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Lew, Lisa (BOS) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
·cc: 

Subject: 

Catego"ries: 

Quan, Daisy (BOS) . 
Thursday, March 19, 2020 4:11 PM 
Calvillo, Angela (BOS); Low, Jen (BQS); BOS Legislation, (BOS) 
Justin A Zucker; speaksanfrancisco@yahoo.com; aeboken@gmail.com; 
pmandel@mgremediation.com; billpash@gmail.com; Starr, Aaron (CPC); er@sonic.net; 
Andrew Junius; Jennica Dandan; Mar, Gordon (BOS)' 
Re: SUPPLEMENTAL MATERIAL: Appeal of Conditional Use Authorization- 1420 Taraval. 
Street -Appeal Hearing on 1\tlarch 24, 2020 

200261 

The Supervisor intends to make a. motion this Tuesday to continue this item to April 21st. C3n you provide 
clarification on how emergency declarations impact deadlines for scheduling appeal hearings? 

Thanks 

Daisy Quan 
Legislative Aide 
Supervisor Gordon Mar 

415.554.7462 

From:.Justin A Zucker <jzucker@reubenlaw.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, March 18, 2020 10:57 PM 
To: BOS Legislation, (BOS) <bos.legislation@sfgov.org>; aeboken@gmail.com <aeboken@gmail.com> 
Cc: speaksanfrancisco@yahoo.com <speaksanfrancisco@yahoo.com>; pma.ndel@mgremediation.com 
<pmai!del@mgremediatiori.com>; billpash@gmail.com <billpash@gmail.com>; Storrs, Bruce {DPW} 

<Bruce.Storrs@sfdpw.org>; Tse, Bernie {DPW) <bernie.tse@sfdpw.org>; Rivera, Javier (DPW) 

<Javier.Rivera@sfdpw.org>; Duran, Vanessa {DPW} <vanessa.duran@sfdpw.org>; Wong, Jason {DPW} 

<jason.c.wongl@sfdpw.org>; PEARSON, ANNE (CAT) <Anne.P~arson@sfcityatty.org>; STACY, KATE {CAT) 

<Kate.Stacy@sfcityatty.org>; JENSEN, KRISTEN {CAT) <Kristen.Jensen@sfcityatty.org>; Gibson, Lisa {CPC) · 
<lisa.gibson@sfgov.org>; Jain, Devyani {CPC} <devyani.jain@sfgov.org>; Varat, Adam {CPC} <adam.varat@sfgov.org>; 
Rodgers, AnMarie {CPC} <anmarie.rodgers@sfgov.org>; Navarrete, joy {CPC) <joy.navarrete@sfgov.org>; Lynch, Laura 

{CPC} <laura.lynch@sfgov.org>; Teague~. Corey {CPC} <corey.teague@sfgov.org>; Sanchez, Scott {CPC} 
<scott.sanchez@sfgov.org>; Sider~ Dan {CPC} <dan.sider@sfgov.org>; Starr, Aaron {CPC} <aaron.starr@sfgov.org>; lonin, 
Jonas {CPC} <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>; Ajello Hoagland, Linda (CPC} <linda.ajellohoagland@sfgov.org>; Rosenberg, Julie 

{BOA} <julie.rosenberg@sfgov.org>; Sullivan, Katy {BOA} <katy.sullivan@sfgov.org>; Longaway, Alec (BOA) 

<alec.longaway@sfgov.org>; BOS-Supervisors <bos-supervlsors@sfgov.org>; BOS-Legislative Aides <bo~­
legislative_aides@sfgov.org>; Calvillo, Angela {BOS} <angela.calvillo@sfgov.org>; Somera, Alisa {BOS} 

<alisa.somera@sfgov.org>; er@sonic.net <er@sonic.net>; Andrew Junius <ajunius@reubenlaw.com>; Jennica Dandan 
· '<jdandan@reubenlaw.com> 

Subject: Re: SUPPLEMENTAL MATERIAL: Appeal of Conditional Use Authorization- 1420 Taraval Street- Appeal Hearing 

on·March 24, 2020 

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources. 

Hi Eileen and Brent, 

t347 



In light of the current Shelter In Place Order, we'd like to see if possible to continue this hearing to either April 21 or 14? 
'I briefing is complete, and we'd suggest moving only the hearing date without supplemental materials from anyone. 

Eileen, 
If your amenable to this request, ple.ase let us know. Thanks. 

Best, 

Justin 

Please consider your needs before printing this. 

REUBEN, JUNIUS & ROSE,LLP 

Justin A. Zucker, Attorney 
0: {415) 567-9000 
0: (415) 291-7054 
M: (415) 656-6489 
F: (415) 399-9480 
jzucker@reubenlaw.com 
www.reubenlaw:com 

'nkedln 

SF Office: Oakland Office: 
One Bush Street; Ste. 600 827 Broadway, 2nd Floor 
San Francisco, CA 94104 Oakland, CA 94607 

PRIVILEGE AND CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE- This transmittal is intended solely for use by its addressee, and may contain 
confidential or legally privileged information. If you receive this transmittal in error, please email a reply to the sender 
and delete the transmittal and any attachments. 

On Mar 18, 2020, at 3:41PM, BOS Legislation, (BOS) <bos.legislation@sfgov.org> wrote: 

Good afternoon, 

Please find linked below supplemental appeal materials from Evan Rosen, on behalf of the Appellants, 
received by the Office of the Clerk of the Board regarding the Conditional Use Authorization Appeal for 
the proposed project at 1420 Taraval Street. 

Appellants- Reply and Complete Supplemental Appeal Materials- March 18, 2020 

The hearing for this matter is scheduled for a 3:00 p.m. special order before the Board on March 24, 
2020 .. 

I invite you to review the entire matter on our Legislative Research Center by following the link below: 

Board of Supervisors File No. 200261 

1:848 



Best regards, 
Jocelyn Wong 
San Francisco Board of Supervisors 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
T: 415.554.7702 I F: 415.554.516'3 
. jocelvn.wong@sfgov.org I www.sfbos.org 

<imageOOl.png> Click here to complete a Board of Supervisors Customer Service Satisfaction form 

The Legislative Research Center provides 24-hour access to Board of S!lpervisors legislation, and arci:Jived matters since August '1998. 

Dis~losures: Personal information that is provided in communications to the Board of !supervisors is subject to disclosure under the California 
Public Records Act and the San Francisco Sunshine Ordim:ince. Personal information provided will not be redacted. Members of the public are 
not required to provide personal identifying information when they communicate with the Board of Supervisors and its committees. All written 
or oro/ communications that members of the public submit to the Clerk's Office regarding pending legislation or hearings will be made available 
to all members of the public for inspection and copying. The Clerk's Office does not redact any information from these submi~sions. This me;ns 
that personal information-including names, phone numbers, addresses and similar information that a member of the public elects to submit to 
the Board and its committees-may appear on the Board of Supervisors' website or in other public documents that members of the public may 
inspect or i:opy. 
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1~ ECE! V.EO 
. HOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

NOTICE TO BOARD OF SUPERVISORS OF APPE~(6. N F R AN Cl S C 0 

FROM ACTION OF THE CITY PLANNING COMMI~@HAR -2 Pl1 2: 0 l 
B'J g; 

I "'" 

Notice is hereby given of an appeal to the Board of Supervisors from the following action of the City 
Planning Commission. 

The property is located at 14ap \ ~ 8-i...- S-r 

_j~v~· ~D, .;;:Lo~ 
Date of City Planning Commission Action · 

(Attach a Copy of Planning Commi.ssion's Decision) 

MA--tL&'..hl :t ~~ 
Appeal FilingD~e 

___ The Planning Commission disapproved in whole or in part an application for reclassification of 
property, Case No.------------

___ The Planning Commission disapproved in whole or in part an application for establishment, 
abolition or modification of a set-back line, Case No.------------· 

__)(_The Planning Commission approved in whole or in P.art ari applicatio.n for conditional use 
· authorization, Case No. d-o 1,~- D \ ( 9 0 lb · Qv A-

___ The Planning Commission disapproved in whole or in part an application for conditional use 
authorization, Case No.-------------

V:\Clerk's Office\Appeals lnformation\Condition Use Appeal Process5 
August 2011 
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Statement of Appeal: 

a) Set forth the part(s) of the decision the appeal is taken from: 

b) Set forth the reasons in support of your appeal: . 

Person to Whom 
Notices Shall Be Mailed 

£.\l,_cc__~ '{6oK.~ w 
Q:,~\...F- .'* S~t:..-r-
f ~ t n1:... 'Cb \J<l.fr-n ~ '-

~tw ~Ml\\~LSf~ 

( ~~ <1- t""]LH- -A-\J<c_ 

~~e-tco~ ·Cl.A- Cf4-td.cl.. 
Address 

~~~:~5-~~a-~q~~ 
Telephone Number 

Name and Address of Person Filing Appeal: 

<£..1.. L,.,•t.Ft.tJ ~~~ "C:J,._j orJ ~'2.. ~ 
cf- "'S \,)~'e) .z:.."T - p ~ £:,. t b "C:..... 

~UCA-rt 0rJ 'of A-a--ct~ 

~~~~e- Csf'~) 

r~;:L 9 - ~ -r:tt -A-v~ 

s~ ~$Co...; GA.- 94ta~ 
Address 

-r~~ONA-L. •. <Us-to <go- ~ot &t.o 
Telephone Number 

Signature of Appellant or 
Authorized Agent 

V:\Cierk's Office\Appeals lnformation\Condition Use Appeal Process6 
August 2011 
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RECEIVED 
City Planning Com~mis~iolfi3 0 A R JtO F SUPER VIS 0 fl. S 
Case No. d,CJ.f.8 ~. 0 IJ9CJ o/Kftf,Mj,~ N C I$ C 0 

The undersigned deClare that they are hereby subscribers to this Notice of AppecifOOificMk~ G~ef61~pf~WPY?rty 
affected by the proposed amendment or conditional use (that is, owners of property within the area that is the subjeCt 
the application for amendment or conditional use, or within a radius of 300 feet of the extetiil:if ries of the roper 

' .·· 

If ownership has changed and assessment roll has not been amended, we attach proof of owne~lp change. If 
signing for a firm or corporation, proof of authorization to sign on behalf of the organization is attached. "'\ 

1352 



HEGEl V £0 
80 fd<D OF SUPER VISORS 

· . S A N F R A N CIS C 0 c·t PI . C . . . 
1 y anmnQ ~ommJssJon . 

. ZfllG~iAR -2 PM 2= 0~ n .· . . . C~seNo. cxa/7J,.OI/90'ICLIA 
The und1f?igned deGiare that they.M hereby subscribers to this Notice of Appeal and are owners of property 

affected by the proposecraniendment or cond1fional use (that is, owners of property within the area that is the subject of 
the application for amendment or conditional use, or within a radius of 300 feet of the exterior boundaries of the property. 

. If ownership has changed and assessment roll has not been amended, we attach proof of ownership change. If 
signing for a firm or corporation, proof of authorization to sign on behalf of the organization is attached. 

Street Address, Assessor's Printed Name of Owner(s) 
property owned Block & Lot . 

1. Z31s--zs~ 1\u£, :;35'1 /ooG ·~veow12a~V-2 
2. t~$0 2:S1111(V~ ;;)3S3joo:Jt tJ\dvn~vt&t ~t-1l.W 
3. <Z4U 0-~M d.lfoi/D33 _____ _ 
4. ?!/ 2 b 2)12' Av~ 'd/tDI'!o33 k.Q 1 s A, t3 6~&Lt I~ 9\ L5 oxeAJ 

!1 ''-~}/ <7....-- r_;J t1 ,...... •• .'.! .. ~. £'1 .. __ ~"- J//(h»./Ad . ..-7 ,--/11/ '-.... 
5. 0Jv ~/.5 t( - L<l l1tftt1: t:Pi 0 I/ 0 5/ J..., I f '2 Cf.. !L £. i l.,A t JPI r v v a '7 I=: I L.-f:':/~-« --.......___ 

6. z.>s-g~ ~-rR A-(f(E·'d-353/oaJ# fi;w T~·ffi/' r ·.?·;~-~~ :: ;v~r; ~;~~;!;~~;:::I~ a~· .JJ~~r 
9. ]Jd-7' ~/ ~ 'J35?,)o3j 7f,q.)lo~ ~ 
1o.l..}l,'\ ~"\~~ d3S3,/o3t AJo, _V>vu·,Lo . ~~ . 
11 .:!1/Q I - .J..I/ if IJ. vt d'fDijbO I 1/1_/Uu~ &J~~t-f" ;</1d lJuM}! 
12. 4 4- tJ 1- 1). t.f.l:!' A ~~~ ;;;t-t b I ./()o/ .f f( Jl- ,J P 7J tA f J-f I;J r~ ~. \· 
13. 'j Ds Sd:XSTcJ~;J 3~yo;: \lll\\\(aW\])u~kb (& lz~~~ 
14. ?Jz4·~2.(;"+A · 35 6. Mt d~" f.+> t-l {-d ~. 
1s Z34f-zr~d35Y/MIK £~~ 
16. 21:J ~ ~ - -u; - k;) 35 3 /o (6 . N .e_ ~~cAtv J _ /(---f->'-"---\--Z2-~__:y_ 
17. ~? G ~ '"!!i.~~a353/ol'6~ tJ11!if t/f!q) 
1s. L 3 4-'L 2 ~ M ;;23s3 low~ . D1 e-k IJo rJ 6 

I 

19. ·z ~Lfz_ . zstJt fjcl; ;J3S3 J~o:J h &.vtl c£ IN OJI-?{ 
20. 2-:?g, ?50 t}c2 · ~353/orYJc (TOI£re<

7 
~"' ,_J-

21. ----'------

22. ______ _ 

V:\Cierk's Office\Appeals Information\ Condition Use Appeal Process? 
August 2011 'i 
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RECEiVED 
BO/,RD OF SUPERVISORS 

St,N FR ld-.!CISCO 

"l""'fl M~R .z Db! 2. OZ ·City Planning Commission u /" 11· Lulu riA'- Ul • . . · · Case No. cx·O{<(i ~ O/ICJCJ 1 G () 

The undersi~'fl"l3chiedat e l~n~y-at e ltereby subscribers to this Notice of Appeal and are owners. of. property 
affected by the proposed amendment or conditional use (that is, owners of property within the area that is the subject of 
the application for amendment or conditional use, or within a radius of 300 feet of the exterior boundaries of the property. 

· If ownership has changed and assessment roll has not been amended, we attach proof of ownership change. If 
signing for a firm or corporation, proof of authorization to sign on behalf of the organization is attached. 

Street Address, 
property owned 

Printed Name of Owner(s) 

1. 1AI')... ~ lr71H /lv.t: 
2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. ________________ __ 

11. ----------------

12. ____________ ~---

13.~----------~--

14. _____________ _ 

15·----~-----------
16. ______________ __ 

17. ________________ __ 

18. _____________ __ 

19. _______________ _ 

20. _______________ _ 

21. ----------------

22. _______________ __ 

V:\Cierk's Office\Appeals lnformation\Condition Use Appeal Process? 
August 201 i 
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Original Signature 
of Owner(s) 

,Jj'.Jl'f ~1. 

·""''~1 ~ 



Document Details http://www.criis.com/webtemp/135.180.75.243/doc_detail_n.html 

1 of?. 

Record 

Year Document Date 

2016 1<220887-00 03/23/2016 

Access tq Public Records 
for County Government 

CRiis Home Contact AtPac Home 

Reel Image 

Search Results 
Document Details 

Document Type 

DEED 

GrantoR 

GranteE 

R 

Name 

LAZZARETTO 2003 REVOCABLE TRUST 

R LAZZARETTO CONNIE 

R LAZZARETTO DONALD L 

E HIRZEL KATHY R 

E ROSEN EVAN M 

r;JJ·q/ ;1srnJ4vy; 

;J35Lf/oos 

ABOUT SSL CERTIFICATES 
Copyright© 2010 AtPac .PAC 

13300 New Airport Rd. Suite 101. Auburn, CA 95602 
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)ocument Details 

Year 

2010 

http://www.criis.comlwebtemp/135.180.75.243/doc_detail_n.h1ml 

Document 

J059278-00 

Record 

Date Reel 

10/01/2010 1<241 

.. ~com. 
Access to Public Records 
for County Government 

CRiis Home Contact AtPac Home 

Search Results 
Document Details 

Image Document Type 

0097 DEED 

GrantoR 

GranteE 

R 

R 

E 

d35Lf Jao3 

ABOUT SSL CERTIFICATES 
Copyrigllt © 2010 A!Pac 

13300 New Airport Rd. Suite i 01 Auburn, CA 95602 
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Name 

HE HELEN QUNYING 

HE QUNYING 

HE HELEN QUNYING 

2/28/2020 4:25 PM 



Document Details 

Year 

1997 

1 of2 

http://www.criis.com/webtemp/135.180.75.243/doc_detail_n.html 

Document 

G211489-00 

Record 

Date Reel 

09/05/1997 G961 

.·us. com 
Access to Public Rocords 
for County Government 

CRiis Home Contact AtPac Home 

Search Results 
Document Details 

Image Document Type 

0407 DEED 

GrantoR 

GranteE 

R 

R 

E 

E 

;) 35 I ;)Sfh ffv£ 
;J3S'-! joo 1 L 

ABOUT SSL CERTIFICATES 
Copyriglll © 201 o AtPac 

13300 New Airport Rd. Suite 101 Auburn, CA 95602 
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Name 

lAM ALlAN K M 

lAM CONNIE 

CHOY JOHNSTON 

LEE HELEN 



Document Details 

Year Document 

2011 J310020-00 

ABOUT SSL CERTIFICATES 

http://www.criis.com/webtemp/135.180.75.243/doc_detail_n.html 

A.o .. ·· 0;~- . ! .. 

Access to Public Records 
for County Government 

Record 

Date 

12/02/2011 

CRiis Home Contact AtPac Home 

Search Results 
Document Details 

Reel Image Document Type 

K534 0049- DEED 

;)31-9 .d-5+-'h fl-vs 
d 35'-1 I oo ·-:;-

Copyright© 2010 AtPac 

13300 New Airport Rd. Suite 101 f.1uburn, CA 95602 
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GrantoR 

GranteE 

R 

R 

E 

E 

E 

Name 

CAl VUE E 

LUI WING TAK 

CAl VUE E 

LUI ROY 

LUI WING TAK 

2/28/2020 4:28PM 



Document Details 

1 of2 

Record 

Year Document Date 

2019 K869436-00 12/04/2019 

ABOUT SSL CERTIFICATES 

http:/ /www.criis.com/webtemp/135.180. 75.243/doc _detail_ n.html 

Access to Public Records 
for C<lunty Government . 

