
 

 

Discretionary Review Analysis 
Residential Demolition/New Construction  

HEARING DATE: OCTOBER 13, 2011 
 

Date:  October 6, 2011 
Case No.:  2008.0953DD/2011.1065D 
Project Address:  1 MCCORMICK STREET 
Zoning:  RH‐1 (Residential, House Districts, One‐Family) 
  65‐A Height and Bulk District 
Block/Lot:  0185/048 
Project Sponsor:  Pierre Zetterberg 
  1555 Sacramento Street 
  San Francisco, CA 94109 
Staff Contact:  Rick Crawford – (415) 588‐6358 
  rick.crawford@sfgov.org 
Recommendation:  Do  not  take  DR  and  approve  demolition  and  new  construction  as 
  proposed. 
 

DEMOLITION APPLICATION NEW BUILDING APPLICATION 

Demolition Case 
Number  

2008.0953DD 
New Building Case 
Number 

2011.1065D 

Recommendation  Do Not Take DR  Recommendation  Do Not Take DR 

Demolition Application 
Number 

2010.08.09.8400 
New Building 
Application Number 

2010.08.09.8402 

Number Of Existing 
Units 

1  Number Of New Units  1 

Existing Parking  1  New Parking  1 

Number  Of Existing 
Bedrooms 

1 
Number Of New 
Bedrooms 

3 

Existing Building Area  ±1,070 Sq. Ft.  New Building Area  ±2,140 Sq. Ft. 

Public DR Also Filed?  Yes  Public DR Also Filed?  Yes 

311 Expiration Date  8/30/11 
Date Time & Materials 
Fees Paid 

N/A 

 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
The project is to demolish an existing one‐story, 1,070 square‐foot, single‐family dwelling and construct a 
new three‐story, 2,140 square‐foot, single‐family dwelling.  
 

www.sfplanning.org 

mailto:rick.crawford@sfgov.org
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SITE DESCRIPTION AND PRESENT USE 
The  subject  property  is  located  on  the west  side  of McCormick  Street,  south  of Pacific Avenue.   The 
property has approximately 29  feet of  lot  frontage along McCormick Street with a  lot depth of 63’‐6”.  
The  lot  slopes down gradually  from  the  street and  is occupied by a  two‐story,  single‐family detached 
dwelling of approximately 1,070 gross square‐feet in area.  The dwelling footprint is 19‐feet wide by 27‐
feet with a rear addition at the second level that is 12‐feet wide and 8‐feet deep.  The lower level of the 
building is 2.5 feet below the grade at the sidewalk.  The dwelling is setback approximately 4.8 feet from 
the front property  line to accommodate the front stairs, and has a 5‐foot side yard along the south‐side 
property line.  The property is within a RH‐1 (Residential, House Districts, One‐Family) Zoning District 
with a 65‐A Height and Bulk designation. 
 
SURROUNDING PROPERTIES & NEIGHBORHOOD 
The Project Site  is  located on McCormick Street, a 20.5‐foot wide, 145‐foot  long, dead‐end public street 
running south from Pacific Avenue.  The street terminates in a dead‐end, without a cul‐de‐sac.  The first 
73  feet  of  the  McCormick  Street,  located  south  of  Pacific  Avenue  is  within  a  NC‐2  (Small‐Scale 
Neighborhood Commercial District) and serves as the side property line for 1451‐1461 Pacific Avenue, a 
three‐story,  five‐unit apartment building and 1447 Pacific Avenue a  two‐story,  two‐unit building.   The 
remaining 72 feet of the street is in an RH‐1, Residential, House Districts, One‐Family, and serves as the 
front property line for six lots, including the subject property.  The lots on the east side are occupied by: 2 
McCormick Street, a  tall  two‐story, single‐family dwelling, 4 McCormick Street, a  tall one‐story single‐
family dwelling, and 14 McCormick Street, a two‐story single‐family dwelling.  The three lots on the west 
side are occupied by 7‐9 McCormick Street, a tall two‐story, two‐family dwelling, 3 McCormick Street, a 
two‐story,  single‐family dwelling, and  the  subject property, occupied by  the existing  two‐story  single‐
family dwelling.  The end of McCormick Street is the rear lot line for the property at 1446 Jackson Street a 
tall 4‐story, 6‐unit apartment building setback 33 feet from the end of the street.   
 
BUILDING PERMIT APPLICATION NOTIFICATION 
 

TYPE 
REQUIRED 

PERIOD 
NOTIFICATION 

DATES 
DR FILE DATE DR HEARING DATE FILING TO HEARING TIME 

311 
Notice 

30 days 
August 1, 2011 – 
August 31, 2011 

August 31, 
2011 

October 13, 2011  43 days 

 
HEARING NOTIFICATION 
 

TYPE 
REQUIRED 

PERIOD 
REQUIRED NOTICE DATE ACTUAL NOTICE DATE ACTUAL PERIOD 

Posted Notice  10 days  October 3, 2011  October 3, 2011  10 days 
Mailed Notice  10 days  October 3, 2011  October 3, 2011  10 days 
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PUBLIC COMMENT 
 

 SUPPORT OPPOSED NO POSITION 

Adjacent neighbor(s)  0  3  0 
Other neighbors on the 
block or directly across 
the street 

0  4  10 

Neighborhood groups  0  0  0 
The immediate neighbors to the project are concerned about the height of the building and the potential 
affects on the neighborhood of construction staging. 
 
REPLACEMENT STRUCTURE 
The replacement structure will be a three‐story single‐family dwelling with a one‐car garage.   The new 
dwelling will have a front yard of approximately 3.5 feet, a rear yard of 26 feet, and a side yard on the 
south side of 5 feet.  The new dwelling will be 27 feet 10 inches tall to the roof and 30 feet tall to the top of 
the  parapet.    The  roof will  feature  solar  collectors  for  electricity  and  a  solar water  heater.   A  small 
penthouse encloses  stairs  to access  the  roof,  the solar energy  systems, and a  roof deck.   The proposed 
third floor is setback six feet from the front of the lower story to moderate the appearance of the building 
mass.  The floor to ceiling heights of the building have been kept to a minimum to further moderate the 
height of the structure.  
 
DR REQUESTOR  
William Matteson, 2 McCormick Street, owner and resident of  the property directly across McCormick 
Street from the project.  The DR Requestor represents an ad‐hoc neighborhood group, McCormick Street 
Neighbors, that came together in opposition to the project, and includes the owners/residents of 3, 4, and 
7 McCormick Street and 1446 Jackson Street, the building at the end of McCormick Street. 
 
DR REQUESTOR’S CONCERNS AND PROPOSED ALTERNATIVES 
Issue  #1: The  existing building  is  sound,  the Historic Resource Evaluation Report  is  in  error,  and  the 
existing building is a historic resource. 
 
Issue #2: The proposed structure is too tall for the narrow street and will be the only three‐story, single‐
family dwelling on the block. 
 
Issue #3:  Staging for the new construction will block driveways and disrupt the neighborhood. 
 
Please see the attached Discretionary Review Application for additional information.  
 
PROJECT SPONSOR’S RESPONSE 
The Project Sponsor has designed the building with an upper floor that is setback from the lower stories 
and features a minimum floor to ceiling height to decrease the mass of the building at the street wall and 
has submitted a soundness report demonstrating that the building  is unsound.   The Sponsor will work 
with the Departments of Public Works, and Parking and Traffic to minimize the affects of construction 
staging on the neighborhood.  The project has been designed so that most of the staging can take place on 



Discretionary Review Analysis CASE NO. 2008.0953DD/2011.1065D 
October 13, 2011 1 McCormick Street 
 

 4

the  property.    The  Planning Department  has  determined  that  the  existing  building  is  not  a  historic 
resource. 
 
PROJECT ANALYSIS 
Historic Resource Evaluation:   The project proposes  to demolish  the existing single‐family dwelling on 
the property and construct a new single‐family dwelling.  The existing dwelling was constructed in 1908 
and along with the surrounding four buildings is associated with the reconstruction period after the 1906 
Earthquake and Fire.   The building  is not considered a resource  individually because  it  lacks sufficient 
integrity.   The building  is not eligible as a  contributor  to a potential historic district because only one 
building of  the  surrounding  four  retains  sufficient  integrity  to be  considered  a historic  resource.   The 
existing building is not a historic resource and, as the immediate context is mixed and does not display a 
high level of visual continuity, the demolition and new construction proposed will not have a significant 
adverse affect on any eligible off‐site historic resource. 
 
Soundness:  
Based on the Department’s review of the Soundness Report prepared for this project by Santos & Urrutia 
Structural Engineers, an independent third party, the existing structure is considered unsound housing.  
The existing building appears to have been hastily constructed using unskilled labor and unconventional 
and  inadequate methods.   The building has  some  significant deficiencies  that need  to be addressed  to 
make the building safe to live in.  The original foundation has reached the end of its service life.  The roof 
and floor framing systems are inadequate based on the Code in effect at the time of original construction, 
and  both  are  considered  unsafe  by  current  standards.    The  second  floor  perimeter walls  are  under‐
framed,  the  central  bearing walls  are  out  of  plumb,  and  the  floors  are  visibly  out  of  level,  all major 
structural deficiencies.   The  existing  roof  rafters need  to  be  strengthened.    Floor  framing needs  to  be 
upgraded.    The  foundation  needs  to  be  replaced with  an  engineered  foundation  system.    Santos & 
Urrutia  state  in  their  report  that  “the  extent  of  structural deficiencies  is  so  extensive  throughout  this 
building that to correct them would almost certainly be considered a de facto demolition.” 
 
Planning Code Section  317(d)(3)(B) defines  a building  as unsound where  the  ratio of  the  construction 
upgrade cost  (i.e., an estimate of  the cost  to repair specific habitability deficiencies)  to  the replacement 
costs  (i.e., an estimate of  the current cost of building a structure  the same size as  the existing building 
proposed  for  demolition)  exceeds  50%.    The  estimated  construction  upgrade  cost  is  $166,326.    The 
estimated replacement cost is $207,810 and 50% of that cost is $103,905.  The upgrade costs exceeds 50% 
of the replacement cost 
 
Building Height:   The project  complies with  the height  restrictions of  the Planning Code.   The project 
reaches a height of 27 feet 10 inches at the roofline, and 30 feet at the parapet, where a height of 30 feet is 
permitted.   The front, street‐wall, of the building is approximately 18 feet tall for the first two stories of 
the building.   The front then steps back 6 feet to the third floor, which rises to the ultimate height of 27 
feet 10 inches.   The building features permitted height exceptions including a stair penthouse and solar 
water heater panels that are setback at least 20 feet from the front of the lower stories.  The height of the 
building at the top of the stair penthouse is approximately 35.5 feet, well within the permitted height for 
such exceptions.  The rooftop features will not be visible from McCormick Street. 
 
The DR Requestor is concerned that the height of the building is excessive and out of character with the 
neighborhood.  McCormick Street is a narrow alley 20.5 feet in width.  The buildings along this street are 
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two to three stories in height.  A number of the two‐story buildings, including the single‐family dwelling 
on the east side of the street opposite the Project Site, are taller than the typical two‐story building.  These 
buildings have a flight of stairs up from the sidewalk to the first floor and are more accurately described 
as two and one‐half stories.  The DR Requestor’s dwelling is a good example of this characteristic of the 
block.   The DR Requestor’s dwelling at 2 McCormick Street is a two‐story building with a pitched roof.  
The building is approximately 28 feet 4 inches to the peak and is considered 26 feet 4 inches tall under the 
Planning Code.   The project height of 27  feet 10  inches compares  favorably with  the height of  the DR 
Requestor’s building.   
 
The existing building on the property and the adjacent building to the north are the only true two‐story 
buildings on the block and should not set the tone for height in the area.  Building heights on McCormick 
Street vary significantly and no clear pattern exists.   Heights  range  from approximately 20  feet  for  the 
adjacent building to the north of the project to the very tall very tall four‐story building at the south end 
of McCormick  Street  at  1446  Jackson  Street, which  is  setback  33  feet  from  the  end  of  the  street.   As 
mentioned above, the DR Requestor’s building at 2 McCormick is only 1.5 feet shorter than the project.  
The Residential Design Team found the project, as proposed, to be consistent with the scale and character 
of the neighborhood. 
 
The DR Requestor  suggests  that  the project does not  comply with  the policies of  the Citywide Action 
Plan  for Housing  guidelines  for  streets  and  alleys developed  in  2003  and directed, primarily,  toward 
development in the South of Market Area.  The guidelines suggest that the front wall of a building on a 
narrow street or alley should not be taller that 1.25 times the width of the alley.  McCormick Street is 20.5 
feet wide and the guidelines would allow a building to be 25.6 feet at the street.   The project is only 18 
feet at the street and only 27 feet 20 inches tall at the roofline.  The project as proposed complies with the 
Citywide Action Plan guidelines for streets and alleys. 
 
Construction Staging:  The DR Requestor objects to the project because of concerns relating to the staging 
of the project on the narrow street.  He is concerned that construction staging and parking will block the 
street  and  driveways  limiting  neighbors’  access  to  their  driveways,  garages,  and  dwellings.    The 
regulation  of  construction  staging  from  the  public  right  of  way  is  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
Departments of Parking and Traffic, and Public Works.   These Departments must approve any plan  to 
stage construction of this project from the public right of way.  McCormick Street is a narrow street and is 
posted “No Parking.”   Building materials may not be stored here and construction workers will not be 
allowed  to park on McCormick Street but will be  required  to park elsewhere, car pool, or  take  transit 
where possible.  The parking restrictions on McCormick Street will also limit the ability to stage from the 
public right of way.  The Project Sponsor has anticipated this difficulty and has designed the project with 
side and rear yards so that staging could be done from the property.  Construction staging can take place 
within  the side and rear yards and within  the garage, once  the  floor  is poured.   The regulations of  the 
Departments with jurisdiction over these issues should be sufficient to safeguard the neighbors from the 
affects of construction staging. 
 
GENERAL PLAN COMPLIANCE  
The project is, on balance, consistent with the following Objectives and Policies of the General Plan: 
 
HOUSING ELEMENT 
Objectives and Policies 
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OBJECTIVE 2: 
RETAIN  EXISTING  HOUSING  UNITS,  AND  PROMOTE  SAFETY  AND  MAINTENANCE 
STANDARDS, WITHOUT JEOPARDIZING AFFORDABILITY. 
 
Policy 2.1: 
Discourage the demolition of sound existing housing, unless the demolition results in a net increase 
in affordable housing. 
 
The proposal will demolish a single‐family dwelling that has been proven to be unsound and replace it with a 
new single‐family dwelling. 

 
SECTION 101.1 PRIORITY POLICIES 
Planning  Code  Section  101.1  establishes  eight  priority  policies  and  requires  review  of  permits  for 
consistency, on balance, with these policies.  The project complies with these policies as follows:    
 
1. Existing neighborhood‐serving  retail uses be preserved and enhanced and  future opportunities  for 

resident employment in and ownership of such businesses enhanced. 
 

The proposal does not  affect  existing neighborhood  serving  retail uses,  as  the project  is  a  residential project 
located in a residential district.  

 
2. That existing housing and neighborhood character be conserved and protected in order to preserve 

the cultural and economic diversity of our neighborhoods. 
 

The proposal is to demolish the existing residential building located at 1 McCormick Street and therefore does 
not  seek  to  preserve  or  protect  the  existing  building.   However,  the  existing  dwelling  is  unsound  and  the 
proposed  new  single‐family  building  is  in  character  with  the  prevailing  building  scale  of  the  immediate 
neighborhood.  

 
3. That the Cityʹs supply of affordable housing be preserved and enhanced. 
 

The project will not affect  the Cityʹs  supply of affordable housing  since  the project will  replace an unsound 
owner‐occupied single‐family dwelling with a new owner‐occupied single‐family dwelling. 

 
4. That commuter traffic not impede MUNI transit service or overburden our streets or neighborhood 

parking. 
 

The  project  seeks  to  demolish  the  existing  single‐family  dwelling  and  replace  it with  a  new  single‐family 
dwelling.  The project is not expected to impede transit service or overburden streets or neighborhood parking. 

 
5. A  diverse  economic  base  be  maintained  by  protecting  our  industrial  and  service  sectors  from 

displacement  due  to  commercial  office  development,  and  that  future  opportunities  for  resident 
employment and ownership in these sectors be enhanced. 

 
The project does not affect existing industrial operations or buildings nor does it detract from existing service 
sector operations.   
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6. The City achieves  the greatest possible preparedness  to protect against  injury and  loss of  life  in an 

earthquake. 
 

The replacement building will be built  in compliance with San Francisco’s current Building Code Standards 
and will meet all seismic safety requirements. 

 
7. Landmarks and historic buildings be preserved. 
 

The project proposes to demolish a structure built in 1908, however it has been determined by the Department 
that the structure is not a historic building.  

 
8. Parks and open space and their access to sunlight and vistas be protected from development. 
 

No new shadows will be created on existing parks owned by the Park and Recreation Department because of the 
proposed construction. 

 
ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW  
The project was issued a Categorical Exemption, Class 3 [State CEQA Guidelines Section 15301(1)(1) and 
15303(b)] on August 9, 2010. 
 
RESIDENTIAL DESIGN TEAM REVIEW 
The project as proposed is consistent with the scale and character of the neighborhood.  
 
Under  the  Commission’s  pending  DR  Reform  Legislation,  this  project  would  be  referred  to  the 
Commission,  as  this  project  involves  demolition  and  new  construction  however;  there  are  no 
exceptional or extraordinary circumstances.  
 
BASIS FOR RECOMMENDATION 
The  Department  recommends  that  the  demolition  of  the  existing  single‐family  dwelling  and  the 
construction of a new single‐family dwelling be approved.  The project is consistent with the Objectives 
and  Policies  of  the General  Plan  and  complies with  the Residential Design Guidelines  and  Planning 
Code.  The project meets the criteria set forth in Section 101.1 of the Planning Code in that: 
 

 The proposal will demolish an unsound building.  
 No tenants will be displaced as a result of this project. 
 The project is consistent with the scale and character of the neighborhood.  
 The project complies with  the policies of  the Citywide Action Plan  for Housing guidelines  for 

streets and alleys and relates well to the existing streetscape. 
 Although  the  structure  is more  than  100‐years  old,  the Historic  Resource  Evaluation  of  the 

project  resulted  in  a  determination  that  the  existing  building  is  not  a  historic  resource  or 
landmark. 

 
RECOMMENDATION:   
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Case No. 2008.0953DD – Do not take DR and approve the demolition. 
Case No. 2011.1065D – Do not take DR and approve the new construction as proposed. 
 
DEMOLITION CRITERIA - ADMINISTRATIVE REVIEW 
Existing Value and Soundness 

1. Whether the Project Sponsor has demonstrated that the value of the existing land and structure 
of  a  single‐family dwelling  is  not  affordable  or  financially  accessible housing  (above  the  80% 
average  price  of  single‐family  homes  in  San  Francisco,  as determined  by  a  credible  appraisal 
within six months);  

 
Project Does Not Meets Criteria 
The Project Sponsor does not claim that the property is valued at or above 80% of the median single‐family 
home prices  in San Francisco.   As  such,  the property  is  considered  relatively  affordable  and  financially 
accessible housing for the purposes of this report and Planning Code Section 317.  
 

2. Whether the housing has been found to be unsound at the 50% threshold (applicable to one‐ and 
two‐family dwellings); 

 
Project Meets Criteria 
Based on the Department’s review of the Soundness Report prepared for this project by Santos & Urrutia 
Structural Engineers, an independent third party, the existing structure is considered unsound housing.  

 
DEMOLITION CRITERIA 
Existing Building 

1. Whether the property is free of a history of serious, continuing code violations; 
 

Project Meets Criteria 
A review of the databases for the Department of Building Inspection and the Planning Department did not 
show any enforcement cases or notices of violation.  
 

2. Whether the housing has been maintained in a decent, safe, and sanitary condition; 
 

Project Meets Criteria 
The housing is free of Housing Code violations and appears to have been maintained in a decent, safe, and 
sanitary condition. 

 
3. Whether the property is a ʺhistorical resourceʺ under CEQA; 
 

Project Meets Criteria 
Although the structure is more than 100‐years old, a review of the Historic Resource Evaluation resulted 
in a determination that it is not an historic resource for the purposes of CEQA.  
 

4. If  the  property  is  a  historical  resource,  whether  the  removal  of  the  resource  will  have  a 
substantial adverse impact under CEQA; 
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Criteria Not Applicable to Project 
 
Rental Protection 

5. Whether the project converts rental housing to other forms of tenure or occupancy; 
 

Criteria Not Applicable to Project 
The  existing  dwelling  is  currently  vacant  and not  rental  housing.   Historically,  the  dwelling  has  been 
owner occupied. 
 

6. Whether  the  project  removes  rental  units  subject  to  the  Rent  Stabilization  and  Arbitration 
Ordinance; 

 
Project Meets Criteria 
The building is not subject to rent control because it is a single‐family dwelling that is currently vacant. 

 
Priority Policies 

7. Whether the project conserves existing housing to preserve cultural and economic neighborhood 
diversity; 

 
Project Does Not Meet Criteria 
The project does not meet this criterion because the existing dwelling is unsound and will be demolished.   
 

8. Whether  the project  conserves neighborhood  character  to preserve neighborhood  cultural  and 
economic diversity; 

 
Project Meets Criteria 
The  project  will  conserve  the  neighborhood  character  by  constructing  a  replacement  building  that  is 
compatible with the dwellings in the surrounding neighborhood.  

 
9. Whether the project protects the relative affordability of existing housing; 
 

Project Meets Criteria 
Although  the  existing dwelling proposed  for demolition  is not above  the 80% average price of a  single‐
family home and thus considered “relatively affordable and financially accessible” housing, the dwelling is 
not defined as an “affordable dwelling‐unit” by the Mayor’s Office of Housing and has been proven to be 
unsound. 

 
10. Whether  the  project  increases  the  number  of  permanently  affordable  units  as  governed  by 

Section 415;  
 

Project Does Not Meet Criteria 
The project does not  include any permanently affordable units, as  the construction of one unit does not 
trigger Section 415 review. 

 
Replacement Structure 

11. Whether the project located in‐fill housing on appropriate sites in established neighborhoods; 
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Project Meets Criteria 
The  project  replaces  a  single‐family  dwelling  with  a  new  single‐family  dwelling  in  an  area  of  the 
neighborhood characterized by one‐family dwellings. 

 
12. Whether the project creates quality, new family housing; 
 

Project Meets Criteria 
The project will create one new family‐sized dwelling unit with three‐bedrooms.  

 
13. Whether the project creates new supportive housing; 
 

Project Does Not Meet Criteria 
The project is not specifically designed to accommodate any particular Special Population Group as defined 
in the Housing Element. 

 
14. Whether  the  project  promotes  construction  of  well‐designed  housing  to  enhance  existing 

neighborhood character; 
 

Project Meets Criteria 
The project is in scale with the surrounding neighborhood and constructed of high‐quality materials. 

 
15. Whether the project increases the number of on‐site dwelling units; 
 

Project Does Not Meet Criteria 
The project replaces an unsound single‐family dwelling with a new single‐family dwelling. 

 
16. Whether the project increases the number of on‐site bedrooms. 
 

Project Meets Criteria 
The project increases the number of bedrooms on the site from one to three. 
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Design Review Checklist 
 
NEIGHBORHOOD CHARACTER (PAGES 7-10) 

QUESTION 
The visual character is: (check one)   
Defined   
Mixed  X 
 
Comments:   The Project Site  is  located on McCormick Street, a 20.5‐foot wide, 145‐foot  long, dead‐end 
public street running south from Pacific Avenue.  The street terminates in a dead‐end, without a cul‐de‐
sac, at  the rear property  line of 1446  Jackson Street.   The  first 73  feet of  the McCormick Street south of 
Pacific Avenue is within a NC‐2, Small‐Scale Neighborhood Commercial, District and serves as the side 
property  line for 1451‐1461 Pacific Avenue, a three‐story, five‐unit apartment building and 1447 Pacific 
Avenue a  two‐story,  two‐unit building.   The  remaining 72  feet of  the street  is  in an RH‐1, Residential, 
House Districts, One‐Family),  and  serves  as  the  front  property  line  for  six  lots,  including  the  subject 
property.   The  lots  on  the  east  side  are  occupied  by;  14 McCormick  Street,  a  two‐story  single‐family 
dwelling, 4 McCormick   Street, a  tall one‐story  single‐family dwelling, and 2 McCormick Street, a  tall 
two‐story, single‐family dwelling.  The three lots on the west side are occupied by 7‐9 McCormick Street, 
a  tall  two‐story,  two‐family dwelling, 3 McCormick Street, a two‐story, single‐family dwelling, and the 
subject  property,  occupied  by  the  existing  two‐story  single‐family  dwelling.    The  end  of McCormick 
Street is the rear lot line for the property at 1446 Jackson Street a tall 4‐story, 6‐unit apartment building 
setback 33 feet from the end of the street. 
 
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 
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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     
 
Comments:  The  new  building  respects  the  existing  block  pattern  by  not  impeding  into  the 
established mid‐block open space and by maintaining a height comparable to the dwelling located across 
the street at 2 McCormick Street.   The project also provides a side setback on the south side of the new 
dwelling  to  improve  light and air  to  the  street and moderate  the mass and bulk of  the building.   The 
overall  scale  of  the  proposed  replacement  structure  is  consistent  with  the  block  face  and  is 
complementary to the neighborhood character 
 
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)       
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     
 
Comments:  The replacement building  is compatible with the established building scale at the street 
and the upper floor is setback six feet to moderate the affect of the taller building on the narrow street.  
The building’s form, façade width, and proportions, are compatible with the neighborhood context. 
 
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 
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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     

 
Comments:    The  rooftop parapets  are  standard  in  size  and  compatible with  the parapets  found on 
other  flat‐roofed  buildings  in  the  neighborhood.   The  stair penthouse  is  setback  to  the middle  of  the 
building to be less visible from the front or rear of the lot. 
 
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)       
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     
 
Comments:  The placement and scale of  the architectural details are compatible with  the residential 
character  of  this  neighborhood.    The windows  are  residential  in  character  and  compatible with  the 
window patterns found on neighboring buildings.   The wall finishes, trim and detailing are compatible 
with the existing buildings in the neighborhood. 
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SPECIAL GUIDELINES FOR ALTERATIONS TO BUILDINGS OF POTENTIAL HISTORIC OR 
ARCHITECTURAL MERIT (PAGES 49 – 54) 

QUESTION  YES  NO  N/A 
Is the building subject to these Special Guidelines for Alterations to Buildings of 
Potential Historic or Architectural Merit?  

     X 

Are the character‐defining features of the historic building maintained?       X 
Are  the  character‐defining  building  form  and materials  of  the historic  building 
maintained? 

    X 

Are  the  character‐defining  building  components  of  the  historic  building 
maintained? 

    X 

Are the character‐defining windows of the historic building maintained?      X 
Are the character‐defining garages of the historic building maintained?      X 
 
Comments:  The  Project  is  not  an  alteration,  and  the  dwelling  that will  be  demolished  has  been 
determined not to be an historical resource for the purposes of CEQA. 
 
