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Discretionary Review 
Full Analysis 

HEARING DATE SEPTEMBER 18, 2014 
(CONTINUED FROM REGULAR MEETING OF AUGUST 7, 2014 WITHOUT HEARING) 

 
Date: September 11, 2014 
Case No. 2013.0433DDD 
Project Address: 2853-2857 Broderick Street 
Permit Application: 2013.07.01.0898 
Zoning: RH-2 [Residential House, Two-Family] 
 40-X Height and Bulk District 
Block/Lot: 0947/002 
Project Sponsor: Stephen Antonaros, Architect 
 2261 Market Street, #324 
 San Francisco, CA 94114 
Staff Contact: Glenn Cabreros – (415) 588-6620 
 glenn.cabreros@sfgov.org 
Recommendation: Do not take Discretionary Review and approve 
 

 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
The project proposes to clarify a height discrepancy approved under Building Permit Application No. 
2011.03.25.2839, which permitted the existing three-story-over-basement, two-unit building to be lifted 3 
feet to insert a two-car garage within the basement level.  That project was considered and approved by 
the Planning Commission in 2011 under Case No. 2010.0394D.  The current project also proposes 
additional work including a dwelling unit merger from 2 units to 1 unit, a side horizontal addition at the 
south side façade, and vertical additions and rear façade alterations to construct dormers and a deck at 
the roof/attic level. 
 
SITE DESCRIPTION AND PRESENT USE 
The project site contains a three-story-over-basement building containing two dwelling units.  The first 
floor above the basement level contains one dwelling unit with an entry along the south side façade.  The 
second and third floors are occupied by the second dwelling unit with its own entry on the northern side 
of the front façade.  The project lot measures approximately 34.5 feet wide by 80 feet deep with an area of 
2,760 square feet. 
  
SURROUNDING PROPERTIES AND NEIGHBORHOOD 
The circa 1900 subject building is one of a group of four detached buildings that have similar massing, 
scale, side setbacks and architectural expression.  The adjacent building to the north is a three-story-over-
basement, two-unit building at the intersection of Broderick and Filbert Streets with a two-car garage 
accessed from Filbert Street.  The adjacent building to the south is a two-story-plus-attic-over-basement, 

mailto:glenn.cabreros@sfgov.org


Discretionary Review – Full Analysis CASE NO. 2013.0433D 
September 18, 2014 2853-2857 Broderick Street 

 2 

two-unit building.  In general, the subject block face is characterized by three-story-over-basement/garage 
buildings, while the opposite block face is characterized by four-story structures (two, two-story building 
do exist on the opposite block face, but closer towards Union Street).  The subject block face is within the 
RH-2 Zoning District, while the most of the opposite block face is within the RH-1 Zoning District.  The 
subject property is within the Cow Hollow neighborhood and subject to the Cow Hollow Design 
Guidelines. 
 
BUILDING PERMIT APPLICATION NOTIFICATION 
 

TYPE REQUIRED PERIOD NOTIFICATION DATES DR FILE DATE DR HEARING DATE 

311 Notice 30 days July 7, 2014, – August 6, 2014 April 9, 2013 August 7, 2014 

The DR File Date above reflects the filing date of the Dwelling Unit Merger application, Case No. 
2013.0433D. 
 
HEARING NOTIFICATION 
 

TYPE 
REQUIRED 

PERIOD 
REQUIRED NOTICE DATE ACTUAL NOTICE DATE 

ACTUAL 
PERIOD 

Posted Notice 10 days July 28, 2014 July 28, 2014 10 days 
Mailed Notice 10 days July 28, 2014 July 28, 2014 10 days 

 
PUBLIC COMMENT 
 

 SUPPORT OPPOSED NO POSITION 

Adjacent neighbor(s)  DR requestors  & various neighbors  
Other neighbors on the block 
or directly across the street 

   

Neighborhood groups    
The previous DR requestor (Case No. 2010.0394D), Irving Zaretsky, owner of 2845-2847 Broderick Street, 
directly south and adjacent to the project, who opposed the original building permit application that 
approved the lifting of the building 3 feet, continues to be opposed to the current project 
 
DR REQUESTORS  
The subject DR request, Case No. 2013.0433D, is a Mandatory DR request as the project was previously 
heard by the Commission as a publicly-filed DR request under Case No. 2010.0394D. 
 
Due to the appraised value of each of the two dwelling units proposed to be merged to result in a single-
family residence, the proposed dwelling unit merger is exempt from a Mandatory DR hearing as each 
dwelling unit is above the affordability thresholds of Planning Code Section 317. 
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In addition to the Mandatory DR cases above, two Discretionary Review requests were filed by members 
of the public: 
 
Irving Zaretsky, owner of 2845-2847 Broderick Street, directly south and adjacent to the project.  (Mr. 
Zaretsky is the original DR request for the project that proposed to lift the building three feet under DR 
Case No. 2010.0394D.) 
 
Timothy Acuri, resident of 2853 Broderick Street, across Broderick Street from the project. 
 
PUBLICLY-FILED DR REQUESTOR’S CONCERNS AND PROPOSED ALTERNATIVES 
Mr. Zaretsky’s issues: 
Issue #1:  With regard to the physical envelope of the proposed project, Mr. Zarestsky states that the 
height and lift of the existing building exceeded the scope of the original permit.  He also has concerns 
regarding the additional expansion of the building and the merger of the two dwelling units into a single-
family residence.  Mr. Zaretsky would like to see the building lowered and the proposed expansions 
removed from the project to allow the building to be restored to its original condition. 
 
Issue #2:  Mr. Zaretsky is concerned that the project will remove historic materials.  The current proposal 
has been reviewed by Environmental and Historical Preservation staff.  The project is found to be 
appropriate, and was issued a Categorical Exemption per CEQA (California Environmental Quality Act). 
 
Issue #3:  Mr. Zaretsky has concerns regarding excavation and drainage.  Excavation and drainage issues 
do not fall under the purview of the Planning Code or the Residential Design Guidelines, as such issues 
are under the jurisdiction of the Building Code. 
 
Mr. Acuri’s issues: 
Issue #1:  Mr. Acuri states that he did not have the opportunity to review the revised plans and that due 
process was not served in obtaining the original permit application which proposed to lift the building. 
 
Reference the Discretionary Review Applications for additional information.   The Discretionary Review 
Applications from the publicly-filed DRs are attached documents. 
 
ISSUES AND CONDSIDERATIONS 
Height Correction:  Under previously approved Building Permit Application No. 2011.0325.2839, the 
subject building was lifted 3 feet to the As-Built (existing) condition at the subject property.  During 
construction it was discovered that the existing and proposed dimensioned heights disclosed on the plans 
under Building Permit Application No. 2011.03.25.2839 were incorrectly stated, and the dimensions 
stated on the plans were deficient by 3 feet.  The subject permit application has been filed to demonstrate 
that the subject building was lifted 3 feet, however to a height of 40 feet, rather than to 37 feet as stated in 
BPA No. 2011.03.25.2839.    
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2 to 1 Dwelling Unit Merger:  Per the appraisal submitted by the applicant, the dwelling unit merger 
may be approved administratively by the Zoning Administrator as each dwelling unit is above the 
affordability thresholds of Planning Code Section 317 and not subject to a Mandatory DR hearing. 
 
Additional Alterations beyond Original Approval:  As part of the subject permit application, the project 
sponsor (a new owner of the project) has consolidated all desired work at the property into the subject 
permit application.  As viewed from the public right-of-way, the Department finds the proposed side 
horizontal additions would retain the side spacing pattern that is created by the existing buildings on the 
subject block face of Broderick Street.  The Department is supportive of the alterations at the attic/roof 
level, as the alterations are within the existing building footprint, include a reduction of the building 
envelope and the alterations at the roof level are behind the main roof ridge that is parallel to the front 
façade and therefore the roof alterations would be minimally visible from the public right-of-way. 
 
ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 
The consolidation of all work into one project/permit application required additional Environmental 
Review per Case No. 2013.0433E.  On July 3, 2014, the Department determined that the proposed project 
is exempt from environmental review.  See attached Categorical Exemption Certificate. 
 
BASIS FOR RECOMMENDATION 
Upon review of the subject permit application, the Department recommends the Commission not take DR 
and approve the project based on the following: 

 The correction to the building height as dimensioned on the plans should be approved, as the 
building was lifted 3 feet, which is consistent with the Commission’s prior approval of BPA No. 
2011.03.25.2839 per Case No. 2010.0394D. 

 The proposed side additions would retain the existing development pattern as viewed from the 
public right-of-way. 

 The proposed vertical additions are proposed within the existing building footprint and would 
be minimally visible from the public right-of-way. 

 The proposal has been reviewed as one consolidated project, including Environmental Review of 
the project in its entirety for the purposes of CEQA. 

RECOMMENDATION:  Do not take Discretionary Review and approve the project. 

Attachments: 
DR Applications submitted by Irving Zaretsky and Timothy Acuri 
Categorical Exemption Certificate 
Section 311 Notification for current project (BPA# 20132.07.01.0898) 
DR Report, Case No. 2010.0394D, dated September 29, 2011 
DR Action Memo, DRA-0229, dated November 1, 2011 
Project Sponsor Submittal: Response to Discretionary Review and Reduced Plans 
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Design Review Checklist 
 
NEIGHBORHOOD CHARACTER (PAGES 7-10) 

QUESTION 
The visual character is: (check one)  
Defined  
Mixed X 
 
SITE DESIGN (PAGES 11 - 21) 

                                                                 QUESTION YES NO N/A 
Topography (page 11)    
Does the building respect the topography of the site and the surrounding area? X   
Is the building placed on its site so it responds to its position on the block and to 
the placement of surrounding buildings? 

X   

Front Setback (pages 12 - 15)     
Does the front setback provide a pedestrian scale and enhance the street? X   
In areas with varied front setbacks, is the building designed to act as transition 
between adjacent buildings and to unify the overall streetscape? 

  X 

Does the building provide landscaping in the front setback? X   
Side Spacing (page 15)    
Does the building respect the existing pattern of side spacing? X   
Rear Yard (pages 16 - 17)    
Is the building articulated to minimize impacts on light to adjacent properties? X   
Is the building articulated to minimize impacts on privacy to adjacent properties? X   
Views (page 18)    
Does the project protect major public views from public spaces?   X 
Special Building Locations (pages 19 - 21)    
Is greater visual emphasis provided for corner buildings?   X 
Is the building facade designed to enhance and complement adjacent public 
spaces? 

  X 

Is the building articulated to minimize impacts on light to adjacent cottages?   X 
 
BUILDING SCALE AND FORM (PAGES 23 - 30) 

QUESTION YES NO N/A 
Building Scale (pages 23  - 27)    

Is the building’s height and depth compatible with the existing building scale at 
the street? 

X   

Is the building’s height and depth compatible with the existing building scale at 
the mid-block open space? 

X   

Building Form (pages 28 - 30)    
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Is the building’s form compatible with that of surrounding buildings?  X   
Is the building’s facade width compatible with those found on surrounding 
buildings? 

X   

Are the building’s proportions compatible with those found on surrounding 
buildings? 

X   

Is the building’s roofline compatible with those found on surrounding buildings? X   
 
ARCHITECTURAL FEATURES (PAGES 31 - 41) 

                                                      QUESTION YES NO N/A 
Building Entrances (pages 31 - 33)    
Does the building entrance enhance the connection between the public realm of 
the street and sidewalk and the private realm of the building? 

X   

Does the location of the building entrance respect the existing pattern of building 
entrances? 

X   

Is the building’s front porch compatible with existing porches of surrounding 
buildings? 

X   

Are utility panels located so they are not visible on the front building wall or on 
the sidewalk?  

X   

Bay Windows (page 34)    
Are the length, height and type of bay windows compatible with those found on 
surrounding buildings? 

X   

Garages (pages 34 - 37)    
Is the garage structure detailed to create a visually interesting street frontage? X   
Are the design and placement of the garage entrance and door compatible with 
the building and the surrounding area? 

X   

Is the width of the garage entrance minimized? X   
Is the placement of the curb cut coordinated to maximize on-street parking? X   
Rooftop Architectural Features (pages 38 - 41)    
Is the stair penthouse designed to minimize its visibility from the street?  X   
Are the parapets compatible with the overall building proportions and other 
building elements?  

X   

Are the dormers compatible with the architectural character of surrounding 
buildings?  

X   

Are the windscreens designed to minimize impacts on the building’s design and 
on light to adjacent buildings? 

X   

 
BUILDING DETAILS (PAGES 43 - 48) 

QUESTION YES NO N/A 
Architectural Details (pages 43 - 44)    
Are the placement and scale of architectural details compatible with the building 
and the surrounding area? 

X   

Windows (pages 44 - 46)    
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Do the windows contribute to the architectural character of the building and the 
neighborhood? 

X   

Are the proportion and size of the windows related to that of existing buildings in 
the neighborhood? 

X   

Are the window features designed to be compatible with the building’s 
architectural character, as well as other buildings in the neighborhood? 

X   

Are the window materials compatible with those found on surrounding buildings, 
especially on facades visible from the street? 

X   

Exterior Materials (pages 47 - 48)    
Are the type, finish and quality of the building’s materials compatible with those 
used in the surrounding area? 

X   

Are the building’s exposed walls covered and finished with quality materials that 
are compatible with the front facade and adjacent buildings? 

X   

Are the building’s materials properly detailed and appropriately applied? X   
 
 



SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

CEQA Categorical Exemption Determination 
PROPERTY INFORMATION/PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

Project Address Block/Lot(s) 

2853-2857 Broderick St 0947/002 
Case No. Permit No. Plans Dated 

2013.0433E 

[] Addition! 

Alteration 

[Demolition 

(requires HRER if over 50 years old) 

New 

Construction 

Project Modification 

(GO TO STEP 7) 

Project description for Planning Department approval. 

Front facade alterations; new roof decks; new dormers; alter existing dormer. 

STEP 1: EXEMPTION CLASS 
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER 

Note: If neither class applies, an Environmental Evaluation Application is required. 
Class 1 - Existing Facilities. Interior and exterior alterations; additions under 10,000 sq. ft.; change 
of use if principally permitted or with a CU. 
Class 3 - New Construction. Up to three (3) new single-family residences or six (6) dwelling units 
in one building; commercial/office structures; utility extensions. 

Class 

STEP 2: CEQA IMPACTS 
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER 

If any box is checked below, an Environmental Evaluation Application is required. 

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

LI Does the project have the potential to adversely affect transit, pedestrian and/or bicycle safety 
(hazards) or the adequacy of nearby transit, pedestrian and/or bicycle facilities? 

Air Quality: Would the project add new sensitive receptors (specifically, schools, day care 
facilities, hospitals, residential dwellings, and senior-care facilities) within an air pollution hot 
spot? (refer to EP _ArcMap> CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Air Pollution Hot Spots) 

Hazardous Materials: Any project site that is located on the Maher map or is suspected of 

containing hazardous materials (based on a previous use such as gas station, auto repair, dry 
cleaners, or heavy manufacturing, or a site with underground storage tanks): Would the project 
involve soil disturbance of any amount or a change of use from industrial to 
commercial/residential? If yes, should the applicant present documentation of a completed Maher 
Application that has been submitted to the San Francisco Department of Public Health (DPH), this 
box does not need to be checked, but such documentation must be appended to this form. In all 
other circumstances, this box must be checked and the project applicant must submit an 
Environmental Application with a Phase I Environmental Site Assessment and/or file a Maher 
Application with DPH. (refer to EP_ArcMap > Maher layer.) 

SAN FRANCISCO 
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Soil Disturbance/Modification: Would the project result in soil disturbance/modification greater 
than two (2) feet below grade in an archeological sensitive area or eight (8) feet in a non- 
archeological sensitive area? (refer to EP_ArcMap> CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Archeological Sensitive 
Area) 

Noise: Does the project include new noise-sensitive receptors (schools, day care facilities, hospitals, 

El residential dwellings, and senior-care facilities) fronting roadways located in the noise mitigation 
area? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Noise Mitigation Area) 

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

Slope = or> 20%:: Does the project involve excavation of 50 cubic yards of soil or more, square 
footage expansion greater than 1,000 sq. ft., shoring, underpinning, retaining wall work, or grading 

LI on a lot with a slope average of 20% or more? Exceptions: do not check box for work performed on a 
previously developed portion of site, stairs, patio, deck, or fence work. (refer to EPA reMap > CEQA Catex 
Determination Layers> Topography) If box is checked, a geotechnical report is required and a Certificate or 
higher level CEQA document required 

Seismic: Landslide Zone: Does the project involve excavation of 50 cubic yards of soil or more, 
square footage expansion greater than 1,000 sq. ft., shoring, underpinning, retaining wall work, 

grading �including excavation and fill on a landslide zone - as identified in the San Francisco 

El General Plan? Exceptions: do not check box for work performed on a previously developed portion of the 
site, stairs, patio, deck, or fence work. (refer to EP..A reMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Seismic Hazard 

Zones) If box is checked, a geotechnical report is requfred and a Certificate or higher level CEQA document 

required 

Seismic: Liquefaction Zone: Does the project involve excavation of 50 cubic yards of soil or more, 
square footage expansion greater than 1000 sq ft, shoring, underpinning, retaining wall work, or 
grading on a lot in a liquefaction zone? Exceptions: do not check box for work performed on a previously 
developed portion of the site, stairs, patio, deck, or fence work. (refer to EP_ArcMap> CEQA Catex 
Determination Layers > Seismic Hazard Zones) If box is checked, a geotechnical report will likely be required 

Serpentine Rock: Does the project involve any excavation on a property containing serpentine 

El rock? Exceptions: do not check box for stairs, patio, deck, retaining walls, or fence work. (refer to 
EP_ArcMap> CEQA Catex Determination Layers> Serpentine) 

If no boxes are checked above, GO TO STEP 3. If one or more boxes are checked above, an Environmental 
Evaluation Application is required. 

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

Comments and Planner Signature (optional): 

No excavation. Jeanie Poling 3/3/14 

STEP 3: PROPERTY STATUS - HISTORIC RESOURCE 
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER 
PROPERTY IS ONE OF THE FOLLOWING: (refer to Parcel Information Map) 

Category A: Known Historical Resource. GO TO STEP 5. 
Category B: Potential Historical Resource (over 50 years of age). GO TO STEP 4. 

F-1 I Category C: Not a Historical Resource or Not Age Eligible (under 50 years of age). GO TO STEP 6. 

SAN FRANCISCO 
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STEP 4: PROPOSED WORK CHECKLIST 
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER 

Check all that apply to the project. 

1. Change of use and new construction. Tenant improvements not included. 

3. Regular maintenance or repair to correct or repair deterioration, decay, or damage to building. 

L4.
 Window replacement that meets the Department’s Window Replacement Standards. Does not include 
storefront window alterations. 

L5.
 Garage work. A new opening that meets the Guidelines for Adding Garages and Curb Cuts, and/or 
replacement of a garage door in an existing opening that meets the Residential Design Guidelines. 

FJ  6. Deck, terrace construction, or fences not visible from any immediately adjacent public right-of-way. 

7. Mechanical equipment installation that is not visible from any immediately adjacent public right-of-
way. 

E 8. Donner installation that meets the requirements for exemption from public notification under Zoning 
Administrator Bulletin No. 3: Dormer Windows. 

9. Addition(s) that are not visible from any immediately adjacent public right-of-way for 150 feet in each 
direction; does not extend vertically beyond the floor level of the top story of the structure or is only a 
single story in height; does not have a footprint that is more than 50% larger than that of the original 
building; and does not cause the removal of architectural significant roofing features. 

Note: Project Planner must check box below before proceeding. 

Project is not listed. GO TO STEP 5. 

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

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

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

STEP 5: CEQA IMPACTS - ADVANCED HISTORICAL REVIEW 
TO BE COMPLETED BY PRESERVATION PLANNER 

Check all that apply to the project. 

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

LI2.  Interior alterations to publicly accessible spaces. 

LI3.
 Window replacement of original/historic windows that are not ’in-kind" but are consistent with 

existing historic character. 

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

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

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

ff 7. Addition(s), including mechanical equipment that are minimally visible from a public right-of-way 
and meet the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation. 
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8. Other work consistent with the Secretary of the Interior Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties 
(specify or add comments): 

U 9. Reclassification of property status to Category C. (Requires approval by Senior Preservation 
Planner/Preservation Coordinator) 

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

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

Further environmental review required. Based on the information provided, the project requires an 
Environmental Evaluation Application to be submitted. GO TO STEP 6. 

Project can proceed with categorical exemption review. The project has been reviewed by the 
Preservation Planner and can proceed with categorical exemption review. GO TO STEP 6. 

Comments (optional): 

Preservation Planner Signature: 	 3TiIi 
STEP 6: CATEGORICAL EXEMPTION DETERMINATION 
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER 

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

Step 2� CEQA Impacts 

L Step 5 - Advanced Historical Review 

STOP! Must file an Environmental Evaluation Application. 

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

Planner Name: ( 	 ii 	u 
C( L e7 	u3 

Signature or Stamp: 

Project Approval Action: 
Select One  

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

project.  

Once signed or stamped and dated, this document constitutes a categorical exemption pursuant to CEQA Guidelines 
and Chapter 31 of the Administrative Code. 

In accordance with Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code, an appeal of an exemption determination 
can only be filed within 30 days of the project receiving the first approval action. 

SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 0916 2013 
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1650 Mission St. Historic Resource Evaluation Response Suite 400 
San Francisco, 

Date Reviewed: 	June 24, 2014 (Part II) 	 CA 94103-2479 

Case No.: 2013.0433E 
Reception: 

Project Address: 2853-2857 Broderick Street 415.558.6378 
Zoning: RH-2 (Residential, House, Two-Family) Zoning District; 

40-X Height and Bulk District 415.558.6409 
Block/Lot: 0947/002 

Staff Contact: Shelley Caltagirone, Preservation Planner Planning 
Information: 

(415) 558-6625 I shelley.caltagirone@sfgov.org  415.558.6377 

HISTORIC RESOURCE STATUS 

Building and Property Description 
The 2,757-square-foot parcel is located on Broderick Street between Filbert and Union Streets. The 

property is located within the Pacific Heights/Cow Hollow neighborhood in an RH-2 (Residential, House, 

Two-Family) Zoning District and a 40-X Height and Bulk District. The subject building was constructed 

circa 1890 and designed by an unknown architect in the First Bay Tradition-style. 

Pre-Existing Historic Rating I Survey 
The subject property is included on the Planning Department’s 1976 Architectural Survey with a rating of 

"1." In the January 14, 2011, the Planning Department issued a Historic Resource Evaluation Response 

Memo that mistakenly identified the property as a contributor to a historic district listed in the National 

and California Registers. At the time, no register form could be located to confirm the listing, so the 

Department evaluated the property separately and found that it appeared to contribute to a historic 

district significant under Criterion 3 as a collection of buildings dating from the neighborhood’s first 

wave of development. Since then, the Department has discovered that the Planning Department’s Parcel 
Information Database incorrectly identified the property’s historic status. Although not formally listed, 

the Department continues to find that the property would qualify for listing on the California Register as 

a contributor to a historic district representing a collection of buildings dating from the neighborhood’s 
first wave of development. Therefore, for the Department continues to consider the property a "Category 

A" (Known Historic Resource) property for the purposes of the Planning Department’s California 

Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) review procedures. 

Neighborhood Context 
The following historic context is excerpted in part from a draft Cow Hollow Historic Context Statement 

prepared by the Department in 2013. While not formally adopted by the City, the study provides 

important information about the development of Cow Hollow and the historic significance of the subject 

property. 

The neighborhood of Cow Hollow lies at the northern end of the San Francisco Peninsula, overlooking 
the Golden Gate. Geographically, the area is nestled between the slopes of Pacific Heights to the south 

and the low-lying Marina District to the north. Cow Hollow is bounded roughly by Lombard Street to 
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the north, Green and Vallejo Streets to the south, Lyon Street and the Presidio to the west and Van Ness 

Avenue to the east. The topography of the neighborhood, which ascends to the south, offers sweeping 

views of the San Francisco Bay and the Golden Gate. This dramatic topography also played a significant 

role in the neighborhood’s development, both architecturally and socially. 

Historically, the area was part of the Western Addition, adopted by the city in the 1850s under the Van 

Ness Ordinance. The neighborhood was originally known as "Spring Valley" during the early American 

period because of the numerous fresh water springs in the area. As that name became eponymous with 

the Spring Valley Water Company, the neighborhood adopted the title "Golden Gate Valley," to 

showcase the area’s views of the bay. In 1924, local contractor George Walker promoted the area as "Cow 

Hollow," in honor of its history as a dairy and tannery district, although it had been known by the name 

locally since the 1880s. 

Cow Hollow’s most substantial period of development began in the 1880s, following the opening of the 
first cable car line in the area, along Union Street. This not only prompted an influx of visitors to the 

already existing attractions of Harbor View, but a spur in residential development. By the mid-1880s, the 

moniker of "Cow Hollow" had taken root in what was formally known as Spring Valley, regularly being 
published in the San Francisco Chronicle and other local papers. At the same time, growing development 
pressures and the demands of the Department of Public Health, approximately thirty dairies and 

associated tanneries that had earned Cow Hollow its name relocated to the south in Hunter’s Point by 

1891, however the name remained with locals for generations. 