CRiis Home Contact AtPac Home 

Search Results· 
Document Details 

Reel Image Document Type 

DEED 

GrantoR 

GranteE 

R 

Name 

AUGUST JOYCE A GARABEDIAN 

R AUGUST JOYCE GARABEDIAN 

E AUGUST JOYCE A GARABEDIAN 

E JOYCE A GARABEDIAN AUGUST LIVING TRUST 

':)'$30 ;;o+h 4vs 
;;;LJot jo 3() 

Copyright © 2010 AtPac 

13300 New Airport Rd, Suite 101 Auburn, CA 95602 
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)ocument Demils 

Record 

Year Document Date 

2014 J869719-00 04/24/2014 

http://www.criis.com/webtemp/135.180.75.243/doc_detail_n.html 

Access to Publfc Records 
for County Government 

CRiis Home Contact. AtPac Home 

Search Results 
Document Details 

Reel Image Document Type 

GrantoR 

GranteE 

DEED 

tJ L-~ !41.:J ~s+h Avs 0' i ~6'"\./" ~ . 

dLf6( I D3Lf 

R 

R 

E 

E 

E 

Name 

FARINA MARK L 

GREEN MARGARET 

FARINA GREEN FAMILY TRUST 

FARINA MARK UNCOLN 

GREEN MARGARET ANNE 

ABOUT SSL CERTIFICATES 
Copyright © 2010 AtPac 

13300 New Airport Rd. Suite 101 Auburn, CA 95602 

1360 
2/28/2020 4:30PM 



Document Details http://www.criis.com/webtemp/135.180.75.243/doc_detail_n.html 

1 fYt"J 

Record 

Year Document Date 

2018 , K624238-00 06/08/2018 

•• 'IJS,.com. 
Access to Public Records 
for County Government 

CRiis Home Contact AtPac Home 

Search Results 
Document Details 

Reel Image Document Type 

GrantoR 

GranteE Name 

DEED R ULANOVSKY ELIZAVETA 

R ULANOVSKY VALERY 

E ULANOVSKY ELIZAVETA 

E ULANOVSKY REVOC LVG TRUST 

ABOUT SSL CERTIFICATES 

d L(3 v 'dS +t1 fly~ 

r;)LjO I I 63 I 

Copyright·© 2010 AtPac 

13300 New Airport Rd. Suite 101 Auburn, CA 95602 

1361 

E ULANOVSKY VALERY 
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)ocument Details http://www.criis.com/webtemp/135.180.75.243/doc_detail_n.html 

Year Document 

Record 

Date 

2015 K041607-00 04/02/2015 

no·· 
'~"" •" 

Access to Publlc Records 
for County Government 

CRiis Home Contact AtPac Home 

Search Results 
Document Details 

Reel Image Document Type 

DEED 

GrantoR 

GranteE 

R 

E 

Name 

GEE LAWRENCE CLIFTON 

LALLY JOHN 

E LYNCH SUSAN 

QLJ/q ;)S~h /fvS 
;) yoo /{)a 'd 

ABOUT SSL CERTIFICATES 
Copyright © 2010 AtPac 

13300 New Airport Rd. Suite 101 Auburn, CA 95602 
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3/1/2020. 10:43 PM 



Document Details http:/ /www.criis.com/webtemp/135 .180. 7 5 .243/doc _detail_ n.html 

1 of2 

•••• 
'IIS.corn. 

Access to Public Records 
for County Government 

CRiis Home Contact AtPac Home 

Search Results 
Document Details 

Record 

Year Document Date Reel Image Document Type 

GrantoR 

GranteE Name 

2013 J576828-00 01/04/2013 K806 0165 DEED HANG VINCENT R 

R VINCENT HANG & MAUREEN MEIHING WONG TR 

';:) Lj :J 3 ;]Lf·fh /fv£ 

:;)Lf Dl / CJo;)J4 

ABOUT SSL CERTIFICATES 
Copyright © 2010 AtPac 

R WONG MAUREEN 

E HANG VINCENT 

E WONG MAUREEN 

13300 New Airport Rd. Suite 101 Auburn, CA 95602 
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)ocument Details 

Record 

http://www.criis.com/webtemp/135.180.75.243/doc_detail_n.html 

1· ..... 1 ..... · . . . corn. 
Access to Public Records. 
for County Government 

CRiis Home Contact AtPac Home 

Search Results 
Document Details 

Year Document Date Reel Image Document Type 

GrantoR 

GranteE Name 

2014 J910221-00 07/21/2014 DEED 

Q3s-S :;)S+'hfi-v~ 
1)3SLf jood-

ABOUT SSL CERTIFICATES 
Copyright© 2010 AtPac 

13300 New Airport Rd. Suite 101 Auburn, CA 95602 

1364 

R PFEIFFENBERGER PHILIPP i-1 

E PFEIFFENBERGER JULIA 

E PFEIFFENBERGER PHILIPP H 

3/1/2020, 10:15 PM 



Document Details http://www.criis.com/webtemp/135.180. 7 5.243/doc ~detail_ n.html 

1 of?. 

Record 

Year Document Date 

•• 
IIS.conl 

Access to Public Records 
for County Government 

CRiis Home Contact AtPac Home 

Search Results 
Document Details 

GrantoR 

Reel Image Document Type GranteE Name 

1993 F423214-00 08/20/1993 F947 0639 DEED R NG LAURA 

E LAURA NG TOY REVOCABLE TRUST 

E TOY LAURA 

ABOUT SSL CERTIFICATES 
Copyright © 2010 AtPac Terms of Use Priv_Q.£<~J'._QJlc;y_ . 

13300 New Airport Rd. Suite 101 Auburn, CA 95602 
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Document Details 

Record 

Year Document Date 

http:/ /www.criis.com/webtemp/135.180.75.243/doc _detail_ n.html · 

Access to Public Records 
for County Government 

CRiis Home · Contact AtPac Home 

Search Results 
Document Details 

GrantoR 

Reel Image Document Type GranteE Name 

2014 J900727-00 06/24/2014 DEED R 

E 

HSIAO-ULLMAN DAILIN 

ABOUT SSL CERTIFICATES 

E ULLMAN FAMILY TRUST 

E ULLMAN KENNETH JEFFREY 

d 31- f? -;) 3 80 bJS+h ffv~ 
;} 3s-3j o IS 

Copyright© 2010 AtPac 

13300 New Airport Rd. Suite 101 Auburn, CA 95602 

1366 
3/1/2020. 10:19 PM 



Document Details 

Year Document 

2011 J310020-00 

ABOUT SSL CERTIFICATES 

1 of? 

http://www.criis.com/webtemp/135.180.75.243/doc_detail_n.html 

ii .... CQill 
Access to Public Records 
. for County Government· 

Record 

Date 

12/02/.2011 

CRiis Home Contact AtPac Home 

Reel 

K534 

Search Results 
Document Details 

Image Document Type 

0049 DEED 

;)31-9 ;)S-H1flvs 
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Statement of Appeal to Board of Supervisors of Conditional Use Authorization . 
Planning Case # 2018-011904CUA Building Permit Application 201808086754 
1420 Taraval Street 

STATEMENT OF APPEAL (5 pages) 

a) Set forth the part(s) of the decision the appeal is taken· 
from: 
Paragraph 9 (pages i 0-i 1 ). General Plan Compliance. Housing Element 
Objectives and Policies 

o:;t' 

Paragraph 10 (pages 15-16) · . j"' ~ ;jg 
Planning Code Section 101.1(b} establishes eight priority-planning policies lmd~ (/)> 
requires review of permits for consistency with said policies. L?: ];;~ ... " 

. .::<\? o~"' 
I ...,.,..,., rfl 

. ~' ~ 0 
Paragraph 6 (pages 7-10) · R. - ''V J:..-,::grr~ 
iii. Whether the property is a "historical resource" under CEQA :g . f2iiJ;;; 
iv. Whether the removal of the resource will have a substantial adverse eff t ufh:1er6.:;::C' 
CEQA · · · :0 OV'l 

. N 0 . ~ 

v. Whether the project converts rental housing to other forms of tenure or dccupancy;;.~, . 
vi. Whether the project removes rental units subject to the Residential Rent Stabilization 
and Arbitration Ordinance or affordable housing; 
ix. Whether the project protects the relative afford ability of existing housing; 

Paragraph 7 (p.5-6) 
A. Compatibility with the neighborhood or community per SF Planning Code 303 

b) Set forth the reasons in support of your appeal 
· A Conditional Use refers to a use that is not principally permitted in a particular Zoning 

District, according to the CUA application packet. Conditional Uses require a Planning 
Commission hearing in order to determine if the proposed use is necessary or desirable 
to the neighborhood, whether it may potentially have a negative effect on the 
surrounding neighborhood, and whether the use complies with the San Francisco 

General Plan. Reasons for this appeal are: 
1) Not consistent with the San Francisco General Plan Housing 
Element and SF Planning Code 101.1 (b) 

The 1420 Taraval project is not consistent with Objectives 2 and 3 
(see Exhibit A: San Francisco General Plan Housing Element­
Summary of Objectives and Policies attached hereto and incorporated 
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by reference) and several policies of the San Francisco General Plan 
Housing Element. These include: 

Policy 2.1 Discourage the demolition of sound existing housing 
unless the demolition results in a net increase in affordable housing~ 

The 1420 Taraval project would replace naturally-affordable housing 
with market-rate housing and therefore is not consistent with Policy 2.1. 

Policy 3.1 Preserve rental units, especially rent controlled units, 
to meet the City's affordable housing needs 

1420 Taraval is subject to the Residential Rent Stabilization and 
Arbitration Ordinance. Three tenants who comprise three separate 
households ,,'in that the·Jv are not a familv unit) have naturally affordable .. ' -
rent. Therefore, the project is not consistent with Policy 3.1 

Policy 3.4 Preserve "naturally affordable" housing types, such 
as smaller and older ownership units. . ,-

1420 T araval is a "naturally affordable" older housing type with 
annual property tax of$1,869.32. for this fiscal year. The economics of 
demolishing existing rental property with a very low tax base and replacing 
it with market-rate housing with a tax base more than twenty times higher 
plus recovery of new construction costs (highest in the world in SF, 
according to the New York Times) further renders the existing housing type 
"naturally affordable" housing that should be preserved. Therefore; the 
project is not consistent with Policy 3.4. 

Further, the 1420 Taraval project is not incompliance with the San 
Francisco Planning Code Section 101.1{b) which provides for general 
plan consistency and implementation including Priority Policies 2 and 3 
(see Exhibit B: SF Planning Code Section 101.1(b) attached hereto 
and incorporated by reference) 

'That existing housing and neighborhood character be conserved arid 
protected in order to preserve the cultural and economic diversity of our · 
neighborhoods." . 
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"That the City's supply of affordable housing be preserved and 
enhanced" 

2) Decreases "naturally affordable" housing in the Parkside district 
The existing 3-story structure currently houses at least 3 current tenants. 
living cooperatively ih a 3-bedroom house and paying naturally affordable 
rent for 2,176 square feet ofspace (725 square feet per person): In 
contrast, average rent in San Francisco is $3,688 for an average-sized 
apartment of 7 4 7 square feet, according to RentCafe. 

The proposed project would replace "naturally affordable" housing with 
market-rate housing. Considering that San Francisco has the highest 
housing construction costs in the world, only high-income tenants would be 
able to afford living in the proposed new structure. 

It should be noted that it is misleading that the 3-bedroom, 3-story, 2,176 
square foot house has been represented variously as a 2-bedroom and 
even a 1-bedroom house (seep. 10 of decision, bottom of page). 
According to the project plans, the second floor contains 4 good-sized 
rooms. The plans label two of the rooms as bedrooms and the other two 
rooms as family room and sitting room. 

3) Displaces a minimum of 3 current tenants paying naturally 
affordable rent. 
These. tenants comprise 3 separate naturally-affordable rate households in 

·that they arrived at 1420 Taraval at different times and are not partof a 
family unit. Multiple households living cooperatively and sharing existing 
structures are some of the most affordable housing available in San 
Francisco. 

4) Destroys a rare historical resource and negatively impacts the look, 
feel and character of the Parks ide district 
The 1420 Taraval project would demolish one of Parkside's earliest 
houses, a 1907-1909 craftsman which is the last remaining house in a row 
built by Hugh Keenan who also built the Grateful Dead house at 710 
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Ash bury Street. It was constructed following the 1906 earthquake. 
According to the Preservation Team Review Form attached to the.CEQA 
Categorical Exception Determination.{see Exhibit C: Preservation Team 
Review Form attached hereto and incorporated by reference), 

"The subject property is significant under Criterion 1 as part of the 
early residential development of Parkside and the later evolution to 
accommodate commercial uses and under Criterion 3 as a rare 
example of early twentieth century residential architeCture in the 
Parkside." 

Ho~.e_yer,_ the subjective review concludes that the property "does not retain 
:.-.t.-- ..... :.t:,. • .....J. or .. +n c-;ru~if!--"Y"\+ ,....l+or~::rf·innc " 
llllt:\:::11 ILY uuc; LV .o•~•uuvCii i~ a;~'"'; .... ;.;v; '""· 

According to Woody LaBounty, local historian and co-author of the 
Parkside District historic context statement adopted by the City of San 
Francisco, 11With proper contextual consideration of the materials, design, 
feeling, location, association and setting, 1420 Taraval easily retains a 
majority of the seven aspects of historic integrity.~~ {see attached Exhibit 
D: Letter from local historian Woody LaBounty attached hereto and 
incorporated by reference). LaBounty also states that the only 
modifications are minor, utilitarian and "entirely reversible." Further, 
LaBounty states "This proposed project would destroy one of the last, best, 
early buildings on the Parkside District's main street." 

In st.immary,-fhe 1420 Taraval project is not consistent with the SF General 
Plan Housing Element and the project is not consistent with the Priority 
Policites of the SF Planning Code section 101.1 (b) including affordable 
housing, existing housing and neighborhood character. Further, the 
Planning Department's preservation team was correct in determining that 
1420 Taraval is significant and a rare example but its subjective 
determination that the structure has lost integrity is not consistent with the 
views of local historians, preservationists and community members. 
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5) Demolition of the existing structure has a negative environmental 
impact. 
There are significant negative environmental consequences of demolishing 
the existing structure. According to the Chicago Metropolitan Agency for 
Planning (CMAP), demolition and construction now account for 25% of the 
solid waste that ends up in US landfills each year. Also, hauling all of the 
debris to the dump is bad for climate change among many other 
environmental impacts. 

6) Proposed project \vould cover up side windows of occupant 
apartments of small apartment building next door. 
The 1420 Taraval project would cover up the side windows of the small 
apartment building next door at 1414 Taraval Street built in 1936. This will 
substantially impact the quality of life for existing occupantsof 1414 Taraval 
Street next door to the project. 

For all of the above reasons, the Sunset-Parkside Education Action 
Committee (SPEAK) respectfully requests that the Board of Supervisors 
exercise its oversight authority for the 1420 Taraval Street demolition and 
project. 
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I. SUrv1!V1ARY OF OBJFCTIVES 0 
()Z POLICIES 

ISSUE i: 
P..DEQUATE SITES 

OBJECTIVE 1 

IDENTIFY AND MAKE AVAILABLE 
FOR DEVELOPMENT ADEQUATE 
SITES TO MEET THE CITY'S HOUS­
ING NEEDS, ESPECIALLY PERMA• 
NENTLY AFFORDABLE HOUSING. 

POLICY 1.1 

Plan for the full range of housing needs 
in the City and County of San Francisco, · 
especially affordable housing. 

POLICY 1.2 

Focus housing growth and infrastructure­
necessary to support growth according 
to community plans. Complete planning 
underway in key opportunity areas. such 
as Treasure Island, Candlestick Park and 
Hunter's Point Shipyard .. 

POLICY1.3 

Work proactively to identify and secure · 
opportunity sites for permanently 
affordable housing. 

POLICY 1.4 

Ensure community based planning 
processes are used to generate changes 
to land use controls. · 

POLICY 1.5 

Consider secondary units in community 
planning processes where there is 
neighborhood support and when other.. 
neighborhood goals can be achieved, 
especially if that housing is made 
permanently affordable to lower-income 
households. 

POLICY 1.6 

Consider greater flexibility in number arid 
size of units within established building 
envelopes in community based planning 
processes, especially if it can increase the 
number of affordable units in multi-family 
structures. 

POLICY1.7 

Consider public health objectives when 
·designating and promoting housing 
development sites. 

POLICY 1.8 

Promote mixed use development, and 
include housing, particularly permanently 
affordable housing, in new commercial, 

institutional or other single use 
development projects. 

POLICY1.9 

Require new commercial developments 
and higher educational institutions to 
meet the housing demand they generate, 
particularly the need for affordable housing 
for lower income workers and students. 

POLICY 1.10 

Support new housing projects, especially 
affordable housing, where households · 
can easily rely on public transportation, 
walking and bicycling for the majority of 
'daily trips. 

ISSUE 2: 
COi'-'SERVC Af'~D f~v1PRO\/E 
EXiSTII\JG SfOCK 

OBJECTIVE2 

RETAIN EXISTING HOUSING UNITS, 
AND PROMOTE SAFETY AND MAIN· 
TENANCE STANDARDS, WITHOUT 
JEOPARDIZING AFFORDABILITY. 

POLIC~Y2.1 

Discourage the demolition of sound 
existing housing, unless the demolition 
results in a net increase in affordable 
housing. 

POLICY2.2 

Retain existing housing by controlling the 
merger of residential units, except where a 
merger clearly creates new family housing. 

POLICY2.3 

Prevent the removal or reduction of 
housing for parking. 

POLICY 2.4 

Promote improvements and continued 
maintenance to existing units to ensure 
long term habitation and safety .. 

POLICY2.5 

Encourage and support the seismic 
retrofitting of the existing housing stock. 

POLICY2.6 

Ensure housing supply is not converted 
to de facto commercial use through short­
term rentals. 
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OBJECTIVE3 

PROTECT THE AFFORDABILITY OF 
THE EXISTING HOUSING STOCK, 
ESPECIALLY RENTAL UNITS. 

POLICY3.1 

Preserve rental units, especially rent 
controlled units, to meet the City's 
affordable housing needs. 

POLICY3.2 

Promote voluntary housing acquisition and 
. rehabilitation to protect affordability for 
existing occupants. 

POLICY3.3 

Maintain balance in affordability of existing 
housing stock by supporting affordable 
·~cdzr~ts ~'.·:r:ersh!p opport,m!tie~-

POLICY3.4 

Preserve "naturally affordable" housing 
types, such as smaller and older 
ownership units. 

POLICY3.5 

Retain permanently affordable residential 
hotels and single room occupancy (SRO) 
.units. 

ISSUE 3: 
EQUAL HOUSING 
OPPORTUi'JITIES 

OBJECTIVE4 

FOSTER A HOUSING STOCK THAT 
MEETS THE NEEDS OF ALL RESI­
DENTS ACROSS LIFECYCLES. 

POLICY 4.1 

Develop new housing, and encourage the 
remodeling of existing housing, for families 

· with children. 

POLICY 4.2 

Provide a range of housing options for 
residents with special needs for housing 
support and services. 

POLICY 4.3 

Create housing for people with disabilities 
and aging adults by including universal 
design principles in new and rehabilitated 
housing units. 



. San Francisco Planning Code 
SEC. 101.1. GENERAL PLAN CONSISTENCY AND IMPLEMENTATION. 

(a) The General Plan shall be an integrated; internally consistent and compatible 
staiei:iienf of policiesTof'San Francisco. To fulfill this requirement, after extensive public 
participation and hearings, the Planning Colimlission shall in one action amend the 
General Plan by January 1, 1988. 