Attachments: 
Block Book Map  
Sanborn Map 
Zoning Map 
Aerial Photographs  
Context Photos 
Section 311 Notice 
Residential Demolition Application 
Historic Resources Evaluation Report 
Soundness Report  
Administrative Review of Residential Demolition 
Discretionary Review Application 
Project Sponsor’s Response to Discretionary Review 
Residential Design Team Review 
Reduced Plans 
Color Rendering 
 
* All page numbers refer to the Residential Design Guidelines 



Parcel Map

SUBJECT PROPERTY

Discretionary Review Hearing
Case Number 2008.0953DD‐2011.1065D
1 McCormick Street



*The Sanborn Maps in San Francisco have not been updated since 1998, and  this map may not accurately reflect existing conditions.
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  1650 Mission Street  Sui te 400   San Francisco,  CA 94103 

REVISED NOTICE OF BUILDING PERMIT APPLICATION    

(SECTION 311) 
 

On August 9, 2010, the Applicant named below filed Building Permit Application No. 2010 0809 8402 (New Construction) 
and 2010 0809 8400 (Demolition) with the City and County of San Francisco. 
 
 C O N T A C T  I N F O R M A T I O N  P R O J E C T  S I T E  I N F O R M A T I O N  
 

Applicant: Pierre Zetterberg Project Address:  1 McCormick Street 
Address:    1555 Sacramento Street Cross Streets: Pacific Street  
City, State:  San Francisco, CA   94109 Assessor’s Block /Lot No.: 0185/048 
Telephone:  (415) 401-1893 Zoning Districts: RH-1 /40-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 your concerns are unresolved, you can 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. 

 
P R O J E C T   S C O P E  

 
[ X ]  DEMOLITION and/or [ X ] NEW CONSTRUCTION or [  ]  ALTERATION             

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

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

 PROJECT  FEATURES  EXISTING CONDITION PROPOSED CONDITION 
 
BUILDING USE ....................................................................Single Family Dwelling  ..................No Change 
FRONT SETBACK ...............................................................4.8 feet...........................................3.5 feet 
SIDE SETBACKS ................................................................none...............................................none and 5 feet 
BUILDING DEPTH ...............................................................37 feet ...........................................39 feet 
REAR YARD .........................................................................22 feet ...........................................26 feet 
HEIGHT OF BUILDING ........................................................17feet.............................................30 
NUMBER OF STORIES .......................................................2.....................................................3 
NUMBER OF DWELLING UNITS ........................................1.....................................................No Change 
NUMBER OF OFF-STREET PARKING SPACES ...............1.....................................................No Change 
 

P R O J E C T  D E S C R I P T I O N  
 

This notice has been revised to better describe the existing building. 
The proposal is demolish the existing building on the lot and construct a new three‐story single‐family dwelling.   
The proposal is subject to Mandatory Discretionary Review for Dwelling Unit Demolition but the demolition meets the 
demolition criteria in Planning Code Section 317 and hearing by the Planning Commission will not be required.  
   

PLANNER’S NAME: Rick Crawford      

PHONE NUMBER: (415) 558‐6358    DATE OF THIS NOTICE:  

EMAIL: rick.crawford@sfgov.org    EXPIRATION DATE:  

 



NOTICE OF BUILDING PERMIT APPLICATION 
GENERAL INFORMATION ABOUT PROCEDURES 

 
 
Reduced copies of the site plan and elevations (exterior walls), and floor plans (where applicable) of the proposed project, 
including the position of any adjacent buildings, exterior dimensions, and finishes, and a graphic reference scale, have been 
included in this mailing for your information.  Please discuss any questions with the project Applicant listed on the reverse. You 
may wish to discuss the plans with your neighbors and neighborhood association or improvement club, as they may already be 
aware of the project. Immediate neighbors to the project, in particular, are likely to be familiar with it. 
 
Any general questions concerning this application review process may be answered by the Planning Information Center at 1660 
Mission Street, 1st Floor (415/ 558‐6377) between 8:00 a.m. ‐ 5:00 p.m.  Please phone the Planner listed on the reverse of this sheet 
with questions specific to this project. 
 
If you determine that the impact on you from this proposed development is significant and you wish to seek to change the proposed 
project, there are several procedures you may use. We strongly urge that steps 1 and 2 be taken.  
 
1.  Seek a meeting with the project sponsor and the architect to get more information, and to explain the projectʹs impact on you 

and to seek changes in the plans. 
 
2.  Call the nonprofit organization Community Boards at (415) 920‐3820.  They are specialists in conflict resolution through 

mediation and can often help resolve substantial disagreement in the permitting process so that no further action is necessary. 
 
3.  Where you have attempted, through the use of the above steps, or other means, to address potential problems without 

success, call the assigned project planner whose name and phone number are shown at the lower left corner on the reverse 
side of this notice, to review 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 Cityʹs 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 
over the permit application, you must make such request within 30 days of this notice, prior to the Expiration Date shown on the 
reverse side, by completing an application (available at the Planning Department, 1660 Mission Street, 1st Floor, or on‐line at 
www.sfplanning.org). You must submit the application to the Planning Information Center (PIC) during the hours between 8:00 
a.m. and 5:00 p.m., with all required materials, and a check, for each Discretionary Review request 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 or at  the PIC  located at 1660 Mission Street, First Floor, San Francisco.   For questions related  to  the Fee 
Schedule, please call the PIC at (415) 558‐6377.  If the project includes multi 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 approval (or denial) of the permit application by the Planning Department or Planning Commission may be made 
to the Board of Appeals within 15 days after the permit is issued (or denied) by the Superintendent of the Department of Building 
Inspection. Submit an application form in person at the Boardʹs office at 1650 Mission Street, 3rd Floor, Room 304. For further 
information about appeals to the Board of Appeals, including their current fees, contact the Board of Appeals at (415) 575‐6880. 
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’*"AN FRANCISCO 
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Section 317 Application 
Section 317 of the Planning Code requires that a public hearing will be held prior to approval of any 

permit that will remove existing housing, with certain codified exceptions. Where a project will result in 

the loss of one or two residential units, the project is subject to a Mandatory Discretionary Review (DR) 

hearing before the Planning Commission, unless the Code specifically requires Conditional Use (CU) 

Authorization. Projects resulting in the loss of three or, more units will require a Conditional Use 

hearing by the Planning Commission. If a Conditional Use is required, attach this Application as a 

supplemental document. All projects subject to Section 317 must fill out this cover sheet and the relevant 

attached Form(s) (A, B, or C), and contact Georgia Powell at (415) 558-6371 to schedule an intake 
appointment. 

PROJECTADDRESS: / ,Vk 	j( NAME: P,e(re, 

BLOCK /LOT: 	0 I 
’’ It U 

V ADDRESS: /555 Scr 	neqft, 5t 
ZONING: 	/Z H - I CITY, STATE: 	 4 V/ia 

40T AREA PHONE: //o/-,?3 

# PROJECT INFORMATION EXISTING PROPOSED NET CHANGE 

1 Total number of units  

2 Total number of parking spaces  

3 Total gross habitable square footage / 0 70  2 ) £4 0 /0 70 

4 Total number of bedrooms 1 3 
5 Date of property purchase ’7/Ii/.2ao7 - - 

6 Number of rental units o 0 

7 Number of bedrooms rented 0 C) 0 

8 Number of units subject to rent control 0 Q 0 

9 Number of bedrooms subject to rent control a a O 

10 Number of units currently vacant  

Was the building subject to the Ellis Act within the last  
decade? No -  - 

12 Number of owner-occupied units I / 
I have read and understood the information in this Application, including the required payment of time 

and material fees for processing this Application. I certify that I will pay all Planning Department time 
and material costs for processing this Application, as required by Sections 350(c) and 352(B) of the 
Planning Code. 

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

Reception: 
415.558.6378 

Fax: 
415.558.6409 

Planning 
Information: 
415,558.6377 

Signature: Z 9Jt…i1 	 Printed Name: 	 1V%E124 	Date: uvL 41 15", "It) 

www.sfplanning.org  



Loss of Dwelling Units through Demolition 
(FORM A - COMPLETE IF APPLICABLE) 

Pursuant to Planning Code Section 317(d), the demolition of residential dwellings not otherwise subject 

to a Conditional Use Authorization shall be either subject to a Mandatory Discretionary Review hearing 

or will qualify for administrative approval. Administrative approval only applies to (1) single-family 

dwellings in RH-I Districts proposed for Demolition that are not affordable or financially accessible 

housing (valued by a credible appraisal within the past six months to be greater than 80% of combined 

land and structure value of single-family homes in San Francisco); or (2) residential buildings of two 

units or fewer that are found to be unsound housing. 

The Planning Commission will consider the following criteria in the review of applications to demolish 
Residential Buildings. Please fill out answers to the criteria below: 

Existing Value and Soundness 
Whether the Project Sponsor has demonstrated that the value of the existing land and 

structure of a single-family dwelling is not affordable or financially accessible housing 

(above the 80% average price of single-family homes in San Francisco, as determined by a 

credible appraisal within six months); 

fr101 cfeOP?5f(4 	 ii �x.e$5 ,-F 1.3 ’1 m,/1104. 

2. 	Whether the housing has been found to be unsound at the 50% threshold (applicable to one- 
and two-family dwellings). 

Yes  Ac  -erty i.c 	 .SvJness e.eorl b q 	rrtd,�, ’i/irPsiiY. 

Existing Building 
1. Whether the property is free of a history of serious, continuing code violations; 

tr.pef–4 ha A ~ 	 -c nn-code (n wi .’z .i– . I 	 #i * a Jii.clry .-f yKe  en  
(j7Q )Ia+;oi’s 

2. Whether the housing has been maintained in a decent, 
aj f 	

safe, and sanitary condition; 
vch 	

-, j,ji/1( 1c (/ 	 h4- it utaIbeei 
j 	--ne4’ a,d ,r  P19 -h *  ricc6le Scir’~Ie 5 ID 

3. &etherThe property is a ’historical resource under CEQA; 

erope - + was Qeterri;,ied 	-16 b�. . 

If the property is a historical resource, whether the removal of the resource will have a 

s bstantial adverse impact under CEQA 
tra pQ.thj 	3 	4n1;aed ,,4 4, b�. c. 	 sorce 

Rental Protection 
Whether the Project converts rental housing to other forms of tenure or occupancy; 

itI0 r;de,ic.e. IlaS been  e’w’ie-.’ ced  

Whether the Project removes rental units subject to the Rent Stabilization and Arbitration 
Ordinance; 

A)& 	+ 	it 

SMFIANCISC 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 



Priority Policies 
7. Whether the Project conserves existing housing to preserve cultural and economic 

neighborhood diversity; 
Yes - /,(e tr-t 	z,ss A4e 	 i,ojpgP+i 	�’ IfflodØd 

44r?IY ctthtj 

8. Whether the Project conserves neighborhood character to preserve neighborhood cultural 
and economic diversity; 

o 	erjec-i-  re.ct5 ’noc4esj-  ssitj4e.. f41I t4 se 0 -f- froer+y. 

9. Whether the Project protects the relative affordability of existing housing; 

’1’�$ )  cove&v.c...bIe i. 	4e4’ 11e..ctrby hORSeS. 

10. Whether the Project increases the number of permanently affordable units as governed by 

Section 315; 
No ,$ i o1 4110 � cQ 	or’ 

Replacement Structure 
11. Whether the Project located in-fill housing on appropriate sites in established 

neighborhood 

12. Whether the Project creates quality, new family housing; 

res, rpIetce$ ,i,i-vai, !e. 	1s4f 	~frc+t...re.. t...ii 

13. Whether the Project creates new supportive housing; 

4Jo fr j ec4’ 1$ pe..i-5o1( sl j 	F4 1vsi( (  ressc17e,ice 

14. Whether the Project promotes construction of well-designed housing to enhance existing 
neighborhood character; 

’(es, 1oojed vcJ$ 5cIQ 	 he a/fey 

15. Whether the Project increases the number of on-site dwelling units; 
No, ; 	.ovii p )ies i’;1 	,e///  

16. Whether the Project increases the number of on-site bedrooms. 

SAN ffiANCISCO 	 3 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 



Priority General Plan Policies - Planning Code Section lOti 
(APPLICABLE TO ALL PROJECTS SUBJECT TO THIS APPLICATION) 

Proposition M was adopted by the voters on November 4, 1986. It requires that the City shall find that 

proposed alterations and demolitions are consistent with eight priority policies set forth in Section 101.1 

of the Planning Code. These eight policies are listed below. Please state how the Project is consistent or 

inconsistent with each policy. Each statement should refer to specific circumstances or conditions 

applicable to the property. Each policy must have a response. If a given policy does not apply to your 
project, explain why it is not applicable. 

1. That existing neighborhood-serving retail uses be preserved and enhanced and future 

7portunites for resident employment in and ownership of such businesses enhanced; 
ro 1 cr ’ ’Hl no 

2. That existing housing and neighborhood character be conserved and protected in order to 

preserve the cultural and economic diversity of our neighborhoods; t.S, re.OtAØS 

5irJe. 	 i-eidenc� LJiM 	e,- 	q/e 	re fs  

/6 ’s , 	 VVI 	+& Me. 
3. That the City’s supply of affordable housing be preserved and enhanced; ’1S, f roj e<-+ LHI( 

. 

	

in utu.4 o1 a,iI ize W/VA o-Mer $i’.Ie 	ntf 7i 
on *e et tfeq 

4. That commuter traffic not impede Muni transit service ,  or overburden our streets or 
neighborhood parking; Y 5 ii&. Pr c oj  e- 	is co-^,s is 	L 	i .n ce4-r 

;iA 1bsi- 	c.JI( score can 
(i’tq. 	

1  

5. That a divers’cconomic base be maintained by protecting our industrial and service sectors 

from displacement due to commercial office development, and that future opportunities for 
resident employment and ownership in these sectors be enhanced; 60‘n Si ’5 

it.o 	 çervioe , or inIs+ric.( 	v,osiel.tt. 

6. That the City achieve the greatest possible preparedness to protect aainst injury and loss of 

life inan earthquake; Yes, iA Project 	ris j51ct’ f1e4.i 
re p Wice-3 $sIYhc4:L1ty uspu rq1&2 rfv 

7. That landmarks and historic buildings be preserved; and ,5 

8. That our parks and open space and their access to sunli h 
development. Yes 1i. /’ro ’ecf 1$ ConS 

e’r 	 CpQ-*\ 5f4� qnd4,I 
Df 	ca*_ v ea,^ s1ac.e. 7? /0 

oil 
� 	I 

and vistas be protected from 

	

S 1�t 	lo 
a 
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SAN FRANCISCO  
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

1650 Mission St. 

k01 
Historic Resource Evaluation Response 	Suite 400 

San Francisco, 
CA 94103-2479 

MEA Planner: Brett Bollinger 
Project Address: 1 McCormick Street 
Block/Lot: 0185/048 
Case No.: 2008.0953E 
Date of Review: December 18, 2008 
Planning Dept. Reviewer: Tim Frye 

(415) 575-6822 I tim.frye@sfgov.org  

PROPOSED PROJECT 	E Demolition 	D Alteration 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

Reception: 
415.558.6378 

Fax: 
415.558.6409 

Planning 
Information: 
415.558.6377 

The proposed project includes demolishing the existing 1800 sf two-story duplex and constructing a new 
2200 sf single-family residence with one off-street parking space. 

PREEXISTING HISTORIC RATING I SURVEY 

The subject building was constructed by an unknown architect in 1908 for property owner, Widow 
LOuisa Puttick. The subject property is not included on any historic surveys, and is not included on the 
National or the California Registers. Because the subject building is over 50 years of age it has been 
preliminarily indentified as a Category B building for the purposes of CEQA. 

HISTORIC. DISTRICT! NEIGHBORHOOD CONTEXT 

The parcel is located on a cul-de-sac within the Nob Hill neighborhood. The immediate context is a 
diverse mixture of single-family homes and flats, primarily constructed during the reconstruction period 
after the 1906 Conflagration. There are several homes and flats scattered in the throughout the area with 
construction dates ranging from the 1930s to present. Visual continuity is mixed in terms of style; 
however, there is a strong pattern of massing and materials along the adjacent block. 

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 existin 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 	 Z Yes Fj No El Unable to determine 
Persons: or 	 Yes Z No El Unable to determine 
Architecture: or 	M Yes Z No E11 Unable to determine 
Information Potential: 	Further investigation recommended. 

www.sfplanning.org  



Historic Resource Evaluation Response 	 CASE NO. 2008.0953E 
December 18, 2008 	 1 McCormick Street 

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

If Yes; Period of significance: 1907-1911 

Notes: The Department concurs with the Carey & Co. evaluation dated, November 10, 2008 that the 
subject building and the surrounding four buildings dated from 1907 -1911 are closely associated 

with the Reconstruction Period after the 1906 Earthquake and Fire. 

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: 	M Retains LI Lacks 
Association: 	LI Retains 0 Lacks 
Design: 	fl Retains M Lacks 
Workmanship: U Retains N Lacks 

Setting: 	E Retains El Lacks 

Feeling: 	LI Retains 0 Lacks 
Materials: fl Retains 0 Lacks 

- While the setting and location of the subject building remain intact, staff concurs with the Carey & 
Co. evaluation that it lacks sufficient integrity to be considered individuaily:eUgihie4or the California 
Register. Staff also concurs that the subject building is not eligible as a contributor to a potential 
district because only one building of the surround four from the period of significance retains 
sufficient integrity to be considered a historic resource. 

Substantial loss of integrity to the subject building and the surrounding buildings has adversely 
impacted the historic visual unity of the block. The loss of historic fabric includes alterations to the 
massing, height, exterior finishes, and fenestration. Because of these changes the Department believes 
that the subject building and any the adjacent historic properties have fair to poor integrity. 

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

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

4. If the property appears to be an historical resource, whether the proposed project is consistent 
with the Secretary of Interior’s Standards or if any proposed modifications 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). 

[I The project appears to meet the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards. (Go to 6. below) 
Optional: [I] See attached explanation of how the project meets standards. 

SAN FRANCISCO 	 2 PLANNING DEPARTMENT 



Historic Resource Evaluation Response 
	

CASE NO. 2008.0953E 
December 18, 2008 
	

1 McCormick Street 

O The project is NOT consistent with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards; however 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 NOT consistent with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards and is a significant 
impact as proposed. (Continue to 5. if the project is an alteration) 

5. Character-defining features of the building to be retained or respected in order to be consistent 
with the Standards and/or avoid a significant adverse effect by the project, presently or 
cumulatively. Please recommend conditions of approval that may be desirable to avoid or reduce 
any adverse effects. 

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

El Yes 	E No 	Unable to determine 

Notes: The immediate context is mixed and does not display a high level of visual continuity. It does 
not appear that the proposal will have a significant adverse impact on any eligible off-site historic 
resources. 

PRESERVATION COORDINATOR REVIEW 

Da/2  
Mark Luellen, Preservation Coordinator 

cc: 	Sonya Banks, Recording Secretary, Landmarks Preservation Advisory Board 
Virnaliza Byrd I  Historic Resource Impact Review File 

TF: G: \ PROJECTS \ HRER2008 \McCormick_1_2008.0953E.doc 

SAN FRANCISCO 	 3 PLANNING DEPARTMENT 



Application for Discretionary Review 

APPLICATION FOR 

Discretionary Review 
Owner/Applicant Information 

I 	1r(ri 
ii. ILJO)U 

DR APPLICANTS NAME: 

he McCormick Street Neighbors, an association; and its individual members 

DR APPLICANTS ADDRESS: ZIP CODE: TELEPHONE; 

2 McCormick Street, San Francisco, California 94109 (415 )533-2794 

PROPERTY OWNER WHO IS DOING THE PROJECT ON WHICH YOU ARE REQUESTING DISCRETIONARY REVIEW NAME: 

Pierre and Sally Zetterberg 

ADDRESS; I ZIP CODE; TELEPHONE: 

1555 Sacramento Street, San Francisco, California 94109 Ii (415 	
) 	

401-1893 

CONTACT FOR DR APPLICATION; 

Same as Above LIb< 
ADDRESS; ZIP CODE; It  TELEPHONE; 

.( 	) 

E-MAIL ADDRESS; 

2. Location and Classification 

STREET ADDRESS OF PROJECT; 	 ZIP CODE; 

1 McCormick Street, San Francisco, California 	 94109 

CROSS STREETS; 

McCormick is a mid-block, one-lane, dead-end alley with no cul-de-sac between Hyde and Larkin Streets 

rASSESSORS BLOCK/LOT; 	 LOT DIMENSIONS; I  LOT AREA (SOFT): I ZONING DISTRICT; 	 HEIGHT/BULK DISTRICT; 

10185 	/048 	 1800 	 RH-i (per notice ofBPA) 	40-X (per notice of BPA) 

3. Project Description 

Please check all that apply 

Change of Use LII Change of Hours LI New Construction X Alterations Li Demolition P9 Other LI 

Additions to Building: 	Rear LI 	Front LI 	Height III 	Side Yard LI 

Present or Previous Use: 
Single Family Residence 

Proposed Use: 
Demolish 850 SF, 2-level home partially below grade; build new 2200 SF, 3-level all above grade 

Building Permit Application No. 
20100809 8402 (new construction) 	

Date Filed: August 9, 2010 

R ECEIVED 
AUG 302011 

CITY & COUNTY OF S.F 
DEPT.OFCITV 

PIC PLANNMJS 



4. Actions Prior to a Discretionary Review Request 	

106 50 III 

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? 

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. 

See attachment. Despite neighbors’ requests, developer insists on building the tallest and largest single family 

home on a very narrow (12 feet 2 inches), one-lane, no-parking, dead-end alley, which will result in substantial 

loss of light and sunlight. The proposed structure will not use below grade space, even though all buildings on 

that side of the alley take advantage of below-grade space to reduce the overall height of the structures. 

Developer has agreed to minor changes but will not change the actual height of the proposed structure. 

GAG EPANCISCG PLANNING DEPARTMENT VII 11200 



CEMtJB 	 - 

&8 
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. 

See attachment. 

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: 

See attachment. 

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 ff1? 

See attachment. 

9 



9  30 
Applicant’s Affidavit 
	

11. 106 5D   
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 maybe required. 

Signature: 	 Date: 

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

Owner / Authorized Agent (circle one) 

SAN FRANCISCO PLANNING DEPARTMENT VII 17 2010 



Application for Discretionary Review 

.i.:. 	��. 
Discretionary Review Application 
Submittal Checklist 	 I I - o i~ 	n i 
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 

DR APPLICATION 

Address labels (original), if applicable 

Address labels (copy of the above), if applicable 

Photocopy of this completed application ER 
Photographs that illustrate your concerns 

Convenant or Deed Restrictions FM 
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: 

El Required Material 
( Optional Material. 

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

For Department Use Only 

Application received by Planning Department: 

By: 	 Date: 



Applicant’s Affidavit 

Under penalty of perjury the following declarations are made: 	 11 	106 5D  
a: The undersigned is the owner or authorized agent of the owner of this property. 
h: 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) 

2 CCCJK 

4 	 c+ 
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Applicant’s Affidavit 

Under penalty of perjury the following declarations are made: 	 11 . 106  5 D 
a: The undersigned is the owner or authorized agent of the owner of this property. 
h: The information presented is true and correct to the best of my knowledge. 
c: The other information or applications may be required. 

Signatumi-16~

1-~ 	

Date: 

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

Owner (Authorized Agent (circle one) 

ri’Idc 42�e/ 

.VV IBANCISL;) PL AN NIN6 UhPAIIZJENI V.11.1 1.1)1 



Applicant’s Affidavit 	 11.106513 
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: f/-/,/,9k 

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

jJ21. 
Owner / Authori9 , ent (circle one) 

/2? 
n 	27/ 

;nN URANL;It,, 1 1 1, ANNIN; FIEPAIjI IAINI V.1 II 1.2.jIO 



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:  

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

Lttoi, 
Owner /Authorized Agent (circle one) 

A-  

AN fflAt&,I,L....U ANNIN,, OF Art MFNI V.1 1, 	 IO 



Applicant’s Affidavit 
	

11.106511 
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 a) 

A 	’?j4k 3h-eQ– 

Rhn,mzLflrfl.wIoIRnIrnvA1.wI%aI.rsaIc 



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: 

	4 7.

.......................................Date: 

Print name and indicate whe9ler owner, or authorized agent: 

Owner I Authorized Agent (ciro e one) 

3 
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11. 10650 
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. 
ft The information presented is true and correct to the best of my knowledge. 
C: The other information or applications may be required. 

SigpnatUre- 	 P1121111 

Print name, an 	icat whether o:~,vjyr, or authorized agent: 

......................................... 
Omer I Authorized 	ert (circle one) 

q /21  
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11. 106 5D 

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. 
h: The information presented is true and correct to the best of my knowledge. 
C: The other information or applications may be required. 

Signature: ~ - A 
Print name and ii dicate whether owner, or authorized agent: 

...... 

’Owner / Authorized Agent (circle one) 

SAN ffl4GSC 	LANNINtS titPAIIIMrNI Al 1,1 



111O65D   
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. 
h: The information presented is true and correct to the best of my knowledge. 
c: The other information or applications may be required. 

Signature: 

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

Owner / Authorized Agent (circle one) 	 I 	J 

SAN I RANCA,C, ii ANNIN; LIE PAhI 41 N  I’ll 11:10 
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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: ( 1 2) 	 Date: 

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

V 
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i1iL 10 
ATTACHMENT 

APPLICATION REQUESTING DISCRETIONARY REVIEW (DR) 

PROPERTY ADDRESS: 	I McCormick Place 
ASSESSOR’S PARCEL NO: 	Block 0185, Lot 048 
ZONING DISTRICT 	 RH-1/40-X 
PERMIT APPLICATION NOS. 	2010 0809 8402 (New Construction) 

2010 0809 8400 (Demolition) 

DR APPLICANT’S RELATIONSHIP TO PROPERTY 

The McCormick Neighbors (The Neighbors), a neighborhood organization, is dedicated to 
preserving and enhancing the character of McCormick Place, a mid-block, one-lane, no-parking, 
dead-end alley off of Pacific Avenue between Hyde and Larkin Streets, including protecting the 
light and air on the tiny alley streets of Nob and Russian Hill. The Neighbors work with, and are 
members of other local organizations, such as the Pacific Avenue Neighborhood Association 
(PANA), on matters affecting the neighborhood. Despite efforts to work with the project 
sponsor, the Planning Department, and the Department of Public Works, The Neighbors, 
including those most directly affected by the proposed project, request the Commission’s 
assistance to address highly unique, unusual, exceptional and extraordinary problems caused by 
the construction of a large home on a very narrow dead-end alley, as outlined below. 

McCormick Place: This narrow one-lane alley, shown below, is only 12 feet 2 inches wide. 
Only one car can pass. Its entire length is a designated "no parking" zone. The alley tenninates at 
the driveway to 1446 Jackson Street. There is no cul-de-sac. There is no room for a vehicle to 
turn around. Any vehicle that stops at the end of the alley necessarily blocks access to the homes 
and driveways for three separate homes. 

. 	4 	� 

’ . , 
Aerial view of McCormick Place. The red cottage 

	

� 	on the left side of the alley is the proposed project 

	

- 	’ 	site. 