The establishment of the Presidio and Ferries cable car line led to a sustained period of residential 
development in Cow Hollow picked up, but the pace of growth was relatively modest. By 1893, thirteen 

years after the opening of the car line, few blocks were fully developed with new real estate. According to 
the 1893 Sanborn Map Company fire insurance map, development had clearly clustered along the Union 

line, most prominently between Octavia and Steiner Streets from Greenwich to Green Streets. Many lots 
remained undeveloped, although parcels had been subdivided throughout the area west of Steiner Street. 

The 1899 Sanborn Fire Insurance maps depict that multiple-unit flats were already being constructed in 

the area, primarily along the cross streets that cut through Union Street on a north-south axis and along 
Filbert and Greenwich Streets to the north. To the west, the area remained undeveloped aside from a 

small tract of homes along Greenwich Street near the Presidio. 

Residential development at this time was focused on single-family residences, often in dense rows. 

Building types varied from single-story cottages and small flats, most often found north of Union Street, 
to larger-scale middle and upper-class residences on larger parcels to the south. Popular styles from the 

1860s through the turn of the century were Italianate and Stick-Eastlake, which were common throughout 

Cow Hollow. 

Rebuilding of the City began within months of the 1906 Earthquake and Fire. In order to accommodate 

the urgent City-wide housing needs, multi-unit flats were increasingly constructed in all residential 

neighborhoods, as is clearly seen in Cow Hollow following the disaster. Because Van Ness Avenue was 

used as a fire line, which involved the dynamiting of most houses east of the avenue and south of Filbert 
Street, Cow Hollow was protected from severe destruction. However, the neighborhood experienced 

extensive damage, with rail lines along Union Street rendered useless and many structures rendered 

uninhabitable. 

SAN FRANCISCO 	 2 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 



Historic Resource Evaluation Response: Part II 	 CASE NO. 2013.0433E 
June 24, 2014 	 2853-2857 Broderick Street 

The citywide building boom that began in mid-1906 continued nearly unabated until World War I. A 

nationwide economic boom during the 1920s correlated with another building boom in San Francisco and 

enacting of the City’s first Planning Code in 1921, mandating the geographic separation of incompatible 
land uses. The opening of streetcar tunnels in 1918 and 1928, as well as the adoption of mass automobile 

use beginning in the 1920s, spurred residential development in outlying areas of the City, including Cow 

Hollow. The economic crisis precipitated by the Stock Market Crash of 1929 had a massive dampening 

effect on construction in San Francisco, which didn’t pick up until the late-1930s. New Deal federal 

programs and policies to spur employment and stimulate building activity resulted in massive Works 

Progress Administration public works projects and economic incentives for construction-related 
activities. 

Areas that had survived the earthquake with little damage, such as Cow Hollow, not only hosted refugee 

camps for the two years following the disaster, but many camp residents opted to stay in the area rather 

than relocate to their demolished neighborhoods. According to the records of the Assessor, 670 Structures 

were built in the Cow Hollow neighborhood between 1906 and 1915, the year the Panama-Pacific 

International Exhibition took place. During this period, many two- to six-unit flats were constructed 

throughout Cow Hollow, especially along Union Street and its immediate cross streets, where 

commercial goods and public transit were readily available. What an 1868 Real Estate Circular had called 
"the least stirring section of [San Francisco’s] real estate market," had become an increasingly popular 

neighborhood for residents and developers, often noted as "surprisingly" active despite its lack of 

infrastructure and transit. 

During this period, the area bounded by Lombard Street to the north, Lyon Street to the west, Green 
Street to the north and Pierce Street to the east had clearly become a popular enclave for middle-class 

families, with the blocks fully subdivided with single-family homes constructed on most. Flats were 

constructed along the western face of Broderick Street and at occasional corner lots. Residential 

architecture at this time was strongly influenced by the First Bay Tradition, and many of the homes are 
decorated with redwood shingles on a craftsman-style structure in the fashion of the architect Bernard 
Maybeck. 

Bay Region Tradition 
Coined in 1947 by architectural critic Lewis Mumford, the Bay Region Tradition is a regional vernacular 

architecture endemic to the San Francisco Bay Area that is woodsy, informal, and anti-urban. The Bay 

Region Tradition evolved over nearly 100 years and has since been classified into First, Second and Third 

traditions, spanning from the 1880s-1970s. The First Bay Tradition influenced later Modernists (i.e. 

architects associated with the Second Bay Tradition), who incorporated the regional vernacular of 

redwood, shingles, and elements of Arts and Crafts with the European Modernism popularized by the 

Bauhaus and the International Style. Transitional architects that bridged the first and second Bay 

Traditions include Henry Gutterson and John Hudson Thomas. 

The First Bay Tradition, spanning roughly from the 1880s to early 1920s, was a radical reaction to staid 

Classicism of Beaux-Arts historicism. Eschewing the highly ornamented Victorian-era styles also popular 

at that time, First Bay Tradition architects developed a building vernacular linked to nature, site and 

locally sourced materials. Within this stylistic category, bungalows and houses constructed between the 

1890s and 1925 can be divided into several styles, including: Shingle, Craftsman Bungalow, Prairie and 

California Bungalow. The First Bay Tradition is characterized by sensitivity to natural materials and 
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landscape, appreciation of structural form, and fine craftsmanship in wood. Buildings of this period 

exhibit both personal design approaches and the ideas of architects such as Bernard Maybeck. The later 
Bay Traditions of the 1930’s and later derivatives of the 1950s and 1960s are clear descendants of this 

style. 

A few homes were designed with spacious front porches supported by square, buttressed posts atop river 
boulder and brick piers. Along with natural wood, shingle, and clinker brick, materials such as field stone 

and river stone were popular for cladding the wood frame structural systems. Usually asymmetrical in 

plan, residences were characterized by tripartite windows divided into a large lower pane and small 

upper panes. Roofs often have broad spreading eaves supported by multiple gables with projecting 

beams. Stucco and brick occasionally using clinker brick apartment houses were often strong examples of 

this style. 

CEQA Historical Resource(s) Evaluation 
Step A: Significance 
Under CEQA section 21084.1, a property qualifies as a historic resource if it is "listed in, or determined to be 

eligible for listing in, the California Register of Historical Resources." The fact that a resource is not listed in, or 
determined to be eligible for listing in, the California Register of Historical Resources or not included in a local 
register of historical resources, shall not preclude a lead agency from determining whether the resource may qualify 

as a historical resource under CEQA. 

Individual Historic District/Context 

Property is individually eligible for inclusion in a Property is eligible for inclusion in a California 

California Register under one or more of the Register Historic District/Context under one or 

following Criteria: more of the following Criteria: 

Criterion 1 - Event: 0 YesM No Criterion 1 - Event: 	 Yes E No 

Criterion 2 - Persons: LI YesZ No Criterion 2 - Persons: 	 Yes 	No 

Criterion 3 - Architecture: LI YesZ No Criterion 3 - Architecture: 	Z Yes E] No 

Criterion 4 - Info. Potential: LI Yes Z No Criterion 4 - Info. Potential: 	LI Yes 	No 

Period of Significance: Period of Significance: 1888 - 1914 

Z Contributor LII Non-Contributor 

In 2011, the Department found that the property appeared to contribute to a historic district significant 

under Criterion 3 as a collection of buildings dating from the neighborhood’s first wave of development 

with a period of significance of 1880-1930. Since then, the Department has gathered further information 

about the Cow Hollow neighborhood, which has allowed us to further refine our findings. The 

Department continues to find that the subject property contributes to a historic district; however, the 
boundaries, historical association, and period of significance haven been more narrowly defined based 

upon the new information provided in the Department’s 2013 Cow Hollow study. The Department now 

finds that the property is significant as a contributor to a historic district under Criterion 3 for both its 
association with the neighborhood’s first large wave of development and with the First Bay Tradition 

architectural style. The period of significance for this Cow Hollow First Bay Tradition Historic District is 
1888-1914. The boundaries of this district are roughly Filbert to the north, Scott to the east, Vallejo to the 

south, and Lyon to the west. Please see the analysis below. 
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Criterion 1: It is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns 
of local or regional history, or the cultural heritage of California or the United States; 
There is no information provided by the Project Sponsor or located in the Planning Department’s 

background files to indicate that any significant events are associated with the subject building. Although 

construction of the subject building was part of the primary pattern of residential development that 
occurred in the area in the late 19th  century, this pattern is not documented as significant within the 

context of the history of the neighborhood, the City, the State, or the nation. Furthermore, there are no 

specific historical events known to be associated with the construction or subsequent usage of the subject 

building as a single-family residence. It is therefore determined not to be eligible under this criterion. 

Criterion 2: It is associated with the lives of persons important in our local, regional or national past; 
The information provided by the Project Sponsor and a review of the City Directories indicate that 

William Hammond Hall briefly owned the property circa 1930. Hall was a significant person in San 

Francisco’s history as the designer of Golden Gate Park and the first state civil engineer. Hall is listed in 

the directories as living at 3855 Jackson Street between 1905 and 1932 and he died in 1934. Therefore, it 
does not appear that he resided at the subject property. According to the oral history collected by the 

Project Sponsor, Hall’s daughters lived at the subject property as late as 1954, 50 it is presumed that the 

property was purchased for their use. The property is not historically significant as it is not associated 

with the Hall’s career as an engineer. No other significant persons are associated with the subject 

building. The subject building is therefore determined not to be eligible under this criterion. 

Criterion 3: It embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region, or method of 
construction, or represents the work of a master, or possesses high artistic values; 
The subject building appears to contribute to a Cow Hollow First Bay Tradition Historic District eligible 
for listing on the California Register for embodying both the distinctive characteristics of the first period 

of large scale architectural development in Cow Hollow and the distinctive characteristics of the First Bay 

Tradition style. The subject building was constructed circa 1890 and designed by an unknown architect in 

the First Bay Tradition style. The general characteristics of this style are an emphasis on simplified 

geometric forms, natural materials (often including shingle cladding, rustic lap siding, and brick), 

structural honesty, picturesque and asymmetrical massing and articulation, uniform exterior cladding 

with no interruptions at corners, and simplified ornament and details. Many of these elements are 

evident in the subject building. The subject does not appear to be a significant example of the First Bay 
Tradition style as an individual property because it is a relatively modest example of the style, does not 

represent the work of a master, does not possess high artistic value, and does not appear to retain high 

historic integrity of design. However, the building does contribute to a collection of late 19 -and early 
201h cen tury  buildings dating from the earliest period of residential development in the Cow Hollow 

neighborhood. Many of the buildings from this period represent the First Bay Tradition style, which is 

unique to the region. As such, this collection of First Bay Tradition residences in Cow Hollow embody the 

distinctive characteristics of a special period of regional architecture. The period of significance for this 

district appears to be approximately 1888-1914, relating to the construction boom and the particular use 

of the style. The construction date of the subject building places it within the period of significance 

identified for the surrounding historic district. The boundaries of this district are roughly Filbert to the 

north, Scott to the east, Vallejo to the south, and Lyon to the west. 
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Criterion 4: It yields, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history; 
There is no information provided by the Project Sponsor or located in the Planning Department’s 

background files to indicate that the subject property is likely to yield information important to a better 

understanding of prehistory or history. The subject building is therefore determined not to be eligible 

under this criterion. 

Step B: Integrity 
To be a resource for the purposes of CEQA, a property must not only be shown to be significant under the California 
Register of Historical Resources criteria, but it also must have integrity. Integrity is defined as "the authenticity of 
a property’s historic identity, evidenced by the survival of physical characteristics that existed during the property’s 
period of significance." Historic integrity enables a property to illustrate significant aspects of its past. All seven 
qualities do not need to be present as long the overall sense of past time and place is evident. 

The subject property retains integrity from the period of significance noted in Step A: 

Setting: 	M Retains El Lacks 

Feeling: Z Retains LI Lacks 

Materials: Z Retains El Lacks 

Location: 	M Retains Lacks 

Association: 	M Retains El Lacks 

Design: 	E Retains Lacks 

Workmanship: E Retains Lacks 

Historic District 
The Cow Hollow First Bay Tradition Historic District retains sufficient integrity with which to convey its 

significance. District contributors possess integrity in terms of material, design and workmanship, 

particularly when compared to buildings found outside of the District. The majority of District buildings 

retain a high level of original building features such as redwood shingle siding, projecting central bays, 

brick bases, and minimal ornamentation. Contemporary roll-up garage doors have been added to many 

lower levels. Replacement of the historic divided light wood-sash windows is also common. Few 

horizontal or vertical additions are visible from the public right-of-way. District contributors also retain 
integrity of feeling, setting, location, and association. Contributors remain single-family, are sited at their 

original location, and are surrounded by residences of similarly scaled single-family houses. 

Subject Property 
The subject building has not been significantly altered since its original construction. Recently, the 
building was raised approximately 3 feet to insert a garage at the ground floor level and the ground floor 

level was expanded towards the rear of the building. This work was reviewed and approved by the 

Department in 2010-2011 under Case No. 2010.0394E. Raising the building required replacement of the 
front stair, which was not part of the original construction. This slight alteration in height has not unduly 

changed the original scale of the building or the building’s relationship to its setting within the historic 

district. The work also did not remove any character-defining features of the building. The building, 

therefore, retains all elements of historic integrity so that it continues to convey its significance as a First 

Bay Tradition-style building constructed during the early phase of development within the Cow Hollow 

neighborhood. 

Step C: Character Defining Features 
If the subject property has been determined to have significance and retains integrity, please list the character- 
defining features of the building(s) and/or property. A property must retain the essential physical features that 
enable it to convey its historic identity in order to avoid significant adverse impacts to the resource. These essential 
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features are those that define both why a property is significant and when it was significant, and without which a 
property can no longer be identified as being associated with its significance. 

The Cow Hollow First Bay Tradition Historic District’s significance is reflected through the cohesive 

massing, articulation, form, setback, and stylistic elements in the First Bay Tradition style. The character-

defining features are: 

� Two-three story scale; 

� Picturesque and asymmetrical massing and articulation; 

� Emphasis on simplified geometric forms; 

� Front and side setbacks; 

� Gable or hipped roof forms, often with dormers; 

� Locally sourced, natural materials, often including shingle cladding, rustic lap siding, and brick; 

� Multi-light, wood-framed windows;, 

� Raised entries; and, 

� Simplified ornament and details including projecting brackets, eyebrow dormers, often 
incorporating Colonial Revival and Arts and Crafts design elements. 

CEQA Historic Resource Determination 

Historical Resource Present 

LI Individually-eligible Resource 

Contributor to an eligible Historic District 

LI Non-contributor to an eligible Historic District 

LI No Historical Resource Present 
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PART II: PROJECT EVALUATION 

Proposed Project 	 El Demolition 
	

Alteration 

Per Drawings Dated: May 1, 2014 

Project Description 
The proposed project calls for exterior changes to the house, including the construction of two roof decks, 

construction of dormers on the north and south slopes of the hipped portion of the roof, construction of a 
bay at the south elevation to the west of the side entry porch; alteration of the side entry steps and door; 

alteration of main entry steps to reduce the height; alteration of the main entrance to lower the threshold 

approximately 1’ and add a transom above the existing door; and, removal of stairs at the rear façade. 

Please note that the permit plans associated with this project also rectify discrepancies in previous 

permits regarding height notation and drawing accuracy. These corrections do not constitute physical 

changes to the property. 

Project Evaluation 
If the property has been determined to be a historical resource in Part I, please check whether the proposed project 
would materially impair the resource and identify any modifications to the proposed project that may reduce or 

avoid impacts. 

Subject Property/Historic Resource: 

The project will not cause a significant adverse impact to the historic resource as proposed. 

LI The project will cause a significant adverse impact to the historic resource as proposed. 

California Register-eligible Historic District or Context: 

The project will not cause a significant adverse impact to a California Register-eligible historic district 

or context as proposed. 

LII The project will cause a significant adverse impact to a California Register-eligible historic district or 

context as proposed. 

Project Specific Impacts 
The project appears to meet the Secretary of the Interior Standards for Rehabilitation and would not cause a 

substantial adverse change to the contributing building at 2853-57 Broderick Street or to the surrounding 

Cow Hollow First Bay Tradition Historic District such that the significance of the resource (the district) 
would be materially impaired. The following is an analysis of the proposed project per the applicable 

Standards. 

Standard 1. A property will be used as it was historically or be given a new use that requires minimal 
change to its distinctive materials, features, spaces, and spatial relationships. 
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The proposed project would retain the historic residential use at the site and would not alter the 

building in a way that would harm its ability to convey its significance as a First Bay Tradition-

style building dating from the Cow Hollow earliest period of residential development. 

Standard 2. The historic character of a property will be retained and preserved. The removal of distinctive 
materials or alteration of features, spaces, and spatial relationships that characterize a property will be 
avoided. 

No distinctive materials, features, finishes, construction techniques or examples of craftsmanship 

would be affected by the proposed project. All original elements of the primary façade would be 
retained. While the entry threshold would be lowered to match the main floor height, this change 

would not detract from the character of the entry and the door would be retained or replicated. 

The proposed alterations would occur at secondary and tertiary facades that do not contribute to 

the overall character of the building or district. 

Standard 3. Each property will be recognized as a physical record of its time, place, and use. Changes that 
create a false sense of historical development, such as adding conjectural features or elements from other 
historic properties, will not be undertaken. 

Conjectural elements are not are not a part of the proposed project. All contemporary alterations 

and additions would be constructed of new, yet compatible, materials. 

Standard 5. Distinctive materials, features, finishes, and construction techniques or examples of 
craftsmanship that characterize a property will be preserved. 

The proposed project would not result in the loss of distinctive features. 

Standard 9. New additions, exterior alterations, or related new construction will not destroy historic 
materials, features, and spatial relationships that characterize the property. The new work will be 
differentiated from the old and will be compatible with the historic materials, features, size, scale and 
proportion, and massing to protect the integrity of the property and its environment. 

The proposed side and rooftop additions, including the decks and dormers, would not negatively 
impact the character-defining features of the building or the site as they would be constructed 
towards the rear of the building, which is not visible from the adjacent public rights-of-way. 
Thus, the character of the property and district as viewed by the public would be retained. 
Moreover, the proposed addition, dormers, and roof decks would be constructed with 
contemporary windows and detailing such that they are distinguished as contemporary features. 
While the entry threshold would be lowered to match the main floor height, this change would 
not detract from the character of the entry and the door would be retained or replicated. Lastly, 
the alterations would occur at secondary and tertiary facades that do not contribute to the overall 
character of the building or district. 

Standard 10. New additions and adjacent or related new construction will be undertaken in such a 
manner that, if removed in the future, the essential form and integrity of the historic property and its 
environment would be unimpaired. 
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If the proposed additions were to be removed, then the roof and south wall of the subject 

building would require repair, but this removal would not impair the integrity of the historic 

property. 

Cumulative Impact Assessment 
The proposed work must also be considered in the context of recent and foreseeable changes to the 

property and historic district. Work recently completed at the project site resulted in raising the building 

approximately 3’ to add a garage at the front façade and constructing a rear addition. This work, in 

combination with the currently proposed work, meets the Secretary Standards and would not cause a 

substantial adverse chahge to the contributing building at 2853-57 Broderick Street or to the surrounding 

Cow Hollow First Bay Tradition Historic District such that the significance of the resource (the district) 
would be materially impaired. The building would retains all elements of historic integrity so that it 

continues to convey its significance as a First Bay Tradition-style building constructed during the early 

phase of development within the Cow Hollow neighborhood. The Department is not aware of any 

proposed projects within the boundaries of the district that would contribute to a cumulative impact to 

the resource. 

PART II: SENIOR PRESERVATION PLANNER REVIEW 

Signature: 	 __________________________________ 	Date: 7 ’ ’ 1 9 
Tina Tam, Senior Preservation Planner 

cc: 	Virnaliza Byrd, Environmental Division! Historic Resource Impact Review File 

SC: G: \DOCLIMENTS \ Cases \ CEQA \HRER Memos \ 2013.0433E_2857 Broderick.doc 
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1650 Mission Street Suite 400   San Francisco, CA 94103 

NOTICE OF BUILDING PERMIT APPLICATION   (SECTION 311) 
 

On July 1, 2013 the Applicant named below filed BPA No. 2013.07.01.0898 with the City and County of San Francisco. 
 

P R O P E R T Y  I N F O R M A T I O N  A P P L I C A N T  I N F O R M A T I O N  
Project Address: 2853 Broderick Street Applicant: Stephen Antonaros, Architect 
Cross Street(s): Filbert/Union Streets Address: 2261 Market Street, #324 
Block/Lot No.: 0947 / 002 City, State: San Francisco, CA  94114 
Zoning District(s): RH-2 / 40-X Telephone: (415) 864-2261 

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

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

P R O J E C T  S C O P E  
  Demolition   New Construction x  Alteration 
x  Change of Use x  Façade Alteration(s)   Front Addition 
x  Rear Addition x  Side Addition x  Vertical Addition 
P R O J E C T  F E A T U R E S  AS APPROVED* /  AS BUILT  PROPOSED  
Building Use Two-family dwelling / No Change  Single-family residence 
Front Setback 10 feet / 10 feet No Change 
Side Setbacks 6’@south & 2’@ north / No Change 2’ @ south & 2’ @ north side 
Building Depth 57 feet / No Change No Change 
Rear Yard 13 feet / No Change No Change 
Building Height 37’ to ridge / 40’ to ridge No Change 
Number of Stories 3 over garage / No Change No Change 
Number of Dwelling Units 2 / No Change 1 
Number of Parking Spaces 2 / No Change No Change 

P R O J E C T  D E S C R I P T I O N  
*Under previously approved BPA#2011.03.25.2839, the subject building was lifted 3 feet to the As Built (existing) condition at the 
subject property.  During construction it was discovered that the existing and proposed dimensioned heights disclosed under 
BPA#2011.03.25.2839 were incorrectly stated and were deficient by 3 feet.  The subject permit application has been filed to 
demonstrate that the subject building was lifted 3 feet to a height of 40 feet, rather than to 37 feet as stated in 
BPA#2011.03.25.2839.  The subject permit application also proposes additional work including a dwelling unit merger from 2 to 1 
unit and side and vertical additions to the existing building.  A Discretionary Review hearing, Case No. 2013.0433D, for the project 
is scheduled for 12:00 p.m. on Thursday, August 7, 2014 at City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 400, San Francisco, 
CA. The issuance of the building permit by the Department of Building Inspection or the Planning Commission project approval at 
a discretionary review hearing would constitute as the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to 
Section 31.04(h) of the San Francisco Administrative Code. 

For more information, please contact Planning Department staff: 
Planner:  Glenn Cabreros 
Telephone: (415) 558-6169       Notice Date:   
E-mail:  glenn.cabreros@sfgov.org      Expiration Date:   
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GENERAL INFORMATION ABOUT PROCEDURES 
Reduced copies of the proposed project plans have been included in this mailing for your information.  If you have 
questions about the plans, please contact the project Applicant listed on the front of this notice. You may wish to discuss 
the plans with your neighbors or neighborhood association, as they may already be aware of the project. If you have 
general questions about the Planning Department’s review process, please contact the Planning Information Center at 
1660 Mission Street, 1st Floor (415/ 558-6377) between 8:00am - 5:00pm Monday-Friday.  If you have specific questions 
about the proposed project, you should contact the planner listed on the front of this notice.  

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

1. Request a meeting with the project Applicant to get more information and to explain the project's impact on you. 
2. Contact the nonprofit organization Community Boards at (415) 920-3820, or online at 

www.communityboards.org for a facilitated discussion in a safe and collaborative environment. Community 
Boards acts as a neutral third party and has, on many occasions, helped reach mutually agreeable solutions.   

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

If, after exhausting the procedures outlined above, you still believe that exceptional and extraordinary circumstances 
exist, you have the option to request that the Planning Commission exercise its discretionary powers to review the 
project. These powers are reserved for use in exceptional and extraordinary circumstances for projects which generally 
conflict with the City's General Plan and the Priority Policies of the Planning Code; therefore the Commission exercises 
its discretion with utmost restraint. This procedure is called Discretionary Review. If you believe the project warrants 
Discretionary Review by the Planning Commission, you must file a Discretionary Review application prior to the 
Expiration Date shown on the front of this notice. Discretionary Review applications are available at the Planning 
Information Center (PIC), 1660 Mission Street, 1st Floor, or online at www.sfplanning.org). You must submit the 
application in person at the Planning Information Center (PIC) between 8:00am - 5:00pm Monday-Friday, with all 
required materials and a check payable to the Planning Department.  To determine the fee for a Discretionary Review, 
please refer to the Planning Department Fee Schedule available at www.sfplanning.org. If the project includes multiple 
building permits, i.e. demolition and new construction, a separate request for Discretionary Review must be 
submitted, with all required materials and fee, for each permit that you feel will have an impact on you.   
Incomplete applications will not be accepted. 