(b) The following Priority Policies are hereby established. They shall be included in 
the preamble to the General Plan and shall be the basis upon which inconsistencies in the 
General Plan are resolved: · 

(1) That existing neighborhood-serving retail uses be preserved and enhanced and 
future opportunities for resident employment in and ownership of such businesses 
enhanced; · 

(2) That existing housing and neighborhood character be conserved and protected in 
order to preserve the cultural and economic diversity of our neighborhoods; 

(3) That the City's supply of affordable housing be preserved and enhanced; 
( 4) That commuter traffic not impede Muni transit service or overburden our streets 

or neighborhood parking; 
(5) That a diverse economic base be maintained by protecting our industriai and 

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

(6)" -· Tfiafthe CitY ·acfifeve the greatest possible preparedness to protect against injury 
and loss of life in an earthquake; 

(7) That landmarks and historic buildings be preserved; and, 
(8) That our parks and-open space and their access to sunlight and vistas be 

protected from development. 
(c) The City may not adopt any zoning ordinance or development agreement 

authorized pursuant to Government Code Section _65865 after November 4, 1986, unless 
prior to that adoption it has specifically found that the ordinance or development 
agreement is consistent with the Priority Policies established above. 

(d) The City may not adopt any zoning ordinance or development agreement 
authorized pursuant to Government Code Section 65865 after January 1, 1988, unless 
prior to that adoption it has specifically found that the ordinance or development 
agreement is consistent with the General Plan. 

(e) Prior to issuing a permit for any project or adopting any legislation which requires 
an initial study under the California Environmental Quality Act, and prior to issuing a 
permit for any demolition, conversion or change of use, and prior to taking any. action 
which requires a finding of consistency with the General Plan, the City shall fmd that the 
proposed project or legislation is consistent with the Priority Policies established above. 
For any such permit issued or legislation adopted after January 1, 1988 the City shall also 
fmd that the proj e~t is consistent with the General Plan. 
(Added by Proposition M, 11/4/86; amended by Ord. 188-15 , File No. 150871, App. 
1114/2015, Eff. 12/4/2015) 
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SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

PRESERVATION TEAM REVIEW FORM 

D~te o(forJ11 C:ompletion 6/6/2019 

Stephanie Cisneros/Melanie Bishop 1420 Taraval Street 

2353/010 Taraval & 24th 

B N/A 2018-011904ENV 

. • .·· '• .• i ••.... ·· .•. PROJEcT. DESCRIPTiON! 

. 
1 

(' Attide 1 Oiii C Preiiminary/PiC l r Aite;~tior; ; I ($ Der;to/New Constwction 1 

joATEOF PLANS ,~NP~R~~\(IEW; IN/ A 

PROJEct: iSSUE$: . ··, ' ·, :'\ .' .•......• ·:: ''. '··:·:·.·.··.' 
' .. ·' . ' .. ~- ' •, 

··.··· lgj Is the subject Property an eligible historic resource? 

0 If so, are the proposed changes a significant impact? 

Additional Notes: 

Submitted: Historic Resource Evaluation Part 1 prepared by Tim Kelley Consulting, LLC 
(November 2017). 

PRESERVATiON TEAM R.EVJEVit: •• •· .. · 
.......... ··, 

'\' 
'~ .. :· :' . 

Categocy:.·· .. ·.·.··. ' 
' .·.··. I l l ('A ('B (e'C 

Individual Historic District/Context 

Property is individually eligible for inclusion in a Property is in an eligible California Register 
-California Register under one or more of the Historic District/Context under one or more of 
following Criteria: the following Criteria: 

Criterion 1 - Event: ('Yes (O·No Criterion 1 - Event: ('Yes (e No 

Criterion 2 -Persons: (Wes {!:No Criterion 2 -Persons: ('Yes (e' No 

Criterion 3 -Architecture: CYes (e' No Criterion 3- Architecture: ('Yes (e' No 

Criterion 4- Info. Potential: C Yes {0': No Criterion 4- Info. Potential: ('Yes (e' No 

Period of Significance: ! l Period of Significance: 1 I 
(' Contributor (' Non-Contributor 

~--" 
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('Yes ('No teN/A . complieswiththe secretary';; .Stanci~rd~JArt JO!Art 1:1: :<. '/ . · ' · ;· 
. . . . . . . : . . . ... '• . . . ' . . ' . . . . . . • .- ...... -·. . ~-. . . . i· ,. . :. 

('Yes ('.No 

('Yes ('No 

Requires DesignR~visio.ns~ ........ ·: · CYes CNo 

Defertb Hesidel)ti~IDe~igh i~am:. ('Yes ('No 

According to the Historic Resource Evaluation Part 1 prepared by Tim Kelley Consulting, 
LLC (November 2017) and information found in the Planning Department files, the subject 
property at 1420 Taraval Street contains a three-story over raised basement, single-family 
residence. According to the original construction permit, the building was constructed in 
1909 by Hugh Keenan, who worked as a builder with architect Robert Dickie Cranston to 
construct homes primarily in the Haight Ashbury neighborhood during the 1890's. Notable 
examples of their work include 710 Ash bury and 459 Ash bury. The partnership lasted 
briefly, with Keenan branching out as the sole proprietor of a construction company, 
Vvorking primaiily in the Paikside. Though it is not knovJn exactly 'lthen the partnership 
between Cranston and Keenan dissolved, Hugh Keenan Construction Company appears in 
newspaper articles and city directories after 1900. Extensive alterations have been made to 
the subject property including the front addition of commercial space (1946), window 
replacement, reconstruction of front steps, and remodel of front porch. It is likely the latter 
changes were completed without a permit, as no permit records have been found to 
confirm the date of these alterations. 

The subject property is not located adjacent to any known historic resources (Category A 
properties) or within the boundaries of any identified historic district. The subject property 
is located within the Parkside neighborhood on a block that includes residences 
constructed between 1909-1968. 'rhe initial residential development of Parkside occurred 
between 26th & Ulloa and 32nd & Vicente in the form of "Parkside Cottages"; typically one­
story six-room structures with a variety of facade styles available (Source: San Francisco's 
HistoricParkside District:1905-1957 Context Statement). The subject property was 
constructed shortly after this initial wave of development and reflects the early 

. development of Parkside and the subject block ofTaraval, which was primarily residential. 
A historical photo from 1914 included in the Historic Resource Evaluation Part I shows 

the block originally contained six properties built by Keenan that were similar in massing 
and style to 1420 Taraval. The subject building and 1409 Taraval are the only two 
properties remaining. Hugh Keenan was on the board of directors of the Parkside Realty 
Company (Source: San Francisco Chronicle, 1905), and his construction company was 
responsible for the construction of several streets and block grading in Parkside.ln an 
effort to develop the area and attract residents, the Parkside Realty Company also formed a 
sister agency, the Parkside Transit Company, a private corporation that assisted in 
bringing public transit to the area and therefore, more prospective residents. 
(continued) 

Signature ofaSe.nior Preseryation Planner/Preser\raticirfCo<)rdiriat:Qr:: , Date; . .. .. 

Allison K Vande rs I ice Digitally signed by Allison K. Vanderslice 
• . .. ·Date: 2019.06.07 11:08:07 -07'00' 
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The subject block was primarily residential and largely undeveloped aside from the six properties 

constructed by Keenan until approximately 1938. The 1938 Harrison Ryker aerial photograph of the 

subject block shows an increase in development with several larger scale properties constructed around 

the subject building. The 1950 Sanborn Map shows the property as it exists currently with the front 

commercial addition. Based on this historic documentation, it is likely the property added a commercial 

storefront to their existing property in order to accommodate new commercial development brought to · 

the area by increased transit. Many properties like this exist along Taraval but have not been in use 

commercially in recent years. The property at 1420 Taraval tells the story of two separate waves of 

develcfpmeht in the Parks ide along Taraval: the first initial wave of residential development occurring in 

the early 1900's and later, the development of the block commercially in the late 1930's and 1940's. 

Hugh Keenan Construction Company was integral in the development of Parkside as a neighborhood. 

The subject property is significant under Criterion 1 as part of the early residential development of 

Parks ide and the later evolution to accommodate commercial uses and under Criterion 3 as a rare 

example of early twentieth century residential architecture in the Parks ide. However, the subject 

property does not retain ·integrity due to significant alterations over time including alterations to the 

commercial space \Nhich is no longer in use. The subject building is not eligible for listing in the California 

Register under any ciiteria as part of a historic district. The property at 1409 Taraval is a more intact 
representative example of single-family residential architecture fr!Jm the early period of development in 

Parkside and is significant under Criterion 1 as part of the early residential development of Parkside and 

Criterion 3 as a rare example of early twentieth century residential architecture in the Parks ide. 
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February 24, 2020 

Board of Supervisors 

1 Carlton B. Goodlett Place 

San Francisco, CA 94102 

Re: Appeal of 2018-011904PRG (1420 Taraval Street) 

Supervisors: 

I am the founder of Western Neighborhoods Project, a twenty-year-old nonprofit dedicated to the 

history of the city's west .side, a co-author of the city-adopted Parkside DistriCt historic context 

statement, and a native San Franciscan who has spent years working and residing in the Parkside. 

I have great respect for Planning's preservation staff, and since last summer have tried to work with 

them in recognizing the importance of the house at 1420 Taraval Street to the neighborhood's history, 

character, and early development. To staff's credit, th~y disagreed with the opinion of the consultant 

hired by the project sponsor and acknowledged. that 1420 Taraval was a potential historic resource, 

specifically, "an early and rare example of an early 20th century residence in the neighborhood." 

Unfortunately, staff then decided that the building had lost integrity and was therefore not a resource. 

This is one of a handful of the earliest house in the Parkside, with a distinctive Arts and Crafts style, in a 

highly visible part of the district at 24th and Taraval Streets.· 1420 Taraval represents the first 

architectural style of this neighborhood before it was overrun by stucco Mediterranean styles in the 

1920s and is the sole survivor of a row constructed by builder Hugh C. Keenan, a director of the firm 

responsible for the district's creation, the Parks ide Realty Company. 

The gl!lidelines for analyzing a property's integrity are detailed, consisting of seven official criteria, but in 
the end, determination on whether integrity is lost is a fairly subjective decision. One criteria, for · 
example, is "feeling." I contend that the historic nature of the building is evident at a glance, and 
certainly retains integrity to convey its significance. Planning staff cited loss of the original porch railings 
and posts and the replacement of the windows as the primary. reasons· for determining a loss of 
integrity. These are fairly minor and utilitarian issues with a 110-year-old building subject to the ocean 
breezes and fog of the Parkside, and entirely reversible alterations. 1420 Taraval still has its gable trim, 
knee braces, rafter tails, entry porch, and possibly its original shingle cladding. With proper contextual 
consideration of the materials, design, feeling, location, association, and setting, 1420 Taraval easily 
retains a majority of the seven aspects of historic integrity. Please take a close look at the existing 

fa~ade. 

Members of the Planning Commissi<m, rightly concerned about San Francisco's afford ability crisis, have 

expressed a desire for the three units and commercial storefront this project proposes in replacement. 

But two additional market rate units will not change the dynamics of the real estate and rental market, 

and will not be in the financial reach of our teachers, fixed-income seniors, struggling families, or 

unhoused population. And there are many, many unrented commercial storefronts already on Taraval 

Street. This is not a neighborhood that needs another empty one. 

Of the more than 400 properties on Taraval Street from 17th Avenue to Ocean Beach there are only 

three known that predate World War I and only two of them have not been radically modified. This 
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proposed project would destroy one of the last, best, early buildings on the Parkside District's main 

street. Taraval is rich with potential sites to increase density, but this isn't orie ofthem. 

San Francisco is a city known for distinctive neighborhoods. The Parkside's development and character 

was and is different than the rest of the greater Sunset District, but each time we lose one of these early 

buildings, the Parkside gets closer to a form of anonymity. When these handsome early homes are gone 

they're gone forever. 

Despite the project architect claiming. at the last hearing thatthere had been "not one objection" to the 

demolition of this historic house, a number of neighbors have worked with staff to try and stop its 

destruction since last July. As a last resort, we ask you to step in and save this building for the Parkside. 

l»'~ 
Woody LaBounty . 

1420 Taraval Street, taken on January 1, 2020. 
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1420 Taraval Street, taken on January 1, 2020 (above), and in 1923 (far right in photo below). 
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SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

Memo to the Planning Commission 
HEARING DATE: JANUARY 30,2020 

CONTINUED FROM DECEMBER 12, 2019 

DATE: January 23,2020 

TO: Planning Commission 

FROM: Linda Ajello Hoagland, Planner 2018-0ll904CUA 

RE: 1420 Taraval Street Update (Case No. 2018-011904CUA) 

BACKGROUND 

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

Reception: 
415.558.6378 

Fax: 
415.558.6409 

Planning 
Information: 
415.558.6377 

On December 12, 2019, the Plmming Commission continued the Conditional. Us~ Authorization for 1420 
'.faraval Sh·eet to the public hearing on January 30, 2020, with the direction to provide more information 
and updated plans to better substantiate the Project. The Project Sponsor has since submitted revised 
plans providing additional information, as follows: 

<> Printing errors have been resolved and proposed elevations are now visible; 
.. The location of the master bedroom and living roon,_ have been reversed so the living room 

now faces the street; 
" The rear yard roof deck has been setback 5-feet from the eastern property line and planters 

have been added along the north and east sides; 
e Planters have been added on the north and south sides of the roof deck; 
" The location of elevator has been shifted further toward the rear of the building; 
" The width of the storefront display area has been increased; 
.. A 6-foot high opaque screen has been added at the north and east sides of the roof deck to 

address privacy concerns; and 
,. The 30-inch high roof parapet has been eliminated. 

No changes were made to the total building area~ residen,tial gross square footage, or number of 
residential u.nits. 

Attachments: 

" Draft Motion· 

" Updated Plans 
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SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING 

. · · lfl20 IMR ... 2 PH Z: " .. ::· ,, ... 
: .... 

Planning Commission o"r"an-Motio::JL 
HEARING DATE: JANUARY 30,2020 

1650 Mission St. 
Suite 400 

Record No.: 
Project Address: 
Zoning: 

Block/Lot: 
Project Sponsor: 

2018-011904CUA 

San Francisco, 
CA 9~1 03-2479 

Reception: 
415.558.6378 

1420 TARA VAL STREET . Fax: 

Taraval Street Neighborhood Commercial District (NCD) Zoning District
415

·
558

·
6409 

65-A Height and Bulk District Planning 

Tara val Street Restaurant Subdistrict Information: 
415.558.6377 

2353/010 
William Pashelinsky 
1937 Hayes Street 
San Francisco, CA 94117 

Property Owner: Peter Mandel 
San Francisco, CA 94127 

Staff Contact: Linda Ajello Hoagland, AICP- ( 415) 575-6823 
linda.ajellohoagland@sfgov.org 

ADOPTING FINDINGS RELATING TO THE APPROVAL OF A CONDITIONAL USE 
AUTHORIZATION PURSUANT TO PLANNING C.ODE SECTIONS 303 AND 317, TO DEMOLISH A 
2,176 SQUARE FOOT, THREE-STORY SINGLE-FAMILY RESIDENCE, AND CONSTRUCT A NEW, 
APPROXIMATELY 6,219 SQUARE FOOT, FOUR-STORY, 45-FOOT TALL, MIXED-USE BUILDING 
WITH THREE DWELLING UNITS AND APPROXIMATELY 1,731 SQUARE FEET OF GROUND 
FLOOR COMMERCIAL WITHIN THE TARA VAL STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL 
(NCD) ZONING DISTRICT AND A 65-A HEIGHT AND BULK DISTRICT, AND ADOPTING 

FINDINGS UNDER THE CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT. 

PREAMBLE 

On August 30, 2018, William Pashelinsky (hereinafter "Project Sponsor") filed Application No. 2018-
011904CUA (hereinafter "Application'') with the Planning Department (hereinafter "Department") for a 
Conditional Use Authorization to demolish an existing 3-story single family dwelling and construct a new 
fom-story, 45-ft tall, mixed-use building with 3 dwelling units and 1,731 square feet of ground floor 
conm1ercial use (hereinafter "Project'~) at 1420 Taraval Street, Block 2353 Lot 010 (hereinafter "Project Site"). 

The Project is exempt from the California Environmental Quality Act ("CEQA") as a Class 1 and Class 3 

categorical exemption. 

On December 12, 2019, the San Francisco Phuming Conm1ission (hereinafter "Commission") conducted a 
duly noticed public hearing at a regularly scheduled meeting on Conditional Use Authorization 
Application No. 2018-011904CUA. At the public hearing, the Planning Commission continued the Project 
to the public hearing on January 30, 2020. 
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Draft Motion 
January 30, 2020 

RECORD NO. 2018-011904CUA 
1420 Taraval Street 

The Planning Department Commission Secretary is the custodian of records; the File for Record No. 2018-
011904CUA is located at 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, California. 

The Commission has heard and considered the testimony presented to it at the public hearing and has 
further considered written materials and oral testimony presented on behalf of the applicant, Department 
staff, a!l.d other interested parties. 

MOVED, that the Commission hereby. authorizes the. Conditional Use Authorization as requested in 
Application No. 2018-011904CUA, subject to the conditions contained in "EXHIBIT A" of this motion, 
based on the following findings: 

FINDINGS 

Having reviewed the materials identified in the preamble above, and having heard all testimony and 
argu.ments, this Commission finds, conclndes, and determines as follows: 

1. The above recitals are accurate and constitute findings of this Commission. 

2. Project Description. The Project includes the demolition of an existing 2,176 square foot, three­
story, single-family home artd constmction of a new four-story, 45-ft tall, mixed use building 
(approximately 6,219 square feet) with 3 dwelling units, approximately 1,731 square feet of ground 

t1oor commercial use, 1,392 square feet of open space through a combination of private and 
c01mnon opens space, including a roof deck, and 3 Class 1 bicycle parking· spaces. No off-street 
parking is proposed. The Project includes a d"";'elling-unit mix consistillg of 3 (approximately 1,600 
square foot eacl1),three-bedroom and 2 bath units. 

3. Site Description and Present Use. The Project is located on the narth side of Taraval Street, 
between 24th and 25th Avenues; Lot 010 in Assessor's Block 2353 within the Taraval Street 

Neighborhood Commercial District (NCD) Zo11ing District with a 65-A Height and Bulk District. 
The site is an approximately 2,500 square foot uphill sloping lot with 25 feet of frontage and a depth 
of 100 feet. The project site has an existing approximately 2,176 square foot, three-story, single­
family home constructed circ.a 1900. The structure is currently used as a rental property with the 
current lease expiring prior to the start of constmction. There is no off-sh·eet parking for the 

property. 

A. Surrounding Properties and Neighborhood. The subject property is located in the Parkside 
neighborhood. Parcels within the immediate vicinity consist of two- to three-story single- and 

multi-family dwellings, single- and n-vo-story c01mnercial buildings and two- to four-story mixed­
use buildings of vmied design and conshuction dates. The block-face is characterized by two- to 
three-story buildings of mixed architectural style. The adjacent properties to the east and west are 
improved with a two-story commercial building a11d a three-story inulti-family dwelling 
constructed in 1968 and 1936, respectively, and a three-story multi-family dwelling to the north, 
conshucted in 1927. The surrounding properties are located in the Taraval Street NCD, RH-1 

SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 2 
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Draft Motion 
January 30, 2020 

. RE.CORD NO. 2018-011904CUA 
1420 Taraval Street 

(Residential-House, One-Family), and RM-l (Residential-Mixed, Low Density) Zoning Districts. 

The subject property is also wifuin .25-miles of stops for the Land L-OWL MUNI transit lihes. 

5. Public Outreach and Comments. To date, the Department has received tru:ee comments 
expressing opposition to the demolition of the existing 1907 building due to its historical value in 
the neighborhood. 