. 	 F 

\ 
k �i-- 	

’ jt-4 

. 	’ 	. 
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The "no parking" alley dead-ends at the driveway to 1446 Jackson Street, as shown in this 
photograph: 

\1 

  

P 

VA 

1 1 Iil 

The Project: The Project seeks to demolish an existing two-story, 17’ tall, 850 square foot, 
single family home built in 1908, during the Reconstruction Period, and to build a new, 30’ tall, 
three-story, 2200 square foot home on the same lot. The red cottage on the right side of the 
photograph above is the proposed site of the demolition and construction. The proposed structure 
will be the only three-story single family home on the alley. It will be the only structure on the 
west side of McCormick that does not take meaningful advantage of below-grade space to reduce 
the height of the building. 
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11, 10550  
The plans for the Project show a new building that will dwarf its neighbor: 

Current structure shown next to the abutting property at Proposed structure shown next to the abutting property at 3 
3 McCormick 	 McCormick 

R- TT 	1 

The affected neighbors who seek DR, who have signed below, include: 

William Matteson 
Andrea Stanshaw 
2 McCormick Place 
(Immediately across the 
street from the project; 
construction will block 
driveway) 

Robyn Tucker 
7 McCormick Place 
(2 doors down from the 
project) 

Ernest Lum 
1446 Jackson Street 
(Adjacent to project; 
construction will block 
driveway) 

Ken Kobre 
Betsy Brill 
4 McCormick Place 
(Across the street from the 
project) 

Richard Mar 
10 McCormick Place 
San Francisco, CA 94109 

(across from the project) 

Pauline Lum 
1446 Jackson Street 
(Adjacent to project; 
construction will block 
driveway) 

Damien & Kelley Lillis 
3 McCormick Place 
(Adjacent to the project; 
construction will block 
driveway 

Morton Lum 
1446 Jackson Street 
(Adjacent to project; 
construction will block 
driveway) 

Jean Lum 
1446 Jackson Street 
(Adjacent to project; 
construction will block 
driveway) 

The affected neighbors request review of the proposed demolition and replacement of an existing 
2-story single-family residential structure that had been occupied continuously since 1908 until 
recently purchased by the Project developer. The Project proposes to be the only three-story 
single family residence on the alley, and the only structure of its size which fails to use below-
grade space on the west side of McCormick. This will transform a charming alley with modest 
sized homes into a dead-end alley with a monolith at the end. 

-3- 

I McCormick DR Application, BPA Nos. 2010 0809 8402 (New Construction) and 2010 0809 8400 (Demolition) 



We are asking you to please take discretionary review in this instance because: 
1J. 1065fl 

(1) Mandatory Discretionary Review is required for the demolition of the existing structure 
because the conclusion that the existing structure is "unsound" under Planning Code §317 (d)(3) 
is contradicted by the fact that the residence was occupied continuously for almost 100 years 
until it was purchased by the current developer. 

(2) under CEQA, the existing structure, built in 1908 during the Reconstruction Period, 
presumptively is a historical resource (it appears to be an earthquake cottage), and the 
Categorical Exemption seeking to avoid CEQA review relies upon a Historic Resource 
Evaluation Response (HRER) that lacks sufficient supporting evidence. Indeed, the HRER 
appears to rely almost exclusively on a "report" purportedly prepared by Carey & Co on 
November 10, 2008 which does not exist in the Planning Department files and which has not 
been made available to the DR Applicants despite multiple written and oral requests. 

(3) the design, mass and height of the proposed replacement structure is inconsistent with (a) the 
City’s Residential Design Guidelines for a structure in a narrow, one-lane, dead-end alley, and 
(b) the principles underlying Planning Department’s policy on "San Francisco’s Alleys" 
contained in the Department’s "Citywide Action Plan for Housing" (CAP), including the need 
to "provide ample sunlight and air" and to ensure they do not become "overshadowed" (Planning 
Code §261.1). In fact, the developer is attempting to shoehorn a large structure into a physical 
site that cannot reasonably accommodate it in light of the fact that the only way to access the site 
is to use the narrow, 12’2", one-lane, dead-end, no-parking alley to transport materials, 
equipment, trucks, and debris and, in doing so, necessarily block access to the surrounding 
homes and driveways for extended periods of time given a project of this size and scope. This 
will result in exceptional and undue interference with the use and enjoyment of the property 
around the proposed site. 

(4) the Revised Notice of Building Permit Application was untimely, as it was issued in August 
2011, back-dated to July 22, 2011, and failed to provide the full 30 days notice to affected 
residents, as required. 
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A(4). ACTIONS PRIOR TO DISCRETIONARY REVIEW REQUEST 

In May 2008, the architect-developer met with some of the neighbors to explain his vision for the 
project. The neighbors objected to the size, height, and mass of the project, and the adverse 
impact it would have on sun and light in the alley. 

The developer made minor revisions to the project, and presented these changes to some of the 
neighbors at a meeting in the summer of 2010. However, the developer refused to reduce the 30 
foot height of the proposed structure notwithstanding the neighbors’ previously-expressed 
concerns about the height, shading, and decreased in light in the narrow alley. The developer 
showed some neighbors a solar study which confirmed increased shading, a reduction in sunlight 
to all neighbors, and substantial shading on the adjacent and nearby homeowners (2, 3, and 4 
McCormick). 

The developer made no attempt to explain how it would be possible to demolish the existing 
structure and build a new one - with the need to deliver materials, equipment, trucks, backhoes, 
and the like to the site, and remove all the debris -- without completely blocking the no-parking 
alley, and without blocking the neighbor’s access to their homes and driveways. 

B. DISCRETIONARY REVIEW REQUEST 

1. 	Reasons for Requesting Discretionary Review 

The Neighbors urge the Commission to take Discretionary Review because this is an exceptional 
and extraordinary circumstance where Mandatory Discretionary Review is typically required 
because of the proposed demolition of a potentially historic building. 

And, despite the project’s technical compliance with the height limit, the resulting new building, 
which maximizes the building envelope on a narrow 12-feet wide street, would permanently and 
negatively impact the prevailing scale of the built environment on McCormick Place, affecting 
the livability of the nearby residences. The adverse effects calling for Discretionary Review are 
outlined below. 

We further need the Commission’s review because the Planning Department’s own review and 
requirements for the project on this site do not appear to have been followed: 

The project sponsor has by-passed the usually-required Mandatory Discretionary Review, 
and public hearing required to demolish a home, by arguing that the existing structure is 
"unsound." The documents supporting this conclusion overlook the material fact that the 
structure was continuously occupied for nearly 100 years without a record of non-
compliance, and only became purportedly "unsound" upon the purchase by the current 
developer. A public hearing is the appropriate path in this situation. 

� The project sponsor has by-passed the required CEQA review of the demolition of a 
possibly historical structure more than 50 years old by claiming it Categorically Exempt 
as "Not a Historical Resource." The Planning Department originally found that 
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"[b]ecause the subject building is over 50 years of age it has been preliminarily identified 
as a Category B building for the purposes of CEQA" - that is, a "Potential Historical 
Resource." The HRER cited to support the conclusion that the existing structure was 
"Not a Historical Resource" reviewed "an existing 1800 sf two-story duplex" rather than 
the 850 sf single family home that is at issue. See HRER, Tab 1. The faulty HRER 
reached a conclusion that the subject building (or the building that was reviewed) is "Not 
a Historical Resource" by substantially relying on an alleged report that has not been 
made available to the DR Applicants and does not appear to be in the Department’s files, 
namely, a report purportedly prepared by Carey & Co. from November 10, 2008. Also, 
the HRER is internally inconsistent with respect to its assessment of the current structure, 
on the one hand stating that "the subject building and the surrounding four buildings 
dated from 1907 - 1911 are closely associated with the Reconstruction Period after the 
1906 Earthquake and Fire," and then claiming, to the contrary, that the subject building 
"Lacks Association" with that period. See HRER, p.  2, §1-2, at Tab 1. The HRER, 
again citing the phantom Carey & Co. report, claims the subject building and those 
surrounding it lack "sufficient integrity" to be considered eligible for the California 
Register." There is no evidentiary support for this conclusion, give the absence of the 
cited report and the Planning Department’s failure to produce it upon request. The subject 
building, in fact, maintains substantial integrity. A proper and adequate review for 
potential historical resource, as required by CEQA, should be required. 

We request that a proper CEQA and historical review be conducted to comply with the intent of 
CEQA, and that modifications to the project be made to require that its height be reduced by 
eliminating the third floor, that the mass of the rooftop features be reduced, and that the character 
and scale of McCormick alley are maintained. 

2. 	Adverse Effects on the Neighborhood 

McCormick Place is a special place that should be protected. 
McCormick alley is a narrow alley only 12’2" wide, with a clear context of one and two story 
single family homes in the area of the proposed project of similar age and design. Currently, 
there is no three-story single family home on the alley. All three-level structures are multi-family 
units. 

Because of the current heights and building pattern on McCormick, sun and sky are now 
available to residents and visitors on what is now a charming and pleasant place for pedestrians. 

The project as proposed would have the following adverse effects: 

A. 	The height and scale of the proposed prolect would negatively impact the prevailing 
scale of the built environment on McCormick. 

Discretionary Review of this project is appropriate because the height and scale of the proposed 
project would negatively impact the prevailing scale of the built environment on McCormick. No 
single family home on McCormick is three stories tall. All structures on the west side of 
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McCormick where the project is proposed take full advantage of below-grade space to reduce 
overall building height. The proposed project does not, resulting in more height than necessary. 

The impacts on sunlight, air, and ambient light are significant, as expressed in detail by the 
owner of 2 McCormick in the letter attached as Tab 2. The developer’s own solar studies 
confirm meaningful increases in shading, shadows, and blocked sunlight. 

B. 	The height and scale of the proposed project is inconsistent with the Planning 
Department’s Guidelines for "San Francisco’s Alleys" contained in the Citywide 
Action Plan for Housing. 

The Guidelines for San Francisco’s Alleys state in pertinent part: 

"San Francisco historic pattern qf development, and the city’s development controls, 
demonstrate that streetwall height should be related to street width. This is important 
both to create an appropriate scale that defines the street without overwhelming it, and tc 
ensure that sun and sky is available to people on the street. This relationship carries over 
to alleys: if buildings are too high, an alley can become a dark chasm, and a pleasant 
sense of refuge can turn into aperception of a dangerous place. Because alleys are 
narrower than streets, appropriate heights along alleys are lower than on streets." 

The proposed new building is clearly inconsistent with these guidelines. Not only does the 
proposed 30-foot high structure take full advantage of the building envelope, but the proposed 
rooftop appurtenances further enlarge the massing of the proposed building. Given the location 
of the property at the end of a dead-end, narrow alley, we feel that this project represents an 
inappropriate and unreasonable development. 

The narrowness of the alley determines a certain intimacy and this bulky building intrudes in a 
major way to the unique neighborhood quality of life. 

Light and air issues are major concerns for the neighboring buildings to the east and north of the 
proposed structure, as well as for the scale and feeling of this narrow alley street. The interesting 
variation in building lines, which currently allows sunlight to penetrate this narrow alley would 
be negatively impacted, adding shadows and darkness. 

Just as important is the practical reality of attempting to demolish an existing structure and 
develop a new project of the size proposed on a narrow, one-lane, no-parking, dead-end alley 
with no place to turn around a vehicle. The City properly seeks to protect the intimacy of Narrow 
Streets and alleys. Allowing a developer to block the alley, block access to surrounding homes 
on the alley, and block traffic on the alley are unique problems associated with a project of this 
size set at the very end of a small dead-end alley space. 

The Planning Department and DPW have not adequately considered the propriety of a project of 
this size given the unique narrowness and dead-end quality of McCormick, and the fact that the 
project would rest at the very end of the dead-end alley with the least amount of room to 
negotiate and maneuver all the trucks, machinery equipment, personnel an materials needed to 
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demolish and then build a new structure. There simply is not enough room to do so without 
undue interference with the use and enjoyment of the property rights of the surrounding 
neighbors, almost all of whom seek DR. See Correspondence with Planning and DPW, attached 
as Tab 3. 

Access to the proposed development site can be achieved through only one route -- via 
McCormick, the only way in or out of the site. As a result, the only way the developer can get to 
the construction site is to use McCormick to transport all necessary trucks, vehicles, construction 
equipment, personnel, and the like, and that presents challenges given the designated "no 
parking" zones on the entire length of McCormick - a situation unique to alleys. This necessarily 
will result in blocking access to the neighboring homes and their off-street parking spaces during 
any proposed construction period. Given the size and scale of the proposed project, the unique 
logistical problems associated with blocking the one-lane alley and access to property will no 
doubt last for a very long time, potentially from 7 am to 8 pm, and possibly seven days per week, 
so this will be a serious every-day problem that should be addressed, but has not at all, during the 
permitting process. The developer has offered no proposal to avoid the undue impact on the 
neighbors, despite requests. 

The photograph below (also attached) shows only a fraction of the problem. It shows three 
homes and driveways that necessarily will be blocked for unknown periods of time during any 
construction of a project of the scale proposed: the driveway to 1446 Jackson street (accessible 
only from the end of McCormick, immediately in front of 1 McCormick), 2 McCormick (which 
has off-street parking immediately across from 1 McCormick), and 3 McCormick (which has 
off-street parking next to 1 McCormick). The photograph does not show how a project on such a 
narrow alley will negatively impact and disrupt the other neighbors, including 4 McCormick 
(which faces 1 McCormick), 12 McCormick (which has a garage on McCormick), 7-9 
McCormick, and 1453 Pacific (which has a garage on McCormick). 
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Given the City’s desire to protect the intimate character of alleys, the problems this project 
presents for the owners and residents are apparently insurmountable. The developer will have to 
use McCormick alley - a public, no-parking, dead-end street -- to access the construction site 
and, in doing so, necessarily block access to a number of private homes and driveways. The 
unique dead-end nature of this narrow alley makes this issue proper for discretionary review 
given that the problems are the result of the project’s size and scale. That is, the scale of the 
project to demolish a home and build from scratch a much larger home on the same lot, when 
sited on a narrow alley with incredibly limited access to homes, presents extraordinary and 
exceptional circumstances which should be addressed now. The Planning Department has the 
power to impose conditions on projects that block streets (as is the case here), but has declined to 
do so. The DPW has the power to impose limitations on the use of McCormick (powers that 
should be exercised here), but has not done so to date. The City, moreover, has the power to 
regulate the use of the streets, but the City has not yet used that power. 

C. 	The design features and materials of the proposed project are incompatible with 
neighborhood character/in conflict with the Residential Design Guidelines. 

Rooftop Features: Even if the project is in technical compliance with the Planning 
Code’s exceptions for rooftop features, the proposed rooftop features proposed for this Project 
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would be inconsistent with the City’s Residential Design Guidelines and would further impact 
the livability for the surrounding neighbors. 

The City’s Residential Design Guidelines contain specific guidelines for "Rooftop Architectural 
Features, Stair Penthouses and Windscreens." Although the plans are totally inadequate in that they do 
not accurately show the dimensions of the proposed rooftop features, they appear to be incongruous with 
several of the City’s guidelines, which call for the following: 

� Sensitively locate and screen rooftop features so they do not dominate the appearance of 
a building. The Project’s roof and rooftop features will be a predominant sight for all 
those who approach the project from Pacific Avenue. Given the small dimensions of the 
neighboring structure to the north, the roof and rooftop features will be unobstructed and 
a focal point from that perspective. 

� Design rooftop features with the smallest possible overall dimensions that meet the 
requirements of the Building and Planning Codes. 

� Limit in number and extent the proposed rooftop features. 
� Stair penthouses may also be entirely eliminated though the use of roof hatches, courts 

with stairs or exterior rear stairs to the roof. 

3. 	Suggested Changes to the Proposed Project 

The neighbors would not object to a reasonable development. This current plan is not reasonable 
for the above-stated reasons. 

(1) The first and foremost, reduce the proposed building to two stories, eliminating 
the third floor completely. The elimination of the third floor would open up the 
property to allow more light to be cast on the alley, and should also allow more light 
into the adjacent properties. Reducing the height and mass would further achieve 
greater compatibility with the neighboring structures on McCormick, as no single 
family homes on the alley are three stories. 

(2) Change the design to make it more compatible with the neighborhood. The 
design does not call for adequate use of below-grade space, as all the other structures 
do on the west side of McCormick, given the slope of the hill. By not adequately 
using the below-grade space, the design calls for a much taller building than 
necessary, which causes problems regarding light, air, and sunlight in a very narrow 
alley. 

(3) Eliminate the garage. This request is consistent with the Priority Policies of the 
General Plan and would avoid exacerbating an already difficult traffic situation that 
exists on this tiny dead-end alley. This would reduce the overall height of the 
building. Alternatively, use a car port on the south property line rather than a garage. 
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Historic Resource Evaluation Response l65O Mission St. 
Suite 400 
San Francisco, 
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MEA Planner: 	Brett Bollinger 
Project Address: 	1 McCormick Street 

Reception: 
415.558.6378 

Block/Lot: 	 0185/048 
Case No.: 	 2008.0953E 

Fax: 
415.558.6409 

Date of Review: 	December 18, 2008 
Planning Dept. Reviezer: Tim Frye Planning 

Information: 
(415) 575-6822 I tim.frye@sfgov.org  415.558.6377 

PROPOSED PROJECT 	Demolition 	0 Alteration 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

The proposed project includes demolishing the existing 1800 sf two-story duplex and constructing a new 

2200 sf single-family residence with one off-street parking space. 

PRE-EXISTING HISTORIC RATING I SURVEY 

The subject building was constructed by an unknown architect in 1908 for property owner, Widow 

LóThÆ1’üffik. The subjet property is flat inch.ided öæ any histbtfc süfvys, and is not included on the 

National or the California Registers. Because the subject building is over 50 years of age it has been 

preliminarily indentified as a Category B building for the purposes of CEQA. 

HISTORIC DISTRICT I NEIGHBORHOOD CONTEXT 

The parcel is located on a cul de-sac within the Nob Hill neighborhood. The immediate context is a 

diverse mixture of single-family homes and flats, primarily constructed during the reconstruction period 

after the 1906 Conflagration. There are several homes and flats scattered in the throughout the area with 

construction dates ranging from the 1930s; to present. Visual continuity is mixed in terms of style; 

however, there is a strong pattern of massing and materials along the adjacent block. 

1. California Register Crieria 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 spcify 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 	 Z Yes 	No M Unable to determine 

Persons: or 	 Ifl Yes Z No M Unable to determine 
Architecture: or 	ELI Yes M No M Unable to determine 
Information Potential: [fl Further investigation recommended. 

www.sfplanning.org  



Historic Resource Evaluation Response 	 CASE NO. 2008.0953E 
December 18, 2008 	 1 McCormick Street 

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

If Yes; Period of significance: 1907-1911 

Notes: The Department concurs with the Carey & Co. evaluation dated, November 10, 2008 that the 
subject building and the surrounding four buildings dated from 1907 -1911 are closely associated 

with the Reconstruction Period after the 1906 Earthquake and Fire. 

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: 	N Retains 0 Lacks 

Association: fl Retains Lai Lacks 

Design: []Retains Lacks 

Workmanship: Fj RetainsLacks 

Setting: 	IeLlj Retains [I] Lacks 

Feeling: 	0 Retains Z Lacks 
Materials: 	[I] Retains Z Lacks 

While the setting and location of the subject building remain intact, staff concurs with the Carey & 

Cevaluaiicnthatit lacks sufficient integrity to be 

Register. Staff also concurs that the subject building is not eligible as a contributor to a potential 

district because only one building of the surround four from the period of significance retains 

sufficient integrity to be considered a historic resource. 

Substantial loss of integrity to the subject building and the surrounding buildings has adversely 
impacted the historic visual unity of the block. The loss of historic fabric includes alterations to the 
massing, height, exterior finishes, and fenestration. Because of these changes the Department believes 
that the subject building and any the adjacent historic properties have fair to poor integrity. 

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

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

4. If the property appears to be an historical resource, whether the proposed project is consistent 

with the Secretary of Interior’s Standards or if any proposed modifications 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 appears to meet the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards. (Go to 6. below) 

Optional: fl See attached explanation of how the project meets standards. 

SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DPATM1T 
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CASE NO. 2008.0953E 
December 18, 2008 
	

1 McCormick Street 

[1 The project is NOT consistent with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards; however 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) 

[I The project is NOT consistent with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards and is a significant 
impact as proposed. (Continue to 5. if the project is an alteration) 

5. Character-defining features of the building to be retained or respected in order to be consistent 

with the Standards and/or avoid a significant adverse effect by the project, presently or 

cumulatively. Please recommend conditions of approval that may be desirable to avoid or reduce 

any adverse effects. 

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

adjacent historic properties. 

Ej Yes 	0 No 	LI Unable to determine 

Notes: The immediate context is mixed and does not display a high levetbfvisualcorttinuity It does 
not appear that the proposal will have a significant adverse impact on any eligible off-site historic 

resources. 

PRESERVATION COORDINATOR REVIEW 

Da/2  
Mark Luellen, Preservation Coordinator 

cc: 	Sonya Banks, Recording Secretary, Landmarks Preservation Advisory Board 

Virnaliza Byrd / Historic Resource Impact Review File 

TF: G: \PROJECTS \ HRER2008 \McCorniick_1_2008.0953E.dOC 
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SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 	 MEMC: 

Zoning Administrator Action Memo 
Administrative Review of Residential Demolition 

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

Reception: 
415.558.6378 

Date: 
Case Na: 
Building Permit: 
Project Address: 
Zoning: 

BlocklLot: 
Project Sponsor 

Property Owner: 

Staff Contact: 

January 19, 2011 
2008.0953D 
2010 0809 8402 
1 MCCORMICK STREET 
RH-i (Residential House, One Family) 

40-X Height and Bulk District 

0185/048 
Pierre and Sally Zetterberg 
1555 Sacramento Street 
San Francisco, CA 94109 

Same 

Rick Crawford - (415) 558-6358 

rick.crawford@sfgov:org 

Fax: 
415.558.6409 

Planning 
Information: 
415.558.6377 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

The proposed demolition of a single family dwelling is subject to Planning Code Section 317, which 
allows the Planning Department to administratively approve the loss of dwelling units through 

demolition of 1) Single-Family Residential Buildings that are demonstrably not affordable or financially 
accessible housing, OR 2) Residential Buildings of two units or fewer that are found to be unsound 
housing. The proposal would demolish a single family residential building that has been found to be 

unsound and thus may be approved administratively. 

ACTION 

Upon review of the soundness report prepared by Santos & Urrutia Structural Engineers, the Zoning 

Administrator AUTHORIZED ADMINISTRATIVE APPROVAL of Demolition Permit Application No. 

2010 0809 8402 proposing the demolition of an unsound single family dwelling. 

FINDINGS 

� The Zoning Administrator took the action described above because the single family residence proposed 

to be demolished has been found to be unsound. 

cc: 	Zoning Administrator Files 

Memo 



CEQA Categorical Exemption 
Determination 

SAN FRANCISCO 	Property Information 
PLANNING 
05 PART M C NT 	 PROJECT ADDRESS - 	 ELOCIOLOT(S) 

6ENO. 	 PERMIr Na 	- 	 PLANS DATED 

 

EM EXEMPTION EXEMPTION CLASS 

Class 1: Existing Facilities 
Interior and exterior alterations; additions under 1 0,000 sq.ft.; change of use if principally 

rmitted or with a CU. 	 NOTE: 

/ 	 If neither class applies, 
Class 3: New Construction 	 an Environmental 
Up to three (3) single family residences; six (6) dwelling units in one building; 	 Evaluation Application is 
commercial/office structures under 10,000 sq.ft.; accessory structures; utility extensions, 	required. 

CEQA IMPACTS (To be completed by Project Planner) 

If condition applies, please initial. 

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 pedestrian or bicycle safety (hazards) or the adequacy of 
nearby pedestrian or bicycle facilities? 

NOTE: 
If ANY box is initialed in 
STEP 2, Environmental 
Planner MUST review & 
initial below. (If not, go to 
STEP 3) 

Hazardous Materials: Would the project involve 1) change of use 
(including tenant improvements) and/or 2) soil disturbance; on a site with 
a farmer gas station, auto repair, dry cleaners, or heavy manufacturing 
use, or on a site with underground storage tanks? 

Phase I Environmental Site Assessment required for CEQA clearance (ER initials required) 

Air Quality: Would the project add new sensitive receptors (specifically, 
schools colleges universities day care facilities hospitals residential 

and senior-care facilities)? 	 - 

Soil Disturbance/Modification: Would the project result in the soil 
disturbance/modification greater than two (2) feet below grade in an 
archeological sensitive area or five (5) feet in non-archeological sensitive 
areas? 

Refer to: MEA ArcMap> CEQA CotEx Determination Layers> Archeological Sensitive Areas 

Noise: Does the project include new noise-sensitive receptors (schools, 
colleges, universities, day care facilities, hospitals, residential dwelling, 
and senior-care facilities) fronting roadways located in the noise mitigation 
area? 

Refer to: MEA ArcMap > CEQA CatEx Determination Layers> Noise Mitigation Area 

Subdivision/Lot-Line Adjustment: Does the project site involve a 
subdivision or lot-line adjustment on a lot with a slope of 20% or more? 

Refer to: MEA ArcMep > Topography 

Further Environmental 
Review Required.’ 

Based on the information 
provided the project 
requires an Environmental 
Evaluation Application to 
be submitted. 

IiP t 

Project Can Proceed 
With Categorical 
Exemption Review. 

The project has been 
reviewed by tfte Environ-
mental Planner and can 
proceed with categorical 
exemption review. 



PROPERTY STATUS - HISTORICAL RESOURCE 

Property is one of the following: (Refer to: San Francisco Property Information Map) 

Category A: Known Historical Resource 

Category B: Potential Historical Resource (over 50 years of age) 

Category C NOt a Historical Resource 

PROPOSED WORK CHECKLIST (To be completed by ALL Planners). 

If condition applies, please initial. 

1. Change of use (tenant improvments not included). 	 NOTE: 

2. Interior alterations/interior tenant improvments. Note: Publicly-accessible Project is not 

spaces (i.e. 	lobby, auditorium or sanctuary) require preservation planner listed 

review. 

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

Project does not 

4. Window replacement that meets the Department’s Window Replacement conform to the 

Standards.: 	. scopes of work: 

S. Garage Opening that meets the Guidelines for Adding Garages and Curb 
Cuts (not including storefront window alterations), I  

6. Deck, terrace construction, or replacement fences that are not visible from Project involves 

any immediately adjacent public right-of-way. 4 or more work 
descriptions: 

7. Mechanical equipment installation not visible from any immediately adjacent 
e public  

8 	Dormer Installation that meets the requirements for exemption from public 

notification undei Zoning Administrator Bulletin: Dormer Windows. F71 	Project involves 
less than 4 work 

9 	Additions that are not visible from any immediately adjacent public right of 	i descriptions 
way for 150 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. 

CEQA IMPACTS - ADVANCED HISTORICAL REVIEW (To be completed by Preservation Planner) 

If condition applies, please initial. 

1. Project involves a Known Historical Resource (CEQA Category A) as determined by Step 3 and 

conforms entirely to Scope of Work Descriptions listed in Step 4. (Please initiel scopes of work in STEP 4 that appit.) 