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

BOARD OF APPEALS 

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

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 

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

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

http://www.communityboards.org/
http://www.sfplanning.org/
http://www.sfplanning.org/
http://www.sfplanning.org/


Application for Discretionary Review 

APPLICATION FOR 

Li]MMM=M= 
1. Owner/Applicant Information 

lESS: 	
/ 	

ZIP CODE: 	 TELEPHONE: 

57  
IL ADDRESS. 

2. Location and Classification 

STREET ADDRESS OF PROJECT- 	 I ZIP CODE;  

CROSS STREETS 

Fi)he,e– a1d 1It 
ZONING DISTRICT: 	 HEIGHT/BULK DISTRICT: 

997 oO 

3. Project Description 

Please check all that apply 	.. 
Change of Use 	Change of Hours El New Construction 	Alterations 

	

Demolition 	Other El 

Additions to Building: Rear ’ Front 13----Height  YSide Yard 

Present or Previous Use: 	 / 	AeJ ---------------

/c 	- 

ProposedUse: i..., .... c/e............................................. . 	 . 

Building Permit Applicatior(No. 2 (21 -2 ’9 	$ 	 Date Filed: /1.191 ....
/ 	4/I 

/’c91iV1e9’ 	 " 	) 

o’3 
’3 Oo 

7 



4. Actions Prior to a Discretionary Review Request 

Prior Action 	 YES 	 NO 

Have you discussed this project with the permit applicant?  

Did you discuss the project with the Planning Department permit review planner? 	 - 

L Did you participate in outside mediation on this case? 

5. Changes Made to the Project as a Result of Mediation 

If you have discussed the project with the applicant, planning staff or gone through mediation, please 
summari the result, including any cIa1)ges there were made to the proposed project. 

........................ %’�A’ 

A 	
.... .... 
	/’ 

 

i? 
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Application for Discretionary Review 

Discretionary Review Request 

In the space below and on separate paper, if necessary, please present facts sufficient to answer each question. 

1. What are the reasons for requesting TJiscietionary Review? The project meets the minimum standards of the 
Planning Code. What are the exceptional and extraordinary circumstances that justify Discretionary Review of 
the project? How does the project conflict with the City’s General Plan or the Planning Code’s Priority Policies or 
Residential Design Guidelines? Please be specific and site specific sections of the Residential Design Guidelines. 

1. : O L/7L (1 j frJI7Z 

/AJ4d4I 	 I-4 
ZI 

I’ I 	(".�’� - 	 V 	 -. - 

2. The Residential Design Guidelines assume some impacts to be reasonable and expected as part of construction. 
Please explain how this project would cause unreasonable impacts. If you believe your property, the property of 
others or the neighborhood would be adversely affected, please state who would be affected, and how: 

3. What alternatives or changes to the proposed project, beyond the changes (if any) already made would respond to 
the exceptional and extraordinary circumstances and reduce the adverse effects noted above in question #1? 

!Efff 	 -k44 I-z, 
4i 

’ 1 % 	 . 	- a2 	’-1?’ -z 	( e 
112  

A 

9 



Applicant’s Affidavit 

Under penalty of perjury the following declarations are made: 
a: The undersigned is the owner or authorized agent of the owner of this property. 
b: The information presented is true and correct to the best of my knowledge. 
C: The other information or applications may be required. 

Signature: 	Date:  

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

Owner I Authorized Ag 	(circle one) 

10 	SAN FRANCISCO PLANNING DEPARTMENT V 08 07 2012 



Discretionary Review Application 
Submittal Checklist 

Applications submitted to the Planning Department must be accompanied by this checklist and all required 
materials. The checklist is to be completed and signed by the applicant or authorized agent. 

REQUIRED MATERIALS (please check correct column) 

Application, with all blanks completed 

Address labels (original), if applicable 

Address labels (copy of the above), if applicable 

Photocopy of this completed application 

Photographs that illustrate your concerns 

Convenant or Deed Restrictions 

Check payable to Planning Dept. 

Letter of authorization for agent 

Other: Section Plan, Detail drawings (i.e. windows, door entries, trim), 
Specifications (for cleaning, repair, etc.) and/or Product cut sheets for new 	 N 
elements (i.e. windows, doors) 

NOTES: 
LI Required Material. 

Optional Material. 

0 Two sets of original labels and one copy of addresses of adjacent property owners and owners of property across street. 

N 
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SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 
1650 Mission Street Suite 400 San Francisco. CA 94103 

[�) I[s1s] J:IUJI !.]I [ci 	z1’II 
On July 1, 2013 the Applicant named below filed BPA No. 2013.07.01.0898 with the City and County of San Francisco. 

PROPERTY  

Project Address: 
INFORMATION  

2853 Broderick Street Applicant: 
APPLICANT INFORMATION 

Stephen Antonaros, Architect 
Cross Street(s) Filbert/Union Streets Address 2261 Market Street, #324 
BlockfLotfio. 0947 1002- 	- 	-- City, Slate;---- San FranciscoCA 94114- 
Zoning District(s): RH-2 I 40-X Telephone: (41) 864-2261 	 - 

You are receiving this notice as a property owner or resident within 150 feet of the proposed project. You are not required to 

take any action. For more information about the proposed project, or to express concerns about the project, please contact the 

Applicant listed above or the Planner named below as soon as possible. If you believe that there are exceptional or 

extraordinary circumstances associated with the project, you may request the Planning Commission louse its discretionary 

powers to review this application at  public hearing. Applications requesting a Discretionary Review hearing roust be filed 

during the 30-day review period, prior to the close of business on the Expiration Date shown below, or the next business day if 

that date is on  week-end or  legal holiday. If no Requests for Discretionary Review are filed, this project will be approved 

by the Planning Department after the Expiration Date. 

Members of the public are not required to provid ,e personal identifying information when they communicate with the 

Commissioner the Department. All written or oral communications, including submitted personal contact information, may 

be made available to the public for inspection and copying upon request and may appear on the Department’s website or in 

other public documents. 

PROJECT SCOP 

0 Demolition 	 El New Construction 	 o Alteration 

� Change of Use 	 x Façade Alteration(s) 	 0 Front Addition 

� Rear Addition 	 x Side Addition 	 n Vertical Addition 

PROJECT FEATURES 

Building Use I Two-family dwelling / No Change 

IJ0.LI.JiI1. 

Single-family residence 
Front Setback  10 feet/ 10 feet No Change 
Side Setbacks 6’lsoath & 2’@ north / No Change 2’ @ south 	2’ @ north side -& 
Building Depth 57 feel! No Change No Change 
Rear Yard 13 feet/No Change No Change 
Building Height 37’ to ridge / 40’ to ridge No Change - 
Number of Stories 3 over garage I No Change No Change 
Number of Dwelling Units 2 / No Change 1 
Number of Parking Spaces 2 / No Change No Change 

Jt1.FI.D E SC R I PTI O N  

Under previously approved BPA#201 1.03.25.2839, the subject building was lifted 3 feet to the As Built (existing) condition at the 
subject properly. 	During construction it was discovered that the existing and proposed dimensioned heights disclosed under 
BPA#2011.03.25.2839 were incorrectly stated and were deficient by 3 feet 	The subject permit application has been tied to 
demonstrate that the subject building was lifted 3 feet to a height of 40 feel, rather than to 37 feel as stated in 
BPA#201 1.03.25.2839. The subject permit application also proposes additional work including a dwelling unit merger from 2101 
unit and side and vertical additions to the existing building. A Discretionary Review hearing, Case No. 2013.0433D, for the project 
is scheduled for 12:00 pint. on Thursday, August 7, 2014 at City Hall, 1 Dr. Canton B. Good left Place, Room 400, San Francisco, 
CA. The issuance of the building permit by the Department of Building Inspection or the Planning Commission project approval at 
a discretionary review heating would constitute as the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to 
Section 31.04(h) of the San Francisco Administrative Code. 

For more infonnatiori, please contact Planning Department staff: 

Planner: 	Glenn Cabreros 

Telephone: 	(415) 558-6169 	 Notice Date: 	717/14 
E-mail: 	glemi.cabreros@sfgov.org 	 Expiration Date: 816114 

VP 3Z 7A] JJ’:(415) 575-9010  AAl  

Para informacjón en Espaæol j)amaral: (415) 575-9010 



GENERAL INFORMATION ABOUT PROCEDURES 
Reduced copies of the proposed project plans have been included in this mailing for your information. If you have 

questions about the plans, please contact the project Applicant listed on the front of this notice. You may wish to discuss 

the plans with your neighbors or neighborhood association, as they may already he aware of the project. If you have 
general questions about the Planning Department’s review process, please contact the Planning Information Center at 

1660 Mission Street, 1St Floor (415/ 558-6377) between 8:00am - 5:00pm Monday-Friday. If you have specific questions 

about the proposed project, you should contact the planner listed on the front of this notice. 

If you believe that the impact on you from the proposed project is significant and you wish to seek to change the 

project, there are several procedures you may use. We strongly urge that steps 1 and 2 be taken, 

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

2. Contact the nonprofit organization Community Boards at (415) 920-3820, or online at 

yww.communitvboards.org  for a facilitated discussion in a safe and collaborative environment. Community 

Boards acts as a neutral third party and has, on many occasions, helped reach mutually agreeable solutions. 

3. Where you have attempted, through the use of the above steps or other means, to address potential problems 

without success, please contact the planner listed on the front of this notice to discuss your concerns. 

If, after exhausting the procedures outlined above, you still believe that exceptional and extraordinary circumstances 

exist, you have the option to request that the Planning Commission exercise its discretionary powers to review the 

project. These powers are reserved for use in exceptional and extraordinary circumstances for protects  which generally 

conflict with the City’s General Plan and the Priority Policies of the Planning Code; therefore the Commission exercises 

its discretion with utmost restraint. This procedure is called Discretionary Review, If you believe the project warrants 

Discretionary Review by the Planning Commission, you most file a Discretionary Review application prior to the 

Expiration Date shown on the front of this notice. Discretionary Review applications are available at the Planning 

Information Center (PlC), 1660 Mission Street, 1st Floor, or online at www.sfplamung.org ). You must submit the 

application in person at the Planning Information Center (PlC) between 8:00am - 5:00pm Monday-Friday, with all 
required materials and a check payable to the Planning Department To determine the fee for a Discretionary Review, 

please refer to the Planning Department Fee Schedule available at www.sfplanninmorg. If the project includes multiple 
building permits, i.e. demolition and new construction, a separate request for Discretionary Review must be 

submitted, with all required materials and fee, for each permit that you feel will have an impact on you. 

Incomplete applications will not be accepted. 

If no Discretionary Review Applications have been tiled within the Notification Period, the Planning Department will 

approve the application and forward it to the Department of Building Inspection for its review. 

BOARD OF APPEALS 

An appeal of the Planning Commission’s decision on a Discretionary Review case may be made to the Board of 

Appeals within 15 calendar days after the building permit is issued (or denied) by the Department of Building 

Inspection. Appeals must be submitted in person at the Board’s office at 1650 Mission Street, 3rd Floor, Room 304. For 

further information about appeals to the Board of Appeals, including current fees, contact the Board of Appeals at (415) 

575-6880. 

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 

This project has undergone preliminary review pursuant to California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). 1.1, as past of 

this process, the Department’s Environmental Review Officer has deemed this project to be exempt from further 

environmental review, an exemption determination has been prepared and can be obtained through the Exemption 

Map, on-line, at www.sfplanning.org . An appeal of the decision to exempt the proposed project from CEQA maybe 

made to the Board of Supervisors within 30 calendar days alter the project approval action identified on the 

determination. The procedures for filing an appeal of an exemption determination are available from the Clerk of the 

Board at City Halt, Room 244, or by calling (415) 554-5184. 

Under CEQA, in a later court challenge, a litigant may be limited to raising only those issues previously raised at a 

hearing on the project or in written correspondence delivered to the Board of Supervisors, Planning Commission, 
Planning Department or other City board, commission or depariiaaient at, or prior to, such hearing, or as part of the 

appeal hearing process on the CEQA decision. 

SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

Date’ 7/7/14 
ltSt Meson St. 
Site 400 
San Francisco, 

The attached notice is provided under the Planning Code. It concerns property CA 14113-2479 

located at 2853 Broderick Street (2013.07.01.0898) 	GC. 	A hearing may occur, a Reception 
right to request review may expire or a development approval may become final 415.558.6378 

unless appealed by 8/6/14. Fax:  
415.558.6489 

To obtain information about this notice in Spanish or Chinese, please call (415) 575- 
9010. Please be advised that the Planning Department will require at least one inaian  

business day to respond to any call. 415.558.6377 

fi 
2853 Broderick Street (2013.07.01.0898) GO Jr 

8/6/14 	1rTA 

, itiI 

rffi 	MIA 	 415-575-9010. 

El documento adjunto es referente a la siguiente dirección: 2853 Broderick Street 
(2013.07.01.0898) - GC. Es un requisito del Codigo de Planeaciôn (Planning 
Code). La posibilidad de una audiencia puede occurrir. El derecho para revisar el 
archivo de este projecto puede expirar o una decisiªn puede ser final si usted no 
presenta un documento de apelaciôn antes de: 8/6/14. 

Para obtener mÆs informaciôn en Espanol acerca de este projecto, Ilame al 
siguiente telefono (415) 575-9010. Por favor tome en cuenta que Itt contestaremos 
su Ilamada en un periodo de 24 horas. El servicio en Espaæol es proporcionado por 
el Departamento de Planeación (Planning Department) de la ciudad de San 
Francisco. Eso no garantiza ningun derecho adicional o extension del tiempo 
requerido por la ley. 

www.sfplanning.org  
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APPLICATION FOY, 

3. Project Description 

Please check all that apply 	 - 

Change of Use 	Change of Hours 0 New Construction 0 Alterations El Demolition E Other 

Additions to Building: Rear LV Front L/ Height 	Side Yard 

Present or Previous Use: 	 i/l 
	 L 14 th 

ProposedUse: . - 	 th 

Building Permit Application No. 

’Lo( O( 
’LO 	f-S’ 

C9 	0-1  12- 

Q9oCo(S( 

Date Filed: _Vc9 Jwi.( 



i3 Ct43 fl 
4. Actions Prior to a Discretionary Review Request 

Prior Action YES NO 

Have you discussed this project with the permit applicant? 

Did you discuss the project with the Planning Department permit review planner? 	J El 

Did you participate in outside mediation on this case? 

5. Changes Made to the Project as a Result of Mediation 

If you have discussed the project with the applicant, planning staff or gone through mediation, please 

summarize the result, including any changes there were made to the proposed project. 

8 	SAN FRANCISCO PLANNING DEPARTMENT VON 072012 



ication for Discretionary Review 

Discretionary Review Request 

In the space below and on separate paper, if necessary, please present facts sufficient to answer each question. 

1. What are the reasons for requesting Discretionary Review? The project meets the minimum standards of the 
Planning Code. What are the exceptional and extraordinary circumstances that justify Discretionary Review of 
the project? How does the project conflict with the City’s General Plan or the Planning Code’s Priority Policies or 
Residential Design Guidelines? Please be specific and site specific sections of the Residential Design Guidelines. 

	

LS 	.*C1c ................t.., 	cL 
- 	

- 

_.T: 	............................ d.d..k 	................ ( 

L.. .... 	 . 	 ....S.J 	-.... 

h 	 . 
2. The Residential Design Guidelines assume some impacts to be reasonable and expected as part of construction. 

	

Please explain how this project would cause unreasonable impacts. If you believe your property, the property of 	C 

others or the neighborhood would be adversely affected, please state who would be affected, and how: 

... .... 1L 	. 	–................. 	 . 

-............ 

-...................... 	 L. 	i. 

3. What alternatives or changes to the proposed project, beyond the changes (if any) already made would respond to 
the exceptional and extraordinary circumstances and reduce the adverse effects noted above in question #1? 

’ 

.. 

1Q-LT 

C 

- 

( 

(o(c, c 

cft 

9 
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Applicant’s Affidavit 

Under penalty of perjury the following declarations are made: 
a: The undersigned is the owner or authorized agent of the owner of this property. 
b: The information presented is true and correct to the best of my knowledge. 
c: The other information or applications may be required. 

Signature: 	Date: 	( 	
( 

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

Owner /Authorized Agent (circle one) 

10 	SAN FRANCISCO PLANNING DEPARTMENT 108.07 2012 



Application for DiscretionaJftview 

Discretionary Review Application 
Submittal Checklist 

Applications submitted to the Planning Department must be accompanied by this checklist and all required 
materials. The checklist is to be completed and signed by the applicant or authorized agent. 

REQUIRED MATERIALS (please check correct column) DR APPLICATION 

Application, with all blanks completed El 

Address labels (original), if applicable C 

Address labels (copy of the above), if applicable 0 

Photocopy of this completed application 

Photographs that illustrate your concerns 

Convenant or Deed Restrictions 

Check payable to Planning Dept. 

Letter of authorization for agent 

Other: Section Plan, Detail drawings (i.e. windows, door entries, trim), 
Specifications (for cleaning, repair, etc.) and/or Product cut sheets for new 
elements (i.e. windows, doors) 

NOTES: 

Required Material. 
-- 

 

Optional Material. 
0 Two sets of original labels and one copy of addresses of adjacent property owners and owners of property across street. 

For Department Use Only 

Application received by Planning Department: 

By: 	 Date: 

11 
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Discretionary Review 
Abbreviated Analysis 
HEARING DATE: OCTOBER 6, 2011 

 

Date:  September 29, 2011 

Case No.  2010.0394D 

Project Address:  2853‐2857 Broderick Street 

Permit Application:  2011.03.25.2839 

Zoning:  RH‐2 [Residential House, Two‐Family] 

  40‐X Height and Bulk District 

Block/Lot:  0947/002 

Project Sponsor:  Stephen Antonaros, Architect 

  2261 Market Street, #324 

  San Francisco, CA 94114 

Staff Contact:  Glenn Cabreros – (415) 588‐6620 

  glenn.cabreros@sfgov.org 

Recommendation:  Do not take DR and approve as proposed 

 

 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
The proposal is to raise the existing three‐story‐over‐basement, two‐unit building 3 feet to insert a two‐

car garage within the basement level. 

 

SITE DESCRIPTION AND PRESENT USE 
The project site contains a three‐story‐over‐basement building containing two dwelling units.   The first 

floor above the basement level contains one dwelling unit with an entry along the south side façade.  The 

second and third floors are occupied by the second dwelling unit with its own entry on the northern side 

of the front façade.  The project lot measures approximately 34.5 feet wide by 80 feet deep with an area of 

2,760 square feet. 

 

SURROUNDING PROPERTIES AND NEIGHBORHOOD 
The circa 1900 subject building  is one of a group of four detached buildings that have similar massing, 

scale, side setbacks and architectural expression.  The adjacent building to the north is a three‐story‐over‐

basement,  two‐unit building  at  the  intersection of Broderick  and Filbert Streets with a  two‐car garage 

accessed from Filbert Street.  The adjacent building to the south (the DR Requestor’s building) is a two‐

story‐plus‐attic‐over‐basement,  two‐unit building.    In general,  the subject blockface  is characterized by 

three‐story‐over‐basement/garage buildings, while  the opposite blockface  is characterized by four‐story 

structures (two, two‐story building do exist on the opposite block face, but closer towards Union Street).  

The  subject blockface  is within  the RH‐2 Zoning District, while  the most of  the opposite block  face  is 

within  the RH‐1 Zoning District.   The  subject property  is within  the Cow Hollow neighborhood  and 

subject to the Cow Hollow Design Guidelines. 

 



Discretionary Review – Abbreviated Analysis 
Hearing Date: October 6, 2011 

 

CASE NO. 2010.0394D
2853-2857 Broderick Street

BUILDING PERMIT NOTIFICATION 
 

TYPE 
REQUIRED 

PERIOD 
NOTIFICATION 

DATES 
DR FILE DATE DR HEARING DATE FILING TO HEARING TIME 

311 

Notice 
30 days 

June 14, 2011 – 

July 13, 2011* 
July 1, 2011  October 6, 2011  96 days 

*The project was re‐noticed per Section 311 from August 8, 2011 to September 6, 2011 to correct an error 

regarding the height limit as depicted on the plans in the original notice.  The project scope‐of‐work was 

not revised from the initial notice for the re‐notice. 

 

HEARING NOTIFICATION 
 

TYPE 
REQUIRED 

PERIOD 
REQUIRED NOTICE DATE ACTUAL NOTICE DATE 

ACTUAL 
PERIOD 

Posted Notice  10 days  September 26, 2011 September 26, 2011  10 days

Mailed Notice  10 days  September 26, 2011 September 26, 2011  10 days

 

 

PUBLIC COMMENT 
 

 SUPPORT OPPOSED NO POSITION 

Adjacent neighbor(s)  ‐‐  1 ‐‐ 

Other neighbors on the 

block or directly across 

the street 

‐‐  ‐‐  ‐‐ 

Neighborhood groups  ‐‐  ‐‐ ‐‐ 

 

 

DR REQUESTOR 

Irving Zaretsky, owner of 2845‐2847 Broderick Street, directly south and adjacent to the project.   

 

DR REQUESTOR’S CONCERNS AND PROPOSED ALTERNATIVES 
See attached Discretionary Review Application, dated July 1, 2011.  

 

PROJECT SPONSOR’S RESPONSE TO DR APPLICATION 

See attached Response to Discretionary Review, dated September 14, 2011.   

 

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 
On  July  3,  2011,  the  Department  determined  that  the  proposed  project  is  exempt/excluded  from 

environmental  review,  pursuant  to CEQA Guideline  Section  15301  (Class One  ‐ Minor Alteration  of 

Existing  Facility,  (e) Additions  to  existing  structures  provided  that  the  addition will  not  result  in  an 

increase of more than 10,000 square feet).  

 



Discretionary Review – Abbreviated Analysis 
Hearing Date: October 6, 2011 

 

CASE NO. 2010.0394D
2853-2857 Broderick Street

RESIDENTIAL DESIGN TEAM REVIEW 
This project complies with  the Cow Hollow Neighborhood Design Guidelines.   The Residential Design 

Team (RDT) found no design issues with the project.  The RDT found that the project would essentially 

maintain the existing relationship of the subject building to the DR Requestor’s building with regard to 

the DR Requestor’s concerns. 

 

Under  the Commission’s pending DR Reform Legislation,  this project would not be  referred  to  the 

Commission as this project does not contain or create any exceptional or extraordinary circumstances. 

 

RECOMMENDATION:  Do not take DR and approve project as proposed 

 

Attachments: 

Parcel Map  

Sanborn Map 

Aerial Photographs  

Zoning Map 

Context Photographs 

Categorical Exemption 

Section 311 Notice and Re‐Notice 

DR Application 

Project Sponsor Submittal: Response to Discretionary Review and Reduced Plans 

 

 
GC G:\Documents\2010\DR\2010.0394D - 2853-2857 Broderick\2010.0394D - 2853-2857 Broderick - Staff Analysis.doc 



Parcel Map

SUBJECT PROPERTY

Discretionary Review Hearing
Case Number 2010.0394D
2853‐2857 Broderick Street

DR REQUESTOR’S
PROPERTY



*The Sanborn Maps in San Francisco have not been updated since 1998, and  this map may not accurately reflect existing conditions.

Sanborn Map*

SUBJECT PROPERTY

Discretionary Review Hearing
Case Number 2010.0394D
2853‐2857 Broderick Street

DR REQUESTOR’S
PROPERTY



Aerial Photo 1

REQUESTOR’S PROPERTY

Discretionary Review Hearing
Case Number 2010.0394D
2853‐2857 Broderick Street

SUBJECT PROPERTY



Aerial Photo 2

SUBJECT PROPERTY

Discretionary Review Hearing
Case Number 2010.0394D
2853‐2857 Broderick Street

REQUESTOR’S PROPERTY



Aerial Photo 3

SUBJECT PROPERTY

Discretionary Review Hearing
Case Number 2010.0394D
2853‐2857 Broderick Street

REQUESTOR’S PROPERTY



Zoning Map

SUBJECT PROPERTY

Discretionary Review Hearing
Case Number 2010.0394D
2853‐2857 Broderick Street



2853 & 2857 Broderick Street

Neighbor to the North

Neighbor to the South
(DR Requestor)

Similar House
Raised Higher than
proposed 

24"

Property line
location 
between houses
(same for 4 lots)

10.0349D



ACROSS THE STREET

Subject LotDR Requestor

10.0349D

Similar House
Raised w/new
Entry stairs
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I\ SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

Certificate of Determination 
Exemption from Environmental Review 

Case No.: 2010.0394E 
Project Title: 2853-2857 Broderick Street 
Zoning: RH-2 (Residential, House, Two-Family) 

40-X Height and Bulk District 

Block/Lot: 0947/002 

Lot Size: 2,757 square feet 

Project Sponsor: Stephen Antonaros, Architect 
(415) 864-2261 

Staff Contact: Shelley Caltagirone - (415) 558-6625 

shelley.caltagirone@sfgov.org  

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: 

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

Reception: 
415.558.6378 

Fax: 
415.558.6409 

Planning 
Information. 
415.558.6377 

The proposal involves raising the building by approximately three (3) feet to insert a garage at the ground 

floor level, expanding the ground floor level towards the rear of the building, and creating a new curb 
cut. The project would add approximately 680 square feet (sf) of residential space to the existing 3,774-sf-

building resulting in 4,454 total sf. The project site is located on a block bounded by Filbert Street, Union 

Street, Broderick Street, and Baker Street in the Cow Hollow neighborhood. 

EXEMPT STATUS: 

Categorical Exemption, Class 1 (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15301(e)(1) 

REMARKS: 

See next page. 