6. Planning Code Compliance. The Commission finds that the Project is consistent with the relevant 
provisions of the Planning Code in the following manner: 

A. Permitted Uses in Tara val Street NCD Zoning District. Planning Code Section 733 states fuat 
residential and commercial uses are permitted within fue Taraval Street NCD Zorung District. 

The Project would construct a four-stan;, mixed-use building with three dwelling units witlz grom1d 
floor commercial and, therefore complies with Planning Code Sectio1z 733. 

B. Residential Demolition- Section 317. Pursuant to Plamling Code Section 317, Conditional 
Use Authorization is required for applications proposing to demolish a residential unit in any 
Zoning District. The Code establishes criteria that the Planning Commission shall consider in 
the review of applications for residential demolition. 

As the Project requires Conditional Use Authorization per the requirements of Section 317, the 
additional criteria specified under Section317lzave been incorporated as findings as part of this Motion 
(See Below). 

C. Rear Yard. Planning Code Section 134 requires a minimum rear yard equal to 25 percent of the 
total lot depth of fue lot to be provided at the second story and at each succeeding level or story 
of the building, and at the first story if it contains a dwelling unit. 

The Project site is 100 feet deep and provides a 25-joot rear yard at the second level (jirst residential 
level) and would comply with Planning Code Section 134. 

D. Usable Open Space. Planning Code Sections 135 and 733 require 100 square feet of usable open 
space per unit if private, ~r 133 square feet if common. 

The Project provides approximately 558 square feet of private open space for unit one ·within the rear 
yard area and two, approximately 380 square foot, private roof decks for units two and three. The p rivnte 
open space areas for all units exceeds the 100 squate feet required; therefore, the Project provides code-

. complying open space for all dwelling units. 

E. Bird Safety. Plmming Code Section 139 outlines the standards for bird-safe buildings, 
including fue requirements for location-related and feature-related hazards. 

SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 3 
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Draft Motion 
January 30, 2020 

RECORD NO. 2018-011904CUA 
1420 Taraval Street 

The subject lot is located within 300 feet of a possible Urban Bird Refuge as defined in Section 139, and 
the Project meets the requirements for feature-related hazards. 

F. Dwelling Unit Exposure. Piarming Code Section 140 requires that at least one room of all 
dwelling units face onto a public sh·eet, rear yard or other open area that meets minimum 
requirements for area and horizontal dimensions. To meet exposure requirements, a public 
street, public alley, side yard or rear yard must be at least 25 feet in width. 

The Project organizes the dwelling units to have exposure on Taraval Street or the code-complying rear 
yard; therefore, the Project complies with Planning Code Section 140. 

G. Shadow. Planning Code Sections 147 and 295 restricts net new shadow, cast by structures 
exceeding a height of 40 feet, upon property m1der the jurisdiction of the Recreation and Park 
Commit>oiur~t. Any project in excess of 10 feet in height and found to mst net new shado·w must 

be found by lhe Planning Coriun.ission, wilh comment frorn the General Manager of the 
Recrealion and Parks Deparhnent, in consultation with the Recreation and Park Commission, 
to have no adverse imp~ct upon the property under the jmisdiction of the Recreation and Park 
Commission. 

A shadow analysis was prepared for the project determined that the proposed project would not cast 
shadows on any parks or open spaces at any time during the year. 

H. Off-Street Parking. Planning Code Section 151.1 does not require off-street parking for 
residential and non-residential uses and allows for a maximum of 1.5 parking spaces for each 
dwelling unit and a maximum of 1.5 per 500 square feet of occupied floor area, up to 20,000 

where the occupied floor area exceeds 5,000 square feet for retail sales and service uses. 

The Project does not provide any off-street parking space and, therefore complies with Planning Code 
Section 151.1. 

I. Bicycle Parking. Planning Code Section 155.2 requires at least one Class 1 bicycle parking 
space for each dwelling unit and one Class 2 space foi: every 20 dwelling units. Additional 
bicycle parking requirements apply based on classification of non-residential uses, at least two 
Class 2 spaces are required for retail sales and service uses. 

SAN FRANCISCO 

The Project includes three dwelling units; therefore, the Project is required to prot1ide three Class 1 

bicycle parking spaces for residential uses and two Class 2 bicycle parking spaces for the non-residential 
uses. The Project will provide three Class 1 bicycle parking spaces and two Class 2 bict;cle parking spaces. 
Therefore, the Project complies rvith Planning Code Section 155.2 
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J. Height and Bulle Planning Code Sections 260 and 270 outlines the height and bulk districts 
within tl1e City and Cotmty of San Francisco. Plamung Code Section 270 defines the base of the 
building as the lowest portion of the building extending vertically to a streetwall height up to 
1.25 times the width of the widest abutting street or 50 feet, whichever is more. There are no 
length or diagonal dimension limitations applicable to the base. The Project is located in a 65-
A Height and Bulk District. Therefore, the proposed development is permitted up to a height 
of 65 feet and a 110-foot maximum length and 125-foot maximum diagonal for a height above 
40 feet. 

The Project proposes a buildins that will be approximately 45 feet tall, which is below the 65-foot height 
limit. Taraval Street is 80 feet in width, so the Project base would be considered 100 feet (80x1.25). 

· Planning Code Section 270 states that there are no length or diagonal dimension limits applicable to the . 
base and, therefore complies with the Planning Code and the Height and Bulk District. 

K. Rear Yard Requirement. Plam1ing Code Section 134 requires a minimum rear yard depth shall 
be equal to 45 percent of the total depth of the lot on wluch the building is situated, except to 
the extent that a reduction in this requirement is permitted by averaging of the adjacent rear 
building walls. When averaging, the minimum rear yard allowed is 25%, but in no case less 
thm11S feet, m1d shall be provided at the ground level. Permitted projections into the rear yard 
are also. pernutted per Planning Code Section 136, such as a two-story addition projecting up 
to 12 feet into the rear yard with 5-foot side setbacks on each side for the length of the 

projection. 

The subject property is 100 feet deep; and the average rear yard depth of the adjacent neighbors is 37 feet, 
3 inches; therefore, the rear yard requirement is 37 feet, 3 inches. T7re Project, which includes a permitted 
single-story, 9-foot, l-inch projection, complies with the rear yard requirements 

L. Child Care Requirements for Residential Projects. Planning Code Section 414A requires that 
any residential development project that results in additional space in an existing residential 
mut of more than 800 gross square feet shall comply with the imposition of the Residential 

Child Care Impact Fee requirement. 

The Project proposes new construction of a lmilding .that results in two net new dwelling units. 
Therefore, the Project is subject to the Residential Child Care Impact Fee and must comply with tlze 
requirements outlined in Planning Code Section 414A . 

7. Conditional Use Findings. Planning Code Section 303. establishes criteria for the Planning 
Commission to consider when reviewing applications for Conditional Use authorization. On 
balarice, the project complies with said criteria in that: 

SAN FRAI'ICISCO 
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A. The proposed new uses and building, at the size and intensity contemplated and at the 
proposed location, will provide a development that is necessary or desirable, and compatible 
with, the neighborhood or the community. 

The use and size of the proposed project is compatible with the surrounding neighborhood. The proposal 
would demolish mz existing, 2,176 square foot, single-family dwelling. The new building will contain 
approximately 1,731 square feet of ground floor commercial and three 3-bedroom dwelling units ranging 
in size from approximately 1,578 square feet to 1,672 square feet: The siting of the new building will be 
in conformity with the requh'ements of the Planning Code and consistent with the objectives of the 
Residential Design Guidelines. Overall, the construction of three new dwelling units is n~cessary and 
compatible with the surrounding neighborhood and the larger City. 

B. The proposed project will not be detrimental to the health, safety~ convenience or general 
welfare of persons residing or working in the vicinity. There are no features of the project that 
could be detriment21l to the healtl1, safety or convenience of those residing or working the area, 

in that: 

SAN FRANCISCO 

(1) Nature of proposed site, including its size and shape, and the proposed size, shape and 
arrangement of struchtres; 

The Project includes a four-story massing along the street, which is appropriate given the context of 
the surrounding neighborhood. The proposed building provides rear setbacks, all which help to sculpt 
the building to minimize impacts and renzain compatible with the neighborhood's two- to-four-story 
buildings. 

(2) The accessibility and traffic patterns for persons and vehicles, the type and volume of such 
traffic, and the adequacy of proposed off-street parking and loading; 

The Project would not adversely affect public transit in the neighborhood. The Project site is located 
close to several MUNI bus lines, including the L and L-OWL MUNI transit lines. The Project 
provides no off-street parking, which supports the City's transit first policies. Provision of bicycle 
storage areas along with the close proximity to mass transit is anticipated to encourage residents, 
employees and visitors to use alternate modes of transportation. 

(3) The safeguarP,s afforded to prevent noxious or offensive emissions such as noise, glare, dust 
and odor; 

The Project will comply with Title 24 standards for noise insulation The Project will also be subject to 
the standard conditions of approval for lighting and construction noise. Construction noise impacts 
would be less than significant because all construction activities would be conducted in compliance with 
the San Francisco Noise Ordinance (Article 29 ~f the San Francisco Police Code, as amended May 2014). 
The SF Board of Supervisors approved the Construction Dust Control Ordina!lce (Ordinance 176-08, 
effective July 30, 2008) with tfre intent of reducing the quantity of dust generated during site prepamtio!l, 
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demolition and construction work in order to protect the health of the general public and . of 011-site 
workers, minimize public nuisance complaints, and to avoid orders to stop work by the Department of 
Building Inspection. Therefore, the Project would be required to follaw specified practices to control 
construction dust and-to comply with this ordinance. Overall, the Project is not e.:rpected to generate dust 
or odor impacts. 

(4) Treatment given, as appropriate, to such aspects as landscaping, screening, open spaces, 
parking and loading areas, service areas, lighting and signs; 

The Project will provide the required mm'zber of street trees and bicycle parking along the public­
rights-of-way. 

C. That the use as proposed will comply with the applicable provisions of the PI arming Code and 
will not adversely affect the General Plan. 

The Project complies with. all relevant requiretnents and standards of' the Planning Code and 1s 
consistent with objectives and policies of the General Plan as detailed below. 

D. That the use as proposed would provide development that is in conforrnity with the purpose 
of the applicable Neighborhood Commercial District. 

The proposed Project is consistent with. the stated pmposed of the Taraval Street Neighborhood 
Commercial District (NCD) in that the commercial use is located at the ground floor, protec.ts the rear 
yard at residential levels an_d is consistent with the Planning Code for mixed-use buildings in the Taraval 
Street NCD. 

8. Additional Findings pursuant to Section 317 establishes criteria for the Planning Commission to 
ccmsider when reviewing applications for Residential Demolition. On balance, the Project does 
comply with said criteria in that: 

i. Whether the property is free of a history of serious, continuing Code violations; 

A review of the Department of Building Inspection and the Planning Department databases showed no 
open enforcement cases or notices of violation for the subject property. 

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

The existing dwelling is currently used as a rental and does not have any past code-violatio11s. 

iii. Whether the property is an "historical resource" under CEQA; 

SAN FRANCISCO 
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Although the existing structure is more than 50 years old, a review of the supplemental information 
resulted in a determination that the structure is not a historical resou-rce. 

iv. Whether the removal of the resource will have a substantial adverse impact under CEQA; 

Not Applicable. The existing structure is not a historic resource. 

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

The Project does not convert rental housing to other forms of tenure or occupancy, as _the existing 
building is a single-family residence and is used as such.· 

vi. Whether the project removes rental units subject to the Residential Rent Stabilization and 
Arbitration Ordin:ance or affordable housing; 

The existing single-family dwelling is used as a rental pruperty. Althuugh the single-family dwelling is 
technically subject to the Rent Stabilization and Arbitration Ordinance because it is a residential 
building constructed before 1979, the Planning Departme11t can11ot definitively determine which aspects 
of the Ordinance are applicable. The Rent Stabilization and Arbitration Ordinance includes provisions 
for eviction controls, price controls, and other controls, and it is the purview of the Re11t Board to 
determine which specific controls apply to a building or property. The Rent Board has confirmed that 

. /:here are no database records, or any documentation indicating an eviction neither history nor eviction 
notices filed at the Rent Board for 1420 Taraval Street. 

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

Although the Project proposes the demolition of an existing dwelling, the new construction will result 
in two additional dcl'elling Uliits. 

viii. Whether the project conserves neighborhood character to preserve neighborhood culti.1ral and . 
economic diversity; 

The Project conserves neighborhood character with appropriate scale, design, and 1naterials, and 
improves cultural and economic diversity by constructing a mixed-use building with ground floor 
commercial and three dwelling units that are consistent with the Taraval Street NCD Zoning District. 
The proposed mixed-use development is characteristic of other existing residential buildi1igs located 
along Taraval Street; two net new dwelling units would be added to the City's Housing Stock. 

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

SAN FRANCISCO 
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The Project removes an older dwelling unit, which is generally considered more affordable than a more 
recently constructed unit; however, the project will add two family-sized dwelling units to the City's · 
Housing: Stock. 

x. Whether the project increases the number of permanently afford.able units as govemed by 
Section 415; 

The Project is not subject to the provisions of Planning Code Section 415, as the Project proposes less 
than ten units. 

xi. Whether the project locates in-fill housing on appropriate sites in established neighborhoods; 

17te Project proposes in-Jill housing with a total of three dwelling units which is consistent with the 
varying neighborhood density. The proposed mixed-use development is characteristic of other existing 

.. residential buildings located along Taraval Street and in the surrounding neighborhood. 

xii. Whether the project increases the number of family-sized units on- site; 

The Project proposes an opportunity for family-sized housing. Three 3-bedroom units are proposed 
within the new building. Currently, the property only contains one dwelling with two bedrooms. 

xiii. Whether the project creates new supportive housing; 

The Project does not create new supportive housing. 

xiv. Whether the project is of superb architectural and urban design, meeting all relevant design 
guidelines, to enhance existing neighborhood character; 

The overall scale, design, and materials of the proposed buildings are consistent with the block-face and 
conzpliment the neighborhood character with a contemporary design. 11te proposed residential 
development is characteristic of other existing residential uses along Taraval Street and in tlze 
surrounding neighborhood. 

xv. Whether the project increases the number of a'n-site Dwelling Units; 

The Project will increase the number of on-site units from one dwelling unit to three dwelling units. 

xvi. Whether the project increases the number of on-site bedrooms. 

SAN FRANCISCO 

The existing dwelling contains two bedrooms. 17te Project proposes a total of nine bedrooms between the 
three dwelling units. 
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xvii. Whether or not the replacement project would maximize density on the subject lot; and 

The maximum density for the subject property is three units (one dwelling unit per 800 square feet of 
lot area). The Project proposes the new construction of a mixed-use, three-unit bu£/ding with ground 
floor commercial, maximizing the density permitted in the Taraval Street NCD Zoning District. 

xviii. If replacing a building not subject to the Residential Rent Stabilization and Arbitration 
Ordinance, whether the new project replaces all of the existing units with new Dwelling Units 
of a similar size and with the same number of bedrooms. 

The existing single-family dwelling is currently used as a rental ]1ropert1;. Although the single-family 
dwelling is technically subject to the Rent Stabilization and Arbitration Ordi11ance because it is a 
residential building constructed before 1979, the Plannin.g Department cannot definitively determine 
which aspects of the. Ordinance are applicable. The Rent Stabilization and Arbitration Ordinance 

.. includes pt·ovisions for eviction controls, price controls, and other controls. and it is the purview of the · 
Rent Board to determine which spec{fic controls apply to a building or property. The Rent Board has 
confirmed that there are no database records, nor any documentation indicating an eviction history nor 
eviction notices filed at the Rent Board for 1420 Taraval Street. 

Regarding unit size and count, the existing dwelling unit has approxinrately 2,176 square feet of 
habitable area and two bedrooms: Tltr:; proposed building contains three, 3-bedroom units. The new units 
provide more than the existing square footage and bedroom count. 

9. General Plan Compliance. The Project is, on balance, consistent with the following Objectives and 
Policies of the General Plan: 

HOUSING ELEMENT . 

Objectives and Policies 

OBJECTIVE 2: 
RETAIN EXISTING HOUSING UNITS, AND PROMOTE SAFETY AND MAINTENANCE 
STANDARDS, WITHOUT JEOPARDIZING AFFORDABILITY. 

Policy 2.1: 
Discourage the demolition of a sound eXisting housing unless the demolition results in a net 
increase in affordable housing. 

The Project proposes to ·demolish an existing structure containing one bedroom and one bathroom to· 
construct three new dwelling units each witli two-bedrooms and thereby contributes to the general ho11sing 
stock ~f the city. 

SAN FRANCISCO 
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OBJECTIVE 3: 
PROTECT THE AFFORDABILITY OF THE EXISTING HOUSING STOCK, ESPECIALLY 
RENTAL UNITS. 

Policy3.1: 
Preserve rental units, especiallY: rent controlled units, to meet the City's affordable housing needs. 

Policy3.3: 
Maintain balance in affordability .of existing housing stock by supporting affordable moderate 

ownership opportunities. 

Policy 3.4: 

Preserve "naturally affordable" housing types, such as smaller and older ownership units. 

While the Project will demolish an existing single-family dwelling, the new construction will result in an 
increase in the densitt; of the property and contributes two net new dwelling units, a net add.itiun of fi'or:: 
bedrooms, fo the existing housing stock. 

OBJECTIVE 4: 
FOSTER A HOUSING STOCK THAT MEETS THE NEEDS OF ALL RESIDENTS ACROSS 
LIFECYCLES. 

Policy4.1: 
Develop new housing, and encourage the remodeling of existing housing, for families with 

children. 

The Project: proposes to denwlish a single-fatnily residence with one bedroom to construct three dwelling 
units, each with 3-bedrooms which could accommodate families with children. 

OBJECTIVE 11: 
SUPPORT AND RESPECT THE DIVERSE AND DISTINCT CHARACTER OF SAN 
FRANCISCO'S NEIGHBORHOODS. 

Policy 11.1: 
Promote the construction and rehabilitation of well-designed housing that emphasizes beauty, 
flexibility, and innovative design, and respect existing neighborhood character. 

Policy 11.2: 
Ensure implementation of accepted design standards in project approvals. 

Policy11.3 
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Ensure growth is accommodated without substantially and adversely impacting existing 
·residential neighborhood character. 

Policy 11.4 
Continue to utilize zoning districts which conform to a generalized residential land use and density 
plan and the General Plan. 

Policy11.5 
Ensure densities in established residential areas promote compatibility with prevailing 
neighborhood character. 

The subject property is within tlze Taraval Street Neighborhood Commercial Zoning District which allows 
for higher residential density than the existing single-family dwelling. Tize Project proposes a total of three 
dwelling units on a property located in a neighborhood consisting of h.vo- to three-story single- and multi-
Jtunily d7.vellingH, f:!ingle- and tz.vo-story cnm1nercial buildings and t?.uo- to .,fiJu.r-story mixed-use buildings. 
Furthermore, the proposed new construction conforms to the Residelltial Design Guidelint:s u11d is 
appropriate in terms of material, scale, proportions and massing for the surrounding neighborhood. 

RECREATION AND OPEN SPACE ELEMENT 

Objectives and Policies 

OBJECTIVE 2: 
INCREASE RECREATION AND OPEN SPACE TO MEET THE LONG-TERM NEEDS OF THE 

CITY AND BY REGION 

Policy 2.11: 
Assure that privately developed residential open spaces are usable, beautiful, and environmentally 
sustainable. 

The Project proposes two roof decks that have potential for planters and additional landscaping. 

