Sanchez, Zoning Administrator, Planning Department 
Lisa Gibson, Environmental Review Officer, Planning Department 
Joy Navarette, Environmental Planning, Planning Department 
Don Lewis, Environmental Planning, Planning Department 
Adam Varat, Acting Director of Citywide Planning, Planning Department 
Dan Sider, Policy Advisor, Planning Department 
Aaron Starr, Manager of Legislative Affairs, Planning Department 
Jonas lonin, Planning Commission Secretary, Planning Department 
Jeanie Poling, Staff Contact, Planning Department 
Julie Rosenberg, Executive Director, Board of Appeals 
Katy Sullivan, Legal Assistant, Board of Appeals 
Alec Longaway, Legal Process Clerk, Board of Appeals 



From: BOS Legislation, (BOS)
To: richard@lozeaudrury.com
Cc: PEARSON, ANNE (CAT); STACY, KATE (CAT); JENSEN, KRISTEN (CAT); Rahaim, John (CPC); Teague, Corey

(CPC); Sanchez, Scott (CPC); Gibson, Lisa (CPC); Jain, Devyani (CPC); Navarrete, Joy (CPC); Lewis, Don (CPC);
Varat, Adam (CPC); Sider, Dan (CPC); Starr, Aaron (CPC); Ionin, Jonas (CPC); Poling, Jeanie (CPC); Rosenberg,
Julie (BOA); Sullivan, Katy (BOA); Longaway, Alec (BOA); BOS-Supervisors; BOS-Legislative Aides; Calvillo,
Angela (BOS); Somera, Alisa (BOS); BOS Legislation, (BOS)

Subject: Appeal of CEQA Mitigated Negative Declaration - 2417 Green Street Project - Timeliness Determination
Date: Thursday, February 13, 2020 10:23:59 AM
Attachments: image001.png

Good morning,  
 
Please find linked below a letter from the Clerk of the Board regarding the appeal of the CEQA
Mitigated Negative Declaration issued for the proposed project at 2417 Green Street, as well as
direct links to the Planning Department’s timely filing determination, and the letter of appeal.

 
Appeal Letter – February 5, 2020
 
Planning Department Memo – February 11, 2020

 
Clerk of the Board Letter – February 12, 2020

 
The Office of the Clerk of the Board is not able to schedule an appeal hearing for this matter at this
time, as the Approval Action has not occurred. The Planning Department will notify this office once
the Approval Action has occurred and the matter can move forward.
 
Note: The Office of the Clerk of the Board will hold the pending appeal up to six months from the
appeal filing date, February 5, 2020. At the end of six months, if the Planning Department has not
notified our office regarding the Approval Action of this appeal, we will close the file and return
your check accordingly.
 
I invite you to review the entire matter on our Legislative Research Center by following the links
below.
 

Board of Supervisors File No. 200137
 
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
 

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

 
 



Print Form 

Introduction Form 
By a Member of the Board of Supervisors or Mayor 

Time stamp 

I hereby submit the following item for introduction (select only one): or meeting date 

D 1. For reference to Committee. (An Ordinance, Resolution, Motion or Charter Amendment). 

D 2. Request for next printed agenda Without Reference to Committee. 

[{] 3. Request for hearing on a subject matter at Committee. 

D 4. Request for letter beginning :"Supervisor inquiries11 

._____~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~------' 

D 5. City Attorney Request. 

D 6. Call File No. I from Committee. 

D 7. Budget Analyst request (attached written motion). 

D 8. Substitute Legislation File No. I 
....-~~----=================:;--~~~ 

D 9. Reactivate File No. I 
~~~~~~~~~~~~ 

D 10. Topic submitted for Mayoral Appearance before the BOS on 

Please check the appropriate boxes. The proposed legislation should be forwarded to the following: 

D Small Business Commission D Youth Commission 0 Ethics Commission 

0 Planning Commission D Building Inspection Commission 

Note: For the Imperative Agenda (a resolution not on the printed agenda), use the Imperative Form. 

Sponsor(s ): 

lclerk of the Board 

Subject: 

Hearing - Appeal of Final Mitigated Negative Declaration - Proposed Project at 2417 Green Street 

The text is listed: 

Hearing of persons interested in or objecting to the approval of a Final Mitigated Negative Declaration under the 
California Environmental Quality Act for the proposed project at 2417 Green Street, identified in Planning Case No. 
2017-002545ENV, affrrmed on appeal by the Planning Commission and issued on July 16, 2020. (District 2) 
(Appellant: Richard Drury of Lozeau Drury LLP, on behalf of Philip Kaufman) (Filed August 7, 2020) 

Signature of Sponsoring Supervisor: 

For Clerk1s Use Only 
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