DETERMINATION: 

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

Bill Wycko 
	

Date 
Environmental Revf’ew Officer 

cc: Stephen Antonaros, Architect, Project Sponsor 
	

Virna Byrd, M.D.F. 

Inger Conrad, Property Owner 
	

Distribution List 

Shelley Caltagirone, Preservation Planner 
	

Historic Preservation Distribution List 

Supervisor Farrell (via Clerk of the Board) 



Exemption from Environmental Review 	 Case No. 2010.0394E 
2853-2857 Broderick Street 

REMARKS (continued): 
In evaluating whether the proposed project would be exempt from environmental review under the 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), the Planning Department determined that the buildings 

located on the project site are historical resources. The subject property is included on the Planning 

Department’s 1976 Architectural Survey with a rating of "1" and was listed as a contributor to a historic 

district in the National and California Registers in 1983 according to the Planning Department’s Parcel 

Information Database (register form cannot be located). Under the Planning Department’s CEQA Review 
Procedures for Historic Resources, the property is considered a "Category A" known historic resource. 

As described in the Historic Resource Evaluation (HRE) Memorandum’ (attached), the 2853-2857 

Broderick Street property is listed on the National Register as a contributing building within a historic 

district. The register form could not be located; however, based upon a review of the surrounding 
architecture, the district appears to be significant under Criterion 3 (Architecture) as a collection of late 
19th.. and early 201h century  buildings dating from the earliest period of residential development in the 

Cow Hollow/Pacific Heights neighborhood. The majority of the buildings are 2-3 stories in scale; are clad 
in quality masonry or wood cladding; display a hierarchy of building forms including a defined base, 

body, and cornice; display punched window openings, often containing wood-framed windows; and 

display rich architectural details and ornamentation. The period of significance for this district appears to 
be approximately 1870-1930. The construction date of the subject building places it within the period of 

significance identified for the surrounding historic district. Furthermore, the property retains sufficient 

historic integrity to convey their historic significance. As such, the property is considered a historic 

resource for the purposes of CEQA. 

Since the building was determined to be a historic resource, the Planning Department assessed whether 

the proposed project would materially impair the resource. The Department determined that the project 

would not cause a substantial adverse change in the resource such that the significance of the resource 
would be materially impaired. The following is an analysis of the proposed project’s potential to impact 

the historic resource. 

� The proposed project would retain the historic residential use at the site and would not alter the 

building in a way that would harm its ability to convey its significance as a First Bay Tradition-

style building dating from the Cow Hollow/Pacific Heights earliest period of development. 

No distinctive materials, features, finishes, construction techniques or examples of craftsmanship 

would be affected by the proposed project. While the height of the ground floor level will be 
increased by approximately three (3) feet, the change would not significantly impact the overall 

proportions of the three-story façade. The new garage door opening would occur at the new 
raised portion of the building and would not cause the removal of historic material. Although the 

entry stairs would be extended to accommodate the new height, they are not original to the 

building so that their replacement would not remove historic material. 

1 Memorandum from Shelley Caltagirone, Preservation Technical Specialist, to Brett Bollinger, Planner, 

Major Environmental Analysis, January 14, 2011. 

SAN FRANCISCO 	 2 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 



Exemption from Environmental Review 	 Case No. 2010.0394E 
2853-2857 Broderick Street 

The proposed addition would not negatively impact the character-defining features of the 

building or the site as it would be constructed at the rear of the building, which is not visible 
from the adjacent public rights-of-way. The proposed garage door at the front façade would be 

placed flush with the plane of the façade so as to retain the volume of the building at its base. The 

door would also be constructed of solid wood and details to be compatible with the historic 

design. 

The proposed project would involve the addition of approximately 680 sf of residential space to the 

existing 3,774-sf-building resulting in 4,454 total sf. CEQA State Guidelines Section 15301(e)(1), or Class 1, 

provides for additions to existing structures provided that the addition would not result more than 50 

percent of the floor area of the structure before the addition, or 2,500 square feet, whichever is less. The 

proposed project would make alterations to an existing structure and add approximately 680 sf to the 
existing 3,774-sf of building area. The proposed project therefore meets the criteria of Class 1. 

CEQA State Guidelines Section 15300.2 states that a categorical exemption shall not be used for an 

activity where there is a reasonable possibility that the activity will have a significant effect on the 

environment due to unusual circumstances. Section 15300.2(f) specifically states that a categorical 

exemption shall not be used for a project that may cause a substantial adverse change in the significance 

of an historical resource. As described above, the proposed project would not cause a substantial adverse 

change in the significance of the historical resource under Section 15300.2(f). Given this fact and the 

nature of the proposed project, the exemption provided for in CEQA State Guidelines Section 15301(e), or 

Class 1, may be used. There are no other unusual circumstances surrounding the proposed project that 

would suggest a reasonable possibility of a significant environmental effect. The project would be exempt 

under the above-cited classification. For the above reasons, the proposed project is appropriately exempt 
from environmental review. 

SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 
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SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

Historic Resource Evaluation Response  1650 Mission St. 
Suite 400 
San Francisco, 
CA 94103-2479 

MEA Planner: Brett Bollinger 
Project Address: 2853-2857 Broderick Street 

Reception: 
415.558.6378 

Block/Lot: 0947/002 
Case No.: 2010.0394E Fax- 

415.558.6409 
Date of Review: January 14, 2011 
Planning Dept. Reviewer: Shelley Caltagirone Planning 

(415) 558-6625 I shel1ey.caltagirone@sfgov.org  
Information:  
4155586377 

PROPOSED PROJECT Demolition 	0 Alteration Lii New Construction 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

The proposal involves raising the building by approximately 3 feet to insert a garage at the ground floor 

level, expanding the ground floor level towards the rear of the building, and creating a new curb cut. The 

project would add approximately 680 square feet of residential space to the existing 3,774-square-foot-
building resulting in 4,454 total square feet. 

PRE-EXISTING HISTORIC RATING I SURVEY 

The subject property is included on the Planning Department’s 1976 Architectural Survey with a rating of 

"1" and was listed as a contributor to a historic district in the National and California Registers in 1983 

according to the Planning Department’s Parcel Information Database (register form cannot be located). 

The property is considered a "Category A" (Known Historic Resource) property for the purposes of the 

Planning Department’s California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) review procedures. 

HISTORIC DISTRICT I NEIGHBORHOOD CONTEXT 

The 2,757-square-foot parcel is located on Broderick Street between Filbert and Union Streets. The 

property is located within the Pacific Heights/Cow Hollow neighborhood in an RH-2 (Residential, House, 

Two-Family) Zoning District and a 40-X Height and Bulk District. The area includes a range of residential 
building types, including larger single-family detached residences at the higher elevations and two-

family residences or multi-family structures on corner lots and at lower elevations. The houses are 

designed in a variety of styles dating from the late 19 -and early 2011century,  which reflect the various 
stages of development within the neighborhood. Visual continuity is mixed in terms of style; however, 

there is a strong pattern of massing and materials along the immediate block. 

The Pacific Heights/Cow Hollow Area was incorporated into San Francisco in 1850 as part of the Western 

Addition annexation. Up until the 1870s, the area included the scattered vacation homes of the wealthy 

but was comprised mainly of dairy farms, grazing land, and windswept dunes. Beginning in the 1870s, 
the neighborhood’s proximity to the downtown, the extension of graded streets and cable cars, as well as 

the dramatic bay views made this area one of the most prestigious enclaves in San Francisco. By 1900, the 

area was well known as the City’s most fashionable neighborhood. This notoriety attracted many of the 

www.sfpannng.orq 



Historic Resource Evaluation Response 
	

CASE NO. 2010.0394E 
January 14, 2011 
	

2853-2857 Broderick Street 

City’s best architects and the City’s most affluent residents. Due to rapidly increasing land values many 

of the earliest homes in the area were quickly demolished to make way for substantial apartment blocks 

and even more extravagant homes than the original Victorians, The Stock Market Crash of 1929 halted 

almost all development in the neighborhood. 

1. California Register Criteria of Significance: Note, a building may be an historical resource if it 

meets any of the California Register criteria listed below. If more information is needed to make such 

a determination please specify what information is needed. (This determination for California Register 
Eligibility is made based on existing data and research provided to the Planning Department by the above 
named preparer / consultant and other parties. Key pages of report and a photograph of the subject building are 

attached.) 

Event: or 	 El Yes E No D Unable to determine 

Persons: or 	 0 Yes Z No fl Unable to determine 

Architecture: or 	 Yes M No M Unable to determine 

Information Potential: 	Further investigation recommended. 

District or Context: 	Yes, may contribute to a potential district or significant context 

If Yes; Period of significance: 1870-1930 

According to the Planning Department’s records, the subject property is listed on the National 
Register as a contributing building within a historic district. The register form could not be located; 

however; based upon a review of the surrounding architecture, the district appears to be significant 

under Criterion 3 as a collection of buildings dating from the neighborhood’s first wave of 

development. 

Criterion 1: It is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad 
patterns of local or regional history, or the cultural heritage of California or the United States; 
There is no information provided by the Project Sponsor or located in the Planning Department’s 
background files to indicate that any significant events are associated with the subject building. 

Although construction of the subject building was part of the primary pattern of residential 

development that occurred in the area in the late 19 11,  century, this pattern is not documented as 

significant within the context of the history of the neighborhood, the City, the State, or the nation. 

Furthermore, there are no specific historical events known to be associated with the construction or 
subsequent usage of the subject building as a single-family residence. It is therefore determined not to 

be eligible under this criterion. 

Criterion 2: It is associated with the lives of persons important in our local, regional or national 
past; 
The information provided by the Project Sponsor and a review of the City Directories indicate that 

William Hammond Hall briefly owned the property circa 1930. Hall was a significant person in San 

Francisco’s history as the designer of Golden Gate Park and the first state civil engineer. Hall is listed 
in the directories as living at 3855 Jackson Street between 1905-1932 and he died in 1934. Therefore, it 

does not appear that he resided at the subject property. According to the oral history collected by the 
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Project Sponsor, Hall’s daughters lived at the subject property as late as 1954, so it is presumed that 

the property was purchased for their use. The property is not historically significant as it is not 

associated with the Hall’s career as an engineer. No other significant persons are associated with the 
subject building. The subject building is therefore determined not to be eligible under this criterion. 

Criterion 3: It embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region, or method of 
construction, or represents the work of a master, or possesses high artistic values; 
The subject building and district appear to be listed on the National Register for embodying the 

distinctive characteristics of a period of architectural development in Pacific Heights/Cow Hollow. 

The subject building was constructed circa 1890 and designed by an unknown architect in the First 

Bay Tradition-style. The general characteristics of this style are an emphasis on simplified geometric 

forms, natural materials (often including shingle cladding, rustic lap siding, and brick), structural 

honesty, picturesque and asymmetrical massing and articulation, uniform exterior cladding with no 

interruptions at corners, and simplified ornament and details. Many of these elements are evident in 

the subject building. The subject does not appear to be a significant example of the First Bay Tradition 

style as an individual property because it is a relatively modest example of the style, does not 

represent the work of a master, does not possess high artistic value, and does not appear to retain 
high historic integrity of design. However, the building does contribute to a collection of late 19th - 

and early 201hcentury  buildings dating from the earliest period of residential development in the 

Cow Hollow/Pacific Heights neighborhood. The concentration of buildings on the immediate block 

faces represents a variety of regional architectural, styles of this period. The majority of the buildings 
are 2-3 stories in scale; are clad in quality masonry or wood cladding; display a hierarchy of building 

forms including a defined base, body, and cornice; display punched window openings, often 

containing wood-framed windows; and display rich architectural details and ornamentation. The 
period of significance for this district appears to be approximately 1870-1930. The construction date 

of the subject building places it within the period of significance identified for the surrounding 

historic district. 

Criterion 4: It yields, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history; 
There is no information provided by the Project Sponsor or located in the Planning Department’s 

background files to indicate that the subject property is likely to yield information important to a 

better understanding of prehistory or history. The subject building is therefore determined not to be 
eligible under this criterion. 

2. Integrity is the ability of a property to convey its significance. To be a resource for the purposes of 

CEQA, a property must not only be shown to be significant under the California Register criteria, but 

it also must have integrity. To retain historic integrity a property will always possess several, and 

usually most, of the aspects. The subject property has retained or lacks integrity from the period of 

significance noted above: 

Setting: 	Z Retains Lacks 
Feeling: 	Z Retains El Lacks 

Materials: 	Z Retains LI Lacks 

Location: 	Retains Lacks 

Association:Retains El Lacks 

Design: 	E Retains Lacks 

Workmanship: E Retains Lacks 

SAN FRANCISCO 
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The subject building does not appear to have been significantly altered beyond the replacement of the 

front stair. It retains all elements of historic integrity so that it continues to convey its significance as a 

First Bay Tradition-style building constructed during the early phase of development within the Cow 

Hollow/Pacific Heights neighborhood. 

3. Determination of whether the property is an "historical resource" for purposes of CEQA. 

LIII No Resource Present (Go to 6 below.) 	 Z Historical Resource Present (Continue to 4.) 

4. If the property appears to be an historical resource, whether the proposed project would 
materially impair the resource (i.e. alter in an adverse manner those physical characteristics which 
justify the property’s inclusion in any registry to which it belongs). 

The project will not cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of the resource such 

that the significance of the resource would be materially impaired. (Continue to 5 if the project is an 

alteration.) 

Ej The project is a significant impact as proposed. (Continue to 5 if the project is an alteration.) 

Staff has reviewed the project proposal and finds that the project would not cause a substantial 

adverse change in the resource such that the significance of the resource would be materially 

impaired. The following is an analysis of the proposed project impacts to the historic resource. 

� The proposed project would retain historic residential use at the site and would not alter the 

building in a way that would harm its ability to convey its significance as a First Bay 

Tradition-style building dating from the Cow Hollow/Pacific Heights earliest period of 

development. 

� No distinctive materials, features, finishes, construction techniques or examples of 

craftsmanship would be affected by the proposed project. While the height of the ground 
floor level will be increased by approximately 3 feet, the change will not significantly impact 

the overall proportions of the three-story façade. The new garage door opening will occur at 
the new raised portion of the building and will not cause the removal of historic material. 

Although the entry stairs will be extended to accommodate the new height, they are not 

original to the building so that their replacement will not remove historic material. 

� The proposed addition would not negatively impact the character-defining features of the 
building or the site as it would be constructed at the rear of the building, which is not visible 

from the adjacent public rights-of-way. The proposed garage door at the front façade will be 

placed flush with the plane of the façade so as to retain the volume of the building at its base. 
The door will also be constructed of solid wood and details to be compatible with the historic 

design. 

SAN FRANCISCO 	 4 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 



Historic Resource Evaluation Response 	 CASE NO. 2010.0394E 
January 14, 2011 
	

2853-2857 Broderick Street 

5. Character-defining features of the building to be retained or respected in order to avoid a 
significant adverse effect by the project, presently or cumulatively, as modifications to the project 
to reduce or avoid impacts. Please recommend conditions of approval that may be desirable to 
mitigate the project’s adverse effects. 
The character-defining features of the subject building include all those exterior features visible from 

the public rights-of-way that convey its original First Bay Tradition-style design, including: 

� The overall massing, scale, and form; 

� The building’s location, front setback, and relationship to its adjacent neighbors; 
� The side-gable roof and gabled dormers; 

� The wood shingle cladding; 

� The multi-light, wood-framed windows and fenestration pattern; and 

� The raised entry; and, 

- The decorative trimwork. 

6. Whether the proposed project may have an adverse effect on off-site historical resources, such as 
adjacent historic properties. 

El Yes 	Z No 	Unable to determine 

It does not appear that the proposal would have a significant adverse impact on any off-site historic 
resources as no known individual historic resources are located in the immediate area. As noted 

above, the area contains a high concentration of buildings that were constructed between 1870-1930 

and there is considerable architectural harmony among the buildings in the area. The proposed 

design of the addition and façade modifications at are compatible with these character-defining 

features of the district and would not detract from the district’s existing visual continuity or diminish 
its historical significance. 

SENIOR PRESERVATION PLANNER REVIEW 

Signature: 
	 n4 2 	 Date: 

Tina Tam, Senior Preservation Planner 

cc: 	Linda Avery, Recording Secretary, Historic Preservation Commission 

Virnaliza Byrd / Historic Resource Impact Review File 

SC: G: \ DOCUMENTS \ Cases \ CEQA \HRER \ 201 O0394E_2857 Broderick.doc 
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On March 25, 2011, the Applicant named below filed Building Permit Application No. 2011.03.25.2839 (Alteration) with 
the City and County of San Francisco. 

Applicant: Stephen Antonaros, Architect Project Address: 2853-2857 Broderick Street 
Address: 2261 Market Street, #324 Cross Streets: Filbert/Union Streets 
City, State: San Francisco, CA 94114 Assessor’s Block /Lot No.: 0947/002 
Telephone: (415) 864-2261 Zoning Districts: RH-2 140-X 

Under San Francisco Planning Code Section 311, you, as a property owner or resident within 150 feet of this proposed project, 
are being notified of this Building Permit Application. You are not obligated to take any action. For more information 
regarding the proposed work, or to express concerns about the project, please contact the Applicant above or the Planner 
named below as soon as possible. If you believe that there are exceptional or extraordinary circumstances associated with the 
project, you may request the Planning Commission to use its discretionary powers to review this application at a public 
hearing. Applications requesting a Discretionary Review hearing must be filed during the 30-day review period, prior to the 
close of business on the Expiration Date shown below, or the next business day if that date is on a week-end or a legal holiday. 
If no Requests for Discretionary Review are filed, this project will be approved by the Planning Department after the 
Expiration Date. 

DEMOLITION 	and/or 
	

E  NEW CONSTRUCTION 	or 	[X] ALTERATION 

[X] VERTICAL EXTENSION 
	

[] CHANGE # OF DWELLING UNITS [X] FACADE ALTERATION(S) 

[] HORIZ. EXTENSION (FRONT) 
	

I HORIZ. EXTENSION (SIDE) 	
[] HORIZ. EXTENSION (REAR) 

BUILDING USE 	................................................................... Two Family Dwelling ......................No Change 
FRONTSETBACK 	.............................................................. 10 	feet ........................................... No Change 
SIDE SETBACKS 	................................................................ 6 ft @ south /2 ft @ north ............. No Change 
BUILDING DEPTH 	............................................................... 57 feet (to edge of rear deck) ....... No Change 
REARYARD ......................................................................... 13 feet ........................................... No Change 
HEIGHT OF BUILDING ........................................................ 34 feet to ridge ............................... 37 feetio ridge 
NUMBER OF STORIES ....................................................... 3 over basement ............................ 3 over garage �  
NUMBER OF DWELLING UNITS ........................................ 2 	.................................................... . No Change 
NUMBER OF -OFF-STREET PARKING SPACES ................ 0 	.................................................... 2 

The proposal is to raise the existing building 3 feet to insert a two-car garage within the basement level. The project also 
includes various interior alterations and the extension of the existing front and rear stairs to provide continued access to the 
building entries/exits affected by raising the building. See attached plans. 

PLANNER’S NAME: 	 Glenn Cabreros 

PHONE NUMBER: 	 (415) 558-6169 	 DATE OF THIS NOTICE: 	W 
EMAIL: 	 glenn.cabreros@sfgov.org 	 EXPIRATION DATE: 	 "P//- 
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SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 
1650 Mission Street Suite 400 San Francisco, CA 94103 

On March 25, 2011, the Applicant named below filed Building Permit Application No. 2011.03.25.2839(AltŁration) with 
the City and County of San Francisco. 

Applicant: Stephen Antonaros, Architect Project Address: 2853-2857 Broderick Street 
Address: 2261 Market Street, #324 Cross Streets: Filbert/Union Streets 
City, State: San Francisco, CA 94114 Assessor’s Block /Lot No.: 09471002 
Telephone: (415) 864-2261 Zoning Districts: RH-2 140-X 

Under San Francisco Planning Code Section 311, you, as a property owner or resident within 150 feet of this proposed project, 
are being notified of this Building Permit Application. You are not obligated to take any action. For more information 
regarding the proposed work, or to express concerns about the project, please contact the Applicant above or the Planner 
named below as soon as possible. If you believe that there are exceptional or extraordinary circumstances associated with the 
project, you may request the Planning Commission to use its discretionary powers to review this application at a public 
hearing. Applications requesting a Discretionary Review hearing must be filed during the 30-day review period, prior to the 
close of business on the Expiration Date shown below, or the next business day if that date is on a week-end or a legal holiday. 
If no Requests for Discretionary Review ,  are filed, this project will be approved by the Planning Department after the 
Expiration Date. 

DEMOLITION 	and/or 
	

(] NEW CONSTRUCTION 	or 	[X] ALTERATION 

[X] VERTICAL EXTENSION 
	

(] CHANGE # OF DWELLING UNITS (X] FACADE ALTERATION(S) 

(] HORIZ. EXTENSION (FRONT) 
	

(] HORIZ. EXTENSION (SIDE) 	(] HORIZ. EXTENSION (REAR) 

BUILDING USE ...................................................................Two Family Dwelling .....................No Change 
FRONTSETBACK ............................................................ ..lOfeet ........................................... NoChange 
SIDE SETBACKS 	 6it@ suutli /2 It @ iwitli 	No Change 
BUILDING DEPTH ...............................................................57 feet (to edge of rear deck) .......No Change 
REAR YARD ........................... ................................................ 13 feet ............................................No Change 
HEIGHT OF BUILDING .........................................................34 feet to ridge ..............................37 feet to ridge 
NUMBER OF STORIES .......................................................3 over basement ...........................3 over garage 
NUMBER OF DWELLING UNITS ........................................2 .....................................................No Change 
NUMBER OF OFF-STREET PARKING SPACES ...............0 ....................................................2 

The proposal, is to raise the existing building 3 feet to insert a two-car garage within the basement level. The project also 
includes various interior alterations and the extension of the existing front and rear stairs to provide continued access to the 
building entries/exits affected by raising the building. See attached plans. 
*NOTE :  This project was initially noticed per Planning Code Section 311 from June 14, 2011 to July 13, 2011. The project is 
being re-noticed to show the correct height limit (the information above remains unchanged from the initial notice). During 
the initial notice period, a request for Discretionary Review (DR) before the Planning Commission was filed by a member of 
the public, and a tentative hearing date has been scheduled for Thursday, October 6, 2011 at 12 noon in City Hall, 1 Dr. 
Canton B. Goodlett Place, Room 400, San Francisco. The required notice for the DR hearing will occur under a separate cover. 

PLANNER’S NAME: Glenn Cabreros 

PHONE NUMBER: 	 (415) 558-6169 	 DATE OF THIS NOTICE: 

EMAIL: 	 glenn.cabreros@sfgov.org 	 EXPIRATION DATE: 	0 
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APPLICATION FOR 

Discretionary Review 
1. Owner/Applicant Information  

DR APPLICANT’S NAME: 	 T 

1/i 	 - 

DR APPLICANT S96DRESS: 

-1
//) _- ’.) 	 6-7A 

ii 
7/ 

ZIP CODE -----=PHONE: 

,- - ? 1-//5 	r-8J 
PROPERTY OWNER WHO IS DOING THE PROJECT ON WHICH YOU ARE REQUESTING DISCRETIONARY REVIEW NAME: 

/IA?ji ’2 
ADDRESS: 	 ZIP CODE: 	 TELEPHONE: 

CONTACT FOR DR APPLICATION: 	 - 

Same as Above 

ADDRESS: 	 ZIP CODE: 	 TELEPHONE: 

. ........ 	 ... 
E-MAIL ADDRESS: 

2. Location and Classification 

STREET ADDRESS OF PROJECT: 	 . ZIP CODE: 

CROSS STREEIS 

ASSESSORS BLOCKJLDT: 	 LOT DIMENSIONS: LOT AREA (SO FI): ZONING DISTRICT: 	 HEIGHT/BULK DISTRICT: 

3. Project Description 

Please check all that apply 

Change of Use LII Change of Hours El New Construction Li Alterations {jIIY Demolition Li Other Li 

Additions to Building: Rear 	Zront /Height VSide Yard 

Present or Previous Use: 

Proposed Use: 	 r 4 	. 	 - ---------------- 

Building Permit Application No. 	 Date Filed: 	/ 	- 



10 
4. Actions Prior to a Discretionary Review Request 

Prior Action SOS NO 

Have you discussed this project with the permit applicant? 

Did you discuss the project with the Planning Department permit review planner? 

Did you participate in outside mediation on this case? 

5. Changes Made to the Proj ect as a Result of Mediation 

If you have discussed the project with the applicant, planning staff or gone through mediation, please 

summarize the result, including any changes there were made to the proposed project. 

SAN FRANCISCO PLANNING DEPARTMENT Vii 172010 



jon for Discretionary Review 

EM 

Discretionary Review Request 

In the space below and on separate paper, if necessary, please present facts sufficient to answer each question. 

1. What are the reasons for requesting Discretionary Review? The project meets the minimum standards of the 
Planning Code. What are the exceptional and extraordinary circumstances that justify Discretionary Review of 
the project? How does the project conflict with the City’s General Plan or the Planning Code’s Priority Policies or 
Residential Design Guidelines? Please be specific and site specific sections of the Residential Design Guidelines. 