OBJECTIVE 3: 
IMPROVE ACCESS AND CONNECTIVITY TO OPEN SPACE 

Policy 3.6: 
Maintain, restore, expand and fund the urban. forest. 

The Project will add to the urban forest with the addition of a new street tree. 

SAN FRANCISCO 
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TRANSPORTATION ELEMENT 

Objectives and Policies 

OBJECTIVE 24: 
IMPROVE THE AMBIENCE OF THE PEDESTRIAN ENVIRONMENT. 

Policy 24.2: 
Maintain and expand the planting of street trees and the infrastructure to support them. 

Policy 24.4: 
Preserve pedestrian-oriented building frontages. 

The·Project will install a new street tree along Taraval Street. Frontages are designed with transparent glass 
and intended for active spaces oriented at the pedestrian level. 

OBJECTIVE 28: 
PROVIDE SECURE AND CONVENIENT PARKING FACILITIES FOR BICYCLES. 

Policy 28.1: 
Provide secure bicycle parking in new governmental, commercial, and residential developments. 

Policy 28.3: 
Provide parking facilities which m:e safe, secure, and convenient. 

The Project includes 3 Class 1 and 2 Class 2 bicycle parkhig spaces in secure, convenient locations. 

OBJECTIVE 34: 
RELATE THE AMOUNT OF PARKING IN RESIDENTIAL AREAS AND NEIGHBORHOOD 
COMMERCIAL DISTRICTS TO THE CAPACITY OF THE CITY'S STREET SYSTEMAND 
LAND USE PATTERNS. 

Policy 34.3: 
Permit minimal or reduced off-street parking supply for new buildings in residential and 
commercial areas adjacent to transit centers and along transit preferential streets. 

Policy 34.5: 
Minimize the construction of new curb cuts in areas where on-street parking is in short supply and 
locate them in a manner such that they retain or minimally diminish the number of existing on- . 

street parking spaces. 
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The Project does not provide an.y off-street vehicular parking, which complies with Planning Code Section 
151.1. 

URBAN DESIGN 

OBJECTIVE 1: 
EMPHASIS OF THE CHARACTERISTIC PATTERN WHICH GIVES TO THE CITY AND ITS 

NEIGHBORHOODS AN IMAGE, A SENSE OF PURPOSE, AND A MEANS OF 
ORIENTATION. 

Policy 1.2: 
Recognize, protect and reinforce the existing street pattern, especially as it is related to 

topography. 

The JJroject proposes demolition of an existing single-family building to cnnsfruct a mixed-use, three·:family 
building zoith ground J10ot conunercial Use. Sinrilar· to other existing structures on the block-j'nce, the 1u.nJ.1 

building proposes a ground floor commercial storefront with residential above. 

Policy1.3: 
Recognize that buildings, when seen together, produce a total effect that characterizes the city 
and its districts, 

The proposed fa~ade and massing are compatible with the existing neighborhood character and development 
pattern, particularly because the proposed building is of a similar massing, widih and height to the existing 
structures in the neighborhood. The ground floor commercial use continues the pattern of existing mixed­
use buildings in the immediate area. The proposed fa9ade and massing of the lli?W building reflects the existing 
mixed architectural character, 'Varying heights along the block face and will be in ket-']Jing with the 
neighborhood development pattern. 

OBJECTIVE 2: 
CONSERVATION OF RESOURCES WlflCH PROVIDE A SENSE OF NATURE, 
CONTINUITY WITH THE PAST, AND FREEDOM FROM OVERCROWDING. 

Policy2.6: 
Respect the character of older development nearby in the design of new buildings. 

The massing of the replacement buildings' main front fa9ades has bem desig11ed to be compatible with the 
prevailing street wall heights. Although interpreted in a contemporary architectural style, the proposed 
building proportions and exterior materials have been selected to be compatible with the adjacent buildings 
and tlte immediate neighborhood character. 
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10. Planning Code Section 101.1(b) establishes eight priority-planning policies and requires review of 
permits for consistency with said policies. On balance, the project does ·comply with said policies 
in that: 

A. That existing neighborhood-serving retail uses be preserved and enhanced and future 
opportunities for resident employment in and ownership of such businesses be enhanced. 

Existing neighborhood-serving retail uses would not be displaced or otherwise adversely affected by the 
proposal, as the existing building does not contain commercial uses. 

B. That existing housing and neighborhood character be conserved and protected in order to 
preserve the cultural and economic diversity of our neighborhoods. 

While the existing housing is proposed to be demolished, the replacement building would provide three 
dwelling units in a neighborhood made up of single-family residences to small multi-unit buildings of 
mixed architectural character, as wellu& r;ummerdal uses. 

C. That the City's supply of affordable housing be preserved and enhanced, 

The existing single'-family dwelling is not designated as affordable housing. The three proposed dwelling 
units will also not be designated as affordable housing. · 

D. That conunuter traffic not impede MUNI transit service or overburden our streets or 

neighborhood parkiti.g. 

The Project Site is served by nearby public transportation options. The subject property is within .25-
miles of stops for the L and L-OWL MUNI transit lines. Future residents would be afforded proximity 
to a bus line. The Project also provides bicycle parking for residents and their guests. 

E. That a diverse economic base he 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 involve the creation of commercial office development. The Project would enhance 
opportunities for resident employmmt and ownership in retail sales and service sectors by providing for 
new housing and comnzercial space, whidt will increase the diversity of the City's housing supply (a top 
priority in the City) and provide new potential neighborhood-serving uses and employment 
opportunities. 

F. That the City achieve the greatest possible preparedness to protect a_gainst injury and loss of 
life in an earthquake. 

SAN FRANCISCO 
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The replacement structure would be constructed in compliance withSan Francisco's current Building 
Code Standards and -cuould meet all earthquake safety requirements. 

G. That landmarks and historic buildings be preserved. 

A City Landmark or historic building does not occupy the Project site. 

H. That our parks and open space and their access to sunlight and vistas be protected from 

development. 

The Project will have no negative impact on existing parks and open spaces. The shadow analysis 
conducted for the Project concluded that no new shadows would be cast on Me Coppin Parle. Tlze height 
of the proposed structure is compatible with the established neighborhood development. 

11. TI1e Project is consistent with and would promote the general and specific purposes of the Code 

provided under Section lOl.l(b) in that, as designed, the Project would contribute to the character 

and stability of the neighborhood and would constitute a beneficial developme1l.t. 

12. The Commission hereby finds that approval of the Conditional Use Authorization would promote 

the health, safety and welfare of the City. 
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That based upon the Record, the submissions by the Applicant, the staff of the Department and other 
interested parties, the oral testimony presented to this Commission at the public hearings, and all other 
written materials submitted by all parties, the Commission hereby APPROVES Conditional Use 
Authorization Application No. 2018-011904CUA subject to the following conditions attached hereto as· 
"EXHIBIT A" in general conformance with plans on file, dated Januaty 3, 2020, and stamped "EXIDBIT B", 

which is incorporated herein by reference as though fully set forth. 

APPEAL AND EFFECTIVE DATE OF MOTION: Any aggrieved person may appeal this Conditional Use 
Authorization to the Board of Supervisors within thirty (30) days after the date of this Motion. The effective 
date of this Motion shall be the date of this Motion if not appealed (after the 30-day period has expired) OR 
the date of the decision of the Board of Supervisors if appealed to the Board of Supervisors. For further 
information, please contact the Board of Supervisors at (415) 554-5184, City Hall, Room 244, 1 Dr. Carlton 
B. Goodlett Place, San Francisco, CA 94102. 

Protest of Fee or Exaction: You may protest any fee or exaction subject to Govenunent Code Section 66000 
that is imposed as a condition of approval by following the procedures set forth in Govemment Code 
Section 66020. The protest must satisfy the requirements of Government Code Section 66020( a) and must 
be filed within 90 days of the date of the first approval or conditional approval of the development 
referencing the challenged fee or exaction. For purposes of Govermnent Code Section 66020, the d_ate of 
imposition of the fee shall be the date of the earliest discretionary approval by the City of the subject 

development 

If the City has not previously given Notice of an earlier discretionary approval of the project, the Planning 
Commission's ad?ption of this Motion, Resolution, Discretionary Review Action or the Zoning 
Administrator's Variance Decision Letter constitutes the approval or conditional approval of the 
development and the City hereby gives NOTICE that the 90-day protest period tmder Government Code 
Section 66020 has begun. If the City has already given Notice that the 90-day approval period has begun 
for the subject development, then this document doe,s not re-commence the 90-day approval period. 

I hereby certify that the Plmming Commission ADOPTED the foregoing Motion on January 30, 2020. 

Jonas P. Ionin 
Commission Secretary 

AYES: 

NAYS: 

ABSENT: 

ADOPTED: 

SAN FRAI~GISCO 
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his authorization is for a conditional use to the demolish an eo'<isting 3-story single family dwelling and 
conshuct a new four-story, 45-ft tall, mixed-use building with 3 dwelling units and 1,731 square feet of 
ground floor commercial use located at 1420 Tara,val Sh·eet, Block 2353, and Lot 10 pursuant to Planning 
Code Section(s) 317 and 303 within the Taraval Sheet Neighborhood Commercial District and a 65-A 

Height and Bulk District; in general conformance with plans, dated January 3, 2020, and stamped "EXHIBIT 
B" included in the docket for Record No. 2018-011904CUA and subject to conditions of approval reviewed 
and approved by the Commission on J m1.uary 30, 2020 under Motion No XXXXXX. This authorization and 
the conditions contained herein mn with the property and not with a particular Project Sponsor, business, 
or operator. 

RECORDATION OF CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 

Prior to the issuance of the building permit or commencement of use for the Project the Zoning 
Administrator shall approve and order the recordation of a Notice in the Official Records of the Recorder 
of the City m1d County of San Francisco for the subject property. This Notice shall state that the project is 
subject to the conditions of approval contained herein and reviewed and approved by the Planning 
Commission onJanumy 30,2020 under Motion No XXXXXX. 

PRINTING OF CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL ON PLANS 

The conditions of approval under the 'Exhibit A' of this Planning Commission Motion No. XXXXXX shall 
be reproduced on the Index Sheet of constmction ·plans· submitted with the site or building permit 
application for the Project. The Index Sheet of the conshuction plans shall reference to the Conditional Use . 
authorization and any subsequent amendments or tn:odifications. 

SEVERABILITY 

The Project shall comply with all applicable City codes and requirements. If any clause, sentence, section 
or any part of these conditions of approval is for any reason held to be invalid, such invalidity shall not 
affect or impair other remaining clauses, sentences, or sections of these conditions. This decision conveys 
no right to constmct, or to receive a building permit. "Project Sportsor" shall include any subsequent 

responsible party. 

CHANGES AND MODIFICATIONS 

Changes to the approved plans may be approved administratively by the Zoning Administrator. 
Significant chm1ges and n1odifications of conditions shall require Planning Commission approval of a new 
Conditional Use authorization. 
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Conditions of Approval, Compliance, Monitoring, and Reporting 

PERFORMANCE 

1. Validity. The authorization and right vested by virtue of this action is valid for three (3) years from 
the effective date of the Motion. The Department of Building Inspection shall have issued a 
Building Permit or Site Permit to construct the proj.ed and/or commence the approved use within 
this three-year period. 
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, 

www.~f.plan nin.g.org 

2. Expiration and Re~ewal. Should a Building or Site Permit be sought after the three (3) year period 

has lapsed, the project sponsor must seek a renewal of this Authorization by filing an applicati~n 
for an amendment to the original Authorization or a new application for Authorization. Should 
the project sponsor decline to so file, and decline to withdraw the permit application, the 
Commission shall conduct a public hearing in order to consider the revocation of the 
Authorization. Shouid the Commission not revoke the Authorization following the dusure uf the 
public hearing, the Commission shall determine the extension of time for the continued validity of 
the Authorization . 

.. --.For information about· compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, 

www.~f-plmming.org 

3. Diligent Pursuit. Once a site or Building Permit has been issued, conshuction must commence 
within the timeframe required by the Department of Building Inspection and be continued 
diligently to completion. Failure to.do so shall be grounds for the Commission to consider revoking 
the approval if more than three (3) years have passed since this Authorization was approved. 
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, 

www.sfplanning.org 

4. Extension. All time limits in the preceding three paragraphs may be extended at tl1e discretion of 
the Zorting Adrninistrator where implementation of the project is delayed by a public agency, an 
appeal or a legal challenge and only by fue length of time for which such public agency, appeal or 
challenge has caused delay. 
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, 

ww<.v.~{-plan11in);.Org 

5. Conformity with Current Law. No application for Building Permit, ·Site Permit, or other 
entitlement shall be approved unless it complies with all applicable provisions of City Codes in 
effect at the time of such approval. 
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Departmmt at 415-575-6863, 

wwro.srplan ning.org 
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6. Final Materials. The Project Sponsor shall continue to work vvith Planning Department on the
1 

building design. Final materials, glazing, color, texture, landscaping, and detailing shall be subject 
to Department staff review and approval. The architectural addenda shall be reviewed and 
approved by the Plamung Department prior to issuance. 
For information about compliance, contact .the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378, 
www.sf-vlmlning.org 

7. Garbage, Composting and Recycling Storage. Space for the collection and storage of garbage, 
composting, and recycling shall be provided within enclosed areas on the property and clearly 
labeled and illustrated on the building permit plans. Space for the collection and storage of 

recyclable and compostable materials that meets the size, location, accessibility and other standards 
specified by the San Francisco Recycling Program shall be provided at the ground level of the 
buildings. 
For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 41:5-558-6378, 
www.~fi1lannin.g.org 

8. Rooftop Mechanical Equipment. Pursuant to Pla1ming Code 141, the Project Sponsor shall submit 
a roof plan to the Plmming Department prior to Planning approval of the building permit 
application. Rooftop inechanical equipment, if any is proposed as part of the Project, is required 
to be screened so as not to be visible from any point at or below the roof level of the subject building. 
For iJ~formation about compliance, contact the Case Plannt-'1', Planning Department at 415-558-6378, 
WWH'.sf-planning.or;? 

9.' Streetscape Plan. Pmsuant to Planning Code Section 138.1, the Project Sponsor shall continue to 
work with Planning Department staff, in consultation with other City agencies, to refine the design 
and programming of the Streetscape Plan so that the plan generally meets the standards of the 
Better Sh·eets Plan and all applicable City stm1dards. The Project Sponsor shall complete final 
design of all required street improvements, including procurement of relevant City permits, prior 

to issuance of first architectural addenda, and shall complete consh'uction of all required street 
improvements prior to issuance of first temporary certificate of occupancy. 
For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378, 
www.sf-planniw;:.org · 

10. Noise. Plans submitted with the building permit application for the approved project shall 
incorporate acoustical insulation and other sotmd proofing measures to control noise. 

For information about compUance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378, 
www.::;_f-planning.org 
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11. Bicycle Parking. Pursuant to Plannmg Code Sections 155, 155.1, and 155.2, the Project shall provide 

no fewer than 3 bicycle parking spaces (3 Class 1 spaces for the residential portion of the ~roject 
and 2 Class 2 spaces for the commercial portion of the Project). SFMTA has final authority on the 

· type, placement and number of Class 2 bicycle racks within the public ROW. Prior to issuance of 

first architectural addenda, the project sponsor shall contact the SFMTA Bike Parking Program at 

bikeparking@sfmta.com to coordinate the installation of on-street bicycle racks and ensure that the 
proposed bicycle racks meet the SFMTA's bicycle parking guidelines. Depending on local site 

conditions and anticipated demand, SFM'r A may request the project sponsor pay an in-lieu fee for 
Class II bike racks required by the Plam1ing Code. . 

For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, 
·www.~f-plmmin'?.org 

12. Managing Traffic During Construction. The Project Sponsor and construction contractor(s) shall 

coordinate. with the Traffic Engineering and Transit Divisions of the San Frm1.cisco Municipal 

Transportation Agency (SFMT A), the Police Deparh11.ent, the Fire Deparhnent, the Plannffig 

Department, and other conshuction contractor(s) for any concurrent nearby Projects to manage 

traffic congestion and pedestrian circulation effects during construction of the Project. 

For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, 
wruw.sf-plann.ing.org 

PROVISIONS 

13. Residential Child Care. Impact Fee. The Project is subject to the Residential Cllild Care Fee, as 

applicable, pursuant to Planning Code Section 414A. 

For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378, 
www.~f-planning.oi·g 

MONITORING ·AFTER ENTITLEMENT 

14. Enforcement. Violation of any of the Plmming Deparhnent conditions of approval contained in 

this Motion or of any other provisions of Planning Code applicable to this Project shall be subject 
to the enforcement procedures and administrative penalties set forth under Planning Code Section 

176 or Section 176.1. The Planning Deparhnent may also refer the violation complaints to other 

citt deparhnents and agencies for appropriate enforcement action under their. jurisdiction. 
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, 
wwru.~f-planning.arg 

15. Revocation due to Violation of Conditions. Should implementation of this Project result in 

complaints from interested property O>'Vllers, residents, or commercial lessees which are not 

resolved by the Project Sponsor and fm.md to be in violation of the Planning Code and/or the 
specific conditions of approval for the Project as set forth in Exhibit A of this Motion,. the Zoning 
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Adminish·ator shall refer such complaints to the Commission, after which it may hold a public 
hearing on the matter to consider revocation of this authorization. 
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, 

wunu.~f-plan ning.org 

OPERATION 

16. Sidewalk Maintenance. The Project Sponsor shall maintain the main entrance to the building and 
all sidewalks abutting the subject property in a clean and sanitary condition in compliance with 
the Department of Public Works Streets and Sidewalk Maintenance Standards. 

For information about compliance, ·contact Bureau of Street Use and Mapping, Department ofPublic Works, 
415-695-2017, http:fl~titpw.org 

17. Community Liaison.· Prior to issuance of a building permit to consh·uct the project and implement 
the approved use, the Project Sponsor shall appui.nL a conmmnibj liaison officer to deEll with the 
issues of concern to owners and occupants of nearby properties. The Pmjecl Sponsor shall provide 
the Zoning Administrator and all registered neighborhood groups for the area with written notice 
of the name, business address, and telephone number of the community liaison. Should the contact 
information change, the Zarling Adminish·ator and registered neighborhood groups shall be made 
aware of such change. The community liaison shall report to the Zoning Administrator what 
issues, if any, are of concern to the community and what issues hq.ve not been resolved by the 
Project Sponsor. 
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, 

TDWW.~fplmwing.org 

18. Lighting. All Project lighting shall be directed onto the Project site and immediately surrounding 
sidewalk area only, and designed and managed so as not to be a nuisance to adjacent residents. 
Nighttime lighting shall be the minimum necessmy to ensure safety, but shall in no case be directed 

so as to constitute a nuisance to any surrounding property. 
For information about complia11ce, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, 

www.sf-p!anning. org 
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GENERAL NOTES: 

INTENT OF DOCUMENTS: 

Iti~thelntentoftheseCotrtroc:tDoeutno::nts 

tnWabUshahighq~UJ!ityafmottrialondwarkmanship, 
butnatnecessar!!ytanateandcollfareverylastitem 
afworktobedDne. Arrrltemnot5peclflco11)'covered 
butdcemednecenaryforsatisfoctorycampletlon 
oftheworkshollbenccompHshedbytheCantroetor 
lnnmunnercons!rteh"twlththe.quo!ltyofthe.wcrk 
without additional cart t11 th~ Owner. 1111 mat~tnls 
andmdhadsoflnsta!!otlt'"slu:tllbelnac;cordttnce 
)VithlndltS'tryrtandardsondrnanufacture.rsre:tommendlltions. 