2. Interior alterations to publicly-accessible spaces. 

2 	 SAIL FAGACISCO PLANNING OEPAPTL,507 ’/78201 



Deierminattcn for CEQA Categorical Exemption 

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

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

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

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

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

8. Other work consistent with the Secretary of the Interior 
Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties 

Specify: 

9. Reclassification of property status to Category C 

Specify: 

* Requires initial by Senior Preservation Planner / Preservation Coordinator 

NOTE: 
11 ANY box is initialed in STEP 5, 
Preservation Planner MUST review 
& initial below. 

Further Environmental Review 
Required. 

Based On the information 
provided the project requires 
an Environmental Evaluation 
Application to be submitted. 

Project Can Proceed With 
Categorical Exemption Review. 

The project has been reviewed by 
the Preservation Planner and can 
proceed with categorical exemption 
review. 

iTh 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) or 	
I Must file Environmental 

Step 5 (Advanced Historical Review) 	 Evaluation Application. 

im No Further Environmental Review Required. Project is categorically exempt under CEQA. 

Planners Signature 	 Date 

Once signed and dated, this document constitutes a categorical exemption pursuant to CEQA Guidelines and 
Chapter 31 of the Administrative Code. 
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August 30, 2011 

San Francisco Planning Department 

1650 Mission Street - Suite 400 

San Francisco, CA 94103-9425 

RE: 1 McCormick Street Project 

Dear Sir and Madam: 

We have been owners and occupants of 2 McCormick Street since 1987 and recently received notice of 

plans to demolish the home at 1 McCormick Street and reconstruct a significantly larger structure (over 

100% increase in size) on that lot. The proposed design which was shared with us approximately 2 years 

ago by the developer does not appear to conform to the scope and scale of the other homes on this 

narrow one way alley street. At that time, we expressed our objection to such a large structure and 

have been waiting for the developer to offer a meaningful compromise or alternative from the original 

design that would bring the project within the neighborhood’s scope and scale of design. 

McCormick alley is approximately 12 feet wide and does not allow street parking. There are no other 

single family homes on the street with a "garage" structure which raises the height of the proposed 

building significantly. We suggested using the existing side lot space, previously used for parking, for 

their offstreet parking need. While the scope and scale of the proposed design might appear reasonable 

for the adjacent much wider two way streets on Pacific Avenue, Larkin Street and Hyde Street, that also 

include street parking, and the one way Jackson Street which includes street parking, it does not fit or 

conform to a narrow alley like McCormick Street. 

While we are aware that private property views are not protected by the Planning Code and Guidelines, 

we are extremely concerned that the scale of construction without sufficient set back will engulf our 

home along with our neighbors next door and adjacent to the project. Our existing line of sight which 

provides open blue sky, afternoon sunlight, and a feeling of space will be eliminated with the proposed 

structure. This will result in a small, dark, cramped and restricted sense of space within the alley. 

A significant component of the development plan has not yet been submitted or communicated by the 

developer which includes, but is not limited to, the plan for transportation, access and staging to move 

materials, equipment and labor to and from the job site; the timeline for completion; and hours of 

construction. It would seem that being informed of this process would be paramount to the issuance of 

permits and understanding the impact of demolition and construction on a narrow one way alley and its 

neighbors. 

We greatly appreciate your time and willingness to address our concerns. 

/s 
	

/s 

Bill Matteson 	 Jessie Stanshaw 
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From: Damien Lulls [mailto:damien.lilIis'gmail.com ] 
Sent: Wednesday, August 24, 20115:17 PM 
To: rick.crawford@sfgov.org  
Cc: bill. matteson@icdfunds.com ; Kelley Lulls 
Subject: Fwd: Proposed Project at 1 McCormick Place (Application #2010 0809 8402 and 2010 0809 8400) 

Dear Mr. Crawford: 

Thanks for meeting with me and Bill Matteson last week. As you suggested, I reached out to DPW to have it address the 
logistical problems associated with this proposed development project, given the one-lane alley with "no parking" on it, the 
lack of space for trucks, construction materials, and the like, and the serious negative impacts a construction project like 
this would have on the use and enjoyment of the neighboring properties. John Kwong, Permit Manager at DPW-BSM, 
indicates in his email below that DPW is not responsible for construction staging issues, and that the development team 
(presumably at the Planning Department) is responsible for addressing these concerns. He appears to have a view 
different from yours as to who is responsible for making sure the proposed project does not unduly interfere with the use 
and enjoyment of the neighboring properties. 

Could you please help us understand how the incredible difficulty of staging a large construction project like this in the 
narrow confines of a dead-end alley with no street parking will be addressed during the permitting process? At a 
minimum, it seems reasonable and appropriate for the developer, the development team, DPW, or some other 
responsible person to present the impacted neighbors with an actual plan describing: (1) how the construction will be 
staged to avoid interference with the property owners’ rights to access their homes and off-street parking spaces when 
they need to; (2) how the trucks, backhoes, and other equipment necessary to demolish the existing structure can get to 
the construction site, demolish the building, and remove debris without parking in the alley or blocking ingress and egress 
for the neighbors; (3) where the developer will place the dumpsters and debris boxes needed to hold the demolition debris 
such that they do not block access, etc.; and (4) generally, how does the developer propose to demolish the structure and 
build a new one in a way that minimizes the substantial negative impacts to the neighbors in terms of access, noise, 
potential damage to property, dust, etc.? 

We have heard nothing from the developer on these significant issues. The Planning Department seems to think that the 
DPW is responsible. The DPW seems to think that Planning is responsible. This lack of clarity may leave us with no 
choice but to address the serious logistical problems associated with a demolition and construction project of this size, in 
a narrow alley with no parking, through the Discretionary Review process. Mr. Kwong’s email states that, in his 
experience, the Planning Department has placed conditions on building permits to address the staging of construction and 
the occupation of the right of way, which leads us to think that we will need to request Discretionary Review to get some 
traction on these very important issues. Please let us know if we are wrong about that. 

As you know, the neighbors have been given very little time to work through these issues, as we did not receive the full 
30 days notice required to respond to the Revised Notice of Building Permit Application. If the Planning Department 
believes that the logistical problems can be worked out if more time was available, then it probably makes sense to give 
the affected neighbors the full 30 day notice period so we can collaborate on problem solving rather than being forced to 
rush and request Discretionary Review. 

Thanks for your assistance. 

Damien & Kelley Lillis 
3 McCormick Street 
San Francisco, CA 94109 
(415) 577-3698 

Forwarded message ---------- 
From: Kwong, John <John. Kwong (d sfdpw . org> 
Date: Wed, Aug 24, 2011 at 4:05 PM 



Subject: RE: Proposed Project at I McCormick Place (Application #2010 0809 8402 and 2010 0809 8400) 
To: Damien Lillis <damien. lillis(gmail.com > 
Cc: Kelley Lillis <pandica12.mai1.com>, "Eisner, Nick" <Nick.Elsner(äsfdpw.org >, "Fong, Lynn" 
<Lynn.Fong(risfdpw.org >, "Dennis, Rassendyll" <Rassendy11.Dennis(csfdpw .org> 

Mr. & Ms. Lillis: 

This information is news to the Department of Public Works. Previously on many occasions and at various 
locations within the City, Planning Department had provided additional conditions to a building permit as it 
relates to the staging of construction and the occupation of the right-of-way. DPW does not dictate the staging 
methodology of a private contractor. 

The staging and method of building construction is left to the development team, as long as it satisfies all 
municipal codes. 

Based upon preliminary review, there are no parking at anytime signage along McCormick Place. Therefore, I 
do not understand your comment related to the "off-street" parking. Under state law, a property owner is 
granted access from the public right-of-way (street) to their property. 

Your questions related on how this construction will proceed is best directed to the development team. DPW 
has not issue any permit at this time. The two BPAs that you have identified have not been release by DPW’s 
station at DBI at this time. 

Sincerely, 
John Kwong, P.E. 
Permit Manager 
DPW-BSM 
john.kwong(äsfdpw .org 

From: Damien Lillis [mailto:damien.lillis(,4),gmail.com ] 
Sent: Wednesday, August 24, 2011 2:39 PM 
To: johnkwong(âsfgov.org  
Cc: Kelley Lillis 
Subject: Proposed Project at 1 McCormick Place (Application #2010 0809 8402 and 2010 0809 8400) 

Dear Mr. Kwong: 

I write at the suggestion of one of your colleagues at DPW. My wife and I live at 3 McCormick Street (actually 
McCormick Place). Our house abuts a proposed development project at I McCormick Street, Application #2010 
0809 8402 (New Construction) and 2010 0809 8400 (Demolition). Rick Crawford at the Planning Department 
suggested that we get in touch with DPW about the very challenging and difficult logistical issues that the 
project presents. 

McCormick is a mid-block, one-lane, dead-end alley between Hyde and Larkin Streets. It has no cul-de-sac. 
Here is an aerial picture - the red structure in the middle is the site of the proposed demolition and construction 
of a new home: 



j 

Mr. Crawford said that, before issuing a permit, the Planning Department does not consider the logistical 
feasibility of whether a project can be built without unduly interfering with the use and enjoyment of the 
surrounding residences. That’s why he told us to get in touch with you, as he said the DPW handles those issues 
when making arrangements with the developer to access a construction site, etc. 

I am concerned that the proposed project at 1 McCormick will be impossible to build without blocking access to 
the homes and off-street parking spaces on the alley, among a host of other concerns too long to list. It just 
seems that there is not enough space for all the trucks, construction material, lumber, backhoes, personnel, and 
other equipment to maneuver around the development site without unduly interfering with the rights of others in 
the use and enjoyment of their homes. 

I was hoping we could address this issue now, before any permits get issued, because this appears to be an 
unusual and very challenging problem that should be proactively addressed by all who will be impacted and 
involved. Let me know if we can arrange a time to discuss how the DPW intends to handle the logistical 
difficulties that this proposed project will face, and what steps can be taken to determine if the project is even 
possible to build as contemplated. This is a rather urgent matter, as the deadline for requesting Discretionary 
Review is next week, and DPW’s insights into this matter may very well be material to the analysis. 

Thanks for your assistance, 
Damien & Kelley Lillis 
3 McCormick Street 
San Francisco, CA 94109 
(415) 577-3698 

3 



- Forwarded message 	- 
From: <Rick.Crawford(sfgov.org > 
Date: Thu, Aug 25, 2011 at 8:02 AM 
Subject: Re: Fwd: Proposed Project at 1 McCormick Place (Application #2010 0809 8402 and 2010 0809 8400) 
To: Damien Lillis <damien. 1i11is(ägmail.com > 
Cc: bill. matteson(äicdfunds.com , Kelley Lillis <pandica 1 (àgmai1 .com> 

Mr Lillis 
I agree with Mr Kwong that ultimately the development team, that is the 
owner, architect and contractor, are responsible for the staging of the 
project. However the City does regulate the use of the streets. The 
Department of Public Works is the permitting agency and would grant any use 
permits for the street and imposes any limitations on that use. I believe 
the Departments of Parking and Traffic (DPT) and Building Inspection are 
also involved. The Planning Department has imposed conditions of approval 
on some larger downtown and other commercial projects that have the 
potential to block busy streets during commute times but those conditions 
are more recommendations to DPW as the permitting agency than a requirement 
Planning enforces. I am not aware of our doing so on a single family 
house. As Mr. Kwong mentions parking is already prohibited on your street 
and DPT will continue to enforce that requirement during construction. 

The use of the street and on-street parking are not within the jurisdiction 
of the Planning Department. Planning’s role in this process is to review 
permit applications for compliance with the Planning Code and Residential 
Design Guidelines. Our actions on a permit, and the Planning Commission’s 
action on a Discretionary Review, are limited to those design aspects of 
the project only. However, if you and the owner of I McCormick are able to 
reach an understanding regarding staging issues I would be willing to put 
those on the permit as conditions. 

As I mentioned previously staging issues are not considered grounds for a 
DR application as the Planning Commission has no jurisdiction over use of 
the street. 

I hope this helps clarify the issue. Feel free to contact me if you have 
any further questions. 

Rick Crawford 
Planner 

Damien Lillis 
<damien. lillisgm 
ail.com> 	 To 

rick.crawfordsfgov.org  



08/24/2011 05:16 	 cc 
PM 

	

	 bill.matteson(äicdfunds.com , Kelley 
Lillis <pandical (ägmai1.com > 

Subject 
Fwd: Proposed Project at 1 
McCormick Place (Application #2010 
0809 8402 and 2010 0809 8400) 

Dear Mr. Crawford: 

Thanks for meeting with me and Bill Matteson last week. As you suggested, I 
reached out to DPW to have it address the logistical problems associated 
with this proposed development project, given the one-lane alley with "no 
parking" on it, the lack of space for trucks, construction materials, and 
the like, and the serious negative impacts a construction project like this 
would have on the use and enjoyment of the neighboring properties. John 
Kwong, Permit Manager at DPW-BSM, indicates in his email below that DPW is 
not responsible for construction staging issues, and that the development 
team (presumably at the Planning Department) is responsible for addressing 
these concerns. He appears to have a view different from yours as to who is 
responsible for making sure the proposed project does not unduly interfere 
with the use and enjoyment of the neighboring properties. 

Could you please help us understand how the incredible difficulty of 
staging a large construction project like this in the narrow confines of a 
dead-end alley with no street parking will be addressed during the 
permitting process? At a minimum, it seems reasonable and appropriate for 
the developer, the development team, DPW, or some other responsible person 
to present the impacted neighbors with an actual plan describing: (1) how 
the construction will be staged to avoid interference with the property 
owners’ rights to access their homes and off-street parking spaces when 
they need to; (2) how the trucks, backhoes, and other equipment necessary 
to demolish the existing structure can get to the construction site, 
demolish the building, and remove debris without parking in the alley or 
blocking ingress and egress for the neighbors; (3) where the developer will 
place the dumpsters and debris boxes needed to hold the demolition debris 
such that they do not block access, etc.; and (4) generally, how does the 
developer propose to demolish the structure and build a new one in a way 
that minimizes the substantial negative impacts to the neighbors in terms 
of access, noise, potential damage to property, dust, etc.? 

We have heard nothing from the developer on these significant issues. The 
Planning Department seems to think that the DPW is responsible. The DPW 
seems to think that Planning is responsible. This lack of clarity may leave 
us with no choice but to address the serious logistical problems associated 
with a demolition and construction project of this size, in a narrow alley 
with no parking, through the Discretionary Review process. Mr. Kwong’s 
email states that, in his experience, the Planning Department has placed 
conditions on building permits to address the staging of construction and 
the occupation of the right of way, which leads us to think that we will 
need to request Discretionary Review to get some traction on these very 



important issues. Please let us know if we are wrong about that. 

As you know, the neighbors have been given very little time to work through 
these issues, as we did not receive the full 30 days notice required to 
respond to the Revised Notice of Building Permit Application. If the 
Planning Department believes that the logistical problems can be worked out 
if more time was available, then it probably makes sense to give the 
affected neighbors the full 30 day notice period so we can collaborate on 
problem solving rather than being forced to rush and request Discretionary 
Review. 

Thanks for your assistance. 

Damien & Kelley Lillis 
3 McCormick Street 
San Francisco, CA 94109 
(415) 577-3698 

Forwarded message ---------- 
From: Kwong, John <John.Kwong(sfdpw.org > 
Date: Wed, Aug 24, 2011 at 4:05 PM 
Subject: RE: Proposed Project at 1 McCormick Place (Application #2010 0809 
8402 and 2010 0809 8400) 
To: Damien Lillis <damien. lillis(gmai1.com > 
Cc: Kelley Lillis <pandical(Zgmail.com >, "Elsner, Nick" < 
Nick. Elsner(sfdpw.org >, "Fong, Lynn" <Lynn. Fong(sfdpw.org >, "Dennis, 
Rassendyll" <Rassendyll .Dennissfdpw.org> 

Mr. & Ms. Lillis: 

This information is news to the Department of Public Works. Previously on 
many occasions and at various locations within the City, Planning 
Department had provided additional conditions to a building permit as it 
relates to the staging of construction and the occupation of the 
right-of-way. DPW does not dictate the staging methodology of a private 
contractor. 

The staging and method of building construction is left to the development 
team, as long as it satisfies all municipal codes. 

Based upon preliminary review, there are no parking at anytime signage 
along McCormick Place. Therefore, I do not understand your comment related 
to the "off-street" parking. Under state law, a property owner is granted 
access from the public right-of-way (street) to their property. 

Your questions related on how this construction will proceed is best 
directed to the development team. DPW has not issue any permit at this 
time. The two BPAs that you have identified have not been release by DPW’s 
station at DBI at this time. 

Sincerely, 



John Kwong, P.E. 
Permit Manager 
DPW-BSM 
john.kwong(sfdpw.org  

From: Damien Lillis [mai1to:damien.1illis(ägmail.com1 
Sent: Wednesday, August 24, 2011 2:39 PM 
To: john kwong(sfgov.org  
Cc: Kelley Lillis 
Subject: Proposed Project at 1 McCormick Place (Application #2010 0809 8402 
and 2010 0809 8400) 

Dear Mr. Kwong: 

I write at the suggestion of one of your colleagues at DPW. My wife and I 
live at 3 McCormick Street (actually McCormick Place). Our house abuts a 
proposed development project at 1 McCormick Street, Application #2010 0809 
8402 (New Construction) and 2010 0809 8400 (Demolition). Rick Crawford at 
the Planning Department suggested that we get in touch with DPW about the 
very challenging and difficult logistical issues that the project presents. 

McCormick is a mid-block, one-lane, dead-end alley between Hyde and Larkin 
Streets. It has no cul-de-sac. Here is an aerial picture the red 
structure in the middle is the site of the proposed demolition and 
construction of a new home: 

Mr. Crawford said that, before issuing a permit, the Planning Department 
does not consider the logistical feasibility of whether a project can be 
built without unduly interfering with the use and enjoyment of the 
surrounding residences. That’s why he told us to get in touch with you, as 
he said the DPW handles those issues when making arrangements with the 
developer to access a construction site, etc. 

I am concerned that the proposed project at 1 McCormick will be impossible 
to build without blocking access to the homes and off-street parking spaces 
on the alley, among a host of other concerns too long to list. It just 
seems that there is not enough space for all the trucks, construction 
material, lumber, backhoes, personnel, and other equipment to maneuver 
around the development site without unduly interfering with the rights of 
others in the use and enjoyment of their homes. 

I was hoping we could address this issue now, before any permits get 
issued, because this appears to be an unusual and very challenging problem 
that should be proactively addressed by all who will be impacted and 
involved. Let me know if we can arrange a time to discuss how the DPW 
intends to handle the logistical difficulties that this proposed project 
will face, and what steps can be taken to determine if the project is even 
possible to build as contemplated. This is a rather urgent matter, as the 
deadline for requesting Discretionary Review is next week, and DPW! s  
insights into this matter may very well be material to the analysis. 



Thanks for your assistance, 

Damien & Kelley Lillis 
3 McCormick Street 
San Francisco, CA 94109 
(415) 577-3698 



From: Damien Lulls 
Sent: Thursday, August 25, 2011 5:13 PM 
To: Rick.Crawford@sfgov.org ; John. Kwong@sfdpw.org ; Pierre Zetterberg 
Cc: Nick. Elsner@sfdpw.org ; Lynn. Fong@sfdpw.org ; Rassendyll. Den nis@sfdpw.org ; ’Kelley Lillis’; 
’wmatteson@earthlink.net ’; ’Robyn Tucker’; ’Betsy Brill’; ’carolynleel'hotmail.com’; ’andrew madden’; ’Bill Matteson’ 
Subject: FW: Fwd: Proposed Project at 1 McCormick Place (Application #2010 0809 8402 and 2010 0809 8400) 

Dear Rick, John, & Pierre: 

Thanks to Rick and John for providing your department’s respective views about who is responsible for making sure that 
this proposed development project does not interfere with the use and enjoyment of the surrounding private property 
during construction. We write to you both in the hope of clarifying what appears to be an inconsistent view as to whether 
the Planning Department or the Department of Public Works is the responsible department. We have included the 
developer, Pierre, on this email because it appears that the developer is responsible for working with the City regarding 
staging for the project. If we can get all the stakeholders involved in a dialogue, then perhaps we can move this issue 
forward to resolution. (Pierre, it might help you to review the email string starting at the bottom so you can see how we got 
to this point.) 

Mr. Crawford’s email below states that "The Department of Public Works is the permitting agency and would grant any 
use permits for the street and imposes any limitations on that use." Mr. Kwongs email asserts a slightly different view: 
"DPW does not dictate the staging methodology of a private contractor." The reason we need clarification here is that 
access to the proposed construction site can be achieved through only one route -- via McCormick Place. McCormick 
Place is a one-lane, dead-end alley that is quite narrow. As a result, the only way the developer can get to the 
construction site is to use McCormick Place to transport all necessary trucks, vehicles, construction equipment, personnel, 
and the like, and that presents challenges given the designated ’no parking" zones on the entire length of McCormick. 
This will necessarily result in blocking access to the neighboring homes and their off-street parking spaces during the 
construction period. We would like to hear the City’s view on that reality and the developer’s plan to deal with it. Given the 
size and scale of this project, the unique logistical problems associated with blocking the one-lane alley and access to 
property will no doubt last for a very long time, potentially from 7 am to 8 pm, and possibly seven days per week, so this 
will be a serious every-day problem that should be addressed during the permitting process. 

The photograph below (also attached) shows only a fraction of the access problem. It shows three homes and driveways 
that necessarily will be blocked for unknown periods of time during any construction of a project of the scale proposed at 1 
McCormick: the driveway to 1446 Jackson street (accessible only from the end of McCormick Place, immediately in front 
of 1 McCormick), 2 McCormick (which has off-street parking immediately across from 1 McCormick), and 3 McCormick 
(which has off-street parking next to 1 McCormick). The photograph does not show how a project on such a narrow alley 
will negatively impact and disrupt the other neighbors, including 4 McCormick (which faces 1 McCormick), 12 McCormick 
(which has a garage on McCormick), 7-9 McCormick, and 1453 Pacific (which has a garage on McCormick). 
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Because the developer will have to use McCormick alley - a public, no-parking, dead-end street -- to access the 
construction site and, in doing so, necessarily block access to a number of private homes and driveways, we would 
appreciate hearing from both the Planning Department and DPW as to who at the City we should be working with to 
prevent the undue interference with our property rights. Based on Mr. Crawford’s and Mr. Kwong’s emails, this problem 
appears to fall into the jurisdiction of both the Planning Department and Public Works Departments, as the Planning 
Department has the power to impose conditions on projects that block streets (as is the case here), the DPW has the 
power to grant a use permit for McCormick alley and to impose limitations on that use (powers that should be exercised 
here), and the City (per Mr. Crawford’s email) regulates the use of the streets. We are not aware of the process to have 
conditions like this placed on a project, but our sources believe that the Discretionary Review process is the most likely 
means of doing so. Please let us know if there is an alternate route to address these issues, or if DR is the only available 
path given that the logistical problems noted above are the result of the size and scale of the proposed project (that is, this 
would not be as significant of a concern if there was just a remodel project going on for a few weeks; we’re dealing with a 
long-term project that has long-term impacts on the use and enjoyment of property). 

It is our hope that the developer and City departments can work with us, as the affected neighbors, in a collaborative 
fashion to work towards potential solutions. Perhaps a meeting of all involved would be best. However, because the 
affected neighbors have not received the full 30 days notice required to respond to the Revised Notice of Building Permit 
Application, the City has left us with little time to resolve this issue before we must seek Discretionary Review on August 
30. That, of course, is something the City can change, and extend, if it wants to work towards a resolution. 

We look forward to hearing from you. 

Sincerely, 

2 



The McCormick Street Neighbors 

- Forwarded message 	- 
From: <Rick.0 raw ford(as fgov. org > 
Date: Thu, Aug 25, 2011 at 8:02 AM 
Subject: Re: Fwd: Proposed Project at 1 McCormick Place (Application #2010 0809 8402 and 2010 0809 8400) 
To: Damien Lillis <damien. lilli s(âgmai l.com > 
Cc bill matteson(a)icdfunds corn, Kelley Lillis <pandical(agrnail coin> 

Mr Lillis 
I agree with Mr Kwong that ultimately the development team, that is the 
owner, architect and contractor, are responsible for the staging of the 
project. However the City does regulate the use of the streets. The 
Department of Public Works is the permitting agency and would grant any use 
permits for the street and imposes any limitations on that use. I believe 
the Departments of Parking and Traffic (DPT) and Building Inspection are 
also involved. The Planning Department has imposed conditions of approval 
on some larger downtown and other commercial projects that have the 
potential to block busy streets during commute times but those conditions 
are more recommendations to DPW as the permitting agency than a requirement 
Planning enforces. I am not aware of our doing so on a single family 
house. As Mr. Kwong mentions parking is already prohibited on your street 
and DPT will continue to enforce that requirement during construction. 

The use of the street and on-street parking are not within the jurisdiction 
of the Planning Department. Planning’s role in this process is to review 
permit applications for compliance with the Planning Code and Residential 
Design Guidelines. Our actions on a permit, and the Planning Commission’s 
action on a Discretionary Review, are limited to those design aspects of 
the project only. However, if you and the owner of 1 McCormick are able to 
reach an understanding regarding staging issues I would be willing to put 
those on the permit as conditions. 

As I mentioned previously staging issues are not considered grounds for a 
DR application as the Planning Commission has no jurisdiction over use of 
the street. 

I hope this helps clarify the issue. Feel free to contact me if you have 
any further questions. 

Rick Crawford 
Planner 

Damien Lillis 
<damien. lillisgm 
ail.com > 	 To 

rick .crawford(âsfgov. org  
08/24/2011 05:16 	 cc 
PM 	 hiI1.rnattcson(icdfunds.corn, Kelley 



Lillis <pandical (agmai1.com > 
Subject 

Fwd: Proposed Project at 1 
McCormick Place (Application #2010 
0809 8402 and 2010 0809 8400) 

Dear Mr. Crawford: 

Thanks for meeting with me and Bill Matteson last week. As you suggested, I 
reached out to DPW to have it address the logistical problems associated 
with this proposed development project, given the one-lane alley with "no 
parking" on it, the lack of space for trucks, construction materials, and 
the like, and the serious negative impacts a construction project like this 
would have on the use and enjoyment of the neighboring properties. John 
Kwong, Permit Manager at DPW-BSM, indicates in his email below that DPW is 
not responsible for construction staging issues, and that the development 
team (presumably at the Planning Department) is responsible for addressing 
these concerns. He appears to have a view different from yours as to who is 
responsible for making sure the proposed project does not unduly interfere 
with the use and enjoyment of the neighboring properties. 

Could you please help us understand how the incredible difficulty of 
staging a large construction project like this in the narrow confines of a 
dead-end alley with no street parking will be addressed during the 
permitting process? At a minimum, it seems reasonable and appropriate for 
the developer, the development team, DPW, or some other responsible person 
to present the impacted neighbors with an actual plan describing: (1) how 
the construction will be staged to avoid interference with the property 
owners’ rights to access their homes and off-street parking spaces when 
they need to; (2) how the trucks, backhoes, and other equipment necessary 
to demolish the existing structure can get to the construction site, 
demolish the building, and remove debris without parking in the alley or 
blocking ingress and egress for the neighbors; (3) where the developer will 
place the dumpsters and debris boxes needed to hold the demolition debris 
such that they do not block access, etc.; and (4) generally, how does the 
developer propose to demolish the structure and build a new one in a way 
that minimizes the substantial negative impacts to the neighbors in terms 
of access, noise, potential damage to property, dust, etc.? 