/ -- 	-4-- 

’e 

2. The Residential Design Guidelines assume some impacts to be reasonable and expected as part of construction. 
Please explain how this project would cause unreasonable impacts. If you believe your property, the property of 
others or the neighborhood would be adversely affected, please state who would be affected, and how: 

3. What alternatives or changes to the proposed project, beyond the changes (if any) already made would respond to 
the exceptional and extraordinary circumstances and reduce the adverse effects noted above in question #1? 

’4 --- 



.1(\ flzO4 

Apphcants Affidavt 

Under penalty of perjury the following declarations are made: 
a: The undersigned is the owner or authorized agent of the owner of this property. 
b: The information presented is true and correct to the best of my knowledge. 
c: The other information or applications may be required. 

Signature: 	Date:  

Print name, and indicate whether owner, or authorized agel)t: 

Owner/ Authorized Agent (circle ne) 

0 	SAN ERANCISCO PLANNING DEPARIUENT vii 37,2010 



RESPONSE TO DISCRETIONARY REVIEW 	 for Hearing on October 06, 2011 

Case No.: 10.0394D 
Building Permit No.: 2011.0325.2893 
Address: 2853 & 2857 BRODERICK STREET 
Project Sponsor’s Name: Inger Conrad Family Trust 

1. Given the concerns of the DR requester and other concerned parties, why do you 
feel your proposed project should be approved? 

The DR Requestor asks for an unreasonable change to be made which will make no 
difference to the concern he has expressed and only create hardship for the project sponsor 

2. What alternatives or changes to the proposed project are you willing to make in 
order to address the concerns of the DR requester and other concerned parties? 

After listening to and considering the DR requestor’s suggested changes the project sponsor 
is not willing to add additional expense to the project in order to address his concern. 

3. If you are not willing to change the proposed project or pursue other alternatives, 
please state why you feel that your project would not have any adverse effect on 
the surrounding properties. 

The DR requestor’s alternative would involve altering the historic entry porch and main entry 
door and leaded glass window to the lower dwelling unit. Since this building has been deemed an 
historic resource this proposal is not acceptable. In any case, the short run of five new steps up to 
the newly raised entry cannot reasonably be seen as impacting the neighbor’s property rights. Any 
access the neighbor has to his 24" wide side yard will remain as it has for the past 100 years. 

Number of 

Dwelling Units..................... 
Occupied stories (all levels with habitable rooms) 
Basement levels (may include garage or windowless 
storage rooms) ................................................ 
Parking spaces (Off-Street) ............................... 
Bedrooms...................................................... 
Gross square footage (floor area from exterior wall to 
exterior wall), not including basement and parking areas. 
Height.............................................................. 
Building Depth.................................................... 

Most recent rent received (if any) ........................... 

Projected rents after completion of project............... 

Current value of property...................................... 

Projected value (sale price) after completion of project 
(it known) .......................................................... 

Existing 	 Proposed 

2 	 2 
3 	 4 

1 	 0 
0 	 1 
6 	 7 

3808 	 4303 
34 feet 	 37 feet 
59.5’ 	 59.5’ 

unk 

unk 	 unk 

unk 	 unk 

,jftttest that the above information is true to the best of my knowledge. 

Stephen Antonaros architect for project sponsor 

Signature 	Date?/’/ 7’/47ii 	Name (please print) 



m 

z 

I’ 

52-10’ 

13-0’ 

 

pcc___Ii k 
� _I 	 ffKkrnH 

� 	 _ 

- 	
I 

16-11" 

13-0" 

R YARD 

 

I 

69-10" 	 I 

FILBERT STREET 

FILBERT STREET 

I I I I I I I 	ALTERATION & VARIANCE STEPHEN ANTONAROS I I I I I. . 

I I I ARCHITECT  I I I I 
2853 & 2857 BRODERICK ST., SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94123 I I I I I for Lsg 	Conrad 

Block 0947 Lot 002 	 &M,iLeMs,s 
2261 Market Street #324 
San Francisco, California 94114 	(415) 8642261  

I (707) 939-2968 b,sot,sisst 	fax 883-0961 



4W’ 	 . 	 �_ 5_ 

j

569 	 --- 

- i-- 	I 
I  

T 	i! 

.. -  

4’� 

10-3 	 - 	 13’-0 

ct-.- ---------.--- - 
	 _t 

20-0 REAR YARD 

FEIII 	 j 
L, 

29.8__ 

XX 

!iJi::–’:–:i Ii–bi 
Jut

80.00  

2 	
ALTERATION & VARIANCE 	 I STEPHEN ANTONAROS  

2853& 2857 BRODERICK ST., SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94123 	
c 	

I 
2261 Market Street #324 

ARCHITECT         I 	I 	I 	I 

I Block 0947 Lot 002 	 &M6LeMÆ 	San Francisco, 	(415)8642261 
(707) 939.2968 I 	I 

	

fax 3961 	I 



i34,  

r ------- 	 --- 
Jfl 

I I 	
i: 1’T4 1fl I iT’] 	

20.0 	

: 

A. 

nj  

: 	 FiH1 

	

IT-4"154 	 15 II 

S JO 
12-5 

: 

r �  - 	 - 	- -.----.-1 14’-71 . 	 11 --5" 	 5 

	

’ 

fl;- 1  
2O 

1O-3j 	
H 	

5J 
 

4 	 :1j 7  

	

15 0 	 15 11 I 	
3-o"5..7" 

17-Al’

.. ..-.\. 

I 
I I I_ I 

j 
I 	ALTERATION & VARIANCE 

2853 & 2857 BRODERICK ST., SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94123 I fo [egCouai 
Block 0947 Lot 002 	 & Mr1 LeMafr - 	(707) 939-2968 

f ARCHITECT  

I STEPHEN ANTONAROS 

2261 Market Street #324 
San Francisco California 94114 	(415) 864 2261 

b*tet 	fax 883-0961 

i I 

_ 

k 

_ 

1 3 1 

_ I II L 



U-  - 	 r 	- -----  

t- 

	

------------------- - - --------- -----   
)l 	 xnr 

	

o 	 H 7-1" 

 

L 

r 
 

Hi 
11! 	 Lw; 	L 

 

-------------------------------------------------------- 	 J " "III 	w1i mi~r I 

10-3’ 
17’-4" 

 

	

- 	 U 

16 

- 
	

---- - ---- -- 
 

Y41/2 	

----’E 	
:_iiiiiiiHIiIiiiiiiii:iII  - 

- 	

r  
-  

:::j  

I 	-Lf 	- 	

J - 

	’D 	L 

I1/2,  

L

\  ------- 	

-------------- 

- - ------ ------  
 

& 	 I/ - 	-- - 	
1 

8 . 

17’ 

 

2  f I 	ALTERATION & VARIANCE I STEPHEN ANTONAROS 
 I I ki 

r  2853&2857BRODERICKST., SAN FRANCISCO, cA94123 

Block 0947 Lot 002 	 & MU{ LcMax 
(707) 939-2960 

I ARCHITECT 
226j Market Street #324 
San Francisco, California 94114 	(415) 864 2261 

.w osce 	fax 883-0961 ’ 



40 ’Height Lrtoit 

40’ Height Lim 

20-0" REAR YARD 

7 ,-3 -’ 

/ 
Property Litre 

I 	3-0" 

(i NEW ELEVATION- 2853 & 2857 BRODERICK (raised 36") 

A; Sorb: 118 	I-S’ 

REVISIONS 

Apr 05. 2011 

Apr 2 6. 20 11 

Mrv 06.2011 

htuvlO. 2011 

Jmrlv22, 2011 

V V 

40’ Height Limit 
Es/sling roof outline 

 

C) 

o 

z 
QH 
HO 

H 
Z h 

0�  

H uuO 

7 A : EXISTING ELEVATION- 2853 & 2857 BRODERICK 

I 

 

A5 ,’ Scale: I/O" = 1-0" 

 

 

Existing Building Section 

 

’..M, Scale: 1/8" 	-0" 

Pro,osed roof 

Euistiae Dwelling -2857 

Enrstirrg Deetling-2853 

48-6’ 

(part of2853) 

130’4)" LOT  DEPTH 

(I) New Building Section- RAISED 

\A5) 

 

Scale: 1/8" 1-0" 

- 00 
I) - 
0) 
or 

0 

Front Property Line 

10-3" 

9pp,  25 

17-1" 

L) 	1/2 
Z 
<L) 

> 	o 

� C� 
F- 
.r" 	00 

r4li0 
0) 

F- 	re 

Date Argso ’ID 

scale  

Dawn 	VA 

Jab 

Shunt 

145 
Or 	Sheets 



Outline of 
adjacent house 

to the south - 

2 

Existing roof outline 

/ 

L 

R ’  

B-  RLAL,,0 rl
____ r 1 

windows 
or to be strpinsed to k ind 

rn 6 m 
entstusg door opening 

subject C ’ NEW SIDE ELEVATION- 2853 & 2857 BRODERICK (rassed 
to Variance Request  
(cross-hatched) 	 - 

Cf’j 	io o 

z 
OHi 

ZW 
H() 

H 	co0 

cfl< icesb 

EXISTING REAR ELEVATION- 2853 & 2857 BRODERICK 
Scale: 118 	1-0" 

(i NEW REAR ELEVATION- 2853 & 2857 BRODERICK (raised 36") 
5 A0 5  Scale: 1/8’ 1.0’ 

10’-)’ 

REVISIONS 

ArO5. 2011 

Apr 26 2011 

M-06, 2011 

Mao 19, 2011 

July 22, 2011 

’ 
’vJ \\J D 

HTfE rl 
- BUHHH 

- -5f0’J FJ-t= 	14 111 
. . .......... . 

at new steps & tausdsog adds 

I)’ NEW SIDE ELEVATION- 2853 & 2857 BRODERICK (raised 36") 
A6; Scale: I/O" = 1-0" 

11 	E~ 
U (/D 
z4 
<C-) 

col 

= 

� 0=-

S 00 

ho, (2 

rq

-a  

Oute August’10 

Soak 	
/0-1-0 

0� SA 

Job 

A6 
or 	sh-M 

Outline of 
adjacent house 

to the north 

\\ 
existing 

9,4" 



 

Memo 

 

 

 

DATE: November 1, 2011 

TO: Interested Parties 

FROM: Linda D. Avery 

 Planning Commission Secretary 

RE: Planning Commission Action – No. DRA -- 0229 

 
 
Property Address:     2853-2857 Broderick Street 
Building Permit Application No.:  2011.03.25.2839 
Discretionary Review Case No.:    2010.0394D 
 
On October 6, 2011, the Planning Commission conducted a Discretionary Review hearing to consider the 
following project: 
 
2853-2857 BRODERICK STREET - west side between Filbert and Union Streets, Lot 002 in Assessor's 
Block 0947 - Request for Discretionary Review of Building Permit Application No. 2011.03.25.2839 
proposing to raise the existing three-story-over-basement, two-unit building three feet to insert a two-car 
garage within the basement level, in an RH-2 (Residential, House, Two-Family) District and a 40-X Height 
and Bulk District. 

 
ACTION 
 
The Commission determined that no modifications to the project were necessary; however the 
Commission took Discretionary Review to emphasize the project shall not be raised more than 3 feet (3’-
0” absolute measurement).  
 
FINDINGS 
 
The reasons the Commission took the action described above include: 
 
The Commission recognized that are no extraordinary or exceptional circumstances in the case.  While the 
Commission recognized enforcement of the building height at the time of construction is under the 
purview of the Department of Building Inspection (DBI) and with the understanding that the Building 
Code allows for a plus/minus six inch (+/-0’-6”) tolerance field measurement as compared to the plan 
dimensions, the Commission expressed that three feet (3’-0”) shall be the absolute height the building 
shall be raised. 
 



 2 

Speakers at the hearing included: 
 
In support of the project In support of the DR request 
Stephen Antonaros Patrick Buscovich 
Inger Conrad Irving Zaretsky 
 
 
Ayes:  Commissioners Olague, Antonini, Borden, Fong, Miguel, Moore and Sugaya. 
 
Nayes:  (none) 
 
Absent:  (none) 
 
 
Case Planner: Glenn Cabreros, 415-558-6169   
 
 
You can appeal the Commission’s action to the Board of Appeals by appealing the issuance of the permit.  
Please contact the Board of Appeals at (415) 575-6880 for further information regarding the appeals 
process.   
 
c:   Linda D. Avery 
 
 
 
GC G:\Documents\2010\DR\2010.0394D - 2853-2857 Broderick\2010.0394D - 2853-2857 Broderick - Action Memo.doc 
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3) Remove stairs from 2nd floor to 3rd floor at rear (w/DUM approval)

1) Remove steps proposed to be added at South side 
     of property along side yard under permit 201103252839, 
     lower door to historic level entry to side porch,  add interior stair 
    down to lower rooms within existing enclosed entry porch

4) Alterations to top floor; Add new dormers, Alter existing dormers.

5) Add new roof decks at 4th floor & above, Add (n) open stair to 
     new top level roof deck
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ILENE DICK 
idick@thm.com  
D 415.954.4958 

September 8, 2014 

Via E-Mail Glenn.Cabrerosgsfgov.org  

Cindy Wu, President 
San Francisco Planning Commission 
1650 Mission, 4th Floor 
San Francisco, CA. 94103 

Re: 	2853 Broderick: 2013.0433D 
Response to DR Requests: Dwelling Unit Merger/Exterior Modifications 
September 18, 2014 Hearing  

Dear President Wu, Vice-President Fong and Members: 

We represent Pamela Whitehead and Melinda Nykamp, the owners of the above 
referenced property. This DR hearing is being held to obtain your approval of a consolidated 
plan set for modifications to the fire-damaged, vacant 4-story, approximately 4,526 square feet, 
2-unit home. The plans before you include both exterior modifications and the merger of the 2- 
bedroom lower unit to create a 4-bedroom, single-family home with garage. Based on the 
documents in the record and the testimony that you will hear on September 18, 2014, we 
respectfully request that the Commission follow staff s recommendation and reject the DR and 
approve the project as proposed. 

As you may recall, this home has had a circuitous 4+-year permit history, beginning with 
building permits pulled to repair the consequences of a tragic fire that occurred there on March 4, 
2010. On July 28, 2014, we emailed you a letter outlining the history of this project to 
substantiate our opposition to the opponents' (including both DR requestors) request that the 
then-scheduled August 7, 2014 Mandatory DR hearing be continued to at least September 20, 
2014. As part of that letter, we documented in detail the history of this project to date'. We also 
provided documentation to refute the various issues that the DR requestors will use on 
September 18 th  to convince you to take DR, such as lowering the home by the 3' it was raised on 
March 6, 2013. 2  And in a companion letter submitted to Glenn Cabreros on July 28, 2014 in 
response to the Mandatory DR that was then-pending on August 7, 2014, we explained why 
there are no circumstances under which DR could be granted. 

Since then, two DR requests were timely filed. This letter focuses only on the issues 
raised by those DR requestors. Based on the ample record we have provided you, including this 
letter, you have sufficient evidence before you to reject the DR requestors' attempts to further 

I  See July 28, 2014 letter entitled "Opposition to Request for Continuance of August 7, 2014 Mandatory DR 
Hearing" ("Opposition to continuance"), Exhibit B. 
2  See Opposition to continuance, pp. 2-3, Exhibits G-H. 
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delay returning this house to a home. This Commission should reject Discretionary Review and 
approve the consolidated plans before it so that the remaining exterior modifications and the 
Dwelling Unit Merger can be realized. 

MR. ARCURI'S REQUEST PROVIDES NO SUBSTANTIVE GROUNDS UNDER THE 
PLANNING CODE THAT WARRANT DISCRETIONARY REVIEW. 

Mr. Arcuri lives across the street from the project at 2832 Broderick. Rather than 
identifying any "exceptional and extraordinary circumstances associated with the proposed 
project," his DR request focuses almost entirely on the lack of "due process." In his words, the 
absence of "due process" justifies granting DR because "the revised plans were never submitted 
to [him] in their entirety and in a timely fashion." He also complains that there was no "due 
process" in obtaining the permit to "raise the house" by 3 feet. 3  

The technical meaning of "due process" is that a property owner is entitled to "reasonable 
notice and an opportunity to be heard before there is a governmental deprivation of a significant 
property interest." 4  Generally, in the land use context, that means that a property owner near the 
site where an entitlement or permit is sought is entitled to get notice of a pending action by a 
public agency that may affect that individual's property. Assuming that is what Mr. Arcuri is 
referring to when he uses the term "due process," under San Francisco's very aggressive noticing 
of administrative actions in the land use arena, there is no doubt that Mr. Arcuri received or 
could have requested notice of every action taken on the building permits and plans and related 
appeals for this property. 

First, the Planning Department provides for a Block Book Notification or "BBN" 5  at an 
annual cost of $35. Under the BBN, Mr. Arcuri could have obtained notice of every building 
permit issued for 2853 Broderick that would be reviewed by the Planning Department with that 
payment. 6  Second, if the "revised plans" being referred to are the consolidated plan set that is 
the basis for this DR request, Mr. Arcuri got a copy of those plans from the Planning Department 
on or about July 7, 2014, which is the date that the DR Notice was sent by Planning staff to 
adjacent neighbors and those who requested such notice. 7  Third, the permit authorizing raising 
the house by 3' was subjected to 3 different administrative reviews: a DR hearing held by this 
Commission on October 6, 2011; an appeal to the Board of Appeals on May 2, 2012 with a 

3  The "permit" he is referring to is Building Permit Application No. 201103252839, a revision site permit. It was 
issued on April 17, 2012 and appealed to the Board of Appeals by Mr. Zaretsky on May 2, 2012. Its scope was to 
raise the building 3' to insert a garage and provide for habitable rooms on the ground floor. 

See Horn v County of Ventura (1979) 24 C3d 605, 612. 
5  A Block Book Notification (BBN) is a request made by a member of the public to be provided notice of permits on 
any property within the City that is subject to the Planning Code. That would have included all the permits issued 
for the project including the one subject to this DR request. 
6  All of the permits issued for exterior work on this site would have been reviewed by the Planning Department. A 
BBN would not, however, provide notice of a permit subject to Section 311 notice since Mr. Arcuri would have 
been notified of the permit under the Section 311 process. 
7  See Exhibit A. Another way for Mr. Arcuri to have obtained a copy of the consolidated plan set in the absence of 
filing a BBN, was to periodically check with Mr. Cabreros on the status of plans complying with the Suspension 
Letter. 
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decision on June 20, 2012, and a rehearing on September 19, 2012; and a CEQA appeal filed 
with the Board of Supervisors on July 10, 2012, with a hearing held on September 4, 2012. 8  
Because his home is up the block and across the street from the Ms. Whitehead's property, Mr. 
Arcuri would have gotten notice from the Planning Commission and Board of Appeals for each 
such action. 9  

Based on the above, this Commission should not grant DR to Mr. Arcuri based on a "lack 
of due process." Not only is that not a basis for DR, but Mr. Arcuri received notice of the 
permits subject to Section 311 including the permit subject to his DR request, and of the appeal 
to the Board of Appeals. My client cannot be blamed for his failure to file a BBN, which could 
have provided him notice of every building permit application filed on my clients' property and 
subject to Planning Department review. 

MR. ZARETSKY WANTS THE HOME RETURNED TO ITS PRE-FIRE CONDITION. 
NONE OF HIS OBJECTIONS QUALIFY AS EXTRAORDINARY OR EXCEPTIONAL 
CIRCUMSTANCES. GRANTING HIS OUTLANDISH REQUEST WOULD EXCEED 
THE COMMISSION'S DR AUTHORITY AND CAUSE EXTREME AND 
UNJUSTIFIABLE HARDSHIP TO MY CLIENTS." 

A. 	None of the "acts" that Mr. Zaretsky lists as "reasons" for this Commission 
to take DR are exceptional or extraordinary. Most have been approved by 
final and unappealable entitlements, building permits, and/or CEQA 
exemptions or will be addressed upon the release of the permits subject to the 
Zoning Administrator's suspension and issued pursuant to this DR. 

In seeking DR, Mr. Zaretsky wants to surpass the typical DR remedy and take DR to an 
entirely new level. Rather than just asking the Commission to modify architectural details or 
tinker with the massing or scale of certain features, he wants this Commission to use its DR 
authority to undo all of the work  that has been done on the exterior of this building over the last 4 
years. This request goes substantially beyond the Commission's DR authority. 

The authority to review permit applications that meet the minimum standards applicable 
under the Planning Code is set forth by City Attorney Opinion No. 845, dated May 26, 
1954. The opinion states that the authority for the exercise of discretionary review is "a 
sensitive discretion . . which must be exercised with the utmost restraint" to permit the 
Commission "to deal in a special manner with exceptional cases." Therefore, 
discretionary review should be exercised only when exceptional and extraordinary cases 

8  Under the Board of Supervisors' procedures in effect at the time of the September 4, 2012 hearing on the 
categorical exemption, the appellants were required to provide to the Board Clerk the names of interested parties 
who should be notified of the hearing. Since Mr. Arcuri was not an appellant, and Mr. Zaretsky was the lead 
appellant, it was up to Mr. Zaretsky as to whether Mr. Arcuri received notice of the CEQA appeal hearing. 
9  See e.g., Planning Code Section 311(c)(2)(A), requiring notice to "all properties within 150 feet of the subject lot 
in the same Assessor's Block and on the block face across from the subject lot." Section 12 of the SF Business and 
Tax Regulations Code contains the same notice requirements for Board of Appeals hearings. 
1°  Because both Mr. Arcuri and Mr. Zaretsky request that the "building be lowered 3' ", we address this issue here. 
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apply to the proposed construction and modifications required only where the project 
would result in a significant impact to the public interest. (Emphasis added.) 

See Application Packet for Discretionary Review, p. 3• 11  

Under the stepwise analysis required by the City Attorney's 1954 opinion, the 
Commission first needs to decide whether there are "exceptional or extraordinary" 
circumstances. If there are, the Commission can then require modifications to the project, but 
only if the project as proposed would significantly impact the "public interest." Mr. Zaretsky has 
not satisfied either criteria required for the Commission to take DR. 

He has not shown anything extraordinary or exceptional about the modifications that 
have been done and/or are proposed for this house, all of which are shown in the consolidated 
permit before the Commission. Second, the building has only been raised 3' and only to enable 
this home to have a below grade garage in a neighborhood where most buildings have that 
amenity. Third, most of the work he complains of involves only modest expansions of existing 
side bay or minor new features, none of which are visible from a street and all of which are 
setback so as to have no shadow or privacy impact on any adjacent property. Lastly, most of 
what he wants removed has already been approved by issued and final building permits or 
entitlements, including a variance. 12  These are not exceptional or extraordinary circumstances 
justifying DR. 

B. 	Mr. Zaretsky has provided no evidence that the project creates a "public" 
impact to any of the adjacent properties, necessitating DR to lessen that 
impact. In fact, all of the project modifications are far less severe and 
extensive than that usually associated with DR cases. 

This project began four years ago under the cloud of a tragic fire. When Ms. Whitehead 
and Ms. Nykamp bought the building, their intention was to finish the repair of the damage due 
to the fire and to reconfigure the interior to accommodate their family. Nothing uncommon or 
excessive was proposed for the exterior. The overriding principle guiding their renovations was 
to preserve the historic exterior features and to redesign the interior as a 21 s1  century family-
centered home. 

The modest exterior alterations are proposed to enhance the connection between the 
interior and exterior of the house. The expansion of the existing bay, upgraded stairs, and 
proposed new roof decks are intended to enhance the rear yard/open space which is limited by 
the lot's 80' depth. Raising a house to accommodate a garage is a common occurrence in San 

hI  http://www.sf-planning.org/Modules/ShowDocumentaspx?documentid=491  
12  The chart attached as Exhibit B shows the permits and entitlements, many of which are final (e.g., no longer 
subject to appeal) that are the basis for the project features that Mr. Zaretsky wants removed under this DR. 
However, features that were built under permits that are fmal cannot be considered modification under this DR. 
They are on the consolidated plan set only to ensure consistency between previously issued plans, not to be the basis 
for newly issued permits other than the permit subject to DR. The Variance is attached as Exhibit C. 
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Francisco. This is especially true when, as here, a family has two cars and two young children, 
each of whom need to be driven to and from separate school and social activities. 

That the height of the house was improperly shown on the initial 2011 plans was nothing 
more than an innocent mistake by the project architect. Yet, it has become the all-consuming 
issue driving Mr. Zaretsky's objections. Despite the fact that the raised height has been 
repeatedly shown to have been the permitted 3' more than pre-raised condition and within the 
40' height limit, Mr. Zaretsky remains undaunted in his efforts to reduce the building to its pre-
raised condition. He is unfazed by the confirmation of the height by the Zoning Administrator 
and on stamped survey drawings prepared by a licensed surveyor. In spite of the overwhelming 
evidence that the building was lifted the permitted 3' and is within the permitted 40' height limit, 
Mr. Zaretsky persists in penalizing my client for the innocent mistake that started this saga. 