A. All materials and workmanship shall confarm to the requirements 
ofthcfo!!owill!lcoduandregulationsandonyatherloca!andrtate. 
law!londregulations: 

San francisco BuUdlngCode2016Edlt1an 
SanfroncistllflreCcde2016 Edition 
SonfronciscoPILIIllbingCode2016Edition 
Sanfrancl~co E!tctr!ca!Code Z016 Edlt!cn 
sonfroncl$"eaM"chanlca1Code Z016Ed!tfan 

Yerlfyallv:lrt!ngcandlt!ansanddimenslonsatthepraJectslte. 
Notify the An:hited and/or Engineer of any discrepanciu 
beforebeginningcaM"trUctian. 
B.Provldee~dequateandpropersharlngMdbrccingtomointa!n 
safecandltlansatalltlmes. Theeantractarshallbe:so/efy 
reSpoiU'ibh:.forprovldingodequateshnringondbrcdngasrequ!red 
forprote:ct!anaf/ifeandprapertyt!ur!ngtheconrtruct!onoftheprojcet, 
C.Ata!!tlmesthe:Cantractarsha!lbesalelynndcampletelyr.espoM"ibfe 
fora!!canditioi\Satthejobs!te,lnclud!ngsafetyofpersoi\Sandproperty, 
ondoflnuu~aryindepe:ndentenghiee:ringreviewsoftheseccnd!tlons, 
The: Architect~ Jobsite re:v!ew~ ore not Intended nor shall they be 
conS"trued to lndude a revie.w of the adequancy of the cantractuN ~ofety mearura. 
D. Unless otherwin. ~flown or noted, cfl typical detail~ shall used where applicable. 
E. All detc!!s shall be ccms1uu! typical at ~lm!lar ccndltloM. 
F. All Drawing ccnfllcts shell be brought to the ott~tlo11 of the Architect 
alld/orCcnsultingEnglneerforclarlflcat!anbeforeworkpracee.U. 
G. The Contractor !:hall supply all labor, mllterlal~. equ!pme:nt and 
services,illc!udingwllterandpower,n~;ceuaryforthe)'roj:lerv:ecution 