We have heard nothing from the developer on these significant issues. The 
Planning Department seems to think that the DPW is responsible. The DPW 
seems to think that Planning is responsible. This lack of clarity may leave 
us with no choice but to address the serious logistical problems associated 
with a demolition and construction project of this size, in a narrow alley 
with no parking, through the Discretionary Review process. Mr. Kwong’s 
email states that, in his experience, the Planning Department has placed 
conditions on building permits to address the staging of construction and 
the occupation of the right of way, which leads us to think that we will 
need to request Discretionary Review to get some traction on these very 
important issues. Please let us know if we are wrong about that. 



As you know, the neighbors have been given very little time to work through 
these issues, as we did not receive the full 30 days notice required to 
respond to the Revised Notice of Building Permit Application. If the 
Planning Department believes that the logistical problems can be worked out 
if more time was available, then it probably makes sense to give the 
affected neighbors the full 30 day notice period so we can collaborate on 
problem solving rather than being forced to rush and request Discretionary 
Review. 

Thanks for your assistance. 

Damien & Kelley Lillis 
3 McCormick Street 
San Francisco, CA 94109 
(415) 577-3698 

Forwarded message ---------- 
From: Kwong, John <John. Kwong(asfdpw .org> 
Date: Wed, Aug 24, 2011 at 4:05 PM 
Subject: RE: Proposed Project at 1 McCormick Place (Application #2010 0809 
8402 and 2010 0809 8400) 
To: Damien Lillis <damien.1i1Iis(agmai1.com > 
Cc: Kelley Lillis <pandical(ÆgmaiI.com>, "Eisner, Nick" < 
Nick. Elsner(asfdpw .org>, ’Tong, Lynn" <Lynn .Fongasfdpw . org>, "Dennis, 
Rassendyll" <Rasscndy11.Dennis(àsfdpw org> 

Mr. & Ms. Lillis: 

This information is news to the Department of Public Works. Previously on 
many occasions and at various locations within the City, Planning 
Department had provided additional conditions to a building permit as it 
relates to the staging of construction and the occupation of the 
right-of-way. DPW does not dictate the staging methodology of a private 
contractor. 

The staging and method of building construction is left to the development 
team, as long as it satisfies all municipal codes. 

Based upon preliminary review, there are no parking at anytime signage 
along McCormick Place. Therefore, I do not understand your comment related 
to the "off-street" parking. Under state law, a property owner is granted 
access from the public right-of-way (street) to their property. 

Your questions related on how this construction will proceed is best 
directed to the development team. DPW has not issue any permit at this 
time. The two BPAs that you have identified have not been release by DPW’s 
station at DBI at this time. 

Sincerely, 

John Kwong, P.E. 
Permit Manager 



DPW-BSM 
john. kwong(asfdpw .org 

From: Damien Lillis [mailto:damien.1illis(agmail.com ] 
Sent: Wednesday, August 24, 2011 2:39 PM 
To: john kwong(sfgov.org  
Cc: Kelley Lillis 
Subject: Proposed Project at 1 McCormick Place (Application #2010 0809 8402 
and 2010 0809 8400) 

Dear Mr. Kwong: 

I write at the suggestion of one of your colleagues at DPW. My wife and I 
live at 3 McCormick Street (actually McCormick Place). Our house abuts a 
proposed development project at 1 McCormick Street, Application #2010 0809 
8402 (New Construction) and 2010 0809 8400 (Demolition). Rick Crawford at 
the Planning Department suggested that we get in touch with DPW about the 
very challenging and difficult logistical issues that the project presents. 

McCormick is a mid-block, one-lane, dead-end alley between Hyde and Larkin 
Streets. It has no cul-de-sac. Here is an aerial picture the red 
structure in the middle is the site of the proposed demolition and 
construction of a new home: 

Mr. Crawford said that, before issuing a permit, the Planning Department 
does not consider the logistical feasibility of whether a project can be 
built without unduly interfering with the use and enjoyment of the 
surrounding residences. That’s why he told us to get in touch with you, as 
he said the DPW handles those issues when making arrangements with the 
developer to access a construction site, etc. 

I am concerned that the proposed project at 1 McCormick will be impossible 
to build without blocking access to the homes and off-street parking spaces 
on the alley, among a host of other concerns too long to list. It just 
seems that there is not enough space for all the trucks, construction 
material, lumber, backhoes, personnel, and other equipment to maneuver 
around the development site without unduly interfering with the rights of 
others in the use and enjoyment of their homes. 

I was hoping we could address this issue now, before any permits get 
issued, because this appears to be an unusual and very challenging problem 
that should be proactively addressed by all who will be impacted and 
involved. Let me know if we can arrange a time to discuss how the DPW 
intends to handle the logistical difficulties that this proposed project 
will face, and what steps can be taken to determine if the project is even 
possible to build as contemplated. This is a rather urgent matter, as the 
deadline for requesting Discretionary Review is next week, and DPW’s 
insights into this matter may very well be material to the analysis. 

Thanks for your assistance, 



Damien & Kelley Lillis 
3 McCormick Street 
San Francisco, CA 94109 
(415) 577-3698 



From: Rick. Crawford sfgov.org  [mailto:Rick. Crawford@sfgov.org ] 
Sent: Monday, August 29, 2011 12:43 PM 
To: Damien Lillis 
Cc: andrew madden; Betsy Brill; Bill Matteson; carolynleel@hotmail.com ; John. Kwong'sfdpw.org ; Kelley Lillis; 
Lynn. Fongsfdpw.org ; Nick. Elsnersfdpw.org ; Pierre Zetterberg; Rassendyll.Dennis@sfdpw.org ; Robyn Tucker; 
wmatteson@earthlink.net  
Subject: Re: FW: Fwd: Proposed Project at 1 McCormick Place (Application #2010 0809 8402 and 2010 0809 8400) 

Mr Lillis 

As I mentioned in my previous message, the Planning Department has no jurisdiction over construction timing and 
staging. Those aspects of the project are under the jurisdiction of the Departments of Building Inspection, Public Works 
and Parking and Traffic. I can assure you that your e-mails have started the conversation between those Departments 
regarding staging for this project. I believe that Parking and Traffic, 
based on existing traffic regulations, including parking limitations on McCormick would not allow a street space for this 
site. They would need to stage on the property or off one of the side streets. This is not an issue the Planning 
Commission can consider as part of a DR application but would be something you could appeal to the Board of Appeals 
when the permits are issued (the matter is not ripe for appeal until the permits are issued). 
As I mentioned previously, the Planning Commission can only consider design issues. 
I hope this helps clarify the matter. Please feel free to contact me. 
Rick Crawford 

Damien Lillis 
<dlillis@slplawfi 
rm.com > 	 To 

<Rick.Crawfordsfgov.org >, 
08/25/2011 05:12 	<John. Kwongsfdpw.org >, Pierre 
PM 	 Zetterberg <p.zetterbergehdd.com > 

cc 
<Nick.Elsnersfdpw.org >, 
<Lynn. Fongsfdpw.org >, 
<Rassendyll.Dennissfdpw.org >, 
Kelley Lillis 
<Kelley.lillisfnf.com >, 
<wmatteson@earthlink.net >, Robyn 
Tucker <venturesv@aol.com >, Betsy 
Brill <betsyb123@mac.com >, 
<carolynlee1hotmail.com >, andrew 
madden <at_maddenyahoo.com>,  Bill 
Matteson 
<bill.matteson@icdfunds.com > 

Subject 
FW: Fwd: Proposed Project at 1 
McCormick Place (Application #2010 
0809 8402 and 2010 0809 8400) 

Dear Rick, John, & Pierre: 

Thanks to Rick and John for providing your department’s respective views about who is responsible for making sure that 
this proposed development project does not interfere with the use and enjoyment of the surrounding private property 
during construction. We write to you both in the hope of clarifying what appears to be an inconsistent view as to whether 



the Planning Department or the Department of Public Works is the responsible department. We have included the 
developer, Pierre, on this email because it appears that the developer is responsible for working with the City regarding 
staging for the project. If we can get all the stakeholders involved in a dialogue, then perhaps we can move this issue 
forward to resolution. (Pierre, it might help you to review the email string starting at the bottom so you can see how we got 
to this point.) 

Mr. Crawford’s email below states that "The Department of Public Works is the permitting agency and would grant any 
use permits for the street and imposes any limitations on that use." Mr. Kwong’s email asserts a slightly different view: 
"DPW does not dictate the staging methodology of a private contractor." The reason we need clarification here is that 
access to the proposed construction site can be achieved through only one route -- via McCormick Place. McCormick 
Place is a one-lane, dead-end alley that is quite narrow. As a result, the only way the developer can get to the 
construction site is to use McCormick Place to transport all necessary trucks, vehicles, construction equipment, personnel, 
and the like, and that presents challenges given the designated "no parking" zones on the entire length of McCormick. 
This will necessarily result in blocking access to the neighboring homes and their off-street parking spaces during the 
construction period. We would like to hear the City’s view on that reality and the developer’s plan to deal with it. Given the 
size and scale of this project, the unique logistical problems associated with blocking the one-lane alley and access to 
property will no doubt last for a very long time, potentially from 7 am to 8 pm, and possibly seven days per week, so this 
will be a serious every-day problem that should be addressed during the permitting process. 
The photograph below (also attached) shows only a fraction of the access problem. It shows three homes and driveways 
that necessarily will be blocked for unknown periods of time during any construction of a project of the scale proposed at I 
McCormick: the driveway to 1446 Jackson street (accessible only from the end of McCormick Place, immediately in front 
of 1 McCormick), 2 McCormick (which has off-street parking immediately across from 1 McCormick), and 3 McCormick 
(which has off-street parking next to 1 McCormick). The photograph does not show how a project on such a narrow alley 
will negatively impact and disrupt the other neighbors, including 4 McCormick (which faces 1 McCormick), 12 McCormick 
(which has a garage on McCormick), 7-9 McCormick, and 1453 Pacific (which has a garage on McCormick). 
(Embedded image moved to file: pic0521 1 .jpg)IMG_2622(Annotated).jpg 
Because the developer will have to use McCormick alley - a public, no-parking, dead-end street -- to access the 
construction site and, in doing so, necessarily block access to a number of private homes and driveways, we would 
appreciate hearing from both the Planning Department and DPW as to who at the City we should be working with to 
prevent the undue interference with our property rights. Based on Mr. Crawford’s and Mr. Kwong’s emails, this problem 
appears to fall into the jurisdiction of both the Planning Department and Public Works Departments, as the Planning 
Department has the power to impose conditions on projects that block streets (as is the case here), the DPW has the 
power to grant a use permit for McCormick alley and to impose limitations on that use (powers that should be exercised 
here), and the City (per Mr. Crawford’s email) regulates the use of the streets. We are not aware of the process to have 
conditions like this placed on a project, but our sources believe that the Discretionary Review process is the most likely 
means of doing so. Please let us know if there is an alternate route to address these issues, or if DR is the only available 
path given that the logistical problems noted above are the result of the size and scale of the proposed project (that is, this 
would not be as significant of a concern if there was just a remodel project going on for a few weeks; we’re dealing with a 
long-term project that has long-term impacts on the use and enjoyment of property). 

It is our hope that the developer and City departments can work with us, as the affected neighbors, in a collaborative 
fashion to work towards potential solutions. Perhaps a meeting of all involved would be best. 
However, because the affected neighbors have not received the full 30 days notice required to respond to the Revised 
Notice of Building Permit Application, the City has left us with little time to resolve this issue before we must seek 
Discretionary Review on August 30. That, of course, is something the City can change, and extend, if it wants to work 
towards a resolution. 
We look forward to hearing from you. 
Sincerely, 
The McCormick Street Neighbors 

Forwarded message ----------
From: <Rick. Crawford sfgov.org > 
Date: Thu, Aug 25, 2011 at 8:02 AM 
Subject: Re: Fwd: Proposed Project at 1 McCormick Place (Application #2010 
0809 8402 and 2010 0809 8400) 
To: Damien Lillis <damien.Iillis'gmail.com > 
Cc: bill.matteson@icdfunds.com , Kelley Lillis <pandical gmaiI.com > 

Mr Lillis 
I agree with Mr Kwong that ultimately the development team, that is the owner, architect and contractor, are responsible 
for the staging of the project. However the City does regulate the use of the streets. The Department of Public Works is 



the permitting agency and would grant any use permits for the street and imposes any limitations on that use. I believe 
the Departments of Parking and Traffic (DPT) and Building Inspection are also involved. The Planning Department has 
imposed conditions of approval on some larger downtown and other commercial projects that have the potential to block 
busy streets during commute times but those conditions are more recommendations to DPW as the permitting agency 
than a requirement Planning enforces. I am not aware of our doing so on a single family house. As Mr. Kwong mentions 
parking is already prohibited on your street and DPT will continue to enforce that requirement during construction. 

The use of the street and on-street parking are not within the jurisdiction of the Planning Department. Planning’s role in 
this process is to review permit applications for compliance with the Planning Code and Residential Design Guidelines. 
Our actions on a permit, and the Planning Commission’s action on a Discretionary Review, are limited to those design 
aspects of the project only. However, if you and the owner of 1 McCormick are able to reach an understanding regarding 
staging issues I would be willing to put those on the permit as conditions. 

As I mentioned previously staging issues are not considered grounds for a DR application as the Planning Commission 
has no jurisdiction over use of the street. 

I hope this helps clarify the issue. Feel free to contact me if you have any further questions. 

Rick Crawford 
Planner 

Damien Lillis 
<damien.lillisgm 
ail.com > 	 To 

rick.crawford@sfgov.org  
08/24/2011 05:16 	 cc 
PM 	 bill.matteson@icdfunds.com , Kelley 

Lillis <pandical'gmail.com > 
Subject 

Fwd: Proposed Project at 1 
McCormick Place (Application #2010 
0809 8402 and 2010 0809 8400) 

Dear Mr. Crawford: 

Thanks for meeting with me and Bill Matteson last week. As you suggested, I reached out to DPW to have it address the 
logistical problems associated with this proposed development project, given the one-lane alley with "no parking" on it, the 
lack of space for trucks, construction materials, and the like, and the serious negative impacts a construction project like 
this would have on the use and enjoyment of the neighboring properties. John Kwong, Permit Manager at DPW-BSM, 
indicates in his email below that DPW is not responsible for construction staging issues, and that the development team 
(presumably at the Planning Department) is responsible for addressing these concerns. He appears to have a view 
different from yours as to who is responsible for making sure the proposed project does not unduly interfere with the use 
and enjoyment of the neighboring properties. 

Could you please help us understand how the incredible difficulty of staging a large construction project like this in the 
narrow confines of a dead-end alley with no street parking will be addressed during the permitting process? At a 
minimum, it seems reasonable and appropriate for the developer, the development team, DPW, or some other 
responsible person to present the impacted neighbors with an actual plan describing: (1) how the construction will be 
staged to avoid interference with the property owners’ rights to access their homes and off-street parking spaces when 
they need to; (2) how the trucks, backhoes, and other equipment necessary to demolish the existing structure can get to 
the construction site, demolish the building, and remove debris without parking in the alley or blocking ingress and egress 
for the neighbors; (3) where the developer will place the dumpsters and debris boxes needed to hold the demolition debris 
such that they do not block access, etc.; and (4) generally, how does the developer propose to demolish the structure and 
build a new one in a way that minimizes the substantial negative impacts to the neighbors in terms of access, noise, 
potential damage to property, dust, etc.? 

We have heard nothing from the developer on these significant issues. The Planning Department seems to think that the 
DPW is responsible. The DPW seems to think that Planning is responsible. This lack of clarity may leave us with no 
choice but to address the serious logistical problems associated with a demolition and construction project of this size, in 
a narrow alley with no parking, through the Discretionary Review process. Mr. Kwong’s email states that, in his 



experience, the Planning Department has placed conditions on building permits to address the staging of construction and 
the occupation of the right of way, which leads us to think that we will need to request Discretionary Review to get some 
traction on these very important issues. Please let us know if we are wrong about that. 

As you know, the neighbors have been given very little time to work through these issues, as we did not receive the full 30 
days notice required to respond to the Revised Notice of Building Permit Application. If the Planning Department believes 
that the logistical problems can be worked out if more time was available, then it probably makes sense to give the 
affected neighbors the full 30 day notice period so we can collaborate on problem solving rather than being forced to rush 
and request Discretionary Review. 

Thanks for your assistance. 

Damien & Kelley Lillis 
3 McCormick Street 
San Francisco, CA 94109 
(415) 577-3698 

Forwarded message ---------- 
From: Kwong, John <John.Kwongsfdpw.org > 
Date: Wed, Aug 24, 2011 at 4:05 PM 
Subject: RE: Proposed Project at 1 McCormick Place (Application #2010 0809 
8402 and 2010 0809 8400) 
To: Damien Lillis <damien.lillisgmail.com > 
Cc: Kelley Lillis <pandica1gmail.com >, "Eisner, Nick" < Nick.Elsnersfdpw.org >, "Fong, Lynn" 
<Lynn. Fongsfdpw.org >, "Dennis, Rassendyll" <Rassendyll.Dennis@sfdpw.org > 

Mr. & Ms. Lillis: 

This information is news to the Department of Public Works. Previously on many occasions and at various locations 
within the City, Planning Department had provided additional conditions to a building permit as it relates to the staging of 
construction and the occupation of the right-of-way. DPW does not dictate the staging methodology of a private 
contractor. 

The staging and method of building construction is left to the development team, as long as it satisfies all municipal codes 

Based upon preliminary review, there are no parking at anytime signage along McCormick Place. Therefore, I do not 
understand your comment related to the "off-street" parking. Under state law, a property owner is granted access from 
the public right-of-way (street) to their property. 

Your questions related on how this construction will proceed is best directed to the development team. DPW has not 
issue any permit at this time. The two BPAs that you have identified have not been release by DPW’s station at DBI at 
this time. 

Sincerely, 

John Kwong, P.E. 
Permit Manager 
DPW-BSM 
john.kwongsfdpw.org  

From: Damien Lillis [mailto:damien.lillisgmaiI.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, August 24, 2011 2:39 PM 
To: john_kwong@sfgov.org  
Cc: Kelley Lillis 
Subject: Proposed Project at 1 McCormick Place (Application #2010 0809 8402 and 2010 0809 8400) 

Dear Mr. Kwong: 

I write at the suggestion of one of your colleagues at DPW. My wife and I live at 3 McCormick Street (actually McCormick 
Place). Our house abuts a proposed development project at 1 McCormick Street, Application #2010 0809 



8402 (New Construction) and 2010 0809 8400 (Demolition). Rick Crawford at the Planning Department suggested that we 
get in touch with DPW about the very challenging and difficult logistical issues that the project presents. 

McCormick is a mid-block, one-lane, dead-end alley between Hyde and Larkin Streets. It has no cul-de-sac. Here is an 
aerial picture - the red structure in the middle is the site of the proposed demolition and construction of a new home: 

Mr. Crawford said that, before issuing a permit, the Planning Department does not consider the logistical feasibility of 
whether a project can be built without unduly interfering with the use and enjoyment of the surrounding residences. That’s 
why he told us to get in touch with you, as he said the DPW handles those issues when making arrangements with the 
developer to access a construction site, etc. 

I am concerned that the proposed project at I McCormick will be impossible to build without blocking access to the homes 
and off-street parking spaces on the alley, among a host of other concerns too long to list. It just seems that there is not 
enough space for all the trucks, construction material, lumber, backhoes, personnel, and other equipment to maneuver 
around the development site without unduly interfering with the rights of others in the use and enjoyment of their homes. 

I was hoping we could address this issue now, before any permits get issued, because this appears to be an unusual and 
very challenging problem that should be proactively addressed by all who will be impacted and involved. Let me know if 
we can arrange a time to discuss how the DPW intends to handle the logistical difficulties that this proposed project will 
face, and what steps can be taken to determine if the project is even possible to build as contemplated. This is a rather 
urgent matter, as the deadline for requesting Discretionary Review is next week, and DPW’s insights into this matter may 
very well be material to the analysis. 

Thanks for your assistance, 

Damien & Kelley Lillis 
3 McCormick Street 
San Francisco, CA 94109 
(415) 577-3698 
(See attached file: IMG_2622(Annotated).jpg) 



August 30, 2011 

San Francisco Planning Department 

1650 Mission Street - Suite 400 
San Francisco, CA 94103-9425 

RE: I McCormick Street Project - Application #2010 0809 8402 

Dear Sir and Madam: 

We have been owners and occupants of 2 McCormick Street since 1987 and recently received notice of 

plans to demolish the home at 1 McCormick Street and reconstruct a significantly larger structure (over 

100% increase in size) on that lot. The proposed design which was shared with us approximately 2 years 

ago by the developer does not appear to conform to the scope and scale of the other homes on this 

narrow one way alley street. At that time, we expressed our objection to such a large structure and 

have been waiting for the developer to offer a meaningful compromise or alternative from the original 

design that would bring the project within the neighborhood’s scope and scale of design. 

McCormick alley is approximately 12 feet wide and does not allow street parking. There are no other 

single family homes on the street with a "garage" structure which raises the height of the proposed 

building significantly. We suggested using the existing side lot space, previously used for parking, for 

their offstreet parking need. While the scope and scale of the proposed design might appear reasonable 

for the adjacent much wider two way streets on Pacific Avenue, Larkin Street and Hyde Street, that also 

include street parking, and the one way Jackson Street which includes street parking, it does not fit or 

conform to a narrow alley like McCormick Street. 

While we are aware that private property views are not protected by the Planning Code and Guidelines, 

we are extremely concerned that the scale of construction without sufficient set back will engulf our 

home along with our neighbors next door and adjacent to the project. Our existing line of sight which 

provides open blue sky, afternoon sunlight, and a feeling of space will be eliminated with the proposed 

structure. This will result in a small, dark, cramped and restricted sense of space within the alley. 

A significant component of the development plan has not yet been submitted or communicated by the 

developer which includes, but is not limited to, the plan for transportation, access and staging to move 

materials, equipment and labor to and from the job site; the timeline for completion; and hours of 

construction. It would seem that being informed of this process would be paramount to the issuance of 

permits and understanding the impact of demolition and construction on a narrow one way alley and its 

neighbors. 

We greatly appreciate your time and willingness to address our concerns. 

F,-4 
Bill Matteson 	 Jessie Stanshaw 
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November 17, 2010 

Rick Crawford 

San Francisco Planning Department 

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 

San Francisco, CA 94103-2414 

S & U Project Number: 7631 

Subject: Structural Evaluation and Soundness Report 1 McCormick, San Francisco 

Dear Mr. Crawford: 

This report summarizes the results of our evaluation of the existing building located at 

1 McCormick Street in San Francisco with the goal of determining Soundness. This 

evaluation is based on our site visit on May 15, 2009. 

Please note that this Soundness Report is based on Section 317 of the San Francisco 

Planning Code, and the Zoning Controls on the Removal of Dwelling Units, Draft 4.0 

dated March 19, 2007 (which represents the only version of this document available at the 

time of this writing). 

Following your comments from September 15, 2010, we have revised this report to 

clarify the costs associated with necessary upgrades and to show photo locations on the 

plans. We have also added more photographs and a survey showing settlement. Finally, 

we have added the Planning Matrix to further clarify and link the deficiencies to allowed 

upgrades. We acknowledge that you did not request the inclusion of this Matrix, nor does 
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the Planning Department appear to have used it for some time. However, we included it as 

a potentially useful tool to help staff interpret the report. 

General Description 

The lot is 29-feet by 63.5-feet, located along McCormick Street, which is a half block 

long dead end alley between Pacific and Jackson Streets to the north and south and Larkin 

and Hyde Streets to the west and east. The lot is relatively flat and contains one building 

consisting entirely of light, wood-framed construction. The building footprint is 

approximately 19-feet wide by 27-feet, with a rear addition at the second floor that is 

approximately 8-feet deep by 12-feet wide. The building is comprised of two stories, with 

the lower level approximately 2’-6" below grade at the sidewalk. The headroom at the 

lower level varies from 8’-6" in the larger (dining) room, to as little as 6’-11 "  in the 

kitchen. Headroom at the second floor varies from 7’-6" to 7’-8". The peak of the hip roof 

is approximately 20’-6" above street level. The building faces east towards McCormick 

Street and is set back approximately 7-feet from the front property line to accommodate the 

front stairs. On the north side the property borders a single family dwelling, and at the 

south, it borders the rear yards of the buildings that front Jackson Street. See Photos 1-3. 

The building has a hip roof with a crawl space that is approximately 5-1/2-feet at the 

ridge. Because the building is relatively small, the actual area under the ridge with 

headroom greater than 5-feet is only 10 square feet. This space is only accessible through 

a hatch in the ceiling of one of the bedrooms. The building has a storage area at the ground 

floor level under the front porch that has a floor to ceiling height that varies from 7’-0" to 

approximately 8’-6". The foundation is primarily comprised of the original brick, with 

some areas of failing concrete that appear to be of a similar vintage. Given the age of the 

building, no sections of the foundation were found to be in acceptable condition. 

Our investigations indicate that there are significant structural and habitability 

deficiencies that need to be corrected in this building to bring it up to minimal levels of 

safety and habitability. The cost to perform repairs on this building is substantial. 
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Discussion of Structural Analysis Methods 

The following sections address the methods of analysis that we employed in 

identifying structural hazards. In general, these principles have been applied to any 

structural member that we categorize as a structural hazard. 

Building Codes 

The regulation of building standards dates back hundreds of years. However, early 

regulatory efforts were primarily aimed at limiting the spread of fire in cities, not 

establishing structural design standards. Today, building standards are established at the 

state level, typically through the adoption of a model code, such as the International 

Building Code (IBC). While the state has the authority to adopt minimum standards, 

municipalities are permitted to include additional requirements based on local conditions. 

California enacted the first state law addressing building standards in 1909. However, 

this law, The Tenement Housing Act, was limited in scope to apartment houses and hotels 

within cities. From 1909 until the 1970s the history of California law regulating building 

standards continued a somewhat convoluted history, with various agencies having 

authority over different aspects of construction and building types. During this period, the 

establishment of building standards was predominantly left to individual municipalities, 

and standards varied considerably from city to city. Early efforts to develop a standardized 

code include the first publication of the National Bureau of Fire Underwriters code in 

1905, and the first publication of the Uniform Building Code (UBC) in 1927. These model 

codes reflected the consensus of design professionals and were often used as the basis of 

local codes. However, throughout this time the City of San Francisco governed building 

standards that were not specifically addressed in state law through the adoption of 

municipal codes. It was not until 1984 that the San Francisco Building Code (SFBC) 

specifically adopted the UBC by reference. California has since adopted the IBC and the 

current SFBC is based on this model code. It is important to recognize that the structural 

design values set fourth in building codes represent the minimum requirements for life 

safety and that they are governed by state law. 
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Based on our research, the first appearance of a local "code" establishing building 

standards in San Francisco was in 1901.1  We discovered what may have been the earliest 

building standards in San Francisco published in a trade manual, "The Builder’s 

Exchange," from 1895.2  In addition, we also found copies of the 1910 edition of Building 

and Plumbing Law of the City and County of San Francisco 3 , a copy of the 1927 UBC, and 

a 1925 publication, "Minimum Live Loads Allowable for Use in Design of Buildings." 4  

Our research into the early regulation of building standards in San Francisco supports 

the analysis methods discussed below for determining structural hazards for the purposes 

of establishing soundness. A comparison of the building standards presented in these early 

codes is discussed in detail below. 