The most extensive modification to the house is the 3' height increase done in 2013. To 
evaluate whether Mr. Zaretsky's demand merits DR, this modification should be viewed in the 
proper context. Most vertical expansions on residential buildings subject to DR (and done in the 
City) create an additional story or more, measuring from 10'42'/story. The 3' lift of this home 
pales in comparison. In fact, 3-feet is barely an increase in height in the DR context. Moreover, 
the lift brought the house into conformity with the prevailing streetscape, which is closer to the 
40' height limit. It also enabled this home to have an amenity common to other homes-off-street 
parking. Similarly, decks and stairs are frequently added to the rear of existing buildings as part 
of renovations to enable greater enjoyment of rear yards and mid-block open space. Such was 
the intent here. Those projects do not typically warrant DR. 

Whether considered independently or together, there is no evidence that the project 
results in a noticeable impact to any adjacent properties. There is no shadow impact given the 
relative property configurations. There are no privacy impacts since the rear modifications are 
modest and set back from the adjacent properties. Lastly, as documented in the Staff Report for 
this matter, the project complies with the citywide Residential Design Guidelines and the Cow 
Hollow Design Guidelines. It also furthers several applicable General Plan policies." Thus, 
there are no public impacts from the modifications that Mr. Zaretsky wishes removed that would 
justify taking DR and requiring that approved and completed work be undone. 

1. 	The project does not impact the home's historic character-defining 
features. 

Mr. Zaretsky wants this Commission to find that a "public impact" exists because the 
home is a historic resource. However, both categorical exemptions issued by Planning found 
otherwise. Since Mr. Zaretsky appealed the 2011 Categorical Exemption" to the Board of 
Supervisors, he knows that document found no impact to the home's historic features resulting 
from the work done at that time, including raising the home the permitted 3'. The 2014 

13  See Exhibit D. 
14  See Categorical Exemption Case No. 2010.0394E, pp. 2-3 attached as Exhibit E; see also Case No. 2013.0433E, 
2014 Categorical Exemption, pp. 6-9, attached as Exhibit F. 
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Categorical Exemption reached the same conclusion with respect to the work "proposed" under 
the consolidated permit. There is thus no basis for this Commission to conclude that there are 
any historic resource impacts that rise to the level of a public impact. The following excerpts 
from the categorical exemptions conclusively refute Mr. Zaretsky's assertions. 

The 2011 Categorical Exemption specifically found that: 

• The proposed project would retain the historic residential use at the site and would 
not alter the building in a way that would harm its ability to convey its significance as 
a First Bay Tradition style building dating from the Cow Hollow/Pacific Heights 
earliest period of development. 

• No distinctive materials, features, finishes, construction techniques or examples of 
craftsmanship would be affected by the proposed project. While the height of the 
ground floor level will be increased by approximately three (3) feet, the change would 
not significantly impact the overall proportions of the three-story façade. The new 
garage door opening would occur at the new raised portion of the building and would 
not cause the removal of historic material. Although the entry stairs would be 
extended to accommodate the new height, they are not original to the building so that 
their replacement would not remove historic material. 

• The proposed addition would not negatively impact the character-defining features of 
the building or the site as it would be constructed at the rear of the building, which is 
not visible from the adjacent public rights-of-way. The proposed garage door at the 
front façade would be placed flush with the plane of the façade so as to retain the 
volume of the building at its base. The door would also be constructed of solid wood 
and details to be compatible with the historic design. 

Based on the above, there are no impacts to other nearby properties or to the historic 
features of the home that justify taking DR and modifying the project. 

C. 	The only effect of taking DR and modifying the project as requested would 
be to cause the home to remain vacant for an indefinite time. That is 
contrary to the City's housing policy and the goal of eliminating 
neighborhood nuisances. 

As underscored in our July 28, 2014 letter, 15  the purpose of granting the permit subject to 
these DR requests is to contain in one plan set all the work on the home that has been done, 
approved and proposed. With this approach, the Planning Department, DBI, the neighbors and 
my clients will have the same plan set from which to evaluate the compliance of all future work. 
Approval of these plans and the permit will simplify the permit process for all involved by 
establishing the permitted scope of work and ensuring that it does not change without revised, 
approved plans and permits. It will also allow my clients to proceed with the work necessary to 

15  See pp. 2-3 of July 28, 2014 letter on DR request. 
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make their home ready for occupancy and to ensure that the historic resource is protected from 
the elements and the site is amply drained. 

In contrast, taking Mr. Zaretsky's approach has the singular goal of having my clients' 
walk away from an investment of many hundred thousand dollars on the purchase and renovation 
of a home they wanted to raise their family in but were unable to given the ongoing battle being 
waged by Mr. Zaretsky. This punishment arises from one innocent mistake that has not been 
shown to impact any individual or property. It has, however, driven the seven-month 
suspension, this DR hearing and the appeals expected to follow. 

The greatest impact from granting DR as requested is that this beautiful historic home 
will remain in its partially repaired condition and empty. That a neighborhood would prefer that 
result to one where a family is living in and maintaining a home is extraordinary. And this 
condition will not easily disappear since no buyer will purchase a home with a neighbor like Mr. 
Zaretsky able to inflict financial and emotional damage for every permit pulled. 

CONCLUSION 

Based on the above, both DR requests should be denied. Neither Mr. Arcuri or Mr. 
Zaretsky provide any facts that would rise to exceptional and extraordinary circumstances. Mr. 
Arcuri does not provide any facts, relying solely on the notion that his unnamed deprivation of 
"due process" warrants taking DR and modifying the project. Both men want DR taken to undo 
all the work that has been done. Even though this is an extreme and indefensible remedy, neither 
request documents what "public" impacts the project has that would justify that excessive 
remedy nor how the direct result of this action-leaving the house vacant and unused-would be a 
benefit to the immediate neighborhood. 

S' 	rely, 

"4 I  

Ilene Dick 
ID 
Enclosures 
cc: 	(Via Email w/encls.) 

Pam Whitehead/Melinda Nykamp 
Stephan Antonaros 
Tim Arcuri 
Irving Zaretsky 
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SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

 

1650 Mission Street Suite 400 San Francisco, CA 94103 

NOTICE OF BUILDING PERMIT APPLICATION (SECTION 311) 
On July 1, 2013 the Applicant named below filed BPA No. 2013.07.01.0898 with the City and County of San Francisco. 

PROPERTY INFORMATION APELLICANT INFORMATION - 
Project Address: 2853 Broderick Street Applicant: Stephen Antonaros, Architect 
Cross Street(s): FilbertlUnlon Streets Address: 2261 Market Street, #324 
Block/Lot No.: 0947 I 002 City, State: San Francisco, CA 94114 
Zoning District(s): RH-2 40-X Telephone: (415)1364-2261 

You are receiving this notice as a property owner or resident within 150 feet of the proposed project. You arc not required to 
take any action. For more information about the proposed project, or to express concerns about the project, please contact the 
Applicant listed above or the Planner named below as soon as possible. If you believe that there are exceptional or 

extraordinary circumstances associated with the project, you may request the Planning Commission to use its discretionary 
powers to review this application at a public hearing. Applications requesting a Discretionary Review hearing must be filed 

during the 30-day review period, prior to the close of business on the Expiration Date shown below, or the next business day if 
that date is on a week-end or a legal holiday. If no Requests for Discretionary Review are filed, this project will be approved 
by the Planning Department after the Expiration Date. 

Members of the public are not required to provide personal identifying information when they commtmicate with the 
Commission or the Department. All written or oral*Communications, including submitted personal contact informa tion, may 
be made available to the public for inspection and copying upon request and may appear on the Department's websitc or in 
other public documents. 

PROJECT SCOPE 

El Demolition 	 Cl NeW Construction 	 x Alteration 

x Change of Use 	 x Facade Alteration(s) 	 D Front Addition 

x Rear Addition 	 x Side Addition 	 x Vertical Addition 

PROJECT FEATURES 

Building Use 

AS APPROVED'? AS BUILT 

Two-family dwelling / No Change 
PROPOSED 

Single-family residence 
Front Setback 	 ' 10 feet / 10 feet No Change 

Side Setbacks . 6Vsouth & 2'@ north / No Change 2' @ south & 2 © north side 
Building Depth 57 feet / No Change No Change 
Rear Yard 13 feet / No Change No Change 
Building Height 37' to ridge / 40' to ridge No Change 
Number of Stories 3 over garage / .No Change No Change 
Number of Dwelling Units 2 / No Change 1 
Number of Parking Spaces 2 / No Change No Change 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

*Under previously approved BPA#2011.03.25.2839, the subject building was lifted 3 feet to the As Built (existing) condition at the 
subject property. During construction it was discovered that the existing and proposed dimensioned heights disclosed under 
BPA#2011.03.25.2839 were incorrectly stated and were deficient by 3 feet. The subject permit application has been filed to 
demonstrate that the subject building was lifted 3 feet to a height of 40 feet, rather than to 37 feet as stated in 
BPA#2011.03.25.2839. The subject permit application also proposes additional work including a dwelling unit merger from 2 to 1 
unit and side and vertical additions to the existing building. A Discretionary Review hearing, Case No. 2013.0433D, for the project 
is scheduled for 12:00 p.m. on Thursday, August 7, 2014 at City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 400, San Francisco, 
CA. The issuance of the building permit by the Department of Building Inspection or the Planning Commission project approval at 
a discretionary review hearing would constitute as the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to 
Section 31.04th) of the San Francisco Administrative Code. 

For more information, please contact Planning Department staff: 

Planner: 
	

Glenn Cabreros 

Telephone: 
	

(415) 558-6169 
	

Notice Date: 	717/14 
E-mail: 
	

glenn.cabreros@sfgov.org 
	

Expiration Date: 8/6/14 

IP 	fill TA M: (415) 575-9010 

Para información en Español Ilamar al: (415) 575 -9010 
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EXHIBIT B 

Reason Entitlement Timing/City Action Comments 
Height/lift of BPA # -Issued 4/17/12; -Building lifted in accordance with 
building 201103252839 specifically allows permit on 3/6/13 
beyond raising the building -Work on interior of builditig based 
permit scopel by 3' 

-DRA memo issued 
on 11/1/11 denying 

on plans and permits consistent with 
raised height. Interior work 
included moving interior walls. 

DR but requiring the 
building be raised no 

-Purpose of Mandatory DR is to 
approve 1 plan set that will: 

more than 3' 2  
-Whitehead's 
licensed surveyor 
confirms that the 
building was raised 
only the permitted 
3' 3  
-Raised height is 

memorialize and legalize all work in 
the home that has been approved/as 
built, required by the Board of 
Appeals, or is pending pursuant to 
the DR. 
-To require the building height to be 
reduced would be an extreme and 
unjust hardship on the owner. DR 

39'10", below the 
40' height limit 

Requestors have not shown any 
impact from the increased height. 

South BPA # -Subject of 2011 DR -Relative site conditions between 
elevation into 201103252839 request the subject and requestor's property 
side setback - DRA memo issued 

on 11/1/11 denying 
DR but requiring the 
building be raised no 
more than 3' 4  

remain unchanged from 2011. 
-The 2011 Planning Commission 
determined that these features 
would have no impact on Mr. 
Zaretsky's property. 	• 

-Building raised in 
compliance with 

-Given that the site conditions 
remain the same as they were in 

DRA memo 2011, this modification should also 
be denied. 

' Because this issue is also raised by Mr. Arcuri, these comments apply to Mr. Arcuri's DR request. 
2  See Opposition to continuance, Exhibit F. 

pp. 2-3, Exhibits G and H. 
4  See Opposition to continuance, Exhibit F. 

1 
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Extension of 
building into 
rear yard 
setback 

-Variance No. 
2010.0394V5  
-BPA # 
201103252839 

-Variance approved 
on 11/17/11 
-Not appealed 

-Variance granted to insert a garage 
and habitable rooms at the ground 
floor and for alterations at the rear 
of the building, a portion of which is 
located within the required rear 
yard. 
-Mr. Zaretsky would have received 
notice of the variance hearing. 
-He failed to object at the time of 
the hearing and should not be 
allowed to do so almost 3 years 
later. 

Elimination -BPA # Permit subject to -Shown on consolidated plan set as 
of portion of 
rear yard by 
deck 
extensions 

201309247638 9/18/14 DR hearing part of "Final Proposed" 	. 
Alterations. 
-Extensions are within buildable 
area of lot. 

5  See Exhibit C to 9/8/14 letter. 
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Elimination -BPA # Permit subject to -Raising of the building and 
of historical 201309247638 9/18/14 DR hearing expansion of the ground floor level 
features of -Categorical towards the rear of the building 
building such Exemption issued were reviewed and approved by the 
as dormers , 
roof deck and 

on 7/3/14 
-Categorical 

2011 Categorical Exemption. Staff 
stated that "this slight alteration in 

height exemption issued 
on 7/3/11 

height has not unduly changed the 
original scale of the building or the 
building's relationship to its setting 
within the historic district. The work 
also did not remove any character-
defining features of the building." 
See also 2014 Categorical 
Exemption, p. 6. 
-The proposed side and rooftop 
additions, including the decks and 
dormers, would not negatively 
impact the character-defining 
features of the building or the site as 
they would be constructed towards 
the rear of the building, which is not 
visible from the adjacent public 
rights-of-way. 

Thus, the character of the property 
and district as viewed by the public 
would be retained. 

Moreover, the proposed addition, 
dormers, and roof decks would be 
constructed with contemporary 
windows and detailing such that 
they are distinguished as 
contemporary features. 
See 2014 Categorical Exemption, p. 
9. 

Enlargement 
of decks 

No decks were ever enlarged as part 
of any work done under any .  of the 
permits. 

30197\4547204.1 
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Gardening No shed ever Agreement with potentially affected 
shed in rear built. No permit neighbor Don Morehead that the 
yard would have ever shed, which measured 10'x10'x8,' 
eliminated 
open space 

been required for 
it to be built under 
the SF Building 

will never be built. 

Code Section . 
106.A.2.1. 6  

Removal of -BPA # Permit subject to Included in the "Final/Proposed" 
rental unit 
and merger 
into a home 

201309247638 9/18/14 DR hearing Alteration plan sheets of the 
consolidated plan set. 

Excavation -BPA # Permit subject to -Properly addressed as part of DBI 
and water 
drainage. 

201309247638 9/18/14 DR hearing permit review. 
, 

6  This section exempts from building permit the construction of lo]ne-story detached accessory buildings or 
structures used as tool and storage sheds, playhouses and similar uses, provided the projected roof area does not 
exceed 100 square feet (9.29 m 2 )." The shed that was proposed (and never built) met this criteria. 

30197\4547204.1 
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SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

  

Date: 
Case No.: 
Project Address: 
Zoning: 

Block/Lots: 
Applicant: 

Owner: 

Staff Contact: 

Variance Decision 

November 17, 2011 
2010.0394V 
2853-2857 BRODERICK STREET 
RH-2 [Residential, House, Two-Family] District 
40-X Height and Bulk District 
0947/002 
Stephen Antonaros, Architect 
2261 Market Street #324 
San Francisco, CA 94114 
Inger Conrad and Marri Lemaire 
2857 Broderick Street 
San Francisco, CA 94123 
Glenn Cabreros — (415) 558-6169 
glenn.cabreros@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 

DESCRIPTION OF VARIANCES - REAR YARD AND NONCOMPLYING STRUCTURE VARIANCES 

SOUGHT: 

The proposal is to raise the existing two-family residence three feet to insert a garage and habitable 
rooms at the ground floor. The proposal also includes alterations at the rear of the building, a portion 
of which is located within the required rear yard. 

PER PLANNING CODE SECTION 134, the subject property is required to maintain a rear yard of 
approximately 20 feet. The existing rear deck, stairs and bay window project approximately 11 feet into 
the required rear yard at the greatest depth of the structure. The project proposes to retain the existing 
structures that project into the rear yard, including continued access to the rear yard via the rear deck 
and stairs. 

PER PLANNING CODE SECTION 188, a noncomplying structure may be altered provided no new 
discrepancy is created. The rear portions of the existing building, including the rear deck and stairs, are 
noncomplying structures as they were originally constructed within the required rear yard. The project 
proposes to retain these noncomplying features while raising the building three feet. This new 
discrepancy would be contrary to Section 188. 

PROCEDURAL BACKGROUND: 

1. The Project is exempt from the California Environmental Quality Act ("CEQA") as a Class 1 
categorical exemption per Case No. 2010.0394E. 

2. The Zoning Administrator held a public hearing on Variance Application No. 2010.0394V on 
April 27, 2011. 

www.sfplanning.org  



Variance Decision 	 CASE NO. 2010.0394V 
November 17, 2011 	 2853-2857 Broderick Street 

3. Per Planning Code Section 311, public notification for the associated building permit 
application, No. 2011.03.25.2839, was conducted from June 14, 2011 to July 13, 2011. On July 1, 
2011, a request for Discretionary Review request, Case No. 2010.0394D, was filed by the owner 
of the adjacent building directly south of the subject lot. From August 8, 2011 to September 6, 
2011, the project was re-noticed pursuant to Section 311 to correct an error regarding the height 
limit as depicted on the plans mailed with the original notice. The project scope-of-work was 
not revised between the time of the initial notice and the re-notice. 

4. On October 6, 2011, the Planning Commission held a hearing for the aforementioned 
Discretionary Review case and approved the building permit application for the proposed 
project per Discretionary Review Action No. DRA-0229. 

DECISION: 

GRANTED, in general conformity with the plans on file with this application, shown as EXHIBIT A, to 
raise the building three feet to insert a garage at the ground floor and to alter the existing rear stairs and 
deck structure to provide continued access to the rear yard subject to the following conditions: 

1. Any future physical expansion, even in the buildable area, shall be reviewed by the Zoning 
Administrator to determine if the expansion is compatible with existing neighborhood character 
and scale. If the Zoning Administrator determines that there would be a significant or 
extraordinary impact, the Zoning Administrator shall require either notice to adjacent and/or 
affected property owners or a new Variance application be sought and justified. 

2. As two existing street trees are to be retained and a new curb cut and driveway are proposed 
within the trees' driplines, the applicant shall submit a Tree Protection Plan, by a certified 
arborist as required by the Tree Disclosure Statement. The Tree Protection Plan shall be 
reproduced onto the construction plans submitted with the Site or Building Permit Application 
for the project. In the event the trees are to be removed, a Tree Removal Permit shall be secured 
from the Department of Public Works, Urban Forestry Division, and a minimum of one (1) 24- 
inch-box sized replacement street tree shall be planted. 

3. The proposed project must meet these conditions and all applicable City Codes. In case of 
conflict, the more restrictive controls apply. 

4. Minor modifications as determined by the Zoning Administrator may be permitted. 

5. The owner of the subject property shall record on the land records of the City and County of 
San Francisco the conditions attached to this Variance decision•as a Notice of Special 
Restrictions in a form approved by the Zoning Administrator. 

6. This Variance Decision and the recorded Notice of Special Restrictions shall be reproduced on 
the Index Sheet of the construction plans submitted with the Site or Building Permit 
Application for the Project. This Index Sheet of the construction plans shall reference the 
Variance Case Number. 

SAN FRANCISCO 
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Variance Decision 	 CASE NO. 2010.0394V 
November 17, 2011 	 2853-2857 Broderick Street 

FINDINGS: 

Section 305(c) of the Planning Code states that in order to grant a variance, the Zoning Administrator 
must determine that the facts of the case are sufficient to establish the following five findings: 

FINDING 1. 
That there are exceptional or extraordinary circumstances applying to the property involved or to the 
intended use of the property that do not apply generally to other properties or uses in the same class of 
district. 

Requirement Met. 

A. The subject property, constructed circa 1900 — prior to the Planning Code rear yard 
requirement, has a lot depth of approximately 80 feet with the existing building constructed 
deep into the lot. The existing rear yard depth is approximately 13 feet with a portion of the 
rear yard depth measuring 9 feet deep to the existing rear stair structure. The existing building 
is constructed over a partial basement level on a down-sloping lot. The rear wall of the existing 
building is within the buildable area for the lot; however the existing rear deck and stairs — 
which provide access to open space and the rear yard from both dwelling units contained in the 
building — are constructed within the required rear yard. 

B. The subject lot is a downward sloping lot that contains a three-story building over a partial 
basement level. The slope of the lot in combination with the existing conditions of the structure 
on the lot creates extraordinary circumstances at the subject property. With other properties in 
the same class of district, development of the ground floor or basement level into a habitable 
floor and/or a garage would not require the building to be lifted. In comparison to the subject 
lot, other properties on flatter lots may have basement levels or unconditioned ground floors 
that are easily converted to habitable rooms and/or a garage without the necessity to lift the 
building. Contrastingly, other properties on steeper lots than the subject lot may have the 
ability to insert a garage at street level (above any basement levels). 

FINDING 2. 
That owing to such exceptional and extraordinary circumstances the literal enforcement of specified 
provisions of this Code would result in a practical difficulty or unnecessary hardship not created by or 
attributed to the applicant or the owner of the property. 

Requirement Met. 

A. Literal enforcement of the provisions of the Planning Code would permit the building to be 
raised three feet without a variance, as the existing main rear wall of the building is within the 

• buildable area and no expansion of the building footprint is proposed. While the literal 
enforcement of the Code would allow the building to be raised, the Code presents a practical 
difficulty as the Code prevents alterations to the existing rear deck and stair structure located 
along the rear wall of the building as these structures are noncomplying in that they are located 
within the required rear yard. Moreover, literal enforcement of the Code creates an 

SAN FRANCISCO 
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Variance Decision 	 CASE NO. 2010.0394V 
November 17, 2011 	 2853-2857 Broderick Street 

unnecessary hardship, as the existing deck and stair structure provide access to useable open 
space located at the level of the rear yard. While the existing decks provide some useable open 
space to both dwelling units, literal enforcement of the Code would not allow the 
noncomplying stairs to be altered once the building is raised. As such, access to the rear yard 
level would not be possible from the stairs unless they are altered to meet grade. 

FINDING 3. 
That such variance is necessary for preservation and enjoyment of a substantial property right of the 
subject property, possessed by other property in the same class of district. 

Requirement Met. 

A. Other properties are able to insert a garage into an existing building, as many properties contain 
a full height basement level and/or are located on a flat lot. Such properties are able to enjoy 
the benefit of off-street residential parking on-site. 

B. Other properties on the blockface that are also in the same class of district have been altered to 
prOvide a garage at the basement or ground floor level. 

C. Most properties in this same class of district contain residential buildings on lots with a depth 
of at least 100 feet. The subject lot for the project is substandard in depth, measuring only 80 
feet. 	Properties with deeper lots are more likely to enjoy property rights, particularly 
alterations at the rear of the building, without having to request variances. 

FINDING 4. 
That the granting of such variance will not be materially detrimental to the public welfare or materially 
injurious to the property or improvements in the vicinity. 

Requirement Met. 

A. Granting the variances would improve the livability of the subject property and would not be 
materially detrimental to the public welfare or materially injurious to the neighboring 
properties. The insertion of the garage would not change the existing building footprint, and 
the area of the rear yard would also remain unchanged. 

B. A Discretionary Review request (Case No. 2010.0394D) was heard by the Planning Commission 
on October 6, 2011. The Commission recognized that the project did not contain or create 
exceptional or extraordinary circumstances. While the Commission recognized that 
enforcement of the building height at the time construction is under the purview of the 
Department of Building Inspection (DBI), the Commission took Discretionary Review to direct 
the applicant that three feet (3'-0") shall be the absolute height the building shall be raised. 

SAN FRANCISCO 
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Variance Decision 	 CASE NO. 2010.0394V 
November 17, 2011 	 2853-2857 Broderick Street 

FINDING 5. 
The granting of such variance will be in harmony with the general purpose and intent of this Code and 
will not adversely affect the General Plan. 

Requirement Met. 

A. This development is consistent with the generally stated intent and purpose of the Planning 
Code to promote orderly and beneficial development. Planning Code Section 101.1 establishes 
eight priority-planning policies and requires review of variance applications for consistency 
with said policies. The project meets all relevant policies, including conserving neighborhood 
character, and maintaining housing stock. 

1. The proposed project does not adversely affect neighborhood parking or public transit. 

2. The proposed project will be in keeping with the existing housing and neighborhood 
character. The proposal will preserve the existing two-family dwelling unit on the 
property. 

3. The project will have no effect on the City's industrial and service sectors. 

4. The proposed project will have no effect on the City's supply of affordable housing. 

5. The proposed project will have no effect on the City's preparedness to protect against injury 
and loss of life in an earthquake. 

6. The project will have no effect on the City's landmarks or historic buildings. 

7. The project would not affect any existing or planned public parks or open spaces. 

8. Existing neighborhood retail uses will not be adversely affected by the proposed project. 

The effective date of this decision shall be either the date of this decision letter if not appealed or the 
date of the Notice of Decision and Order if appealed to the Board of Appeals. 

Once any portion of the granted variance is utilized, all specifications and conditions of the variance 
authorization became immediately operative. 

The authorization and rights vested by virtue of this decision letter shall be deemed void and cancelled 
if (1) a Building Permit has not been issued within three years from the effective date of this decision; or 
(2) a Tentative Map has not been approved within three years from the effective date of this decision for 
Subdivision cases; or (3) neither a Building Permit or Tentative Map is involved but another required 
City action has not been approved within thtee years from the effective date of this decision. However, 
this authorization may be extended by the Zoning Administrator when the issuance of a necessary 
Building Permit or approval of a Tentative Map or other City action is delayed by a City agency or by 
appeal of the issuance of such a permit or map or other City action. 