--'1 the work shown on these drawings, All materiels shall be new 

~~~~;~~~~~;~!~ ~~~1/rbt~;~d 1:1;~·p:~!r:~;~~~:~~~~:=:~:at 

~
erequlru! by the building cada,localbull!ng de:partm~;lltS, on these 
aMShn!lbedonebyonlhde)>t:ndentlnS"pectioncampal'l)'. 
flnlsht:st Replocepotch,repolrandreflnisha!!ex!stlngsurfnces 

affectt:d by the nt:w work. All nt:w finishes shall mnt~:h th£ 11djoce:nt surfaee. 
o!lsurfccesshollalign. 
L The Gt:nerol Contractor shall vlsittheslte and fmn!liarlt£ themselves 
wlththev:lrtlngslteconditlansprlortoflnali%ingcfoeypropcsaftotheowner. 
The g1mercd Co:lntTa:ctor shoJI be responslbe te Inform the owner or Art:hltect 
ofpctentialvcistlngccnditlonS"thotne£dt.,be:addresslldandormod!fled 
lnordl!l"to cmplete the work as herein described In these Drawings. 
J. The General Contractor shall be repcMlble for a!! means ond Jnethods 
ofcohftructlohfndudingbutnotl!mitedtole:ve:lihg,shiming,ondblocking, 
The General Ccntroctor shall makK specific nct2. cf such Items thcrt ~:art not· 
beknownpriortathecomm£ncem£ntofconstruction. 
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VIICINI1Y MAP 

PROJECT INFORMATION: 
. ZONING: NCD TARA VAL NEIGHBORHOOb COMMEP.Ciri.L. DIS'mtCT 

OCCUPANcY R·J 
EXISTING USE: 1 FAM!l.Y RESit>ENCE 
PROPOSED USE: THREE RESIDENTIAL UNITS 
OYER COMMERCIAL SPACE 

PROPOSE!> Bunt:IING HEIGHT: 45'-4~ 

PROPOSED 4 STORIES 

CONSTRUCTION lYPE: 3-A 

BUILDING TO llE FIRE SPIUNKLE!tEb NFPA-13 R 
WORK BY SEPERATE PERMIT 

BLOCK 235S LOTOlO 

SCOPE OF WORK: 
NEW 3 UNI\P.EStbENTIAL BUILDING 

PROJECT STATISTICS 

PROPOSED COMMON RESIDENTIAL COMMS<CIA 
1ST FLOOR: 75gsF OSF 1,713SF 
2ND FLOOR: 241SF l604SF OSF 

' 0 
4TH FLOOR: 2JBSF 1634SF OSF 
ROOF: i!Oi!.S OSF OSF 
TOTAL 1.16BSF 4,Bl8Sf 1,713SF 

UNrr! 1,604SF 
UNrr2 l,SBOSF · 
UNIT3 1,6J4SF 

OPEN SPACE: 
REQUIRED OPEN SPACE EA UNIT300 Sf 

UNITt 558 SF 
UNIT2. 56 Sf AT UNIT: REQUIREb OPEN SPACE 

PROVIDE!> AT ROOF DECK 
UNITJ 0 SF ri.TUNIT: OPEN SPACE PROVIDED 

AT ROOF DECK 
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BIKE PARKING 
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TOTAL 
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(E) EXISTING 
(N) NEW 
t•J REPLACE 

AFF ABOVE FINISH FLOOR 

SM. BEAM 
BlDG, BUILDING 
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CUl CLEAR 
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DET. DETrl.tl. 
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DISP. DISPQSAL 
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D DRYER 

EA. EACH 

F FAHRENHEIT 
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FLO. FLOOR 
FT. FOOT OR FEET 
FR. FRENCH 
FURN. FURNISH 
FUOR. FURRING 
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GL Gl.AZ!NG 

"''· GYPSUM 
GYP.BD. GYPSUM BOARD 
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@ WINDOW NUMBER 
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MFG. MANUFACTURING 
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0.~ ONCENTI'J:t 

, .. '""" PKT, POCKET 
P.T. PRESSURE TREATED 

REF. · REfRIGERATOR 
P;EQ'D REQUIRED 
REQ'T REQUIREMENT .n;. RETAINING ... R.ObANDSHELF .... ROOM 

SIM. SIMILAR 
s.c. SOliD CORE 
SQ. FT. SQUARE FOOT/FEET 
STOR. STORAGE 
STRUcf. STRUCTURAl. 

TEMP. TEMPERED 
TP.ANS. 'Tfi.ANSPARENT 
TYP. lYPICAL 

v.o.N. UNLESS OTHERWISE 
NOTED 

V.LF. VERIFY IN FIELD 

w WASHER 
WJ.l. WATER HEATER 
WP Wri.TERPROOF 
WDO. WINDOW 
WI wnH 
WD. WOOD 
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BOARD OF SUPERVISORS APPEAL FEEWAIM~ :uM 2
' 
0 1 

FOR NEIGHBORHOOD ORGANIZATIONS -·· 

Appellant's Information 

Address: 

Property Information 

Required Criteria for Granting Waiver 
All must be satisfied; please attach supporting materials. 

REQUIRED CRITERIA 

The appellant is a member of the stated neighborhood organization and is authorized to file the appeal 
on behalf of the organization. Authorization may take the form of a letter signed by the President or other 
officer of the organization. 

The appellant is appealing on behalf of an orgahization that is registered with the Planning Department and 
that appears on the Department's current list of neighborhood organizations. 

The appellant is appealing on behalf of an organization that has been in existence at least 24 months pri~r 
to the submittal of the fee waiver request. Existence may be established by evidence including that relating 
to the organizatipn's activities at that time such as meeting minutes, resolutions, publications and rosters. 

The appellant is appealing on behalf of a neighborhood organization that is affected by the project and that 
is the subject of the appeal. 

Foio·epart~entUse O!JIY .· • . . · .. ·. . ... 

Applica,tion rec.eived by Pl~nning .D~partrnent: ~ .: 

YES NO 

X 
X 
)C 

y. 

By: -~--:---_c..._;--___,.-----'----'------- Date: -:------~---

Submission Checklist: 

·. 0 APPELLANTAUTHORIZATION .. 0 CURR~NT O~GANIZATIONREGISTRATION 0 MINIMUM ORGANIZATION AGE 

· 0 PROJECT IMPACT CJN ORGANIZATION 

0 WAIVER APPROVED 0 WAIVER PENIED. 

PAGE 2 I APPLICATION~ BOARD OF SUPERVISORS APPEAL FEE WAIVER 1441 V. 08.03.2018 SAN FRANCISCO PLANNJNG DEPARTMENT 
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SPEAK SUNSET PARKSIDE EDUCATION AND ACTION COMMITTEE 
1329 7th Avenue, San Francisco, CA 94122-2507 speaksanfrancisco@yahoo.com 

To: Clerk of the Board of Supervisors 
San Francisco Planning Department-Planning Information Center 

February 27, 2020 

Eileen Bok€m in a member of the Sunset-Parkside Education and Action Committee 
(SPEAK), a 501 (c)(3) organization that is registered with the San Francisco Planning 
Department and appears in the Planning Department's current list of neighborhood 
organizations. 

This letter authorizes Ms. Boken to file an appeal on behalf of the Sunset-Parkside 
Education and Action Committee (SPEAK) of the Planning Commission's conditional 
use authorization in case number 2018-011904CUA for 1420 Taraval Street to the 
Board of Supervisors. The building permit application number is 201808086754. 

The Sunset-Parkside Education and Action Committee (SPEAK) is a neighborhood 
organization that is affected by the project and that is the subject of the appeal. The 
organization has been in existence at least 24 months prior to the submittal of the fee 
waiver request. In fact, the organization has been in existence since 1969 and the 
organization's records are held at the San Francisco Library History Center as indicated 
on the web site of the Online Archive of California: 
https://oac. cd lib. org/findaid/ark:/13030/c84t6qwn/ 

Sincerely, 

Eileen Boken 
President 
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.From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Cc: 

Subject: 

Categories: 

BOS Legislation, (BOS) 

Wednesday, March 18, 2020 3:42 PM 

aeboken@gmail.com; speaksanfrancisco@yahoo.com; pmandel@mgremediation.com; 
billpash@gmail.com; Justin A. Zucker 

Storrs, Bruce (DPW); Tse, Bernie (DPW); Rivera, Javier (DPW); Duran, Vanessa (DPW); Wong, Jason 

(DPW); PEARSON; ANNE (CAT); STACY, KATE (CAT); JENSEN, KRISTEN (CAT); Gibson, Lisa (CPC); Jain, 

Devyani (CPC); Varat, Adam (CPC); Rodgers, An Marie (CPC); Navarrete, Joy (CPC); Lynch, Laura (CPC); 
Teague, Corey (CPC); Sanchez, Scott (CPC); Sider, Dan (CPC);. Starr, Aaron (CPC); lonin, Jonas (CPC); 

· Ajello Hoagland, Linda (CPC); Rosenberg, Julie (BOA); Sullivan, Katy (BOA); Longaway, Alec (BOA); 

80S-Supervisors; 80S-Legislative Aides; Calvillo, Angela (BOS); Somera, Alisa (BOS); er@sonic.net; 
Andrew Junius; Jennica Dandan; BOS Legisiation, (BOS) . 

SUPPLEMENTAL MATERIAL: Appeal of Conditional Use Authorization- 1420 Taraval Street- Appeal 
Hearing on March 24, 2020 

200261 

Please find linked below supplemental appeal materials from Evan Rosen, on behalf of the Appellants, received by the 

Office of the Clerk of the Board regarding the Conditional Use Authorization Appeal for the proposed project at 1420 
Taraval Street. 

Appellants- Reply and Complete Supplemental Appeal Materials- March 18, 2020 

The hearing for this matter is scheduled for a 3:00 p.m. special order before the Board on March 24, 2020. 

. . 

I invite you to review the entire matteron our Legislative Research Center by following the link below: 

· Board of Supervisors File No. 200261 

Best regards, 

Jocelyn Wong 
San Francisco Board of Supervisors 

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
T: 415.554.7702 I F: 415.554.5163 
jocelyn.wong@sfgov.org I www.sfbos.org 

il 
111((1 Click here to complete a Board of Supervisors Customer Service Satisfaction form . 

The Legislative. Research Center provides 24-hour access to Board of SupervisorsJegislation, and archived matters since August 1998. 

Disclosures: Personal information that is provided in communications to the Board of Supervisors is subject to disclosw•e under the California Public Records Act and 
the San Francisco Sunshine Ordinance. Personal infc>rmation provided will not be redacted. Members of the public are not required to provide personal identifying 
information when they communicate with the Board of Supervisors and its committees. All written or oral communications that members of the public submit to the 
Clerk's Office regarding pending legislation or hearings will be made .available to all members of the public for inspection and copying. The Clerk's Office does not 
redact any information from these submissions. This means that personal information-inc/tiding names, phone numbers, addresses and similar information that a 

· member of the public elects to submit to the Board and its committees-may appear on the Board of Supervisors' website or in other public dowments that members 
of the public may inspect or copy. 

1 
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SPEAK SUNSET PARKSibE EDUCATION AND·ACTION COMMITTEE 
1329 7th Avenue, San Francisco, CA 94122-2507 speaksanfrancisco@yahoo.com 

March 17, 2020 

Norman Yee, President of the Board of Supervisors 
Angela· Calvillo, Clerk of the Board of Supervisors 
Supervisors Shamann Walton, Catherine Stefani, Ahsha Safai, Sandra Lee Fewer, 
Matt Haney, Rafael Mandelman, Gordon Mar, Aaron Peskin, Dean Preston, 
Hillary f3_onen 

San Francisco Board of Supervisors 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
City Hall, Room 244 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

Dear President Yee, Clerk Calvillo and Supervisors: 

This is a Reply to the Appeal Opposition Brief of Justin Zucker of Reuben, Junius & 
·Rose, LLP that includes responses by Peter Mandel, owner of 1420 Taraval Street. This 
·is also a Reply to the Planning Department Appeal Response. This Reply supports the 
community-originated appeal of the conditional use authorization approved by the 
Planning Comll)ission. Attached are supplemental materials ~upporting the appeal. 

This is apparently a self-developed project by Mr. Mandel which is of concern to · 
members of the Parks ide neighborhood community. Our neighborhood has experienced 
other self-developed projects in which owners experienced financing issues midstream. 
Were this to happen following demolition, particularly if the economy worsens, the 
neighborhood could be left with an empty lot subject to graffiti and litter. 

Reply to Appeal Opposition Brief of Justin Zucker of Reuben, Junius & Rose, LLP 
In the Opposition Brief, Mr. Mandel concedes that older .homes "are generally more 
affordable." Yet Mr. Mandel somehow claims that his project which will demolish 
naturally affordable housing and construct new, market-rate housing is "naturally 

· affordable by design" (Opposition Brief, p. 4, paragraph 2). This is questionable in that 
construction costs Jn San Francisco are the highest in the world, according to the New 
York Times and Mr. Mandel's current pmperty tax on 1420. Taraval of $1,869.32 will rise 
substantially preventing new market rate units from becoming anywhere near naturally 
affordable. · 

Regarding displacing at least 3 tenants, Mr. Mandel claims that he and the tenants have 
"reached an agreement in which the tenants are voluntarily leaving upon extended . 
notice (3) three to (4) four months out prior to construction starting" (Opposition Brief, p. 
4, paragraph 3). He provides no evidence of this purported agreement nor does he · 
indicate the date of the purported agreement. If the purported agreement exists, one 
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would expectit would include a firm number of months of notice rather than "three to 
four.'.' Further, if the purported agreement exists, Mr. Mandel could demolish the 
naturally-affordable housing at any time with at least 3 tenants obliged to vacate their 
homes during the current COVID-19 emergency. 

Further, Mr. Mandel's response states that "the home has ·been determined not to be 
· historic" and cites several "extensive alterations" without indicating whether these 

alterations were done with permits. Based on the Planning Department's determination 
and a report from Tim Kelly Consulting, LLC (hired by N1r. Mandel) on which the 
Planning Department partially based its determination, Mr. Mandel's response 
concludes "it has lost its integrity and need not be preserved." 

In contrast, the March 12, 2020 letter from Mike Buhler, President & CEO of SF 
Heritage states (see Exhibit 1: Letter from Mike Buhler, SF Heritage attached 
hereto and incorporated by reference): 

aAs one of the first houses built bv Huqh C. Keenan for the . ' - -
Parkside District Realty Company, 1420 Taraval (built in 1907) 
is one of a small number of properties connected to the district's 
creation and early development." 

Further, Mike Buhler of SF Heritage's letter states: 

"1420 Tarava/survives overwhelmingly intact today." 

Note that Hugh C. Keenan is also the builder of the Grateful Dead house at 710 
Ashbury Street. · · 

Regarding the negative environmental impact of demolition, Mr. Mandel's response 
discusses energy efficiency of new, market-rate units and his intention to comply with a 

· dust control ordinance, but the response fails to address the appeal's statement that · 
demolition and construction now account for 25% of solid waste that ends up in US 
landfills each year. 

Regarding covering tenants' windows of the small apartment building next door, Mr. 
Mandel's response states that" .... private views are not protected under Planning and 
Building codes." Mr. Mand~l's response does not address the negative impact on next 
door tenants' quality of life involving covering the windows of the small apartment 
building adjacent to 1420 Taraval. · 

Clearly, Mr. Mandel's responses to the Statement of Appeal are inadequate and 
questionable. 

Reply to Planning Department Appeal Response 
The Planning Department Response fails to specifically address the negative impact of 

· demolition of this historic building on the look, feel and character of the Parks ide district 
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or the lack of compliance with Planning Code Section 101.1 (b) (2) which requires 
General Plan consistency and implementation and states: 

. . 

"Thai existing housing and neighborhood character be conserved 
and protected in order to preserve the cultural and economic diversity 
of our neighborhoods." · 

The Planning Department's Response states that "On balance, the Planning 
Commission found that the proposed.projectwas consistent with the General Plan" 
(Planning Department Response, p. 5, Response 1): The phrase "on balance" is vague 
and questionable in that the project is clearly not consistent with General Plan Housing 
Element Policies 2.1, 3.1 and 3.4 which are: . 

Policy 2.1 
Discourage the demolition of sound existing housing . 
unless the demolition re$ults in a net increase in affordable housing. 
(Note: no units meeting the definition of "affordable" are part of the '1420 Tarava!project 
plan. The plan is for new, market-rate housing.) 

Policy 3.1 
Preserve rental units, especially rent controlled units, to meet the City's affordable 
housing needs 

Policy 3.4 
Preserve "naturally affordable': housing types, such as smaller and older ownership 
units. · 

The Planning Departme.ht's Response concedes that older structures are "generally 
considered more affordable than new construction" but that the proposed addition of two 
market-rate, new construction units "outweighed negative impacts associated with the 
loss of existing housing" (Planning Department Response, p. 6, Response 2). This is ill­
considered in that diversity of housing types including older housing stock enables 

·cooperative living arrangements which are some of the most naturally-affordable 
housing in San Francisco. · 

Further, the Planning Depa.rtment's Response states that "the Planning Department and 
C<;>m.missiori are not qualified or authorized to adjudicate tenant displacement issues." 
This statement suggests that the Planning Department and Commission failed to even 
consider tenant displacement issues or the General Plan Housing Element Policies 3.1 
and 3.4 above. · 

Currently, at least3 tenants are living cooperatively in a 3-story structure with 2., 176 
square feet of living space (725 square feet per perscm).ln contrast, the average rent-in 
San Francisco is $3,688. for an average-sized apartment of 747 square feet, according 
to RentCafe. As an alternative to the proposed market-rate units, the owner of 1420 
Taraval could consider adding an accessory dwelling unit in the spacious back yard. 
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Regarding destroying a historical resource, the Planning Department's Response 
concedes that "the subject property was found to be significant under Criterion 1 as part 
of the early residential development of Parkside ... it was also found to be significant 
under Criterion 3 as a rare example of early twentieth century residential. architecture in 
the Parkside.l' (Planning Department Response, p. 7, Response 4) Yet, the Planning 
Department's Response again concludes that the subject property does riof retain 
integrity due to alterations. · 

Both the letters of Mike Buhler,. President and CEO of s·F Heritage, and the letter of 
Woody LaBounty, local historian and co-author of the Parks ide District historical context 
statement disagree with Planning's conclusion regarding any loss of integrity. 
(Statement of Appeal, Exhibit 0: Letter from local historian Woody LaBounty). 

Attached are supplemental appeal materials as follows: 

Exhibit 1 
Letter from Mike Buhler, SF Heritage dated March 12, 2020 

Exhibit 2 
Exterior image of 1420 Taraval Street 

·Exhibit 3 
lnteri.or images of 1420 Taraval, a 3-story, 2; 176 square foot historic 1907 house, from 
Apartments. com 

Exhibit4 
Project Application signed under penalty of perjury by projectsponsor stating in its 
Exhibit A that "the project will add to the city's supply of affordable housing" and "there 

. will be no impact to the economic and cultural diversity" and "the project will not impact 
any landmark or historical buildings." 

Exhibit 5 
Pre-Application Meeting Affidavit signed under penalty of perjury by project sponsor. 
The meeting at the property was attended by Eileen Boken, President of the Sunset­
Parkside Education and Action Committee and the son of the owner of the sr:nall 
apartment building at 1414 Taraval Street next door to 1420 Taraval. The project plans 
call for covering up tenants' windows of 1414 Taraval. This concern regarding covering 
tenants' windows was raised during the meeting, but the sworn affidavit includes no 
concerns whatsoever. 

Exhibit 6 
AU permits on file with the Department of Building Inspection for work done on 1420 
Tara val. It does not appear that there are permits for each of the modifications on which 
the Planning Department based its CEQA determination which led to the Planning 
Commission's approving the conditional use authorization. According to the letter from 
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Mike Buhler of SF Heritage (Exhibit 1), ·a simple change such as replacing windows 
shou.ld not beJhe thres)'wld for deter.mining loss of integrity. 

Exhibit 7 
Article from Citylab entitled "Density without Demolition" by Stephanie Meeks 

Exhibit !3 
Statement ofAppeal with Exhibits as follows: 
Exhibit A: SF General Plan Housing ElementSumn1ary of Objectives and Policies 
·Exhibit B: SF Planning Code Section,101.1(b) 
Exhibit C: Planning Preservation Team Review Form ' 
ExhibifD: Letter from local historian Woody LaBounty dated February 24, 2020 

For all of the. above reasons, the appellant respectfully requests that the Board of 
Supervisors overturn the ill-considered conditional use authorization for 1420 Taraval. 

Sincerely, 

Eileen Boken .. 
· President 
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. 2007 FRANKLIN STREET . 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94109 

------··--··--·-···--··------···-·-·-···-··-········-·---·-·-··-·-·-··-·--······-·-·······--···--·-··-··· 

March 12, 2020 

Board of Supervisors 
1 Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

RE: Appeal of Conditional Use Authorization -1420 Taraval Street 

·Dear Supervisors: 

I write in support of the Sunset-Parkside Education and Action Committee's appeal to deny the proposed 
project at 1420 Taraval Street (Block 2353, Lot No. 010). Certification of Conditional Use Authorization 2018-
011904CUA would demolish an excellent example of one of theParkside District's few surviving early houses. 

San Francisco Heritage (Heritage) is committed to the preservation of the city's unique architectural and 
cultural identity in every corner of the city. The Parks ide and Supervisorial District 4 is woefully 
underrepresented on the city's official inventory or historic properties. Hailing Lhis project and retainihg 1420 
Taraval is consistent with city policy that "existing housing and neighborhood character be conserved and 
protected in order to preserve the cultural and economic diversity of our neighborhoods." (Planning Code, 
Section 101.1(b).) 

·As one of the first houses built by builder Hugh C. Keenan for the Parkside Dist~ict Realty Company, 1420 
Taraval (built in 1907) is one of a small number of properties connected to·the district's creation and early 
development. As re~ognized by Planning Department staff, the propertY is significant under evaluation 
guidelines for state historical resources under Criteria 1 and 3, Heritage disagrees with the subsequent CEQA 
categorical exemption determination claiming 1420 Taravallacked sufficient physical integrity to be 
considered a historic resource. 

The Secretary of Interior's Standards for Treatment of Historic Properties specifically contemplate-and 
provide guidance for reversing-minor alterations to older buildings such as 1420 TaravaLThe house's porch 

·pillars may have been altered and windows replaced, but 1420 Taraval survives overwhelmingly intact today. 
The integrity of. properties in historically working-class neighborhoods should be considered contextually. If a 
simple change such as replacing windows were to become the threshold for determining loss of integrity, it. 
would reinforce a perception that only civic structures and residences of the wealthy elite are worthy of 
recognition and protection. 

Please uphold this appeal and deny this project. San Francisco Heritage is committed to working with the 
property owner and providing technical assistance to sensitively reverse alterations to the building, initiate 
designation of the house as a historic resource, secure any available. preservation-based financial incentives, 
and explore appropriate ways to add residential units to thE! property while preserving the original home. As an 
example, neighboring properties are built to the lot line and Heritage encourages examining the feasibility of 
adding an Accessory Dwelling Unit in the backyard. · 

Sincerely, 

Mike Buhler 
President & CEO 
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-~ ·;:;:_,; ;:: Menu ~ Esporlol '~ Apartments.com· 

1420 Taraval St v 
1420 Taraval St, San Francisco, CA 94116- Central Sur,s•;:;t 

No Availability ~~ Av61dS.cams 

H.ou:s.es f Co-Hfofnlc / San Fronctsc--:· I i420 To;av.clf St . C' 2 W;eeks Ago 

There are no cvaitob!e unl~:;.. 

!kds Boths #of Unrt5 

3 Beds 1 Both 

These similar rentals nearby have available units~ 

®This Property fAvaflable Property 

l.'l 

Exhibit 3 
1 of 6 

k:J C' j\f~1420_hrllv~~~~~~-~~~~-~--------~---·····-tj "(4 l[E3 ~ '®'. G 

Sign IJ!' 1 Sign lo 

Similar Rentals Nearby 

2701 42nd Ave 
San 'francis:o. C.4. 0~1o. 

$3,990 ! House for Rent Avm\oble 03.115120 

1221 Plymouth AVe_ 
SCn Francisco, CA ?41~2 

$4,995 ! House-for Rent Available Now 

. i 130 Plymouth Ave 
. . San From:}sc:J:. CA 94112 

$4,500 I House for Rent .Z\vo:loble Now 

j !?3J.Emou· . ·····'"'' .,,,.,_, 

16314th .Ave 
San FrcndEco. CA 9-:iHB 

$9,995 j Hous.e·for Rent Avoiloble 06/0i/20 

908·Ccmmerc\q!Ave 
South Son Franr.%co. CA·o4.oao 
·$4;049 ] House for Rent Avoi!obie'03/1412.0 

' 650-866-9898 

~;: ; 



,. .>:~ 1421) Tam•af St, San Franci!;,., :.; 

~· ~ .·: tf} 1~t1t3 http ... ·.':.>,."'W\\v,apartment,r,,comil·f~'n.rn!'t'!•.t>!l·:!··JP.frGn.c~~~~~~...::=J __ _ 

:::: M~nu @ f:spollol ":: Apartments.com· 

1420 Taraval St 
1420 Tor oval St, San Francisco, CA 94116- Centred Sur: set 

v 
No AvcilabHity ~i Avoid Scams 

There are n-o avoHobfe unit;;. 

Seds 6oths #<:>f Units Av~tcg~ SF 

38tds 180:h 1. 

These similar rentals nearby have-available units. 

®This Property t Avcii!able Property 

Exhibit 3 
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JU '-.. I r ·..:, l.JZOtar~~·~!.a~~~~~:com ··---- ~f*:IEJ.,I).'l!t~ ·;:;;: 

Sign Up I S1gn In 11 
'j 1' 

Similar Rentals Nearby 

2701 42nd 'Ave 
Sen Franci::to •. CA ¥.4.116 

$3,990 ! House for Rent Avo;tobte 03/15120 

1221 Plymouth Ave 
Son Francisco, CA -941-12 

·$4, 99:5 I House for Rent·Availobie Now 

1.30 Plymouth Ave 
So.n·R.ancisca, C.4 04112 

$4.500 J House for Rent /lvolioble- Now 

1 ' i~ 

I fSEmoil f 
'· i 

16314thAve 
San Froncfsco~ CA 9.&.115 

$9,995 I House for Rent Available 06/01/20 

908 ·com me rd!li Ave 
South Son Frandsco. CA:94080 

$4,04.9 I House fer Rent lWoi!obie 03/.i~/20 
.... 650-866-9898 

IJ 
l":l 



,: ~ ', tji '1\ 1 ~ !mp::: f:,•rww.apllrtrril!nf5,co·m:J.f~'1LJ,Jr,,•:•rl-z;i·•,·m·han.:~~~c-~~~"'~::! ____ _ f:.:J C' \!.~:;\!420tarnva~~_Pa~m~~_:::~---··~- ~·!§ -ll- * g 
l 

.. ~.1'"·::::1:~:; 1 _::: Menu ~ f:.spof\cl 
.... :;·, ... 

·~,,.e< Apartments.com· Sign lJp I S;gn In ~--

1420 Taraval St 
1420 Taraval St, Son Francisco, CA 94116- Central Sur-::;e+ 

No Availab;lity 

HoUS".:".G / Ct:,Hfc!"nb ! S-on Frorrd.r.~o I 1420 Toit:lVt!I St 

...... 
+::-

There are no c::::·.rairoble units, 

ll.e·d~ Bo~hs #of Units AV~r~ge SF 

38eds 1 Both 

These similar rentcds neorby have available units. 

®This Property f' Available Property 

v •· Similar Rentals Nearby 

~ AYcHdScoms 

C2W<!ek:sAgo 

270142nd Ave 
Sen :Fmricisco. c..:., ({.:!.110 

$3,990 l Hou~e for Rent Avai(ab!e 03/]5120 

. 1221 Plymouth.Ave 
S!Jn Frbncis.co. CA o:ml 

$4. 995 I House for Re11t Available Now 

130 Plymouth Ave 
San Ftor')C."'s"Co. CA. 94112 

$4,500 I fious.e for Rent Available Now 

ii):i.';Emoil i l~-1 ., 

16314thAve 
San Frondscc~ 'c.4. ~.J.11B 

$9,995 j House for Rent Available 06/01/20 

908 Commercidl Ave 
South .San Franr:is.::o. CA-94080 

$4,049 I House·for Rent--Available 03/14/20 

\,. 650-866-9898 

!2 



{~ 1420 Tm:;al5l;..San Francis,., X 

· ( .f<. ~ \.p 1![1 fib !tttp!:'//fl~'V/.~partnnnts;com/1 1 .'ll·l:!rnv;.d-::l·· tn·ft'.:n1_:~~=:-c-'dt!.9~~~:::· ___ _ 

;::: Menu \li> f:.spol1ol 'i~J Apartments,com~ 

1420 Taraval St v 
1420 Tarovol St, San Francisco, CA 94116- Centro[ Sur, set 

No A 1ioHabillty· ~Avoid Scams 

Mous-es f CdUornfa / San Fr-onr.:lsco I 1.410 Toro-vol Si: C2W<>eksAgo 

-~~ J'J'!';;;;;:::;; ... ~"''''"=c. --• -. ,, -- •, c• 

~~) 
;~~i{ m :;~?' ' ·-~~-: . 

~~\} :'Mr~~~~f . 

Th-ere .ore no avcHoble- uni~;;~ 

~ds Bc-ths #ofUnlts 

3B€:ds J Both 

These similar rentals nearby have available units. 

®This Property · t Ava Hable. Property 

Ex 

I -----
IW (... f J ·~, 142_0 tar<~~_i!ll ~~-a~m~t: __ .c_om _____ _ 

Similor Rentals Nearby 

2701 42nd Ave 
Son fr.one!::ro, CA 9.;1.110 

~! .,:;-:lEI --E- ·@' ~ 

Sign lli> I 'Sign In ] 

::-; 

.$3, 990 ! House for Rent Available 03/!5120 

122_1 Plymouth Ave 
Sen Francisco, C:A 04lii2 

$4,995 ·I House for Rent-Available Now 

1.30 Plymouth Ave 
S:an Fro.n~sco, CA 94HZ 

$4,500 J House for Rent Avoilobl" New ' 

l6314thAve 
San fn:mdaco_ CA -q~jtB 

$9,995 I House for Rent Available 06/01120 

908-Commerciol Ave 
South .Son Fr-ort.crsco. CA ·04-0ao 

$4,049 I House for Rent' AvaF.oble 03/14nb 

\., 650-866-9898 



*' · •.I 1 ';\I _0 l1r:q.J.::: '\'Jll\'\..v.a:partment5,com/l·l.!\1~t;,r,J::~1-!:t··.:JP~fl,~nL!:c_~~~~~!f~=:· ___ _ iZJ C \ / ()~ :apartme~~::~T ~~2~ t:ar~val --· ->!'A-irEl ..!J. 1ft 1;;1 

~ !•::,.),: ::: ~1enu ·Q;I Espa~ol (~ Apartments.com· Sig1'1l1p I Sign Itt fJ 
l ~ 

1420 Taravdl St v : Sirnilar Rentals Nearby· 
i;::; 

1420 Tor oval St, San Francisco, CA 94116- Centro! S'/:set 

No Availab1Jity 

House!;: i C;;lifol!'nta /. Sor~ Frandsc~ I 1420 Toravol St 

There ore no avc:i!oble- unrts~ 

£-~ds 6oths #of Units 

3 Beds 1 Bath 

These similar rentals nearby have available units. 

®This Property i' Available Property 

1t Avoid Scams 
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2701 42nd Ave 
Sen frand::::c. CA 9.:1:16 

$3,990 l House for Rent Avaiiable 03!15tL.O 

1221 Ptymouth.Ave 
San Fronc.Isc:o, CA 94512 

$4,995 l House for Rent. Available Now 

130 Plymouth Ave 
San Fmnc=:ico, .CA. 94l!2. 

$4,500 J House for R<;<nt ,h,voilob;,, 1\low 

l 
j 0 Emoii I ;.r·,.,. 2 ,;.:~~ 

16314thAve 
Son FroncJsco. CA 94it.S 

$9,995 I Hous.efor Rent A'tolloble 06/01i20 

908 -Co.mmercittl Ave 
South Son Fraridscti, CAi94080 

·$4, 049 I House for' Rent' Available 1\!ow · 

\. 650-866-9898 
•~""""~~ 



"~~:~ 1420 T-~ra\-al s~ Sa.n Francis ... '\"'\::;--~~~r::-T"""J"'~~~"';~::;-'::"?~::iJ"'TT~7(7JJ~0SJ~~';"\'0Y"?Tf":'r"C'?"C'Jf'T'i'';'"'?~~~'5(~~''l~3-::r;'i-~'0~~G;~~:~:1]~;0_lff''TSl?:'3\Tr:f15ZJ:;~00':")'"';""I0~{2";~"7~?";";~~i.l!J.!~~ 
!.4 ::tJI!ifJ fa 

"-----· . --- --- --------

;::: Menu Q;l Espanol •'·"lJ! v,.11 Apartrn.ents.com· 

No Avoilcrblllty v 
-~~;:~.J=~~ •..:.ol:forni,.:: :.13;1 Fr•Jncr:.c:o i 1420 :rorovo:l St 

~-e are no o:valloble units. 

. :;&!1; Baths 
.......,J 

#.of Units AVl:<rogeSf 

3Beds 1 Both 

These similar rentals nearby have available units. 

--~--~-~~ 

®This Property t Available-Property 
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Sign tip 1 S:gr• In 

. · ··-. : --.aor4zno"Rve 
5on r:'r;:rpci;;:c c.;. q4H.6 

$3,990 l HO<Jse for Rent Avoilobie 03/15!20 

1221 Plymouth Ave 
San F:undsco-. C,4 0~112. 

$4,995 ! H=se for Rent A•.:oi!ab!e Now 

':.. 'i . 130 Plymou:l:hA\re 
?on Ff?ndsco. 'CA.941t.2. 

$4,500 I Heuse.for Rent Avmlob!e-Now 

I 
. l 

f81-Ema;l J ~.,~:!,,,t;~c-~.'· 

l6314thAve 
Son Fr::!nd!:::o. c.;; 94~u:t 

$9,995 j HaL•se,fur RentAvoiklb!e 06/0l/20 

908 Commercla! Ave 
South Son franctsca C.A.,04€!30 

810 MassonAve 
Son Et:uno, G. 9"4066 

:1 
! 1 



Atr I· ult 1~ - ji-1- 2--0 '1 r.f';tt i/ rJ s c 
<r- San Francisco 

.... ·~ 

PROJ APPLI JION (PRJ) 
. : . . .. 

·. •, . 

Project Address: 1421) Tara val Street 

Blockllot{s): 2353/010 

Name: Peter Mandel 

Address: 35 Santa. Ana Ave Email Address: pmandel@mgmediatoion.com 

Telephone: 510 300 7500 

0 Same as above 

Name: WilliamPasbelinsky 

Company/Organization: 

1937 Hayes Street, San Francisco, Ca. 94117 Email Address: billpash@gmru.l.com 
Address: . 

Telephone: 415 806 3464 

Please Select Billing Contact: 

~~~--------finai: -~-------~--Phone::. _______ _ 

Please Select Primary Project Contact: 0 Owner 

ON/A 

Buifding Pennit Applications No(s): 2018-QS-08-6751 

ON/A 

PPA Applieation No(s): PPA letter Date: 

1458 
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· ~ · ... r ~ ··~: :· : . ·. · · . · 
6 

Project Description: 
Please provide a nar.rative project description that summarizes the proj~ and tts purpose. Please list any special 

authorizations or changes to the Planning Code or ZoninQ Maps if applicabte. 

rcxistingsingkfamr1)1 ~·~~~w3 ~ai~ 0;;; ~!;;vel.;;;;oo;;,jal I 

1

1

. I 
\ 

I 
I 
i 
l 
l 

I 
I 

. l 
! 
! 

I 
1 
I 

I 
·! 
I 

I 
Project Details: . 

21 Change ofUse .Ill Demolition 0 facade A.ltetations 0 ROW lmprownents 

0 Additions 0 tegistative/Zonfng Changes 0 lot Une Adjustment-SubdMsfon 0 Other _____ _ 

~1: OSenior Housing 0 100% AtfOfdabfe 0 Student Housir\g: 0 Dwelling Un.H lf!gafizatlon . 