Analysis Methods 

At its most basic level, structural design is a balance between demand and capacity. 

The demands, or loads, imposed on a building must be met or exceeded by the capacity of 

the structural system to carry those loads. For the purposes of this report, determining 

structural hazards is a key issue. If demand exceeds the capacity of a given structural 

City and County of San Francisco Ordinance 328, Approved July 20, 1901 as cited in "The History 

and Legal Basis of Building Code Development, Adoption and Enforcement as it Applies to San Francisco," 

SFDBI Brown Bag Lunch Series, April20, 2000. Note that this document cites its source as a paper 

originally presented at the SEAONC spring Workshop, April 18, 1996, the 90th  Anniversary of the 1906 San 

Francisco Earthquake and Fire. 
2  This manual reprinted the Building and Fire Ordinance of the City and County of San Francisco. The 

ordinance number is left blank in the 1895 edition, suggesting that perhaps this was an early incarnation of an 

ordinance that was adopted in 1901. 

Bill No. 1121, Ordinance No. 1008. 

This book was published by The United States Department of Commerce as part of an effort to 

establish a national building code. Although this effort failed, it examined the extreme variability in loading 

requirements found in building standards across the country. It recommended live load requirements that are 

in line with those found in the 1927 edition of the UBC, suggesting a convergence among design 

professionals and academics on the appropriate live load requirements. 
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element, then we consider that condition to be a structural hazard. At issue is what 

loads are included in the analysis, and how capacity is determined. 

The Planning Department policy on residential demolition does not allow for the 

inclusion of lateral loads, i.e. wind and seismic loads, in the structural analysis of a 

candidate building. For this reason, our report only addresses vertical loads, i.e. gravity 

loads. These loads are divided into two main categories: dead and live loads. Dead loads 

include the self weight of the building and any permanently affixed substructure or 

equipment. Live loads include those loads imposed by the building occupants and 

furnishings. Obviously, a building’s ability to support its own weight is paramount, but for 

a building to serve its intended purpose, it must be able to safely carry live loads as well. 

The application of live loads is governed by building codes, and is based on the usage and 

occupancy class. 

In the absence of any clearly defined guidance by the Planning Department’s policy, 

we use live load requirements based on the current building code for our analysis. Our 

research has revealed that this approach is actually favorable to the building because live 

load requirements in the early 1900s were typically higher than they are now. As model 

codes were developed and updated over the years, the trend has been to reduce the live 

load requirements�not to increase them. In the Building and Fire Ordinance of the City 

and County of San Francisco published in the 1895 edition of The Builder’s Exchange 

trade manual, live loads for flat roofs are specified as 40 psf�twice the current live load 

requirements for roofs. Later, in 1910, the Building and Plumbing Law of the City and 

County of San Francisco specifies roof live loads as 30 psf. In the first edition of the UBC 

published in 1927, live load requirements are given as 30 psf. Clearly there was some 

consensus at the time that roofs should be designed for live loads of 30 psf or more. In all 

of these codes, floor loads for living spaces followed a similar pattern: 70 psf in 1895, 60 

psf in 1910, and 40 psf in 1927. Since that time, accepted live load requirements for (flat) 

roofs have been further reduced to 20 psf, while live load requirements for floors in 

dwellings has remained at 40 psf. 

It should be noted that these live loads are considered to provide the minimum 

acceptable standard for safety. Further, the current live load requirements for residential 
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buildings are the same in all model codes used throughout the country, including the 

SFBC, which is based on the IBC and the CBC. The current live load requirements have 

been in use for decades. 

The capacity of a structural member to support imposed loads is a function of its 

physical dimensions and the properties associated with the material it is made from. The 

small residential structures that are considered for demolition are almost exclusively wood 

frame buildings. As a structural material, wood is light, versatile, and relatively 

inexpensive. However, its properties vary depending on factors such as species, growth 

rate, and imperfections. This variability of wood is addressed through a grading system 

that describes the relative quality of lumber. In an effort to provide a fair analysis that 

accurately represents the capacity of wood structural members, we have recognized that 

buildings of this era almost exclusively used old-growth redwood from local forests. In 

calculating the structural integrity of existing joists, rafters, and beams, we have assumed 

the grade of framing members to be "Select Structural," which is higher than the "No.1" 

grade that we specify for new construction. This method appropriately addresses the 

higher quality of wood that was used at the time of construction, while still accounting for 

more accurate grading methods than those employed in the early twentieth century. 

The process of analyzing a structural member requires translating applied loads into 

internal forces in the member. Once this step is accomplished, the properties of the 

member can be related to its ability to resist those loads. Horizontal members such as 

beams, joists, and rafters are analyzed for their ability to resist internal shear, internal 

bending moment, and overall deflection. Of the three parameters, we focus primarily on 

the fundamental structural capacity of shear and bending moment to measure resistance. 

We consider failure in either shear or bending to be a structural hazard because it 

represents the inability of a member to support the loads imposed on it, i.e. demand 

exceeds capacity. This relates directly to the Soundness Report Requirements, which 

allow for the elimination of structural hazards associated with members of "insufficient 

size to safely carry the imposed loads." 

The material properties used in our analysis are based on species and grading. They 

are obtained from the National Design Specification, which is published by the American 
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Forest & Paper Association, and represents the standard adopted in the IBC. Again, in the 

absence of any clearly defined guidance by the Planning Department’s policy, we use 

material properties adopted by the current building code for our analysis. In addition, we 

directly calculate values for dimensional properties such as area, section modulus, and 

moment of inertia from the actual dimensions, rather than use tabulated values, which are 

based on standard dressed lumber. This method provides a fair analysis because it 

addresses the use of "rough" lumber that was typical at the time of construction. 

A final word on deflection: Deflection frequently relates more to qualitative 

performance measures like appearance or "bounciness," rather than actual structural 

performance. However, for many loading configurations, deflection would be the 

governing parameter when designing a member based on code limitations imposed on 

deflection. In other words, many members would fail in deflection before failing in shear 

or bending. In an effort to avoid over-penalizing the building in question, we typically do 

not include deflection in our evaluation unless it directly affects structural performance. 

Instead, we concentrate exclusively on the structural parameters of shear and bending 

capacity. 

Structural Analysis 

The building is comprised entirely of light platform-framed wood construction. The 

load path is typical of a building of this era: roof rafters, ceiling joists, and floor joists bear 

onto the exterior stud walls, and a centerline stud wall or post and beam system supports 

those members at the middle of the span. The framing was analyzed at each level and the 

existing conditions are summarized in the subsections below. With the exception of roof 

framing upgrades, the upgrade cost spreadsheet is broken down into the same broad 

categories. 

Roof Framing Upgrades 

The roof is supported on 2x4 rafters at 38" o.c., with a maximum span of 12’-6". The 

roof sheathing is solid-sawn lx skip sheathing, overlain with multiple layers of 
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composition and cedar shingles. See Photos 4-5. In addition, the second floor ceiling is 

framed with 2x4 joists at 38" c.c., supporting a ceiling of solid sawn lx boards and sheet 

rock, with a span of 8’-10". Based on our analysis, the framing members supporting the 

roof and ceiling at the second floor are insufficiently sized for their span and their loads. 

In spite of the fact that we find the roof framing to be deficient, and out of compliance 

with the code in effect at the time of construction, we have not included roof framing 

upgrades in the upgrade cost spreadsheet. The reason for this omission is that in recent 

years the Planning Department has prohibited the inclusion of roof framing upgrades, 

regardless of any structural justification for such an upgrade. Therefore, we have not 

included roof framing upgrade costs in the upgrade cost spreadsheet. Further, because the 

ceiling joists fail only in deflection, we have not included these items in the upgrade cost 

analysis either. 

Second Floor Framing Upgrades 

At the second floor, current clear floor to ceiling height varies from 7’-6" to 7’-8". At 

both the first and second floors, the floor framing consists of 2x6 joists at 24" c.c., with a 

maximum span of 9’-5". See Photo 6. There is no floor sheathing, only solid fir flooring 

laid directly over the joists. The ceiling at the first floor is covered with plaster on wood 

lath. At the first floor there is a central load-bearing studwall that supports the second 

floor joists at roughly the middle of their span. Based on our calculations, the floor joists 

are inadequately sized for the loads imposed on them and the distance that they span. At 

the second floor rear addition, which appears to have been permitted in 1947, the underside 

of the framing is obscured by exterior finishes. However, the floor joists in this area 

appear to be cantilevered over a beam that is visible and supported by three wood posts. 

See Photo 7. While the framing in this area appears to conform to the typical 2:1 back 

span ratio, it is impossible to analyze the connections at the back span for adequate support 

of uplift loads. In this configuration, the cantilever beam supports the rear addition. If that 

beam, or the posts that support it or their connections were to fail, then the entire second 

floor rear addition would fail catastrophically. In light of this, the exterior post to beam 
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connections, which are only toe nailed, are dangerously inadequate. See Photo 8. Based 

on the cantilevered support for this rear addition, it is our professional opinion that the rear 

addition is not safe for habitation. 

Toe nailing involves driving nails at an angle to secure elements that are perpendicular 

to each other, as is the case between the second floor beam and its posts that support the 

second floor addition. Due to the size and limited number of nails and the proximity of the 

nails to the end of the post, this is a very weak connection. Although it may not have been 

required at the time of construction, a bucket connector, or at least "T" straps, would 

significantly improve that connection. 

In addition to the inadequate roof and floor framing, there are some serious 

deficiencies in the second floor wall framing as well. The perimeter studwalls at the 

second floor are very sparsely framed with 1x2 members at 10" c.c. See Photo 9. This 

framing is completely unconventional, not to mention wholly inadequate. Based on the 

stud dimensions and length (wall height), each stud in the second floor perimeter wall is 

only capable of supporting 81-lbs. The combination of roof and wall loads exceeds this 

capacity, and the only reason the building has not failed yet is because of the built-in safety 

factor and the small additional capacity and lateral bracing provided by the siding. 

Note that engineering practice is to ascribe a fairly large safety factor to the design of 

vertical members, i.e. posts, columns, and studs because their primary failure mode is in 

buckling. The nature of a buckling failure is sudden and catastrophic, without warning, or 

a slow yielding that would allow for evacuation. Therefore, members such as posts and 

columns and studs that are loaded in compression and subject to buckling failure should 

always conservatively designed. 

Finally, many areas of this building have experienced significant differential 

settlement, i.e. the building has not dropped the same amount everywhere. In particular, 

the worst settlement is in the north-west corner of the rear second story addition, where it 

has dropped as much as 6 inches relative to the high point at the front door. Based on the 

survey by Geometrix, the rear addition is also encroaching over the property line by almost 

three inches. It is actually leaning on the adjacent building to the extent that the adjacent 
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parapet is visibly deflected. Based on this evidence, it is likely that the neighboring 

building to the north is stabilizing the rear addition. See Photos 10-15. 

First Floor Framing Upgrades 

At the first floor, there is evidence that an existing storage area without legal 

headroom was converted without a permit to create additional living space. This area is 

divided into three spaces: a kitchen with a raised floor and a non-conforming ceiling height 

that varies from 6’-11 "  to 7’-2"; a living/dining room with a wood floor supported on 

sleepers with direct earth-wood contact; and a storage area under the front entry porch. 

See Photo 16. In addition, the stair opening between the two floors is cut out of the front 

entrance porch. The stairs lead down from the porch to a common landing between floors, 

before turning 90-degrees and continuing down to the level of the first floor. The 

clearance at the landing is 6’-5-1/2" and the stair width is 2’-7"--all nonconforming. See 

Photos 17-18. This entire level appears to have been turned into living space without the 

benefit of a permit, and every aspect of it is non-conforming. 

In addition to the non-conforming conditions at the first floor, most of the bearing 

walls are out of plumb. In general the building has settled from front to back, and towards 

the north-west corner of the building. The central bearing wall, for example, is out of 

plumb by as much as 2-1/2" in 8’-6" of height (more than Y4" per foot). See Photos 19. 

This condition introduces an eccentric loading of the bearing wall, which in time will lead 

to failure. This central bearing wall supports half of the second floor loads. See Sheet Al 

of the As Built Drawings, where wall measurements are reported. 

Foundation Upgrades 

A foundation has several main functions: It provides separation between the wood 

structural elements and the soil to prevent rot. It provides an interface for anchoring the 

building to a continuous element that stabilizes the structure at its base. And finally, it 

spreads out the building loads so that the bearing capacity of the soil is not exceeded. This 

foundation fails to serve its function in all three areas. 
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The foundation suffers from improper grade in many locations. This is a condition 

where inadequate separation between the earth and the framing members is provided by 

the foundation. It is a direct result of the deficiencies in the original construction, and over 

the life of the building has led to significant rot problems with the framing at the 

foundation interface. This condition demonstrates how the foundation has failed to serve 

its first function as outlined above: To provide separation between the wood structural 

elements and the soil to prevent rot. See Photos 20-21. 

As stated in the General Description section, the foundation is primarily comprised of 

the original brick, with sections of poor quality concrete made with beach sand and rubble 

as the aggregate. The brick foundation that supports this building has reached the end of 

its service life. The mortar is failing, which will ultimately result in structural separation 

between the mortar and brick. As this separation progresses, the building will essentially 

be left resting on rubble that has no continuity. In addition, the concrete sections are also 

failing because they have degraded to the point where they no longer provide the strength 

to adequately support the weight of the building. This is a result of improper methods in 

the original construction, such as using beach sand with a high salt content, and using old 

brick in the aggregate mix. In these ways, the foundation fails to serve the second function 

described above: To provide an interface for anchoring the building to a continuous 

element that stabilizes the structure at its base. See Photos 22-24. 

In addition to the above structural deficiencies, there is significant settlement 

throughout the building. At the second floor, the floor of the main living area is noticeably 

out of level. In the bathroom, a grout gap at the bottom of the tub varies from 3/4" to 2" in 

just the length of the tub. At the middle bedroom the door casing is badly racked. 

Overall, the second floor slopes approximately 6" in 30-feet, and the lower floor slopes 

approximately 2-3/4" in 20-feet. Sections of the foundation at the north and south sides of 

the building have vertical through cracks, likely resulting from differential settlement. 

Photos 10-15, and 19 from the previous sections all illustrate settlement throughout the 

building. Settlement measurements are shown on Sheet Al of the As Built Drawings, 

where floor elevation measurements are reported. In addition, Appendix D shows a survey 

of the building that demonstrates that the extent of settlement has led to the building 
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leaning to the north such that it now encroaches across the property line. This is an 

indication of an inadequately designed foundation that does not spread the building loads 

out enough to avoid exceeding the bearing capacity of the soil. In this respect, the 

foundation fails to serve the third function described above: To spread out the building 

loads so that the bearing capacity of the soil is not exceeded 

Other Deficiencies 

Finally, the exterior finishes have been layered on over the years. The, presumably, 

original shingles can be seen at the north side of the building and at the rear addition. T-

111 can be seen at the south side of the building and at the back and front. At the north 

elevation, window openings have been boarded up from the inside of the bathroom area 

where the tub enclosure exists today. All of the exterior finishes are suffering poor 

original construction methods, low quality materials, and extensive degradation due to 

long-term deferred maintenance. See Photos 25-27. 

Discussion of Structural Issues 

The following sections discuss some of the obstacles to addressing the structural 

deficiencies described in the previous sections. 

General Discussion 

It is important to note that this structural analysis was based on the assumption that all 

the wood framing members are in excellent condition. This would imply that no dry rot or 

pest damage has occurred and that the wood framing members were of the highest grade at 

the time of construction. However, based on the pest report by Termite Exterminator, this 

is not the case. The pest report called out damage due to termites and beetles, as well as 

fungus and rot due to water infiltration and improper grade issues. Nonetheless, our 

analysis was based on a "best case scenario," and determined that even without the 

presence of dry rot, many of the framing members are of insufficient size for the spans and 

loads they are supporting. In fact, not only does this building suffer from long-term 
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deferred maintenance, it was never very well constructed to begin with. The framing in 

most areas is inadequate, and in the case of the second floor perimeter walls, it is outright 

unorthodox. 

Brick Foundation Discussion 

From an engineering perspective, capping a brick foundation will not greatly improve 

its structural performance. It is not possible to effectively dowel into brick, particularly 

brick with failing mortar. As a consequence, making an adequate connection between new 

and old materials is impossible. Further, the process of capping requires removal of the 

first two courses of brick, which often leads to cascading problems if the existing brick is 

in a degraded condition. Finally, a brick foundation is indicative of original construction 

that is at least 100 years old, and it is almost a surety that such a foundation would not 

meet current standards for footing depth. The only prudent engineering solution for a brick 

foundation is complete replacement. 

Deflection Discussion 

As a final note, it is important to briefly discuss why the racking and deflection in 

major structural elements can not be corrected. First and foremost, the settlement and 

shifting in this case is extreme, and has propagated throughout the entire building. This 

means that almost every wall and floor of this building is affected. Addressing these 

deficiencies throughout the building would require removing and replacing most, if not all 

wall, floor, and roof elements�a de facto demolition. Second, many of the wood 

members have assumed a permanent deflected shape. Simply re-leveling does not restore 

severely deflected members to their original undeflected shape. 

Like most materials, wood will deflect elastically�up to a point. Metals, such as 

steel, behave in this way too. The paperclip example is one that we all have experience 

with: A paperclip is deflected slightly out of shape to accommodate a stack of papers. 

When the deflection is relatively small, the paperclip can snap back to its original 

undeflected shape, but if it is bent vigorously, it only snaps back part of the way. Extreme 
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bending moves the metal beyond its elastic region, past its yield point, and into the plastic 

region of behavior. Wood behaves in a similar way, but unlike steel, it has a very limited 

plastic range before it reaches its ultimate strength at failure. However, the plastic 

behavior of wood varies greatly depending on temperature and moisture content. 5  A good 

way to understand this is to look at the practice of steam bending. When wood is heated 

with steam, it becomes flexible enough to be permanently bent into extreme shapes that 

would cause failure at room temperature or under "dry" conditions. Although the 

mechanism for this behavior is not totally understood, it is clear that the wood fibers, as 

well as the lignin binding them together, behave differently when exposed to elevated 

temperatures and high moisture content. Wood also experiences creep, or permanent 

deflection resulting from long term application of high loads that are nonetheless below the 

yield point and applied under standard temperature and moisture content ranges. Again, 

the mechanism for this behavior is not totally understood, but it appears that the wood 

responds much as it would at elevated temperature and moisture content, but at a much 

slower rate. So, when wood is subjected to long-term deflection, it takes a permanent set, 

and it will not snap back to its undeflected shape. 

All cost estimates associated with any leveling are based on the assumption that re-

leveling and resetting a deflected wood member is possible. In reality, as the previous 

discussion makes clear, this is not the case. We make this assumption only to make the 

case that even if it were possible, the repair cost would still exceed the 50% threshold. 

Structural Issues 

In order for the structural framing system to safely support the current loading 

conditions in a sound manner, the following corrections would be required: 

For this reason, the building code gives reduction coefficients for wood properties when members will 

experience sustained exposure to elevated temperatures, or wet service conditions. See NDS Section 2.3.3 

for Temperature Factor, C, and Tables 4A, 413, 4C, 4D, and 4E for Wet Service factor, CM. 
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Replace the existing foundation system to address the deteriorated condition of the 

existing one. This would require shoring the entire building. It would also include 

cutting the ends of the existing studs that are rotten due to improper grade. 

� A new pressure treated sill plate with anchors would have to be placed. This work 

could be done in conjunction with installing the new foundation. 

� Remove existing floor framing, subfloors, and flooring at the first floor, and 

excavate to provide legal head room and correct earth wood contact with floor 

framing. Replace this wood frame floor with a concrete slab on grade. 

� Rebuild center bearing wall at first floor due to correct significant out of plumb 

condition. Note that this wall carries half of the floor load. 

� Upgrade second floor perimeter walls. This would require shoring the roof to 

allow for the demolition and replacement of the deficient walls. 

� Sister the inadequately sized floor joists at the second floor. This task is 

accomplished from below. 

� To the extent possible, level the building. 

� Properly enclose unused window openings to prevent water infiltration and rot. 

Habitability Issues 

The building has a basically functioning kitchen and bathroom, so the habitability 

issues are generally related to weatherizing the building envelope, and eliminating the 

structural deficiencies that have lead to fungus and mold growth. Although the plumbing 

and electrical systems appear to be "serviceable," the electrical system appears to have 

been altered without the benefit of a permit, and the resulting work not code compliant and 

represents a hazard. The only source of heat appears to be a single free standing wood 

burning stove in the main room of the upper level. Some of these items may be beyond 

our scope of expertise and may require the services of a licensed professional in their 

respective fields to determine the full extent of the repair work. 

� Repair or replace exterior siding and wood sash windows as called out in the pest 

report. 
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� Install a central heating system to provide a minimum level of heat in all 

bedrooms, as required by law. 

� Repair electrical system to meet minimum requirements and address unsafe work 

performed without the benefit of a permit. 

Conclusion 

All buildings have a finite life. Even with perfect maintenance, materials degrade over 

time, and must ultimately be repaired or replaced. This is compounded by the fact that in a 

building that is close to 100 years old, the opportunities for differed maintenance have 

been numerous over the years. In addition, building practices varied widely at the time of 

construction, and practices that may have once been considered acceptable can accelerate 

the aging process. 

The existing building at 1 McCormick appears to have been hastily constructed using 

unskilled labor and unconventional and inadequate methods. It has suffered from differed 

maintenance, as well as long term maintenance issues that have resulted from the poor 

original construction methods. As a result, this building now has some significant 

deficiencies that need to be addressed to make this building safe to live in. First and 

foremost, the original foundation has long since reached the end of its service life. The 

roof and floor framing systems are inadequate based on the code in effect at the time of 

original construction, and both are considered unsafe by current standards. The second 

floor perimeter walls are hazardously under-framed, the central bearing walls are 

significantly out of plumb, and the floors are visibly out of level. These represent major 

structural deficiencies that need to be addressed. Existing roof rafters should be 

strengthened, floor framing would have to be upgraded, and foundations would have to be 

replaced with an engineered foundation system. There are also significant dry rot 

problems that need to be addressed. To bring the existing structure up to acceptable 

habitability standards would exceed the 50% replacement cost threshold. In fact, the 

extent of structural deficiencies is so extensive throughout this building that to correct 

them would almost certainly be considered a de facto demolition. 
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Based on the cost estimates enclosed, the cost to bring the building to acceptable 

standards for a family to live in outweighs the replacement costs. Given the small area 

provided for living space, and the extent of necessary repairs and upgrades, I recommend 

that the existing building should be demolished so that a new building that complies with 

the current building code can be built in its place. 

Sincerely, 

Albert Urrutia, S.E. 
Santos & Urrutia Structural Engineers, Inc. 

Enclosures: Map, Replacement Cost Estimates, Repair Cost Estimates, Photographs, 
Structural Analysis Calculations, Pest Report, and As-Built Plans 
cc. 	Pierre Zetterberg 

500 Treat Street, Suite 210 
San Francisco, CA 94110 
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Figure 1: Map of 1 McCormick, San Francisco, CA 

(Map provided by Google Maps) 
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Cost Estimation of New Construction 

Note that the Planning Department currently requires that replacement cost figures include 

a room-by-room breakdown of the living space area for each floor and dwelling unit. The 

table below represents this breakdown for the living space at 1 McCormick. 

Ground Floor Unit (sq.ft.) First Floor Unit (sq.ft.) 
Kitchen 137 Living Room 188 
Dining Room 166 Bedroom 1 101 
Storage 123 Closet 11 
Landing 21 Bedroom 2 80 

Closet 18 
Bathroom 40 
Porch 45 

Total 447 Total 483 

The following table presents the replacement cost breakdown for each floor, as required by 

the Planning Department. The figures for living space area are taken directly from the 

table above, and the cost breakdown is given for each floor. In addition, the replacement 

cost figures for both the 50% and 75% are shown here as a reference. At the attic, only a 

10 square foot wide swath directly below the ridge has greater than 5’-6" of clearance. 

Item Description Unit (sq.ft.) Cost per Unit Cost 
Ground floor sq.ft. 123 110 $ 	13,530 
Ground floor sq.ft. 324 240 $ 	77,760 
First Floor sq.ft. 483 240 $ 	115,920 
Attic sq.ft. 10 60 $ 	600 
Total  $ 	207,810 

50% of Replacement Cost  $ 	103,905 

Replacement cost is defined as the current cost to construct a dwelling of the same size as 

the one proposed for demolition. 

The Planning Department has adopted the following unit costs: 

1. $240/sq.ft. for all occupied, finished spaces 

2. $1 lO/sq.ft. for all unfinished space with flat ceiling having > 7-6" of headroom 

(eg. basements and garages). 
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3. $60/sq.ft. for all unfinished space with sloping ceiling having > 5’-0" of 

headroom (eg. attic space below pitched roof). 

4. $15/sq.ft. for all non-occupiable space without legal headroom (e.g. 30" high 

crawl space below raised floor) 

5. No allowance is given for site work (eg. walks, driveways, landscaping, non- 

structural retaining walls). This is based Cost Schedule of from the Zoning 

Controls on the Removal of Dwelling Units, Draft 4.0, dated March 19, 2007. 

Many of the repair costs listed in the Termite Exterminator Pest Report were more 

expensive than the Timberline Construction Repairs Costs, or they represented items that 

could not be included. In order to present a fair analysis, the lowest repair costs were 

utilized. Note the column in the table below for "Excluded." This category represents 

those repair costs from the Termite Exterminator Pest Report that were excluded from the 

Repair Cost Estimate so as to avoid double counting upgrade costs or including 

inappropriate upgrade costs. 