SAN FRANCISCO 
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Zoning Administrator 

Variance Decision 	 CASE NO. 2010.0394V 
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	 2853-2857 Broderick Street 

APPEAL: Any aggrieved person may appeal this variance decision to the Board of Appeals within 
ten (10) days after the date of the issuance of this Variance Decision. For further information, please 
contact the Board of Appeals in person at 1650 Mission Street, 3rd Floor (Room 304) or call 575-6880. 

Very truly yours, 

THIS IS NOT A PERMIT TO COMMENCE ANY WORK OR CHANGE OCCUPANCY. PERMITS FROM 

APPROPRIATE DEPARTMENTS MUST BE SECURED BEFORE WORK IS STARTED OR OCCUPANCY IS 

CHANGED. 

GC GADocuments\2010Wariance\2010.0394V - 2853-2857 Broderick\2010.0394V - 2853-2854 Broderick - 
Granted.doc 
Copy to IADecision DocumentsWariance Decision Letteis\2010\2010.0394V -- 2853-2857 Broderick - Granted 
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EXHIBIT D 

The project complies with the following General Plan objectives and policies. 

HOUSING ELEMENT 
OBJECTIVE 2 
Retain existing housing units, and promote safety and maintenance standards, without 
jeopardizing affordability 

POLICY 2.2  
Retain existing housing by controlling the merger of residential units, except where a merger 
clearly creates new family housing. 

POLICY 2.4  
Promote improvements and continued maintenance to existing units to ensure long term 
habitation and safety. 

POLICY 4.1  
Develop new housing, and encourage the remodeling of existing housing, for families with 
children. 

OBJECTIVE 11 
Support and respect the diverse and distinct character of San Francisco's neighborhoods 

POLICY 11.1  
Promote the construction and rehabilitation of well-designed housing that emphasizes beauty, 
flexibility, and innovative design, and respects existing neighborhood character. 

POLICY 11.7  
Respect San Francisco's historic fabric, by preserving landmark buildings and ensuring 
consistency with historic districts. 

URBAN DESIGN ELEMENT 

POLICY 2.4  
Preserve notable landmarks and areas of historic, architectural or aesthetic value, and promote 
the preservation of other buildings and features that provide continuity with past development. 

POLICY 2.5  
Use care in remodeling of older buildings, in order to enhance rather than weaken the original 
character of such buildings. 
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Bill Wycko 
Environmental Rev ew Officer 

SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

  

Certificate of Determination 
Exemption from Environmental Review 

Case No.: 	2010.0394E 
Project Title: 	2853-2857 Broderick Street 
Zoning: 	 RH-2 (Residential, House, Two-Family) 

40-X Height and Bulk District 
Block/Lot: 	0947/002 
Lot Size: 	2,757 square feet 
Project Sponsor: 	Stephen Antonaros, Architect 

(415) 864-2261 
Staff Contact: 	Shelley Caltagirone — (415) 558-6625 

shelley.caltagirone@sfgov.org  

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: 

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

Reception: 
415.558.6378 

Fax: 
415.558.6409 

Planning 
Intormation: 
415.558.6377 

The proposal involves raising the building by approximately three (3) feet to insert a garage at the ground 
floor level, expanding the ground floor level towards the rear of the building, and creating a new curb 
cut. The project would add approximately 680 square feet (sf) of residential space to the existing 3,774-sf-
building resulting in 4,454 total sf. The project site is located on a block bounded by Filbert Street, Union 
Street, Broderick Street, and Baker Street in the Cow Hollow neighborhood. 

EXEMPT STATUS: 

Categorical Exemption, Class 1 (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15301(e)(1) 

REMARKS: 

See next page. 

DETERMINATION: 

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

cc: Stephen Antonaros, Architect, Project Sponsor 

Inger Conrad, Property Owner 
Shelley Caltagirone, Preservation Planner 

Supervisor Farrell (via Clerk of the Board) 

Virna Byrd, M.D.F. 
Distribution List 

Historic Preservation Distribution List 



Exemption from Environmental Review 	 Case No. 2010.0394E 
2853-2857 Broderick Street 

REMARKS (continued): 
In evaluating whether the proposed project would be exempt from environmental review under the 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), the Planning Department determined that the buildings 
located on the project site are historical resources. The subject property is included on the Planning 
Department's 1976 Architectural Survey with a rating of "1" and was listed as a contributor to a historic 
district in the National and California Registers in 1983 according to the Planning Department's Parcel 
Information Database (register form cannot be located). Under the Planning Department's CEQA Review 
Procedures for Historic Resources, the property is considered a "Category A" known historic resource. 

As described in the Historic Resource Evaluation (HRE) Memorandum' (attached), the 2853-2857 
Broderick Street property is listed on the National Register as a contributing building within a historic 
district. The register form could not be located; however, based upon a review of the surrounding 
architecture, the district appears to be significant under Criterion 3 (Architecture) as a collection of late 
19th- and early 20th-century buildings dating from the earliest period of residential development in the 
Cow Hollow/Pacific Heights neighborhood. The majority of the buildings are 2-3 stories in scale; are clad 
in quality masonry or wood cladding; display a hierarchy of building forms including a defined base, 
body, and cornice; .display punched window openings, often containing wood-framed windows; and 
display rich architectural details and ornamentation. The period of significance for this district appears to 
be approximately 1870-1930. The construction date of the subject building places it within the period of 
significance identified for the surrounding historic district. Furthermore, the propeity retains sufficient 
historic integrity to convey their historic significance. As such, the property is considered a historic 
resource for the purposes of CEQA. 

Since the building was determined to be a historic resource, the Planning Department assessed whether 
the proposed project would materially impair the resource. The Department determined that the project 
would not cause a substantial adverse change in the resource such that the significance of the resource 
would be materially impaired. The following is an analysis of the proposed project's potential to impact 
the historic resource. 

• The proposed project would retain the historic residential use at the site and would not alter the 
building in a way that would harm its ability to convey its significance as a First Bay Tradition-
style building dating from the Cow Hollow/Pacific Heights earliest period of development. 

• No distinctive materials, features, finishes, construction techniques or examples of craftsmanship 
would be affected by the proposed project. While the height of the ground floor level will be 
increased by approximately three (3) feet, the change would not significantly impact the overall 
proportions of the three-story façade. The new garage door opening would occur at the new 
raised portion of the building and would not cause the removal of historic material. Although the 
entry stairs would be extended to accommodate the new height, they are not original to the 
building so that their replacement would not remove historic material. 

' Memorandum from Shelley Caltagirone, Preservation Technical Specialist, to Brett Bollinger, Planner, 
Major Environmental Analysis, January 14, 2011. 
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Exemption from Environmental Review 	 Case No. 2010.0394E 
2853-2857 Broderick Street 

• The proposed addition would not negatively impact the character-defining features of the 
building or the site as it would be constructed at the rear of the building, which is not visible 
from the adjacent public rights-of-way. The proposed garage door at the front façade would be 
placed flush with the plane of the façade so as to retain the volume of the building at its base. The 
door would also be constructed of solid wood and details to be compatible with the historic 
design. 

The proposed project would involve the addition of approximately 680 sf of residential space to the 
existing 3,774-sf-building resulting in 4,454 total sf. CEQA State Guidelines Section 15301(e)(1), or Class 1, 
provides for additions to existing structures provided that the addition would not result more than 50 
percent of the floor area of the structure before the addition, or 2,500 square feet, whichever is less. The 
proposed project would make alterations to an existing structure and add approximately 680 sf to the 
existing 3,774-sf of building area. The proposed project therefore meets the criteria of Class 1. 

CEQA State Guidelines Section 15300.2 states that a categorical exemption shall not be used for an 
activity where there is a reasonable possibility that the activity will have a significant effect on the 
environment due to unusual circumstances. Section 15300.2(f) specifically states that a categorical 
exemption shall not be used for a project that may cause a substantial adverse change in the significance 
of an historical resource. As described above, the proposed project would not cause a substantial adverse 
change in the significance of the historical resource under Section 15300.2(f). Given this fact and the 
nature of the proposed project, the exemption provided for in CEQA State Guidelines Section 15301(e), or 
Class 1, may be used. There are no other unusual circumstances surrounding the proposed project that 
would suggest a reasonable possibility of a significant environmental effect. The project would be exempt 
under the above-cited classification. For the above reasons, the proposed project is appropriately exempt 
from environmental review. 
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Historic Resource Evaluation Response 

MEA Planner: 	Brett Bollinger 
Project Address: 	2853 -2857 Broderick Street 
Block/Lot: 	 0947/002 
Case No.: 	 2010.0394E 
Date of Review: 	January 14, 2011 
Planning Dept. Reviewer: Shelley Caltagirone 

(415) 558-6625 I shelley.caltagirone@sfgov.org  

MEMO 

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

Reception: 
415.558.6378 

Fax: 
415.558.6409 

Planning 
Information: 
415.558.6377 

PROPOSED PROJECT 	LII Demolition 	IS] Alteration 	New Construction 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

The proposal involves raising the building by approximately 3 feet to insert a garage at the ground floor 
level, expanding the ground floor level towards the rear of the building, and creating a new curb cut. The 
project would add approximately 680 square feet of residential space to the existing 3,774-square-foot-
building resulting in 4,454 total square feet. 

PRE-EXISTING HISTORIC RATING / SURVEY 

The subject property is included on the Planning Department's 1976 Architectural Survey with a rating of 
"1" and was listed as a contributor to a historic district in the National and California Registers in 1983 
according to the Planning Department's Parcel Information Database (register form cannot be located). 
The property is considered a "Category A" (Known Historic Resource) property for the purposes of the 
Planning Department's California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) review procedures. 

HISTORIC DISTRICT / NEIGHBORHOOD CONTEXT 

The 2,757-square-foot parcel is located on Broderick Street between Filbert and Union Streets. The 
property is located within the Pacific Heights/Cow Hollow neighborhood in an RH-2 (Residential, House, 
Two-Family) Zoning District and a . 40-X Height and Bulk District. The area includes a range of residential 
building types, including larger single-family detached residences at the higher elevations and two-
family residences or multi-family structures on corner lots and at lower elevations. The houses are 
designed in a variety of styles dating from the late 19'h -and early 20'h-century, which reflect the various 
stages of development within the neighborhood. Visual continuity is mixed in terms of style; however, 
there is a strong pattern of massing and materials along the immediate block. 

The Pacific Heights/Cow Hollow Area was incorporated into San Francisco in 1850 as part of the Western 
Addition annexation. Up until the 1870s, the area included the scattered vacation homes of the wealthy 
but was comprised mainly of dairy farms, grazing land, and windswept dunes. Beginning in the 1870s, 
the neighborhood's proximity to the downtown, the extension of graded streets and cable cars, as well as 
the dramatic bay views made this area one of the most prestigious enclaves in San Francisco. By 1900, the 
area was well known as the City's most fashionable neighborhood. This notoriety attracted many of the 
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City's best architects and the City's most affluent residents. Due to rapidly increasing land values many 
of the earliest homes in the area were quickly demolished to make way for substantial apartment blocks 
and even more extravagant homes than the original Victorians. The Stock Market Crash of 1929 halted 
almost all development in the neighborhood. 

1. California Register Criteria of Significance: Note, a building may be an historical resource if it 
meets any of the California Register criteria listed below. If more information is needed to make such 
a determination please specify what information is needed. (This determination for California Register 
Eligibilihy is made based on existing data and research provided to the Planning Department by the above 
named preparer / consultant and other parties. Key pages of report and a photograph of the subject building are 
at tached. ) 

Event: or 
Persons: or 
Architecture: or 
Information Potential: 
District or Context: 

O Yes IZ No 0 Unable to determine 
LII Yes 	I No 	Unable to determine 
El Yes 0 No El Unable to determine 
0 Further investigation recommended. 
El Yes, may contribute to a potential district or significant context 

If Yes; Period of significance: 1870-1930 

According to the Planning Department's records, the subject property is listed on the National 
Register as a contributing building within a historic district. The register form could not be located; 
however; based upon a review of the surrounding architecture, the district appears to be significant 
under Criterion 3 as a collection of buildings dating from the neighborhood's first wave of 

. development. 

Criterion 1: It is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad 
patterns of local or regional history, or the cultural heritage of California or the United States; 
There is no information provided by the Project Sponsor or located in the Planning Department's 
background files to indicate that any significant events are associated with the subject building. 
Although construction of the subject building was part of the primary pattern of residential 
development that occurred in the area in the late 19th century, this pattern is not documented as 
significant within the context of the history of the neighborhood, the City, the State, or the nation. 
Furthermore, there are no specific historical events known to be associated with the construction or 
subsequent usage of the subject building as a single-family residence. It is therefore determined not to 
be eligible under this criterion. 

Criterion 2: It is associated with the lives of persons important in our local, regional or national 
past; 
The information provided by the Project Sponsor and a review of the City Directories indicate that 
William Hammond Hall briefly owned the property circa 1930. Hall was a significant person in San 
Francisco's history as the designer of Golden Gate Park and the first state civil engineer. Hall is listed 
in the directories as living at 3855 Jackson Street between 1905-1932 and he died in 1934. Therefore, it 
does not appear that he resided at the subject property. According to the oral history collected by the 
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Project Sponsor, Hall's daughters lived at the subject property as late as 1954, so it is presumed that 
the property was purchased for their use. The property is not historically significant as it is not 
associated with the Hall's career as an engineer. No other significant persons are associated with the 
subject building. The subject building is therefore determined not to be eligible under this criterion. 

Criterion 3: It embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region, or method of 
construction, or represents the work of a master, or possesses high artistic values; 
The subject building and district appear to be listed on the National Register for embodying the 
distinctive characteristics of a period of architectural development in Pacific Heights/Cow Hollow. 
The subject building was constructed circa 1890 and designed by an unknown architect in the First 
Bay Tradition-style. The general characteristics of this style are an emphasis on simplified geometric 
forms, natural materials (often including shingle cladding, rustic lap siding, and brick), structural 
honesty, picturesque and asymmetrical massing and articulation, uniform exterior cladding with no 
interruptions at corners, and simplified ornament and details. Many of these elements are evident in 
the subject building. The subject does not appear to be a significant example of the First Bay Tradition 
style as an individual property because it is a relatively modest example of the style, does not 
represent the work of a master, does not possess high artistic value, and does not appear to retain 
high historic integrity of design. However, the building does contribute to a collection of late 19th - 
and early 20th-century buildings dating from the earliest period of residential development in the 
Cow Hollow/Pacific Heights neighborhood. The concentration of buildings on the immediate block 
faces represents a variety of regional architectural, styles of this period. The majority of the buildings 
are 2-3 stories in scale; are clad in quality masonry or wood cladding; display a hierarchy of building 
forms including a defined base, body, and cornice; display punched window openings, often 
containing wood-framed windows; and display rich architectural details and ornamentation. The 
period of significance for this district appears to be approximately 1870-1930. The construction date 
of the subject building places it within the period of significance identified for the surrounding 
historic district. 

Criterion 4: It yields, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history; 
There is no information provided by the Project Sponsor or located in the Planning Department's 
background files to indicate that the subject property is likely to yield information important to a 
better understanding of prehistory or history. The subject building is therefore determined not to be 
eligible under this criterion. 

2. Integrity is the ability of a property to convey its significance. To be a resource for the purposes of 
CEQA, a property must not only be shown to be significant under the California Register criteria, but 
it also must have integrity. To retain historic integrity a property will always possess several, and 
usually most, of the aspects. The subject property has retained or lacks integrity from the period of 
significance noted above: 

Location: Z Retains El Lacks Setting: Z Retains E  Lacks 
Association: El Retains LI  Lacks Feeling: Z Retains D  Lacks 
Design: Z Retains LI  Lacks Materials: Z Retains D Lacks 
Workmanship: Z Retains ['Lacks 
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The subject building does not appear to have been significantly altered beyond the replacement of the 
front stair. It retains all elements of historic integrity so that it continues to convey its significance as a 
First Bay Tradition-style building constructed during the early phase of development within the Cow 
Hollow/Pacific Heights neighborhood. 

3. Determination of whether the property is an "historical resource" for purposes of CEQA. 

No Resource Present (Go to 6 below.) 	 Z Historical Resource Present (Continue to 4.) 

4. If the property appears to be an historical resource, whether the proposed project would 
materially impair the resource (i.e. alter in an adverse manner those physical characteristics which 
justify the property's inclusion in any registry to which it belongs). 

[X] The project will not cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of the resource such 
that the significance of the resource would be materially impaired. (Continue to 5 if the project is an 

alteration.) 

The project is a significant impact as proposed. (Continue to 5 if the project is an alteration.) 

Staff has reviewed the project proposal and finds that the project would not cause a substantial 
adverse change in the resource such that the significance of the resource would be materially 
impaired. The following is an analysis of the proposed project impacts to the historic resource. 

• The proposed project would retain historic residential use at the site and would not alter the 
building in a way that would harm its ability to convey its significance as a First Bay 
Tradition-style building dating from the Cow Hollow/Pacific Heights earliest period of 
development. 

• No distinctive materials, features, finishes, construction techniques or examples of 
craftsmanship would be affected by the proposed project. While the height of the ground 
floor level will be increased by approximately 3 feet, the change will not significantly impact 
the overall proportions of the three-story façade. The new garage door opening will occur at 
the new raised portion of the building and will not cause the removal of historic material. 
Although the entry stairs will be extended to accommodate the new height, they are not 
original to the building so that their replacement will not remove historic material. 

• The proposed addition would not negatively impact the character-defining features of the 
building or the site as it would be constructed at the rear of the building, which is not visible 
from the adjacent public rights-of-way. The proposed garage door at the front façade will be 
placed flush with the plane of the façade so as to retain the volume of the building at its base. 
The door will also be constructed of solid wood and details to be compatible with the historic 
design. 
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5. Character-defining features of the building to be retained or respected in order to avoid a 
significant adverse effect by the project, presently or cumulatively, as modifications to the project 
to reduce or avoid impacts. Please recommend conditions of approval that may be desirable to 
mitigate the project's adverse effects. 
The character-defining features of the subject building include all those exterior features visible from 
the public rights-of-way that convey its original First Bay Tradition-style design, including: 

• The overall massing, scale, and form; 
• The building's location, front setback, and relationship to its adjacent neighbors; 
• The side-gable roof and gabled dormers; 
• The wood shingle cladding; 
• The multi-light, wood-framed windows and fenestration pattern; and 
• The raised entry; and, 
• The decorative trimwork. 

6. Whether the proposed project may have an adverse effect on off-site historical resources, such as 
adjacent historic properties. 

Yes 
	

El No 	P Unable to determine 

It does not appear that the proposal would have a significant adverse impact on any off-site historic 
resources as no known individual historic resources are located in the immediate area. As noted 
above, the area contains a high concentration of buildings that were constructed between 1870-1930 
and there is considerable architectural harmony among the buildings in the area. The proposed 
design of the addition and façade modifications at are compatible with these character-defining 
features of the district and would not detract from the district's existing visual continuity or diminish 
its historical significance. 

SENIOR PRESERVATION PLANNER REVIEW 

Signature: 	Date: 	  

Tina Tam, Senior Preservation Planner 

cc: 	Linda Avery, Recording Secretary, Historic Preservation Commission 
Virnaliza Byrd / Historic Resource Impact Review File 

SC: G:\DOCUMENTS\Cases\CEQA\HRER\2010.0394E_2857  Broderick.doc 
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CEQA Categorical Exemption Determination 
PROPERTY INFORMATIONIPROJECT DESCRIPTION 

Project Address Block/Lot(s) 

2853-2857 Broderick St 0947/002 
Case No. Permit No. Plans Dated 

2013.0433E 

i Addition/ Demolition 
(requires HRER if over 50 years old) 

EINew 
Construction 

Project Modification 
(GO TO STEP 7) Alteration 

Project description for Planning Department approval. 

Front facade alterations; new roof decks; new dormers; alter existing dormer. 

STEP 1: EXEMPTION CLASS 
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER 

Note: If neither class applies, an Environmental Evaluation Application is required. 
Class 1— Existing Facilities. Interior and exterior alterations; additions under 10,000 sq. ft.; change 
of use if principally permitted or with a CU. i 

Class 3 — New Construction. Up to three (3) new single-family residences or six (6) dwelling units 
in one building; commercial/office structures; utility extensions. 
Class 

STEP 2: CEQA IMPACTS 
TO BE COMPLETED BY PRO ECT PLANNER 

If any box is checked below, an Environmental Evaluation Application is required. 

Transportation: Does the project create six (6) or more net new parking spaces or residential units? 
Does the project have the potential to adversely affect transit, pedestrian and/or bicycle safety 
(hazards) or the adequacy of nearby transit, pedestrian and/or bicycle facilities? 

Air Quality: Would the project add new sensitive receptors (specifically, schools, day care 
facilities, hospitals, residential dwellings, and senior-care facilities) within an air pollution hot 
spot? (refer to EP _ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers> Air Pollution Hot Spots) 

Hazardous Materials: Any project site that is located on the Maher map or is suspected of 
containing hazardous materials (based on a previous use such as gas station, auto repair, dry 
cleaners, or heavy manufacturing, or a site with underground storage tanks): Would the project 
involve soil disturbance of any amount or a change of use from industrial to 
commercial/residential? If yes, should the applicant present documentation of a completed Maher 
Application that has been submitted to the San Francisco Department of Public Health (DPI-I), this 
box does not need to be checked, but such documentation must be appended to this form. In all 
other circumstances, this box must be checked and the project applicant must submit an 
Environmental Application with a Phase I Environmental Site Assessment and/or file a Maher 
Application with DPH. (refer to EP_ArcMap > Maher layer.) 
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Soil Disturbance/Modification: Would the project result in soil disturbance/modification greater 
than two (2) feet below grade in an archeological sensitive area or eight (8) feet in a non-
archeological sensitive area? (refer to EP ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Archeological Sensitive 
Area) 

Noise: Does the project include new noise-sensitive receptors (schools, day care facilities, hospitals, 
residential dwellings, and senior-care facilities) fronting roadways located in the noise mitigation 
area? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Noise Mitigation Area) 

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

Slope = or > 20%: : Does the project involve excavation of 50 cubic yards of soil or more, square 
footage expansion greater than 1,000 sq. ft., shoring, underpinning, retaining wall work, or grading 
on a lot with a slope average of 20% or more? Exceptions: do not check box for work performed on a 
previously developed portion of site, stairs, patio, deck, or fence work (refer to EP_ArcMay > CEQA Catex 
Determination Layers > Topography) If box is checked, a geotechnical report is required and a Certificate or 
higher level CEQA document required 

Seismic: Landslide Zone: Does the project involve excavation of 50 cubic yards of soil or more, 
square footage expansion greater than 1,000 sq. ft., shoring, underpinning, retaining wall work, 
grading —including excavation and fill on a landslide zone — as identified in the San Francisco 
General Plan? Exceptions: do not check box for work perfOrmed on a previously developed portion of the 
site, stairs, patio, deck, or fence work. (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Seismic Hazard 
Zones) If box is checked, a geotechnical report is required and a Certificate or higher level CEQA document 

required . 

Seismic: Liquefaction Zone: Does the project involve excavation of 50 cubic yards of soil or more, 
square footage expansion greater than 1000 sq ft, shoring, underpinning, retaining wall work, or 
grading on a lot in a liquefaction zone? Exceptions: do not check box for work pelformed on a previously 
developed portion of the site, stairs, patio, deck, or fence work. (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Cater 
Determination Layers > Seismic Hazard Zones) If box is checked, a geotechnical report will likely be required 

II rock? 
Serpentine Rock: Does the project involve any excavation on a property containing serpentine 

Exceptions: do not check box for stairs, patio, deck, retaining walls, or fence work. (refer to 
EP ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Serpentine) 

If no boxes 
Evaluation 

are checked above, GO TO STEP 3. If one or more boxes are checked above, an Environmental 
Application is required. 

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

Comments and Planner Signature (optional): 

No excavation. Jeanie Poling 3/3/14 

STEP 3: PROPERTY STATUS - HISTORIC RESOURCE 
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER 
PlitiTERTY IS ONE OF THE FOLLOWING: (refer to Parcel Information Map) 

Category A: Known Historical Resource. GO TO STEP 5. 
Category B: Potential Historical Resource (over 50 years of age). GO TO STEP 4. 

n Category C: Not a Historical Resource or Not Age Eligible (under 50 years of age). GO TO STEP 6. 
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STEP 4: PROPOSED WORK CHECKLIST 
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER 

Check all that apply to the project. 

l . Change of use and new construction. Tenant improvements not included. 

3. Regular maintenance or repair to correct or repair deterioration, decay, or damage to building. 

4. Window replacement that meets the Department's Window Replacement Standards. Does not include 
storefront window alterations. 

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

6. Deck, terrace construction, or fences not visible from any immediately adjacent public right-of-way. 

7. Mechanical equipment installation that is not visible from any immediately adjacent public right-of-
way. 

fl 8. Dormer installation that meets the requirements for exemption from public notification under Zoning 
Administrator Bulletin No. 3: Dormer Windows. 

9. Addition(s) that are not visible from any immediately adjacent public right-of-way for 150 feet in each 
direction; does not extend vertically beyond the floor level of the top story of the structure or is only a 
single story in height; does not have a footprint that is more than 50% larger than that of the original 
building; and does not cause the removal of architectural significant roofing features. 

Note: Project Planner must check box below before proceeding. 