Termite Exterminator Pest Report Cost Distribution 

Termite Exterminator 50% Category Excluded 

1A NA NA 
1  $ 1,960.00 
10 $ 1,800.00 
1D $ 8,700.00 
1E $ 300.00 
3A $ 	5,400.00 
3B $ 	450.00 
3C $ 	7,500.00 
3D $ 	9,200.00 
4A $ 	3,200.00 
7A NA NA 
9A $ 3,700.00 
1OA NA NA 
lOB $ 	3,200.00 
hA NA NA 
11B $ 	650.00 
llC $ 	1,950.00 
liD $ 	4,200.00 
liE $ 	4,200.00 
hF $ 2,450.00 
hG NA NA 

Total $ 18,910.00 $39,950.00 
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Cost Estimate for Repairs 

Cost Estimate by Timberline Construction Company, 1542 Alabama Street, SF, CA 94110 (415) 206-9580 

Cost Estimation for 50% Threshold 

ITEM & DESCRIPTION Unit Qty U.Cost Cost 
FOUNDATION UPGRADE  $ 	41,893.97 

1 Shoring of Building - $7,500.00 
_2 Demolition: Existing Footings (<3’ Tall) LF 81 $45.00 $3,645.00 

3 Demolition: Existing Retaining Walls (> 3’ Tall) SF 40.5 $30.00 $1,215.00 
4 Demolition: Existing Concrete Square Footings CF 3 $60.00 $180.00 
5 Demolition: Existing Concrete Slab on Grade SF 70 $8.00 $560.00 

_6 Excavation: Compacted Dirt/Clay CF 611.6 $1.40 $85628 
7 Hauling: Mixed Dirt and Concrete/Brick CY 30.13 $60.00 $1,807.69 

_8 Concrete: Stemwalls <3’ Tall LF 98. $175.001 $17,237.50 
9 Concrete: Retaining Walls> 3’ Tall SF 40. $75.00 $3,037.50 

10 Carpentry: New Sill Plate LE 13 $35.00 $4,865.00 
11 Concrete: Square Footings CF 1 $55.00 $990.00 
- FIRST FLOOR FRAMING UPGRADES -  $36,491.21 

1 Demolition: Lath/Plaster @ 1St Floor Walls SF 511.2 $1.50 $766.80 
2 Demolition: LathlPlaster@ lst Floor Ceilings SF 1 	342 $2.651 $906.30 
3 Demolition: Existing Floor Sheathing @ 1st Floor SF 342 $4.50 $1,539.00 
4 Demolition: Floor Joists @ 1st Floor SF 342 $9.00 $3,078.00 
5 Demolition: Base of Existing Studs Stud 69.5 $11.50 $799.25 
6 Relocate: Plumbing for Shoring/Framing/Excavation MH 24 $75.00 $1,800.00 
7 Relocate: Electrical for Shoring/Framing/Excavation MH 8 $75.00 $600.00 

_8 Concrete: Slab on Grade SF 1 	475 $35.001 $16,625.00 
9 Carpentry: Build New Interior Studwall SF 136 $6.00 $816.00 

10 Carpentry: Replace Existing Wood Stairs In Kind Tread 3 $145.00 $435.00 
11 Sheetrock: Patch Sheetrock Walls @ 1st Floor SF 518 $5.00 $2,590.00 
12 Sheetrock: Patch Sheetrock Ceilings @ 1st Floor SF 342 $5.50 $1,881.00 
13 Painting: Walls at Patches SF 518 $0.85 $440.30 
14 Painting: Ceilings at Patches SF 342 $1.28 $437.76 
15 Flooring: Patch Existing Harwood/Softwood SF 342 $8.00 $2,736.00 
16 Carpentry: Millwork (Baseboard & Casing) As Required LF 116 $3.80 $440.80 
17 Hauling: Construction Debris and Trash CY 10 $60.00 $600.0 
- SECOND FLOOR FRAMING UPGRADES % -  $43,952.1 5  

1 Demolition: Exterior Wall @2nd Floor SF 603.8 $25.001 $15,093.75 
2 Carpentry: Build New Exterior Studwall SF 603.8 $40.00 $24,150.00 
3 Carpentry: Replace Existing Wood Stairs In Kind Tread 7 $145.00 $1,015.0 
4 Carpentry: Sister Floor Joists @ 2nd Floor LF 247 $12.50 $3,087.5 
5 Carpentry: Millwork (Baseboard & Casing) As Required LF 80.5 $3.80 $305.90 
6 Hauling: Construction Debris and Trash CY 5 $60.00 $300.0 
- SUBTOTAL  $12,3373 

Pest Repair from Pest Report (Include name of Contractor) - $18,910.00 
- Contractor’s Profit & Overhead (18% of Above Items) - $22,020.72 
- Permits & Fees (Assume 2.5% of Subtotal) - $3,058.43 

Total Cost 	 $166,326.48 
50% Cost Threshold 	 $103,905.00 

Cost Estimate for 50% Threshold Repair of I McCormick. 
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Replacement Cost 

Type o II }II1 Area(Square Uper Square 11 	iiL 

I Occupied, finished spaces 807 $240 $193,680 

2 Unfinished space with flat ceiling & > 7’-6" of headroom 123 $110 $13,530 
(e.g., basements, garages) 

3 For unfinished space with sloping ceiling &> 5’-0" of 10 $60 $600 
headroom (e.g., attic space below pitched roof) 

Replacement Cost Total $207,810 

Work That Could Be Included in the Upgrade Cost Estimate for the 50% Threshold 
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Items Description of Deficiencies Reference Items Photo ID Cost 
Considered (Leave Blank if Not Applica bl e)F 
Under 50%) Estimates (Pest Deficiencies 
Threshold Report, 

Contractor 
Estimates,"q1 

2 Providing at least one 
electrical outlet in 
each habitable room 
and 2 electrical 
outlets in each 
kitchen 

3 Providing at least one 
switched electrical 
light in any room 
where there is 
running water 

4 Correcting lack of 
flashing or proper 
weather protection if 
not originally 
installed 

5 Installing adequate 
weather protection 
and ventilation to 
prevent dampness in 
habitable rooms if not 
originally constructed 

6 Provision of garbage 
and rubbish storage 
and removal facilities  
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Items 
Considered 
Under 50% 
Threshold 

if not originally 
constructed (storage 
in garage is 
permitted) 

Description of Deficiencies 
(Leave Blank if Not Applicable) 

I 

Reference 
in Cost 
Estimates (Pest 
Report, 
Contractor 

I 

Photo ID 
Illustrating 
Deficiencies 

Cost 

I 

7 Eliminating structural The foundation suffers from improper grade in many Foundation Upgrade 20-24 $41,893.97 
hazards in foundation locations. This is a condition where inadequate items 1-11 in upgrade Note that some 
due to structural separation between the earth and the framing members cost spreadsheet. costs that could be 
inadequacies is provided by the foundation. It is a direct result of the associated with the 

deficiencies in the original construction, and over the foundation 
life of the building has led to significant rot problems replacement are 
with the framing at the foundation interface, reported under the 
The brick foundation that supports this building has first floor framing 
reached the end of its service life. The mortar is failing, upgrades. 
which will ultimately result in structural separation 
between the mortar and brick. In addition, the concrete 
sections are also failing because they have degraded to 
the point where they no longer provide the strength to 
adequately support the weight of the building. This is a 
result of improper methods in the original construction, 
such as using beach sand with a high salt content, and 
using old brick in the aggregate mix. 

In addition to the above structural deficiencies, there is 
significant settlement throughout the building. This is 
an indication of an inadequately designed foundation 
that does not spread the building loads out enough to 
avoid exceeding the bearing capacity of the soil. 
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Items Description of Deficiencies Reference Items Photo I D Cost 

Considered (Leave Blank if Not Applicable) in Cost Illustrating 

Under 50% Estimates (Pest Deficiencies 
Threshold Report, 

Contractor 
Estimates,pI 

8 Eliminating structural 
I 

At both the first and second floors, the floor framing 
I 

First Floor Framing 6-8, $36,491.21 (first 
hazards in flooring or consists of 2x6 joists at 24" c.c., with a maximum span items 1-17 in upgrade floor costs) 
floor supports, such of 9’-5". At the first floor there is a central load-bearing cost spreadsheet. $4,708.40 (second 
as defective studwall that supports the second floor joists at roughly floor costs) 
members, or flooring the middle of their span. Based on our calculations, the 
or supports of floor joists are inadequately sized for the loads imposed 
insufficient size to on them and the distance that they span. 
safely carry the 
imposed loads. 

9 Correcting vertical The perimeter studwalls at the second floor are very 9, 10, 19 $39,243.75 
walls or partitions sparsely framed with lx2 members at 10" c.c. This 
which lean or are framing is completely unconventional, not to mention 
buckled due to wholly inadequate. 
defective materials or 
which are insufficient 

In addition, most of the bearing walls are out of plumb. 

in size to carry loath. In general the building has settled from front to back, 
and towards the north-west corner of the building. The 
central bearing wall at the first floor, for example, is out 
of plumb by as much as 2-1/2" in 8’-6" of height (more 
than V4" per foot). This condition introduces an 
eccentric loading of the bearing wall, which in time will 
lead to failure. 

10 Eliminating structural 
Based on our analysis, the framing members supporting N/A 

hazards in ceilings, 
the roof and ceiling at the second floor are insufficiently 

roofs, or other 
sized for their span and their loads. 

horizontal members, In spite of the fact that we find the roof framing to be 
such as sagging or deficient, and out of compliance with the code in effect 

______ splitting, due to at the time of construction, we have not included roof  
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Items Description of Deficiencies Reference Items Photo I D Cost 
Considered (Leave Blank if Not Applicable) in Cost Illustrating 
Under 50% Estimates (Pest Deficiencies 
Threshold Report, 

Contractor 

defective materials, framing upgrades in the upgrade cost spreadsheet. 
Estimates, etc.) 

or insufficient size 

11 Eliminating structural 
hazards in fireplaces 
and chimneys, such 
as listing, bulging or 
settlement due to 
defective materials or 
due to insufficient 
size or strength. 

12 Upgrading electrical 
wiring which does 
not conform to the 
regulations in effect 
at the time of 
installation 

13 Upgrading plumbing 
materials and fixtures 
that were not 
installed in 
accordance with 
regulations in effect 
at the time of 
installation 

14 Providing exiting in 



I McCormick, San Francisco, CA 
	

29 

Items Description of Deficiencies Items 
Considered (Leave Blank-  if Not Applicable) 

Reference 	

’ in Cost Illustrating 
Under 50% Estimates (Pest Deficiencies 
Threshold Report, 

Contractor 

accordance with the 
Estimates, etc.) 

code in effect at the 
time of construction. 

15 Correction of 
improper roof, 
surface or sub- 
surface drainage if 
not originally 
installed 

16 Correction of Pest Report items 1B, $18,910.00 
structural pest 1C, 1D, 1E, 9A, 1 I 
infestation (termites, 
beetles, dry rot, etc.) 
to extent attributable 
to original 
construction 
deficiencies (e.g., 
insufficient earth- 
wood separation) 

17 Other relevant issues 

18 Building Permit $3,058.43 
Application cost 

19 Contractor’s profit & $22,020.72 
______ overhead, not to  
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Photo 1: Front elevation of 1 McCormick 

Photo 2: Oblique elevation of 1 McCormick 
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Photo 3: The subject property abuts the rear yards of its neighbors that front Jackson Street to 

the south 

Photo 4: Typical, but inadequate roof framing. Note no ridge beam, hips and rafters toe nailed. 
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Photo 5: Roof ceiling framing is spaced at 38" c.c. 

Photo 6: Second floor joists are spaced at 24" c.c. 



Photo 7: The rear addition was added 

in 1947. Its primary support is the 

beam and three posts seen in the photo. 

This addition is also the location of the 

worst settlement in the building�as 

much as 6-inches lower than the zero 

point at the front door. This addition 

is also encroaching across the property 

line and leaning on the adjacent 

building. 
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Photo 8: Cantilever support 

beam connections are 

provided only by toe nails, 

i.e. nails that are driven at 

an angle to connect two 

members that are at an 

angle to each other. 
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Photo 9: Perimeter stud wall at second floor is framed with 1x2s. 
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Photo 10: Plumb line 

shows rear addition at the 

second floor sagging 

towards the west. This 

area is 1.75" out of plumb. 



I McCormick Street SF, CA 	
37 

Photo 11: This photo 

shows the rear addition 

leaning on the adjacent 

building to the north. 

Based on the survey by 

Geometrix, 1 McCormick 

is over the property line by 

almost 3". 

Photo 12: Main room at upper level. Note how the tile base for the wood stove has been adjusted 

to correct for a sloping floor. 
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Photo 13: The grout at the bottom of the tub reveals the extent to which the floor is out of level. 

Photo 14: Left and right measurements for floor correction at tub. 



Photo 16: Floor framing 

for kitchen area. There 

are two raised floors at the 

kitchen area, both above 

the level of the main area 

at the first floor level. 
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Photo 15: This photo series shows the extent to which the door jamb at the middle bedroom is 

wracked out of square. 
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Photo 17: Stair 

opening at front porch 

Photo 18: Clearance at stair 

landing between floors is only 

6’-5-112" 
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Photo 19: Central load 

bearing wall at first floor is 

out of plumb by 2.5". This 

wall supports half of the 

floor and ceiling loads 

above, and the eccentricity 

destabilizes the wall and 

compromises its long-term 

ability to support the floor 

loads above. 

Photo 20: This is an example of 

improper grade, showing how 

an inadequate separation 

between the earth and wood 

framing members can lead to 

rot at the foundation interface 

over time. 



Photo 21: Another example of 

improper grade. Notice how 

the threshold and all 

structural framing around the 

door are touching the earth. 

Photo 22: Section of original 

brick foundation augmented 

with concrete, presumably to 

address improper grade 

conditions. 
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Photo 23: Section of foundation that was undermined to make a plumbing repair 

Photo 24: Section of early rubble concrete foundation. The sizable chunks of brick in the 

aggregate will form large voids that may not be filled with sand and cement. The likely use of 

beach sand further shortened the life of the concrete to the point that one can now penetrate it 

with a screwdriver using relatively little force. 
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Photo 25: Typical example of 

exterior finishes. Note the newer 

T-111 siding and the failing paint, 

as well as the improperly installed 

sill that butts up against the sash, 

providing a path for water to enter 

the building. 

Photo 26: Rear elevation illustrates different exterior sheathing materials. 
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Photo 27: North elevation shows windows where the bathroom is now (note new window above 

the tub) that have been boarded up from the inside. Not properly filling in these openings creates 

a water trap. 
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Joist/Rafter 
Solid Sawn 

Job Address: 1 McCormick 
Job Number: 7631 
Date: 	9/14/2009 
Comment: 	Ceiling Joists 

Simply supported distributed load over span (L) 
DL+LL 	DL Only 

L 	 8.83 ft. 	Vmax(R1, R2) 	209.71 139.80833 
WI (DL) 	 10 psf 	Mmax 	 462.94 308.6269 
w2 (LU 	 5 osf 	allowed 	 0.294 L/360 D+L 

Fv 160 
Fb 1100 
E 1.IOE+06 
Tributary W 3.17 ft. 
Member W 2 in. 
Member H 4 in. 

Aprov’d 8.00 	1 Areq 1.97 1.31 
Sprov’d 5.33 	1 Sreq 5.05 3.37 
lprovd 10.67 	1 lreq 20.1 13.38 

Shear OK OK 
Bending OK OK 
Deflection FAIL FAIL 



Joist/Rafter 
Solid Sawn 

Job Address: 1 McCormick 
Job Number: 7631 
Date: 9114/2009 
Comment: 2nd Floor Joists 

Simply supported distributed load over span (L) 
DL+LL 	DL Only 

L 9.4167 ft. 	Vmax(R1, R2) 	500.03 123.35877 
wi (DL) 13.1 psf 	Mrnax 	 1177.15 290.40813 
w2 (LL) 40 psf 	Aallowed 	 0.314 L/360 Di-L 

Fv..:  160 
Fb 1100 
E 1.10E+06 
Tributary W 2.00 ft 
Member W 2 in 
Member H B in. 

Aprov’d 12.00 	1 Areq 4.69 1.16 
Sprov’d 12.00 	1 Sreq 12.84 3.17 
lprov’d 36.00 	1 Ireq 54.4 13.42 

Shear OK OK 
Bending FAIL OK 
Deflection FAIL OK 



Column Capacity 
Refer to 1997 NDS for applicable formulas and explanation of variables. 

Job Address: 	 1 McCormick 
Job Number: 	 7631 
Date: 	 9/14/2009 
Comment: 	 2nd Floor Studs 

Material Properties and Geometry 	 Column Capacity 
Cd 1.00 Fc* 1100 psi 
Cf 1.00 Fce-b 41y 
Ci 1.00 Fce-d 163 psi 
Fc 1100 psi Min Fce b/Fc*, Fce d/Fc* 0.037 
C,  0.800 C  0.037 
Kee 0.300 A (in A2) 2 InA2 
E 1100 ksi jCapacity of post 81Ilb 
b in ? 1 
Lb <75 ft 
d } 	

4I 
2in 

LU T5 ft .  

c = 0.8 for sawn timbers 
0.85 for round timber piles 
0.9 for glued laminated timber 

Kee = 0.3 for visually graded lumber 
0.384 for machine evaluated lumber 

-

1 Referto 2001 NDS for applicable formulas and explanation of variables. 

Capacity =C .F A 

I c, [1+(JE~F)1 /[l+(]E~I)12 	
E"c = 	

2c 	 2c 	]L2J 
- K CE  E 

FCE 
- (L - 
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WOOD DESTROYING PESTS AND ORGANISMS INSPECTION REPORT #: 0905154 

BUILDING NO 	 STREET 	 CITY 	 ZIP Dale of Inspection NUMBER OF PAGE 

MCCORMICK STREET 	SAN FRANCISCO 	 94109 05/15/2009 1 of 4 

TERMITE EXTERMINATOR 
1602 ROBERTA DR. 
SAN MATEO, CA 94403 
(650) 212 -6888 
PR2673 

Ordered by: Property Owner and/or Party of Interest Report sent to: 

PIERRE ZETTERBERG 

1555 SACRAMENTO STREET 

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94109 

PH.# 415-401-1893 	FAX: 415-642-7590 

COMPLETE REPORT 	 LIMITED REPORTS 	 SUPPLEMENTAL REPORT 	 REINSPECTION REPORTS 

GENERAL DESCRIPTION: Inspection Tag Posted: 

This is a two story, wood sided, single family residence. It has an attached porch. It was Hot water enclosure. 

vacant at the time of inspection. Other Tags Posted: 

An inspection has been made of the structure(s) on the diagram in accordance with the the Structural Pest Control Act. Detached porches, detached 
steps, detached decks and any other structures not on the diagram were not inspected. 

Subterranean Termites 	Drywood Termites 	 Fungus/Dryrot 	 Other Findings 	j 	Further Inspection 	J 
If any of the above boxes are checked, it indicates that there were visible problems in accessible areas. Read the report for details on checked items 

Key: 1 = Substructure 	2 = Stall Shower 	3 = Foundation 	4 = Porches 	5 = Vents 	6 = Abutments 	7 = Attic 	8 = Garage 	9 = Patio 	10 = Interior 	11 = Exterior 

lID 	110 

3A 

hG hF 
hA 

110 
3A 

hF hF 
3C tic 3C 	3C - 

110 

liE IA 

110 7A 
31) 

hA 

hG hE 10 	lB 

liD IA 
108 ic 

hA 
3D 1OA 

liE 
3B I IC 

lID 11D SA 

11A 

hG 

lIE 

Inspected By 	PUI KWONG NG 	 License No. 	OPR 9355 	 Signature 	 if,-  
You are entitled to obtain copies of all reports and completion notices on this property report to the Structural Pest Control Board during the proceding two years. To obtain copies 
contact: Structural Pest Control Board, 2005 Evergreen Street, Suite 1500, Sacramento, Calfornia 95815-3831. 

NOTE. Questions or problems concerning the above report should be directed to the manager of the company. Unresolved questions or problems with services performed may 
be directed to the Structural Pest Control Board at (916) 561-8708,(800) 737-8188 orswtv.pestboard.ca  gov. (form t3a - 3.15.08) 

43M-41 (Rev. 10/01) 
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The pest control industry recognizes a structure to have certain areas both inaccessible and not inspected. These areas include but are not 
limited to: Inaccessible and\or insulated attics or portions thereof, attics with less than 18" clear crawl space, the interior of hollow walls; the crawl 
space underneath a deck less than 12"; covered ceilings; spaces between a floor or porch deck and the ceiling below; areas where there is no access 
without defacing or tearing lumber, masonry, or finished work; areas underneath, behind or below appliances or beneath floor coverings or furnishings 
or storage, locked areas, and areas requiring an extension ladder; areas where encumbrances, storage, conditions, or locks make inspection 
impractical; and areas or timbers around eaves that would require use of an extension ladder. 

In the performance of corrective measures, it may be necessary to drill into concealed areas and/or to cut or remove plants. The termite 
exterminator will not be liable for plumbing, heating, electrical, gas lines and equipment in or under a stab, nor to plants which may be damaged during 
treatments and/or repairs. 

This guarantee excludes structures with sub slab heating, air conditioning systems, plenum construction with air conditioning and heating 
duct in use, a well or cistern within fifty feet and areas that are inaccessible for treatment. Additional exclusions include structures with damage to or 
from excessive moisture, inadequate construction, areas of inaccessibility, deteriorating materials, masonry failure, grade alteration, pipes and 
conduits beneath concrete stab, furnishings or contents, etc. No guarantee will be issued for any work that is a secondary recommendation or work 
completed by others. Guaranteed for thirty days are any plumbing, grouting, caulking and resetting of commodes, sinks or enclosures. All other work 
performed by this company shall be guaranteed for the duration of one year. 

This wood destroying pests and organisms inspection report does not include work which requires contact with materials containing asbestos. 
Termite inspectors have no expertise or license in asbestos analysis. Asbestos is a natural occurring mineral fiber used extensively in construction 
prior to 1978. The owner, employee or contractor must determine the asbestos status prior to the commencement of work on a project. Occupants 
and employees must be protected from asbestos fiber release. Should asbestos be observed during any construction or demolition, work must stop. 
The owner shall obtain the services of an asbestos abatement contractor to evaluate the situation, provide the necessary services and certify the area 
safe before work may resume. Asbestos statement ref: Ab2040, sb2572 and general industry safety order number 5208. 

The purpose of this report is to document findings and recommendations which pertain to the absence or presence of wood destroying 
organisms and or conducive condition[s] at the time of inspection. This report should be read carefully and is not to be confused with a home 
maintenance survey. The client’s cooperation and compliance to correct and or complete the recommendations documented in this report are 
obligatory. Without a mutual effort this company can not assure effective or satisfactory results. 

The owner of this structure has certain obligations regarding maintenance and pertaining to the deterrence of wood destroying organisms. 
Maintenance procedures include; but are not limited to: Reasonable cleaning, upkeep of roofs, gutters and downspouts; painting and sealing of 
exposed surfaces; caulking about doors and windows or grouting about commodes, tub and shower enclosures; storing materials one foot away the 
structure’s foundations; providing adequate ventilation, maintaining proper drainage away from structure (including sprinkler systems); keeping soil 
levels below the top of foundations and prohibiting earth contact with wood components of the structure(s). 

THE EXTERIOR SURFACE OF THE ROOF WAS NOT INSPECTED. IF, YOU WANT THE WATERTIGHTNESS OF THE ROOF 
DETERMINED, YOU SHOULD CONTACT A ROOFING CONTRACTOR WHO IS LICENSED BY THE CONTRACTORS’ STATE LICENSE BOARD. 

The Structural Pest Control Board encourages competitive business practices among registered companies. Reports on this structure 
prepared by various registered companies should list the same findings (ie. Termite infestations, termite damage, fungus damage, etc.). However, 
recommendations to correct these findings may vary from company to company. Therefore, you may wish to seek a second opinion since there may 
be alternative methods of correcting the findings listed on this report that may be less costly. 

Section 1993.1: This company will reinspect repairs done by others within four months of the original inspection. A charge, if any, can be no 
greater than the original inspection fee for each reinspection. The reinspection must be done within ten (10) working days of request. The reinspection 
is a visual inspection and if inspection of concealed areas is desired, inspection of work in progress will be necessary. Any guarantees must be 
received from parties performing repairs. 

SECTIONED REPORTING: This is a separated report which is defined as section 1 or section 2 conditions evident on the date of this 
inspection. Section 1 contains items where there is evidence of active infestation, infection or conditions that have resulted in or from infestation or 
infection on the date of inspection. Section 2 items are conditions deemed likely to lead to infestation or infection but where no visible evidence of 
such was found on the date of inspection. Further inspection items are defined as recommendations to inspect area(s) which during the original 
inspection did not allow the inspector access to complete his inspection and cannot be defined as Section 1 or Section 2. 

1A 	(Fl) 
Finding: The sub area was inaccessible for inspection due to lack of adequate opening and clearance. From the vent openings, we observed termite, 
beetles, fungus infections and damages on members. Faulty grade and earth-wood contact were noted at joists and posts. 
Recommendation: We advise owner to make area accessible for inspection. A supplemental report will issue with the new finding and 
recommendation. 

I  (SECTION I) 
Finding: Subterranean termite was noted on members in sub area. 
Recommendation: Treat the termite infested area with registered termiticide and remove tubes in accessible area. 
Due to the inaccessibility to the underneath of the concrete slab, we assume no responsibility for damaging the pipe, duct and other lines. We advise 
owner providing information to us prior beginning the work. However, professional care will be taken to prevent such damage. 

IC 	(SECTION I) 
Finding: Beetles infestation was noted in the sub area and underneath the front porch. 
Recommendation: Due to the site condition/adjacent property, we treat the infested area with approved chemical. 
Note: This is considered secondary and substandard measure under section 1992 of the Structural Pest Control Board’s Rules and Regulations. No 
guarantee is given. If, damage found extend into inaccessible area, a supplemental report will be issued for the new finding and recommendation. 

Form: xfrxt3a --3.15.08 	 Report #:0905154 
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1D 	(SECTION I) 
Finding: Fungus, termite, beetels damages and stains were noted on members in sub area. 
Recommendation: Remove the damaged material, replace with new material and treat the area with registered chemicals. We advise owner to keep 
area watertight to prevent moisture damage. If, damage found extend into inaccessible area, a supplemental report will be issued with the new finding 
and recommendation. 

1E 	(SECTION I) 
Finding: Infested cellulose debris was noted in sub area. 
Recommendation: Remove all cellulose larger than the rake size and treat the infested area with approved material. 

3A (SECTION I) 
Finding: Fungus damaged sill was noted on footing as indicated. 
Recommendation: Remove the damaged sill, replace with new sill, treat the adjacent area with approved fungicide and install anchorage bolts as site 
permissible. 
Note: To perform the repair, the structure need to be shored. Hair size cracks may occur during erecting or after work completed. It is the owners 
responsibility to patch the cracks. However, professional care will be taken to prevent such damage. 

3B (SECTION I) 
Finding: Earth-wood contact and fungus damaged siding were noted along the exterior wall as indicated. 
Recommendation: Lower the grade, cut off the bottom portion of the siding, replace the damaged siding as necessary and treat the area with 
approved fungicide. If, further damage or faculty grade found after area exposed, a supplemental report will be issued with the new finding and 
recommendation. 

3C (SECTION I) 
Finding: Faulty grade, earth-wood contact and fungus damage were noted on footing. 
Recommendation: Remove the damaged sill, raise the footing to proper level with concrete, install new sill and anchorage bolts, and treat the 
adjacent area with approved fungicide. 
Notice: To perform the repair, the structure need to be shored. Hair size cracks may occur during erecting or after work completed. it is the owner’s 
responsibility to patch the cracks. However, professional care will be taken to prevent such damage. 

3D (SECTION I) 
Finding: Faulty grade and earth-wood contact were noted on post and joist in sub area. 
Recommendation: Raise the footing to proper level with concrete, install new sill and anchorage bolts, and treat the adjacent area with approved 
fungicide. 
Notice: To perform the repair, the structure need to shored. Hair size cracks may occur during erecting or after work completed. it is the owners 
responsibility to patch the cracks. However, professional care will be taken to prevent such damage. 