LI Project is not listed. GO TO STEP 5. 

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

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

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

STEP 5: CEQA IMPACTS - ADVANCED HISTORICAL REVIEW 
TO BE COMPLETED BY PRESERVATION PLANNER 

Check all that apply to the project. 

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

2. Interior alterations to publicly accessible spaces. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

See. 	KA EIS 	mtme 	be-k--e-1 	6Aii /i q 

fl 9. Reclassification of property status to Category C. (Requires approval by Senior Preservation 
Planner/Preservation Coordinator) 
a. Per HRER dated: 	 (attach HRER) 
b. Other (sped& 

Note: If ANY box in STEP 5 above is checked, a Preservation Planner MUST check one box below. 
Further environmental review required. Based on the information provided, the project requires an 
Environmental Evaluation Application to be submitted. GO TO STEP 6. 
Project can proceed with categorical exemption review. The project has been reviewed by the 
Preservation Planner and can proceed with categorical exemption review. GO TO STEP 6. 

Comments (optional): 

Preservation Planner Signature:  

STEP 6: CATEGORICAL EXEMPTION DETERMINATION 
TO BE  COMPLETED BY PRO ECT PLANNER 

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

Step 2 — CEQA Impacts 

Step 5 — Advanced Historical Review 

STOP! Must file an Environmental Evaluation Application. 

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

Planner Name: stleit ,_ c, i_t_ . 
- 	,w-3trottc. i 

Signature or Stamp: 

, 

 

'-417 	

‘,, 
/1 /j 	61 

Project Approval Action: 
Select One 

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

Once signed or stamped and dated, this document constitutes a categorical exemption pursuant to CEQA Guidelines 
and Chapter 31 of the Administrative Code. 
In accordance with Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code, an appeal of an exemption determination 
can only be filed within 30 days of the project receiving the first approval action. 
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Historic Resource Evaluation Response 
June 24, 2014 (Part II) 
2013.0433E 
2853-2857 Broderick Street 
RH-2 (Residential, House, Two-Family) Zoning District; 
40-X Height and Bulk District 
0947/002 
Shelley Caltagirone, Preservation Planner 
(415) 558-6625 I shelley.caltagirone@sfgov.org  

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

Reception: 
415.558.6378 

Fax: 
415.558.6409 

Planning 
Intormatlon: 
415.558.6377 

Date Reviewed: 

Case No.: 

Project Address: 

Zoning: 

Block/Lot: 

Staff Contact: 

HISTORIC RESOURCE STATUS 

Building and Property Description 
The 2,757-square-foot parcel is located on Broderick Street between Filbert and Union Streets. The 
property is located within the Pacific Heights/Cow Hollow neighborhood in an RH-2 (Residential, House, 
Two-Family) Zoning District and a 40-X Height and Bulk District. The subject building was constructed 
circa 1890 and designed by an unknown architect in the First Bay Tradition-style. 

Pre-Existing Historic Rating / Survey 
The subject property is included on the Planning Department's 1976 Architectural Survey with a rating of 
"1." In the January 14, 2011, the Planning Department issued a Historic Resource Evaluation Response 
Memo that mistakenly identified the property as a contributor to a historic district listed in the National 
and California Registers. At the time, no register form could be located to confirm the listing, so the 
Department evaluated the property separately and found that it appeared to contribute to a historic 
district significant under Ciiterion 3 as a collection of buildings dating from the neighborhood's first 
wave of development. Since then, the Department has discovered that the Planning Department's Parcel 
Information Database incorrectly identified the property's historic status. Although not formally listed, 
the Department continues to find that the property would qualify for listing on the California Register as 
a contributor to a historic district representing a collection of buildings dating from the neighborhood's 
first wave of development. Therefore, for the Department continues to consider the property a "Category 
A" (Known Historic Resource) property for the purposes of the Planning Department's California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) review procedures. 

Neighborhood Context 
The following historic context is excerpted in part from a draft Cow Hollow Historic Context Statement 
prepared by the Department in 2013. While not formally adopted by the City, the study provides 
important information about the development of Cow Hollow and the historic significance of the subject 
property. 

The neighborhood of Cow Hollow lies at the northern end of the San Francisco Peninsula, overlooking 
the Golden Cate. Geographically, the area is nestled between the slopes of Pacific Heights to the south 

and the low-lying Marina District to the north. Cow Hollow is bounded roughly by Lombard Street to 
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the north, Green and Vallejo Streets to the south, Lyon Street and the Presidio to the west and Van Ness 
Avenue to the east. The topography of the neighborhood, which ascends to the south, offers sweeping 
views of the San Francisco Bay and the Golden Gate. This dramatic topography also played a significant 
role in the neighborhood's development, both architecturally and socially. 

Historically, the area was part of the Western Addition, adopted by the city in the 1850s under the Van 
Ness Ordinance. The neighborhood was originally known as "Spring Valley" during the early American 
period because of the numerous fresh water springs in the area. As that name became eponymous with 
the Spring Valley Water Company, the neighborhood adopted the title "Golden Gate Valley," to 
showcase the area's views of the bay. In 1924, local contractor George Walker promoted the area as "Cow 
Hollow," in honor of its history as a dairy and tannery district, although it had been known by the name 
locally since the 1880s. 

Cow Hollow's most substantial period of development began in the 1880s, following the opening of the 
first cable car line in the area, along Union Street. This not only prompted an influx of visitors to the 
already existing attractions of Harbor View, but a spur in residential development. By the mid-1880s, the 
moniker of "Cow Hollow" had taken root in what was formally known as Spring Valley, regularly being 
published in the San Francisco Chronicle and other local papers. At the same time, growing development 
pressures and the demands of the Department of Public Health, approximately thirty dairies and 
associated tanneries that had earned Cow Hollow its name relocated to the south in Hunter's Point by 
1891, however the name remained with locals for generations. 

The establishment of the Presidio and Ferries cable car line led to a sustained period of residential 
development in Cow Hollow picked up, but the pace of growth was relatively modest. By 1893, thirteen 
years after the opening of the car line, few blocks were fully developed with new real estate. According to 
the 1893 Sanborn Map Company fire insurance map, development had clearly clustered along the Union 
line, most prominently between Octavia and Steiner Streets from Greenwich to Green Streets. Many lots 
remained undeveloped, although parcels had been subdivided throughout the area west of Steiner Street. 

The 1899 Sanborn Fire Insurance maps depict that multiple-unit flats were already being constructed in 
the area, primarily along the cross streets that cut through Union Street on a north-south axis and along 
Filbert and Greenwich Streets to the north. To the west, the area remained undeveloped aside from a 
small tract of homes along Greenwich Street near the Presidio. 

Residential development at this time was focused on single-family residences, often in dense rows. 
Building types varied from single-story cottages and small flats, most often found north of Union Street, 
to larger-scale middle and upper-class residences on larger parcels to the south. Popular styles from the 
1860s through the turn of the century were Italianate and Stick-Eastlake, which were common throughout 
Cow Hollow. 

Rebuilding of the City began within months of the 1906 Earthquake and Fire. In order to accommodate 
the urgent City-wide housing needs, multi-unit flats were increasingly constructed in all residential 
neighborhoods, as is clearly seen in Cow Hollow following the disaster. Because Van Ness Avenue was 
used as a fire line, which involved the dynamiting of most houses east of the avenue and south of Filbert 
Street, Cow Hollow was protected from severe destruction. However, the neighborhood experienced 
extensive damage, with rail lines along Union Street rendered useless and many structures rendered 
uninhabitable. 
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The citywide building boom that began in mid-1906 continued nearly unabated until World War I. A 
nationwide economic boom during the 1920s correlated with another building boom in San Francisco and 
enacting of the City's first Planning Code in 1921, mandating the geographic separation of incompatible 
land uses. The opening of streetcar tunnels in 1918 and 1928, as well as the adoption of mass automobile 
use beginning in the 1920s, spurred residential development in outlying areas of the City, including Cow 
Hollow. The economic crisis precipitated by the Stock Market Crash of 1929 had a massive dampening 
effect on construction in San Francisco, which didn't pick up until the late-1930s. New Deal federal 
programs and policies to spur employment and stimulate building activity resulted in massive Works 
Progress Administration public works projects and economic incentives for construction-related 
activities. 

Areas that had survived the earthquake with little damage, such as Cow Hollow, not only hosted refugee 
camps for the two years following the disaster, but many camp residents opted to stay in the area rather 
than relocate to their demolished neighborhoods. According to the records of the Assessor, 670 Structures 
were built in the Cow Hollow neighborhood between 1906 and 1915, the year the Panama-Pacific 
International Exhibition took place. During this period, many two- to six-unit flats were constructed 
throughout Cow Hollow, especially along Union Street and its immediate cross streets, where 
commercial goods and public transit were readily available. What an 1868 Real Estate Circular had called 

"the least stirring section of [San Francisco's] real estate market," had become an increasingly popular 
neighborhood for residents and developers, often noted as "surprisingly" active despite its lack of 
infrastructure and transit. 

During this period, the area bounded by Lombard Street to the north, Lyon Street to the west, Green 
Street to the north and Pierce Street to the east had clearly become a popular enclave for middle-class 
families, with the blocks fully subdivided with single-family homes constructed on most. Flats were 
constructed along the western face of Broderick Street and at occasional corner lots. Residential 
architecture at this time was strongly influenced by the First Bay Tradition, and many of the homes are 
decorated with redwood shingles on a craftsman-style structure in the fashion of the architect Bernard 
Maybeck. 

Bay Region Tradition 
Coined in 1947 by architectural critic Lewis Mumford, the Bay Region Tradition is a regional vernacular 
architecture endemic to the San Francisco Bay Area that is woodsy, informal, and anti-urban. The Bay 
Region Tradition evolved over nearly 100 years and has since been classified into First, Second and Third 
traditions, spanning from the 1880s-1970s. The First Bay Tradition influenced later Modernists (i.e. 
architects associated with the Second Bay Tradition), who incorporated the regional vernacular of 
redwood, shingles, and elements of Arts and Crafts with the European Modernism popularized by the 
Bauhaus and the International Style. Transitional architects that bridged the first and second Bay 
Traditions include Henry Gutterson and John Hudson Thomas. 

The First Bay Tradition, spanning roughly from the 1880s to early 1920s, was a radical reaction to staid 
Classicism of Beaux-Arts historicism. Eschewing the highly ornamented Victorian-era styles also popular 
at that time, First Bay Tradition architects developed a building vernacular linked to nature, site and 
locally sourced materials. Within this stylistic category, bungalows and houses constructed between the 
1890s and 1925 can be divided into several styles, including: Shingle, Craftsman Bungalow, Prairie and 
California Bungalow. The First Bay Tradition is characterized by sensitivity to natural materials and 
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landscape, appreciation of structural form, and fine craftsmanship in wood. Buildings of this period 
exhibit both personal design approaches and the ideas of architects such as Bernard Maybeck. The later 
Bay Traditions of the 1930's and later derivatives of the 1950s and 1960s are clear descendants of this 
style. 

A few homes were designed with spacious front porches supported by square, buttressed posts atop river 
boulder and brick piers. Along with natural wood, shingle, and clinker brick, materials such as field stone 
and river stone were popular for cladding the wood frame structural systems. Usually asymmetrical in 
plan, residences were characterized by tripartite windows divided into a large lower pane and small 
upper panes. Roofs often have broad spreading eaves supported by multiple gables with projecting 
beams. Stucco and brick occasionally using clinker brick apartment houses were often strong examples of 
this style. 

CEQA Historical Resource(s) Evaluation 
Step A: Significance 
Under CEQA section 21084.1, a property qualifies as a historic resource if it is "listed in, or determined to be 
eligible for listing in, the California Register of Historical Resources." The fact that a resource is not listed in, or 
determined to be eligible for listing in, the California Register of Historical Resources or not included in a local 
register of historical resources, shall not preclude a lead agency from determining whether the resource may qualify 
as a historical resource under CEQA. 

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

Criterion 1 - Event: 	LI Yes r No Criterion 1 - Event: 	LI Yes r No 
Criterion 2 - Persons: 	LI Yes i4 No Criterion 2 - Persons: 	LI Yes 1 No 
Criterion 3 - Architecture: 	LI Yes 0 No Criterion 3 - Architecture: 	0 Yes LI  No 
Criterion 4 - Info. Potential: 	U Yes ■ No Criterion 4 - Info. Potential: 	LI Yes r No 

Period of Significance: Period of Significance: 1888 — 1914 
II Contributor U  Non-Contributor 

In 2011, the Department found that the property appeared to contribute to a historic district significant 
under Criterion 3 as a collection of buildings dating from the neighborhood's first wave of development 
with a period of significance of 1880-1930. Since then, the Department has gathered further information 
about the Cow Hollow neighborhood, which has allowed us to further refine our findings. The 
Department continues to find that the subject property contributes to a historic district; however, the 
boundaries, historical association, and period of significance haven been more narrowly defined based 
upon the new information provided in the Department's 2013 Cow Hollow study. The Department now 
finds that the property is significant as a contributor to a historic district under Criterion 3 for both its 
association with the neighborhood's first large wave of development and with the First Bay Tradition 
architectural style. The period of significance for this Cow Hollow First Bay Tradition Historic District is 
1888-1914. The boundaries of this district are roughly Filbert to the north, Scott to the east, Vallejo to the 
south, and Lyon to the west. Please see the analysis below. 
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Criterion 1: It is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns 
of local or regional history, or the cultural heritage of California or the United States; 
There is no information provided by the Project Sponsor or located in the Planning Department's 
background files to indicate that any significant events are associated with the subject building. Although 
construction of the subject building was part of the primary pattern of residential development that 
occurred in the area in the late 19'h century, this pattern is not documented as significant within the 
context of the history of the neighborhood, the City, the State, or the nation. Furthermore, there are no 
specific historical events known to be associated with the construction or subsequent usage of the subject 
building as a single-family residence. It is therefore determined not to be eligible under this criterion. 

Criterion 2: It is associated with the lives of persons important in our local, regional or national past; 
The information provided by the Project Sponsor and a review of the City Directories indicate that 
William Hammond Hall briefly owned the property circa 1930. Hall was a significant person in San 
Francisco's history as the designer of Golden Gate Park and the first state civil engineer. Hall is listed in 
the directories as living at 3855 Jackson Street between 1905 and 1932 and he died in 1934. Therefore, it 
does not appear that he resided at the subject property. According to the oral history collected by the 
Project Sponsor, Hall's daughters lived at the subject property as late as 1954, so it is presumed that the 
property was purchased for their use. The property is not historically significant as it is not associated 
with the Hall's career as an engineer. No other significant persons are associated with the subject 
building. The subject building is therefore determined not to be eligible under this criterion. 

Criterion 3: It embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region, or method of 
construction, or represents the work of a master, or possesses high artistic values; 
The subject building appears to contribute to a Cow Hollow First Bay Tradition Historic District eligible 
for listing on the California Register for embodying both the distinctive characteristics of the first period 
of large scale architectural development in Cow Hollow and the distinctive characteristics of the First Bay 
Tradition style. The subject building was constructed circa 1890 . and designed by an unknown architect in 
the First Bay Tradition style. The general characteristics of this style are an emphasis on simplified 
geometric forms, natural materials (often including shingle cladding, rustic lap siding, and brick), 
structural honesty, picturesque and asymmetrical massing and articulation, uniform exterior cladding 
with no interruptions at corners, and simplified ornament and details. Many of these elements are 
evident in the subject building. The subject does not appear to be a significant example of the First Bay 
Tradition style as an individual property because it is a relatively modest example of the style, does not 
represent the work of a master, does not possess high artistic value, and does not appear to retain high 
historic integrity of design. However, the building ,does contribute to a collection of late 19th -and early 
20th-century buildings dating from the earliest period of residential development in the Cow Hollow 
neighborhood. Many of the buildings from this period represent the First Bay Tradition style, which is 
unique to the region. As such, this collection of First Bay Tradition residences in Cow Hollow embody the 
distinctive characterikics of a special period of regional architecture. The period of significance for this 
district appears to be approximately 1888-1914, relating to the construction boom and the particular use 
of the style. The construction date of the subject building places it within the period of significance 
identified for the surrounding historic district. The boundaries of this district are roughly Filbert to the 
north, Scott to the east, Vallejo to the south, and Lyon to the west. 
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Criterion 4: It yields, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history; 
There is no information provided by the Project Sponsor or located in the Planning Department's 
background files to indicate that the subject property is likely to yield information important to a better 
understanding of prehistory or history. The subject building is therefore determined not to be eligible 
under this criterion. 

Step B: Integrity 
To be a resource for the purposes of CEQA, a property must not only be shown to be significant under the California 
Register of Historical Resources criteria, but it also must have integrity. Integrity is defined as "the authenticity of 
a property's historic identity, evidenced by the survival of physical characteristics that existed during the property's 
period of significance." Historic integrity enables a property to illustrate significant aspects of its past. All seven 
qualities do not need to be present as long the overall sense of past time and place is evident. 

The subject property retains integrity from the period of significance noted in Step A: 

Location: Z Retains ID Lacks Setting: [g] Retains Eli Lacks 
Association: El Retains LIII  Lacks Feeling: Retains Lacks 
Design: Z Retains El Lacks Materials: Z Retains El Lacks 
Workmanship: Z Retains El Lacks 

Historic District 
The Cow Hollow First Bay Tradition Historic District retains sufficient integrity with which to convey its 
significance. District contributors possess integrity in terms of material, design and workmanship, 
particularly when compared to buildings found outside of the District. The majority of District buildings 
retain a high level of original building features such as redwood shingle siding, projecting central bays, 
brick bases, and minimal ornamentation. Contemporary roll-up garage doors have been added to many 
lower levels. Replacement of the historic divided light wood-sash windows is also common. Few 
horizontal or vertical additions are visible from the public right-of-way. District contributors also retain 
integrity of feeling, setting, location, and association. Contributors remain single-family, are sited at their 
original location, and are surrounded by residences of similarly scaled single-family houses. 

Subject Property 
The subject building has not been significantly altered since its original construction. Recently, the 
building was raised approximately 3 feet to insert a garage at the ground floor level and the ground floor 
level was expanded towards the rear of the building. This work was reviewed and approved by the 
Department in 2010-2011 under Case No. 2010.0394E. Raising the building required replacement of the 
front stair, which was not part of the original construction. This slight alteration in height has not unduly 
changed the original scale of the building or the building's relationship to its setting within the historic 
district. The work also did not remove any character-defining features of the building. The building, 
therefore, retains all elements of historic integrity so that it continues to convey its significance as a First 
Bay Tradition-style building constructed during the early phase of development within the Cow Hollow 
neighborhood. 

Step C: Character Defining Features 
If the subject property has been determined to have significance and retains integrity, please list the character- 
defining features of the building(s) and/or property. A property must retain the essential physical features that 
enable it to convey its historic identity in order to avoid significant adverse impacts to the resource. These essential 
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features are those that define both why a property is significant and when it was significant, and without which a 
property can no longer be identified as being associated with its significance. 

The Cow Hollow First Bay Tradition Historic District's significance is reflected through the cohesive 
massing, articulation, form, setback, and stylistic elements in the First Bay Tradition style. The character-
defining features are: 

• Two-three story scale; 
• Picturesque and asymmetrical massing and articulation; 
• Emphasis on simplified geometric forms; 
• Front and side setbacks; 
• Gable or hipped roof forms, often with dormers; 
• Locally sourced, natural materials, often including shingle cladding, rustic lap siding, and brick; 
• Multi-light, wood-framed windows;, 
• Raised entries; and, 
• Simplified ornament and details including projecting brackets, eyebrow dormers, often 

incorporating Colonial Revival and Arts and Crafts design elements. 

CEQA Historic Resource Determination 

IS1 Historical Resource Present 
111 Individually-eligible Resource 
NContributor to an eligible Historic District 
111 Non-contributor to an eligible Historic District 

111 No Historical Resource Present 
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PART II: PROJECT EVALUATION 

Proposed Project 
	

El Demolition 	 El Alteration 

Per Drawings Dated: May 1, 2014 

Project Description 
The proposed project calls for exterior changes to the house, including the construction of two roof decks, 
construction of dormers on the north and south slopes of the hipped portion of the roof, construction of a 
bay at the south elevation to the west of the side entry porch; alteration of the side entry steps and door; 
alteration of main entry steps to reduce the height; alteration of the main entrance to lower the threshold 
approximately 1' and add a transom above the existing door; and, removal of stairs at the rear façade. 

Please note that the permit plans associated with this project also rectify discrepancies in previous 
permits regarding height notation and drawing accuracy. These corrections do not constitute physical 
changes to the property. 

Project Evaluation 
If the property has been determined to be a historical resource in Part I, please check whether the proposed project 
would materially impair the resource and identify any modifications to the proposed project that may reduce or 
avoid impacts. 

Subject Property/Historic Resource: 

Z The project will not  cause a significant adverse impact to the historic resource as proposed. 

LI The project will cause a significant adverse impact to the historic resource as proposed. 

California Register-eligible Historic District or Context: 

ig The project will not  cause a significant adverse impact to a California Register-eligible historic district 
or context as proposed. 

n The project will cause a significant adverse impact to a California Register-eligible historic district or 
context as proposed. 

Project Specific Impacts 
The project appears to meet the Secretary of the Interior Standards for Rehabilitation and would not cause a 
substantial adverse change to the contributing building at 2853-57 Broderick Street or to the surrounding 
Cow Hollow First Bay Tradition Historic District such that the significance of the resource (the district) 
would be materially impaired. The following is an analysis of the proposed project per the applicable 
Standards. 

Standard 1. A property will be used as it was historically or be given a new use that requires minimal 
change to its distinctive materials, features, spaces, and spatial relationships. 
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The proposed project would retain the historic residential use at the site and would not alter the 
building in a way that would harm its ability to convey its significance as a First Bay Tradition-
style building dating from the Cow Hollow earliest period of residential development. 

Standard 2. The historic character of a property will be retained and preserved. The removal of distinctive 
materials or alteration of features, spaces, and spatial relationships that characterize a property will be 

avoided. 

No distinctive materials, features, finishes, construction techniques or examples of craftsmanship 
would be affected by the proposed project. All original elements of the primary façade would be 
retained. While the entry threshold would be lowered to match the main floor height, this change 
would not detract from the character of the entry and the door would be retained or replicated. 
The proposed alterations would occur at secondary and tertiary facades that do not contribute to 
the overall character of the building or district. 

Standard 3. Each property will be recognized as a physical record of its time, place, and use. Changes that 
create a false sense of historical development, such as adding conjectural features or elements from other 

historic properties, will not be undertaken. 

Conjectural elements are not are not a part of the proposed project. All contemporary alterations 
and additions would be constructed of new, yet compatible, materials. 

Standard 5. Distinctive materials, features, finishes, and construction techniques or examples of 
craftsmanship that characterize a property will be preserved. 

The proposed project would not result in the loss of distinctive features. 

Standard 9. New additions, exterior alterations, or related new construction will not destroy historic 
materials, features, and spatial relationships that characterize the property. The new work will be 
differentiated from the old and will be compatible with the historic materials, features, size, scale and 
proportion, and massing to protect the integrity of the property and its environment. 

The proposed side and rooftop additions, including the decks and dormers, would not negatively 
impact the character-defining features of the building or the site as they would be constructed 
towards the rear of the building, which is not visible from the adjacent public rights-of-way. 
Thus, the character of the property and district as viewed by the public would be retained. 
Moreover, the proposed addition, dormers, and roof decks would be constructed with 
contemporary windows and detailing such that they are distinguished as contemporary features. 
While the entry threshold would be lowered to match the main floor height, this change would 
not detract from the character of the entry and the door would be retained or replicated. Lastly, 
the alterations would occur at secondary and tertiary facades that do not contribute to the overall 
character of the building or district. 

Standard 10. New additions and adjacent or related new construction will be undertaken in such a 
manner that, if removed in the future, the essential form and integrity of the historic property and its 
environment would be unimpaired. 
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If the proposed additions were to be removed, then the roof and south wall of the subject 
building would require repair, but this removal would not impair the integrity of the historic 
property. 

Cumulative Impact Assessment 
The proposed work must also be considered in the context of recent and foreseeable changes to the 
property and historic district. Work recently completed at the project site resulted in raising the building 
approximately 3' to add a garage at the front façade and constructing a rear addition. This work, in 
combination with the currently proposed work, meets the Secretany Standards and would not cause a 
substantial adverse change to the contributing building at 2853-57 Broderick Street or to the surrounding 
Cow Hollow First Bay Tradition Historic District such that the significance of the resource (the district) 
would be materially impaired. The building would retains all elements of historic integrity so that it 
continues to convey its significance as a First Bay Tradition-style building constructed during the early 
phase of development within the Cow Hollow neighborhood. The Department is not aware of any 
proposed projects within the boundaries of the district that would contribute to a cumulative impact to 
the resource. 

PART II: SENIOR PRESERVATION PLANNER REVIEW 

Signature: 	iPfrikt  
Tina Tam, Senior Preservation Planner 

  

Date:  7- 2-  •2 t71  

   

cc: 	Virnaliza Byrd, Environmental Division/ Historic Resource Impact Review File 

 

SC: G:\DOCUMENTS\Cases\CEQA\HRER  Memos\2013.0433E_2857 Broderick.doc 
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