4A 	(SECTION I) 
Finding: Fungus damage was noted on stair. 
Recommendation: Remove the existing stair and rebuild a new stair. All material should be redwood or pressured treat lumber. It is the owner’s 
responsibility to paint the disturbed area after work completed. 

7A (SECTION II) 
Finding: Water stain was noted inside the attic. 
Recommendation: We advise owner to contact a qualified person for more information about the roof condition and make necessary repair to prevent 
further damage. 

9A 	(SECTION I) 
Finding: Fungus and beetles damages were noted on porch framing and topping. 
Recommendation: Remove the damaged material, treat the adjacent area with approved fungicide and install new material. All material should be 
redwood or pressured treated lumber. Owner responses to paint the area after work completed. 

10A (SECTION Il) 
Finding: Rust and stain were noted at the bathroom sink P-trap. 
Recommendation: We advise owner to contact a qualified person to make necessary repair. 

lOB 	(SECTION I) 
Finding: Fungus damage was noted on member and sub floor underneath the bathroom. 
Recommendation: Open the area for further inspection, if, no further damage found at the exposed area, remove the damaged material and replace 
with new material. If, damage found extend into inaccessible area, a supplemental report will be issued with the new finding and recommendation. 

hA (Fl) 
Finding: Portion of the exterior was inaccessible for inspection due to plant and inaccessibility. 
Recommendation: We advise owner to make area accessible for inspection. A supplemental report will be issued for the new finding and 
recommendation. 

1IB 	(SECTION I) 
Finding: Fungus damage was noted at the front door as indicated. 
Recommendation: Remove the damaged door and replace with new door. Owner responses to paint the door after work completed. 

I1C 	(SECTION I) 
Finding: Fungus damage was noted at the rear door, frame and sill. 
Recommendation: Open the area for further inspection, if, no further damage found at the exposed area, remove the damaged material and replace 
with new material. If, damage found extend into inaccessible area, a supplemental report will be issued with the new finding and recommendation. 

Form: xfrx_t3a --3.15.08 	 Report #:0905154 
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liD 	(SECTION) 
Finding: Damage was noted on wood windows as indicated. 
Recommendation: Remove the damaged windows and replace with new windows. Owner paints the disturbed area after work completed and may 
need to provide plans as required by the Local Building Department. 

liE 	(SECTION I) 
Finding: Fungus damage was noted on siding and trim as indicated. 
Recommendation: Open the area for further inspect. If, no further damage found at the exposed area, remove the damaged siding and trim, and 
replace with new material. Owner paints the area after work completed. If, further damage found after area exposed, a supplemental report will be 
issued with the new finding and recommendation. 

hF 	(SECTION I) 
Finding: Fungus damage was noted on rafters/sheathing/fascia along the roof edge as indicated. 
Recommendation: Remove the damaged material and replace with new material. Owner paints the area after work completed. 
Notice: This is not a roofing work. We do not guarantee the roof condition after work completed. We advise owner to contact a qualified person to 
install new roof after work completed. 

hG (SECTION II) 
Finding: Cracks and peeling paint were noted on exterior surface. 
Recommendation: We advise owner to contact a qualified person to evaluate the condition and make area watertight to prevent moisture intrusion. 

INFORMATION: Portion of the exterior walls were too high to inspect on ground. If, person of interested needed more information about these area, 
they need to make area accessible for inspection. A supplemental report will issue with the new finding and recommendation. 

INFORMATION: An attic access was noted. To prevent possible damage, we stood on ladder to view the attic within the visible distant. If, the attic 
inspection desired, it will be performed upon the receipt of a signed release for any damage that may occur to the finished covering during the course 
of the inspection. A supplemental report will be issued for the new finding and recommendation. A reasonable cost will be requested for the 
rein spection. 

Note: The building built before 1978 might contain lead paint. Our company was not qualified to identify the paint. Owner should provide all 
information to us prior work beginning. It is the owner’s responsibility to remove all lead paint and clean the site after work completed. 

Note: We are not painter. We do not paint the area after work completed. We advise owner to contact a qualified person to paint the area and make 
area watertight to prevent moisture intrusion. 

Note: The minimum charge for any work done by this company is $500.00. 

Note: This Wood destroying Pests and Organisms Inspection Report does not include molds or mold like conditions. This property was not inspected 
for the presence or absence of health related mold or fungi. Mold is not a wood destroying organism and is outside the scope of this report as defined 
by the Structural Pest Control Act. By California law, we are neither qualified, authorized, nor licensed to inspect for health related molds or fungi. If, 
you desire information about or inspection for the presence or absence of health related molds or mold like conditions, you should contact an industrial 
hygienist or other appropriate professional for further inspection or consultation. 

Note: If, the property owner or his agent making the repair and asking the certificate from the Termite Exterminator, the owner or his agent should 
provide a copy of the building permit and job card prior the certificate issued. The building permit should clearly indicate the repair work which related 
to this report. The job card should be signed by the local building inspector. Without the building permit and signed job card, Termite Exterminator will 
not issue the certificate of clearance. Inaddition, we do not certify or guarantee the work done by others. We advise person of interested to contact the 
owner or his agent for more information about the repair. 

Note: Parties of interest to this property should be aware of Business and Professions Code #7028, #7044 and #7048 which states that it is illegal for 
an unlicensed person (s) to perform work on a property being sold. A person or persons performing work should be prepared to provide license 
number, insurance coverage and guarantees to other parties of interest. 

Note: TERMITE EXTERMINATORS can not reinspect and/or certify chemical applications performed by others. 

CALIFORNIA STATE LAW REQUIRES THAT YOU BE GIVEN THE FOLLOWING INFORMATION: "Caution pesticides are toxic chemicals". 
Structural pest control operators are licensed and regulated by the structural pest control board, and apply pesticides which are registered and 
approved for use by the California Department of Pesticide Regulation and the United States Environmental Protection Agency. Registration is 
granted when the state finds that based on existing scientific evidence there are no appreciable risks if proper use conditions are followed or that risks 
are outweighed by the benefits. The degree of risk depends upon the degree of exposure, so exposure should be minimized. 

If within twenty-four hours following application you experience symptoms similar to common seasonal illness comparable to the flu, contact 
you physician or poison control center at: (800)-876-4766 and your pest control operator immediately For additional information contact the county 
health department; county agricultural department and the structural pest control board, 2005 Evergreen Street, Sacramento, Ca. 95815-3831. 

() COPPER GREEN/GREEN’S PRODUCTS (EPA REG. #66591-1) 
() TERMIDOR SC/BASF (EPA REG. #7969-210) 
() TIMBOR PROFESS IONALJNISUS (EPA REG. #64405-8) 

For further information contact any of the following: 
Ph#: 	County Health 	Ag. Dept. 	Poison Control 
SF Co (415) 554-2500 	(415) 252-3830 	 (800) 876-4766 

Form: xfrx_t3a --3.15.08 	 Report #:0905154 



Work Authorization 
	

TERMITE EXTERMINATOR 
BUILDING NO. STREET CITY ZIP COUNTY DATE OF 

CODE INSPECTION 

1 MCCORMICK STREET SAN FRANCISCO 94109 38 05/15/2009 

Comments: The cost of new roof may be $7,500.00 up. 	 - - 
The estimate we given was for reference only. We advise owner to contact a qualified person to make necessary repair. 

Section 1 Section 

lB = 	 1960.00 P I 	 Section 1 Totals 
ic = 	 1800.00 P 

Total using primary recs 	$ 	58860.00 
1D = 	 8700.00 P 

1E = 	 300.00 P 

3A = 	 5400.00 P 

35 = 	 450.00 P 

3C = 	 7500.00 P 

3D = 	 9200.00 P 

4A = 	 3200.00 P 

9A = 	 3700.00 P 

lOB = 	 3200.00 P 

11B = 	 650.00 P 

11C = 	 1950.00 P 

liD = 	 4200.00 P 

liE = 	 4200.00 P 

hF = 	 2450.00 P 

Cost of all Primary Recommendations $ 	58860.00 NOTE: Damage found in Inaccessible Areas 
may require a Supplemental report and/or 
Work Authorization, or may require amendments 
to this Work Authorization. 

1 If FURTHER INSPECTION is recommended, if additional work is required by any government agency, or if additional damage is discovered while performing the repairs, this company reserves the 
right to increase prices 

2 In the event that legal action is necessary to enforce the terms of this contract, reasonable attorney’s fees may be awarded to the prevailing party.  

3 This company will use due caution and diligence in their operations but assume no responsibility for matching existing colors and styles, or for incidental damage to roof coverings, Tv. Antennaes, solar 
panels, rain gutters, plant life, or paint 

4. This report is limited to the accessible areas shown on the diagram Please refer to the report for the areas not inspected. 

5 If this contract is to be paid our of escrow impound the buyers and sellers agree to provide this company with all escrow billing information required to collect the amount due. The persons signing this 
contract are responsible for payment, and if the escrow does not close within 30 days after the date of completion of the work agree to pay in full the amount specified in this work authorization 
agreement. 

6 It this agreement includes a charge for opening an area for FURTHER INSPECTION, it is for opening the area only and does not include making additional repairs, if needed, nor does it include 
replacing removed or damaged floor coverings, wall coverings, or painted exposed surfaces unless specifically stated. 

NOTICE TO OWNER 

Under the California Mechanics Lien Law any structural pest control company which contracts to do work for you, any contractor, subcontractor, 
laborer, supplier or other person who helps to improve your property, but is not paid for his or her work or supplies, has a right to enforce a claim 
against your property. This means that after a court hearing, your property could be sold by a court officer and the proceeds of the sale used to satisfy 
the indebtedness. This can happen even if you have paid your structural pest control company in full if the subcontractor, laborers or suppliers remain 
unpaid. 
To preserve their right to file a claim or lien against your property, certain claimants such as subcontractors or material suppliers are required to 

provide you with a document entitled "Preliminary Notice". Prime contractors and laborers for wages do not have to provide this notice. A Preliminary 
Notice is not a lien against your property. Its purpose is to notify you of persons who may have a right to file a lien against your property if they are not 
paid. 

Authorized to perform items: 	of work authorized: $ 

OWNER or OWNER’s AGENT: 	 DATE: 	 TERMITE EXTERMINATOR 

X 	 ESCROW: 



APPENDIX E: SURVEY 

ANALYSIS OF THE 

EXISTING BUILDING AT 
1 MCCORMICK 

SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 

REPORT PREPARED By: 
GEOMETRIX 

SURVEY ENGINEERING, INC. 
5436 CALIFORNIA STREET 

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94118 
(415) 422-0527 

NOVEMBER 2009 

PAGES: 57-58 



,DD IS 

LOT RE 	 T_Tr 

/
[A dding iaOSPrO 

side of vvhere 1 Mc 	 10 

, \ t 
SO  INE  LV 	

ON, BL 	 I 

\ 	 \T ’dr’ 	/ 
\ 

LOFTY  
00_\,ITDRE 

( /

1IVII
L T1 S 	

J1icH i 
\\p 

\ 
o 

S0T48 

–LUILL ’ 

I GI So rT 

OR 	

MS 	
A ’ 	

AS 	

/ 012 -  w-ILY To m 

TEOOL I \, \ \\ H 	 - 	 - 	

k A. 

LOT IS 	
e* 

LOT 11 	
LET 11 

HE-11INARY TI IF 1-- NO-1 

G-1 �D�U �  �I 11A, 
III 	- DISTAHCES ARE 11 FEET A. STCI�B INI 	 OTICITY11z 1� 

TIlE IIOTLUIRTNT LYlE ON SHOE 510611, 2 	 IT IS HOC CESELROEILIIT OF 1100051000100 TO HAVE ALL 1116 UTILITIES 0120000 BY 

INNAVE EXISTING LWDES000LAOO UTILITIES MYRIAD. 

(S) 	 ESOE0000VEIII IRON ONE III THE OEJCOIIINS FNIOOIE FOIRSEIIOSS) ORE 
HEREBY NOTED TRIO It SMALL ER THE NE000CSIEILIIY SOLELY OR MIT FOOFCETY 
OWNERS INVOLVES IS RESOLVE TOY ISSUE HOOCH ITO? WERE THEREFROM 

SOS EAR ORNI RIMFOEEO FOR THE  REICLOLOF LOT OH EMORY OOTIDEEREO USE ER 
AEV 0 HER PATTI Y 1-  .1 ’UH-C 11 HOT 1-77ED, 

AT THE HE CORNER of 
01 51Nfl 1.11:C SOB COOLS CLI WOOER RIO III 	 000FIEOOE ELEVATIONSStEM FLEES 01 HIGHEST � .1 P0020(S) 

OF THIS SU-Y, THE � TANT IS No’ NESPOUGHNIE IGI THE � 11T. 1-1. 
OF HOOT COdE 5111CM III 55002C11 RE EI1OLOEE1)SYSLOI1IOEOS1011 

101 	 0 OL0010 OF $10051 HAS SONS TILES AS OESSIIRL BY 50011015 5157 

0)0 OFLEOTIAT OITCIOSIOISS IN SOS 

.4.  

[L) SLY XII EIRSOYOE OF SE ROOTS DLII. Roll TOO
OS’ RATED ~ IL 1900, ON FILE IN THE 

OFFICE OF 110 CITY EIIGISEER CITY OBOE 

01 BLOOD 00000011105000SF 000 00110. 
MO OLE IN THE OFFICE OF THE CITY OISOISREA 

0000505 STREET FILES IN ONSETS OF PARCEL, 

GRAPHIC SCALE 

T. 	 TCP OF WALL EL 

IITT 

00 	

00515100001100005055 
ED 	

F 

COVES 

 
1ELE1I0000 002 

LLEHN010I 

o 	001510 0111 B00110IOSM 
IT 	 FOLELS 0100 001001550 ERIE (0] ID] 
o 	EWLORO 

050 ROOMY 

N 005 VOLVO 

GUY ANE.. 

IDIR 

H 	 INC DOLL EMS 

FOR SOS 

ED LINE 

IT 	SOSIIHSS’I SERIES 0012501� 

SIGN 
400. 	

SF01 CL050IIOSS 

QIE � 	 - OEM 10110120 

E] 	 000CEIROCO 

001 	 000CR SOLVE 

SITE SURVEY 
OF 

SEN 0165 01.8 
I McCORMICK STREET 

CITY OF SAN FRANCISCO 
PREPARES AT THE REQUEST OF 

PIERRE ZETT008ERO 

NOV

COUNTY IF SAN F-0 
 

GEOMETR[X 
 20000 

SURVEYING ENGINEERING INC. 

WENT 

00 



APPENDIX F: PHOTOGRAPH LOCATIONS 

ANALYSIS OF THE 

EXISTING BUILDING AT 

1 MCCORMICK 

SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 

REPORT PREPARED By: 
SANTOS & URRUTIA, INC. 
STRUCTURAL ENGINEERS 
2451 HARRISON STREET 

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94110 
PHONE (415) 642-7722 

FAX (415) 642-7590 

S&UJ0B#: 7613 
NOVEMBER 17,2010 

PAGES: 59-62 



-A 
D LJ A A 

FLj 
F/F OZ 

F/F F/U 

1  007-1~ 

0) 
z 
0 
I- 

C 
0 

0 
F-
0 
I 
0 

I 
0 
0 

F-  
F!) 
I 
U- 

(I) F< 
Z UJz 

I 	L 
- F 

zo
o t)( 

-  - 
Oo 
O - o 

_J U.Z 

LL 

th 
< i�-Q) 

09/2//OF! 

ST 

U- 	7631 

KITCHEN 

STORAGE 

up up 

DINNING 

HH 

: 

L 

FIRST FLOOR PHOTOGRAPHS 

SCALE: 1/2=1-0 



] Id 
U) Fbi 
U) LIZ 

F- LI 
U) z F 	< 
U) LU) 

U) 

0 
I- 

0 
0 

0 
F-
0 
I 
0 

0 
0 

0 z 
0 
0 
Ui 
U) 

Z UJz 

- o U:i< 
Z y O 
00d 
O - o 
1 	rO 

U.Z 

u LL 

th 
< 

09/21 /09  

K.F. 

7631 

ShI 

P2 
UI 2 	Sn,ts 

SECOND FLOOR PHOTOGRAPHS 

SCALE: 1/2=1-0 



Cl, 
C) 

0 
0 

T1 

I 
o 

L 

Li 

G) 	 A 

I 	 A 

E’IIIIIIr 

- _fl 
 

Fi  

/ 
N / 

	

/ 	
A 

L - 	- - 	- 

AS-BUILT CONDITIONS 
ROOF PHOTO LOCATIONS 	 URRUTIA  

TRUCTURAL 

CA) < ol
1 I\.4cccD F I\/I I K 	1 F 

SAN FRANCISCO. CALIFORNIA 	 022:1 
- S 	

-. 



APPENDIX G: AS-BUILT DRAWINGS 

ANALYSIS OF THE 
EXISTING BUILDING AT 

1 MCCORMICK 
SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 

REPORT PREPARED BY: 
SANTOS & URRUTIA, INC. 

STRUCTURAL ENGINEERS 
2451 HARRISON STREET 

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94110 
PHONE (415) 642-7722 

FAX (415) 642-7590 

S&UJ0B#: 7613 
SEPTEMBER 18, 2009 

PAGES: 63-65 



-75 LIVI- ROOM 

Fe-----  F - - -- D-) 6 .1M 
DN 

1, 	-i- EATHRO 
F-  

Z) 	R  7~1~CM ‘~o 02 tllk 
HEAD 

SECOND FLOOR PLAN ROOF PLAN B 
SCALE: 1/4=1-0" SCALE: 1/4=1-0’ 

z  
�i � i 
LL 

op- 

Ou 

j 8 
Z UJz 

Lu 
KITCHEN o 
HEADROOM L 

DINNIN 
HEADROOM 0 ya  a < 

CL ARANCE 

_ 

< 

FIRST FLOOR PLAN 
09/21/09 

1/4";1-0 
e. 

SCALE: 1/4=1-0" 
7631 

Sht 

Al 
Of 	2 	Sh,ts 



@1000 TOP 
/ 	 @PERIMETER 	 - -240@24CC 	 / --2440 CC 

FRAMIN. C- BEAR 

_ 	!rLWÜ 
ADDITION 

	

SECOND FLOOR FRAMING PLAN 
	

ROOF FRAMING PLAN 
SCALE: 1/4=1-0 
	

SCALE: 1/4=1-0 

-FOUNDATION

7 -- 	 (- 
 

NADEQUATE 

	

sos--- 	@CORNTO 	 EARTIWIoDO 

SHORTSETAININ 
WALL 

CONCRETE- 

	 -

--2,STUDWALL@ 

LYL 
r 

	

Li 	 s/4 PLYWO 	 "-_- 255 DEC C 
SHEATHING -_-_J 	 SUPPORTED BY 

SLEEPER 

ON GROUND 

FOUNDATION AND FIRST FLOOR FRAMING PLAN 
SCALE: 1/4=1-0 

F-

U/Il 

:1 G UO 
10 1G 
U) lIZ D1/ I 

1fl (IlL/i iLI 

0 

so 

U- 5 

54/so 

(1) F- < 
Z LUz 

o O)< 
Z y o 
O6 
O - o 
F- 	o 
_I 	z 
- 0< 
CO 0  LL 

th 
< 

09/21/09 

1/4 .  1-C 

 
0,44. ED: 

	F. 
14051 	 7631 

si 
04 2 	504444 



 

Zoning Administrator Action Memo 
Administrative Review of Residential Demolition 
 

Date:  January 19, 2011 
Case No.:  2008.0953D 
Building Permit:  2010 0809 8402 
Project Address:  1 MCCORMICK STREET   
Zoning:  RH‐1 (Residential House, One Family) 
  40‐X Height and Bulk District 
Block/Lot:  0185/048 
Project Sponsor:  Pierre and Sally Zetterberg 
  1555 Sacramento Street 

  San Francisco, CA  94109 
Property Owner:  Same 
   
Staff Contact:  Rick Crawford – (415) 558‐6358 
  rick.crawford@sfgov.org 
 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

The  proposed  demolition  of  a  single  family  dwelling  is  subject  to  Planning Code  Section  317, which 
allows  the  Planning  Department  to  administratively  approve  the  loss  of  dwelling  units  through 
demolition of 1) Single‐Family Residential Buildings that are demonstrably not affordable or financially 
accessible  housing, OR  2) Residential  Buildings  of  two  units  or  fewer  that  are  found  to  be  unsound 
housing.   The proposal would demolish a single  family  residential building  that has been  found  to be 
unsound and thus may be approved administratively. 

ACTION 
Upon  review of  the  soundness  report prepared by Santos & Urrutia  Structural Engineers,  the Zoning 
Administrator AUTHORIZED ADMINISTRATIVE APPROVAL of Demolition Permit Application No. 
2010 0809 8402 proposing the demolition of an unsound single family dwelling. 

FINDINGS 
The Zoning Administrator took the action described above because the single family residence proposed 
to be demolished has been found to be unsound. 
 
cc:    Zoning Administrator Files 

Memo 

mailto:rick.crawford@sfgov.org
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RESIDENTIAL DESIGN TEAM REVIEW 
 
DATE:  9/13/11  RDT MEETING DATE: 9/21/11 
   
PROJECT INFORMATION: 
  Planner:  Crawford 
  Address:  1 Mc Cormick 
  Cross Streets:  20 foot wide lane off of Pacific 
  Block/Lot:  0185/048 
  Zoning:  RH‐1 
  Height/Bulk District:  65‐a 
  BPA/Case No.  2010 0809 8402 
  Project Status  Initial Review Post NOPDR DR Filed
 

 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION:  
Demo new construction of a three story single family dwelling. 

 
PROJECT CONCERNS:  
The project is 3‐stories tall at the end of the lane.  The adjacent dwelling is 1‐story and all 
the other buildings on the subject side of the block are 3‐stories.  All the buildings across 
the street are 2‐stories.   
 
The DR Requestor objects to the project because it is too tall for the street and the project 
demolishes a historic resource. 
 
RDT COMMENTS: 

 THE PROJECT AS PROPOSED IS CONSISTENT WITH THE SCALE AND CHARACTER OF THE 
NEIGHBORHOOD (RDG, PAGES 10,16, 23-29) – PROJECT SPONSOR SHOULD PROVIDE 
ELEVATION OF ENTIRE BLOCKFACE & INCLUDE LOCATION OF REAR FACADES OF 
JACKSON STREET BUILDINGS TO DOCUMENT SCALE OF THE BLOCK 

 THE PROJECT WILL BE SUBJECT TO FULL D.R. HEARING;  HOWEVER, THERE ARE NO 
EXCEPTIONAL OR EXTRAORDINARY CIRCUMSTANCES 

 

 

 
 

www.sfplanning.org 



 2

 

 



















p.zetterberg
Text Box
Mid Block view of 1 McCormick from the southwest 



p.zetterberg
Text Box
View South of McCormick Street

p.zetterberg
Text Box
1 McCormick

p.zetterberg
Line


	0953d-1065d rpt demo
	Discretionary Review Analysis
	Residential Demolition/New Construction 
	HEARING DATE: OCTOBER 13, 2011
	DEMOLITION APPLICATION
	NEW BUILDING APPLICATION
	PROJECT DESCRIPTION
	SITE DESCRIPTION AND PRESENT USE
	SURROUNDING PROPERTIES & NEIGHBORHOOD
	TYPE
	REQUIRED PERIOD
	NOTIFICATION DATES
	DR FILE DATE
	DR HEARING DATE
	FILING TO HEARING TIME
	43 days
	TYPE
	REQUIRED PERIOD
	REQUIRED NOTICE DATE
	ACTUAL NOTICE DATE
	ACTUAL PERIOD
	SUPPORT
	OPPOSED
	NO POSITION
	REPLACEMENT STRUCTURE
	DR REQUESTOR 
	DR REQUESTOR’S CONCERNS AND PROPOSED ALTERNATIVES
	PROJECT SPONSOR’S RESPONSE
	PROJECT ANALYSIS
	GENERAL PLAN COMPLIANCE 
	HOUSING ELEMENT
	SECTION 101.1 PRIORITY POLICIES

	ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 
	RESIDENTIAL DESIGN TEAM REVIEW
	BASIS FOR RECOMMENDATION
	DEMOLITION CRITERIA - ADMINISTRATIVE REVIEW
	Existing Value and Soundness
	DEMOLITION CRITERIA
	Existing Building
	Rental Protection
	Priority Policies
	Replacement Structure


	Design Review Checklist
	NEIGHBORHOOD CHARACTER (PAGES 7-10)
	SITE DESIGN  (PAGES 11 - 21)
	BUILDING SCALE AND FORM (PAGES 23 - 30)
	ARCHITECTURAL FEATURES (PAGES 31 - 41)
	BUILDING DETAILS (PAGES 43 - 48)
	SPECIAL GUIDELINES FOR ALTERATIONS TO BUILDINGS OF POTENTIAL HISTORIC OR ARCHITECTURAL MERIT (PAGES 49 – 54)


	0953d-1065d exhibits
	Slide Number 1
	Slide Number 2
	Slide Number 3
	Slide Number 4
	Slide Number 5
	Slide Number 6
	Slide Number 7

	1 McCormick 311 revised
	REVISED NOTICE OF BUILDING PERMIT APPLICATION   
	(SECTION 311)
	 CONTACT INFORMATION PROJECT SITE INFORMATION
	Applicant: Pierre Zetterberg Project Address:  1 McCormick Street
	Address:    1555 Sacramento Street Cross Streets: Pacific Street 
	City, State:  San Francisco, CA   94109 Assessor’s Block /Lot No.: 0185/048
	Telephone:  (415) 401-1893 Zoning Districts: RH-1 /40-X
	PROJECT  SCOPE


	 PROJECT FEATURES EXISTING CONDITION PROPOSED CONDITION
	PROJECT DESCRIPTION
	Rick Crawford
	GENERAL INFORMATION ABOUT PROCEDURES





	demo application
	HRER
	DR Application and soundness report for packet
	1 McCormick demo admin approval
	Zoning Administrator Action Memo
	PROJECT DESCRIPTION
	ACTION
	FINDINGS


	DR response
	perspective 1
	perspective 2
	1 McCormick alley elevations
	Street perspective
	Rear of Jackson Bldgs Photo
	1 McCormick RDT Results 2 post DR
	RESIDENTIAL DESIGN TEAM REVIEW
	RDT MEETING DATE:
	PROJECT DESCRIPTION: 
	PROJECT CONCERNS: 
	RDT COMMENTS:
	 THE PROJECT AS PROPOSED IS CONSISTENT WITH THE SCALE AND CHARACTER OF THE NEIGHBORHOOD (RDG, PAGES 10,16, 23-29) – PROJECT SPONSOR SHOULD PROVIDE ELEVATION OF ENTIRE BLOCKFACE & INCLUDE LOCATION OF REAR FACADES OF JACKSON STREET BUILDINGS TO DOCUMENT SCALE OF THE BLOCK


	1 McCormick plans.pdf
	A.1
	A.2
	A.3-UPDATE
	A.4-UPDATE
	A.5
	A.6

	1 McCormick alley elevations
	Street perspective
	perspective 1
	perspective 2