0 lnclusiorlaryHouslng Required · 0 State Density Bonus 0 ~ DweHing VM: 

Indicate whether the project proposes rental or ownership units: 0 Rental Units 0 OWnership Units 0 Don't Know 

~= 0 formulaRetail 

0 Flnandat Service 

Estimated Construction Cost: $1.000.000 
-----~------

1459 
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MedkaiGSF 

en: (Cultural, Institutional, Educational) 

Useabfe Open Space GSF 

Hotel Rooms , 0 

Number of Bw1ding(s) 1 

Number of Stories 

Studio Units 

One Bedroom Units 

Twa Bedroom Units 

Three Bedroom (or+) Units· 

. . . I 

Group Housing- Rooms 0 

SROUnits. 0 

I 
Micro Units 1 0 

At:.cessory DweUing Units 
ro. MJili..ll!;t;dt ADtls~'ld k'lduOO UA!t ~ ' 

(e.g.studfo. 1 ~ 2~!!te.).and 
the sqt.~are footage area for each unit 

·0 

3 

1 

4 

0 

1460 
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~ . 
ltlisJorrn wiH <ietermine .if further. environmental review is. required. 

-
tfy()u are submitting a Building Permit ApplicatiOn only, pJease respond to the below questions to the best of your knowledge.· 
You do not need to submit any additional materials at this time, and an environmental planner wiU contact you with further 
~ons. · 

If you are submitting an application for entitlement, pJea5e submit the required suJ.lpfemental applications, technkaf studies, 
or other information lndkated below along with this Pr~t Application. · 

LMihiiii'IIIIN!IIUITopk fufuatlilllldon ~-'to ~a:;afscmuents 

~Project? 

1~ Gam~ Estimated .construction duration (rJ19nths}; N/A 

11.-~ Ooes the project involve replacement or 
repairofa buikfingfoundatlon? If yes, 

0 Yes ., No 

pleaseprollideihe fuundation design type 
(e.g., mat foundation, spread footings, 
drilled plefs, etc} 

2. Ti~ Ooesttte project invotve a child care fadrrty 0 Yes .,. No tfyes, SUbmit an Environmental 
or.schootwith 30 or more~ ora Supplemer.taf.. S!:OQQI and ~bild Care 
~;;oosquareteetor~? DroR;:Off & Pi,k-UQ Managgm~nt Plan. 

3. Shadow Would the project result in any 0 Yes· ., No ff yes. an initial review by a shadow 
construction CNe!'f40fuetin height? expert, indoding a rerot'rlfT!eltdation 

as to whether a shadOw analysis Is 
needed, marybe~,asdetettrined 
by Planning staff. (Jfthe project 
already underwent Preliminary ProJect 
Assessment. refet'to the shadow 
discussion in 'the PM~ 

.. 
An additional fee for a shadow review 
may he required. 

4. lillidgblle-IOK Does the project indude the removal or 0~ 1/'No Jfyes: 
addition of~ on, over, or adjacent to 

Number of existing trees on. over, or the project site? 
adjacent tn.theprojed'site: 

Number of existing trees on, over, or 
adjacent: to the project sare that wooki be 
removed by the project: 

~oftJ"eeson.oves:.«~tt ro 
. the project site that would be added by 
theproject . 

Sa..~ 0 Would the project Involve changes to the -' Yes ONo If yes. submit a complete .!::liiliu:k. 
~ frontfayKfe or an addition visible from the B~SQ!,m;:~ Q~terroinatiQD Supplemental 

public right-of-way of a structure built 45 Appfk:ation, tndude alf materials required 
or more years ago or located ifl a histotic in the~ ffidudlng a-romplete 
district? recotd ·(with copies) of all bWiding 

pem1its: 

Sit. Historic Woukf the project involve demolition of ., 
Yes ONo If yes. a historic resource~ion (HRE) · 

~· a structure constructed 45 or mQre years report w.ll1 be required. The scope of the 
ago, or a structure tocated wfthin a historic HRE wit! be determined in consuttation 
district? with CP~~!:iRE@>$fgQ~org. · 

Exhibit 4 
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WouJd the project iesult In soil 
distu~nce/modification greater than two 
(2) feet f;lelow grade in an armeologicaify 
sensitive area or eight (B) feet below grade 
in a ~semitivearea? 

7~ ~ -~ 0 Is the project located within a landslide 
HazardZone, liquefaction Zone or on a fot 
Withan~slopeof20%or·~? 

A.rnount of excavation (in cubic yards): 

a. Air~ 0 Woufdthe project add new sensitive 
receptors (specifica~ ~.day care 
fadJities, ~resldentialdwemngs, 
and .senlor-carefadlltles} within an Air 
Pollutant Exposure Zorie? 

. 

ilil. ·Jm ~ Wi:luk1 the project inYotve 'NOfkon a site 
~ with an existing or former gas station, 

parking lot, auto repair, dry cfeaner3', or 
heavy manufacturing use, or a site with 
U1'Jdeyyrotmd storage tanks? 

gb.·~. ~ Is the project site located within the 
~ Maher area and would~ involve ground 

disturbance of at least 50 cubic yards or a 
change-of usefrom·anlndustrW use ro a 
residentiat or institutional use? 

.. 

[ 

" Yes 0 No If Yes. provide dqlthof excaVationi 
dfsturbance·beloW g~ (fn feet"): 

0 Yes -' No Ag.eotechnJca! report prepared by a 
qualified professional must be S\Jbmitted 
if one. ofthe:fotlowingtbt5hokts apply 
to the projec:t: 

0 Yes -1' No · 

DYes "'No 

0 Yes .£ No 

. • ~ projectfnvolves: 

0 excavation of 5(}or more 

. <:Ubk yards of $00. ot 
0 ~~greater 

than t.,ooo ~iieet:outside 
of the f!'Jdstirrg l::ouildmg 
footprint. 

.. Theprojec:t~.ill Jot spit­
located on a slope equaf to-or greater 
than 20 percent. . . 

d-------· -tQM'4·•UY;JLalSU~~~ 
fii(Qlherdrwm.stqoo:s mdmtml&d~ 
··~ 

.. . 
~PbangsWlf, 

lf·yes, the propertyownermustsubmit 
copy of initial filed applkatioo with 
~ofpublk:~More 
Information Is found~. 

If yes, submit a~ l&Mronmentaf 
Site Assessment pmpated by a quaflfied 
consultant 

If yes,; submitacopyoftheMaher 
Application Form to the Department 
of Public Health. Also submit a receipt 
d Maher ~with the-Project 
Application. 

For more 11'7fomlat:lon about the 
Mahefprogramafld~.refer 
to the Department of Public~ 
EnvirQnmen!i!l Hei!lth DivisiQn. 

· Mabg_cruJ.mllment mgy.atsa be cs:gula:d 
fwo.ther~§deierminedkl! 
fnvironmental Pftmning5trJff 

Exhibit 4 
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()~.see the Property Information Map or speak with Pianni'ng Won:nat.ioo Center (PiC) staff to determine If tWs applies. 

V. 08.07,2i118- SAH FRANCISCO Pl.MINWGDEPARTMENT 
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1. .That existing ~ng retail uses be preserved and enhanced and ~opportunities fer resident 
employment in and owne~ip of such businesses enhanced; 

See attachment "A" 

2. That existing housing and neighborhood character oo conserved and protected in or:der to ~the culturat and 
economk diVersity of our neighborhoods; 

See Attachment n A" 

3. Jhat the Oty~ supply of affordable bousJng be preserved and enhanced; 

See attachment riA" 

4.. That commuter traffic not impede Muni transit service or overburden our streets or neighborhood parking; . . . . 

See Atta<:hment nA" 

5. That a diverse economic base be mafntained by protecting our iodustri"land service sectOI'S from dl$pfacement due 
to commercial office development. and that fut~ opportunities for resident employment and ownership in these 
sectors ~enhanced; 

See Allilchment ll A" 

6·. That the City achi~ the greatest passlble preparedness to protect against injury an.d ioss oftife in an.earthquake; 

See Attachment "A" 

!-------·-----··---~------·--···--·--·-----·----·-·- ··-------·--.. 

7. That landmarks and historic buildings be preserved; and 

See Attachment "A" 

f------·------------·--·---·----.. ··----- ·---- - --------·--------'------------·---l 

8. That our parks and open space and their access to sunlight and vistas be protected from development. 

See Attachment "A" 

Exhibit 4 
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.· •, . :' :. :, . :· ~ 

Under penalty of perjury the followtng declarations are made: 

a) ~undersigned is the oWr.er or authorized agent of the owner of this property. 

b) The information presented is true and correct to the best of my knowledge. 

<} Other information or applk.at005 may be .-equlred 

d) I herby authorize C'tty and County of San Francisco Plarming staff to conduct a site visit of this property a$ part of the City's 

review of this ~loo, maldng a» portions of the Interior and erterior ac~ through ~km of construction and 

th 

Architect 

Relationship to Project 
u .... OWner, lird.!tect, elL) 

lio!r~!INDal;l 

415 806 3464 

Phone 

Appticatlon receimf by Planning Department 

~:----------~-------------------------

1464 
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billpash@gmail.com . 

Email 
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Will,lam PasheUnsky 
Architect 
1937 Haye& Street 
San FrancJsco, Califorrlia .94117 
{415) 379 3676 
Ematl: ,bJUpash@gmall.com 

EXHIBIT A 

Prop M Findings 

~ ). . The project will not impact any neighborhood ·retail use. 

2). There wm be no impact to the ecOnomic and cufturaf diversity .. 

3), The project wilt add. to the City's supply of affordable housing .. 

4). Commuter traffic wiU not be impacted. 

· ·.fi). The ·project w:iU not impact the industria] or .service sectors. 

6). The project will meet all current seisrmc and structural codes~ 

7).. The project will not impact any ratidmark. or historic:. buildings. 

8). The project will not impact any parks. 
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Affidavit of Conducting a Pre'""AppHcation M_eefing! 

Sign-in Sheet and Issues/Responses submittal 

1 
William Pashetinsky 

I -...-..,........-~---...-·--......-~ 

•~ ! h}!:Vt' ·tor.:dnr'ti>:d a Fr~-App~icatiQn ·r..'l~;t:t!n~ for ~l'lt"' prc~po!'""':d l~l;}'it1 (:1)t1::;!ruction (J.r elt~tJ;ttl{)rt 

·prior fu submh:ting moy_ entirkment: (6uildmg f•cnnit, Varianct1, Conditiz.~n.al Us~, -et,;.;;.) in 
«.;:orctaHc.:~ '>•!i lh Pbn,nio~i Cl)rt:(fl ir~···i'.'" Pn.:.._A ppl i.:,;~i•>n Polic'y. 

· Th·.: nt~<::bn« w<t;S ,_))nthxkd .. ,_: l 1420 Taravai.Stree:t 
C't ..,....,..,_ - -- ..... ~· _.__ ·----, M~-· ., ._.,._._ ~ -~, -

on. __ 4_.1_z_._18 ________ ..,.-~~-__,_,{{~;Jtt) frooJI ___ 6_-7__._p_m.......,.-""--~~----(um'll')·, 

3. l baya induded t.l-tt! ma!ling U.st, mel'!tlng in:iti.auon;s:lgn-tn sh~t, i::;sudresponse s:qnu:q .. a!J, mci · 
.m.du.;:t,o{l pht:rts '>'{JJh th<~ e;~'tl:Itk·m~·nl. l~pr~Jici.:!:iu;1. I tn'Nh:n.~l:<J1'1<.1 th;'!il: ~ .,:;_rn ~e.:;._:y'i:)JflSJ'hl(!" ft:.l!f thi: . . . . . ~ . 

aO:::qrBcy l)f tnis htiormal:fon nnd lila t ~;~rr11ik'lHl,; inl<:Hm.1 tion may ti:':'ld t~) /i.u-s.pr·nsi(•n Hr :re;JO(.;.~ti,-Jn 

l ded.ar~ under penalty of f>Brjury undGT. the laws of the- St.1le of Ca lifomia that the h-:ot'~~going is true 31.ul 
. . ' 

E .. XE·CCTI~D ON THJS DAY, _J_u_ne_lB_t_h_~~---.J 2.0.12__ !N S,\N FR..i\NC'JSCO 

William Pashel.insky 
~~~-----~----~-
N<unt:• {typt' r)> print) 

Architect 

f\{".J;,~~m:o:;;hJp tu 1\ojed> e,g~ Qvmer,. Ag>ertt 
!'if Aglm.t;. i'!;iivc husinq:s.s n.1n1.~ and prof~.skm) 
~ '~· ....... ... ... 

1420 Taravat Street 

>l-'~'! tH.!f.:.':~r: 
PLMJNtr~Q 0~,1,:,.RTr~~'OIT 
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Pre-Application Meeting Sign-in Sheet 

~. kf·l i: r,.: A:c .• ln.··.·~~-·: __ 1::.,4.:..;2::.,0;:.._;T':".a:::-. r..;::ac:..v;:;.ai:..,.::::S..:.t:..:re~. e:::..t:........-'-~...,..-~-~----~-~.....,.....~-~-~...._...,._ ............__~. 

F-:\li•"·•t Add:-c·f.<;: __ 1_4_2_0_T_a_r·a_v_a_I_S_t_r_e_et_......,.. __ ~-------------'---~'----­
Peter Mandel 

Pk~.Jse pll'~n.~· yotH: n~D'tl< ~elo'(,-.•·, ~W~11te Y'Wr <fl.'lk'l.t'-t':~s &nd/or ;iiJfili(lt70<~ with ;r. rr.dgh:b"~L<d>ooo gr(lup. a:n-d 
p.!Y..l:;.rid~ you.r phurW nurr1tcr. Pruvjdihg. your nd.l1lC 11-.:hnw dcH;;$ n:nt n'ptro.·J~lit s:n ppc:>ft m'' oppos-1 ltfjf'1 f{) ilw 
p.a:rjt··Ct; il i.~• ft"IF dc.,i"l,Jrr!.I~J)t·!tlon Jnlrpt·)~:~..~ tJn!y·. 

lee.prop@yahoo .com imll1 . 

. 2~·-~--~-~~--~~~--~~--~-~_,.,.....-..,""""'_,=.,.""··'"'-·=-""""'-·~=~-*""c.~ ... ~~iiW! 
Tony lee 

D 

:..:,.,.•;: !-R.~ofrJ~ •. ~.,:r: 
~<itff.I-~G OIE!?~ftl't£1r;tt 
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Summary of discussion from the Pre~Application fVieeting 

MeetincP Dat"'' 4/12/18 

!v1~ding Tir.nr::·-~---~{iJlJrL.,~·---··-·· 
· !1\.·t~?~~ing Addre;;s:_ 1420 Taraval Street 

Proj c:d Add.rcs~:- -~--"'···--1~~?.2"~~al_~re:t _____________ ~---~------
Pr.opcriy Ow·n~r :"bml': . Peter Mandel . . . . 
frroi:~d Spon~>or/~xc:prcs;m~ative:_. __ W_il_lia_m.:... _P_a_s_h_le_in_s_k_,_y ___________ __: _______ _ 

P:lf\sfte s;u:mma..riz:e the quc!>tian.'i/:Comme:nts ;§nd your n~sp(lnse hom !he Pn~--ApplicatiGn meeting in th£!< 

~JJ<"'Icc b·claw. lrlt~;m>tsta~ifihow the pmjcct has h•:en m{Jdified in n::sptmsc to <~:ny concftrns-< 

General discussion· of plans 

· .. --.. ~.-.... __________ :.__ ______ ~~--~-

!,;:~)! l'i.O::~·~:.::,_;...!.; 

~LnJ',ii't'ii!MG IDEJ?'~rntu:::rr 
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APPLICATION FOR.BUILDING .. PERMIT· 
. ~- -

FRAME BUIL,DING 

. Application is hereby made to the ]oard of Public IV'orks of the City .an(l County of San Francisco for punniss1nn to 
· . d I I · t 1 ' .;.; 'L"' ' r - . ·•/- -

bml .•. ··fh.-J~s. /..;,C...~.-'· J..:. '-"''"'i¥t'· '· ·_:;:, ........ - ... ·~;'"o.rt the lot .~ituatetl, .. {!.;,,: .• <.Li.L•~J:..t, ~~;.:t~ .... ;O.!.:._.L:j-L,~!:'!-.~.:·.f:!• 7 

.; .. {'?'~; r ?..-!....:.~'-~~I :;;: .:I- ~ __ .k. {~ .. , __ , _. ---~---, ---·- __:___ ______ ::::__~~~---

in acclSrdance. with the plans ind specifications submitted herewith. . : 

"" .AU .JlmYiF.fons of tile wuff4ing l!!w #h.ui~·I!C .. Gomp!icd · w!Ht fn tlm !ll'('l'lfrm. of !;:ti<! hiiJI<Hnv., wltcll~t>l' s~wriOt•tl her~fn m· ,·, ··~·.·, ' s 0.' t' .', ' • • 
0 

: ' • .'•t_;: .~ '..~-,1-~~~ • ' .. • .· ', 0 :• ' • 

4

, ,f :.f}.. ;:;.•~ ,: .··.' •: • •' •' • ·.:.-~--~ '; •.:•,r:•, 
not, E.Hma ed cost of bmtd1ng $ ....... ,z.~.-.~"~·-.BuJ\dmg to be occtlp1ed as .. : .. , ........ ,; ..... :·.:.. ...... : ........ by No ...... C ................ t~l)ltllc.' ·. . . . -
Sizt:; 9£ f,.ot.. ... 2~.;::::~-.. -~ ........ _fe~t fron.t .... __ ... ,1.,£,., ........... ~ ....... .f~ct rear ........ ~t. .. 2;~; .. ,~; ...... -.. :Jcet deep, 

·. Si<e Qf P!OJ?ofi~d .bt.tilding ..... ,. .......... ...}:_;;~,,:,_·~ .... :ft~ hy."~ . .:,;,; .. ;,t. ....... ~ .......... .ft, Exi(tn)<l IJeil!ht of huilrilrtg ... , ;,,;~,:: ...... , ........ .ft. . . . 
Height in ~lear of ccllar.~-~a. . . .,::.L · · .... _ .. ,_ ...... _ .. Hcfght in ~lear of first stor)l ............ .r.:..Ji:i..:.:..L<..: .. ::,.:, ............ .. 

/ . . . . 
· H:eight in clear of ser.o.nd story.. ..._;.:.L.7 . ..;:._-f._.,,~,_ ....... Heigl1t in clear o£ third story:..~-·_·----~. ---.. -·--~ .. -

Height in clear of fourth ·stol)'.-..... .!. ......... _ ... _._,. .. _,, .. , .............. Reight in cl~ar of fifth. story ....... - .............. ...,. ..... - ............. ,._,_ 

. FQ~~d~tro.n. t0 b{.' 9.f, 1l1fltvri~l,.,~ .. ~-.!~t.':~:.~:..:: .. ::,-~.f.. ooC.,! .................. , .... ,., ... ~ ..... I thi<:l<nOSHI h•.-.~····-·······"·'~'''''I'••" .. '"""'" ... ''!~: .. ~.M .. ,, ... , .. ~ ............ fnch~s 
·. Srze. io~tir,gs ............ L..,J. ....... - ... -it\.;hes, Gt·efitcst h~ighL .... ~2~;i;,~_ ... _ .. -..... ~ ... " ..... ....:~ ...... , .. :.,, .. ~ ... ~·-:··- ......... ·:- .......... ~ ......... .. 

Size o.f >tuds. in basell1ent--~~::!_· __ by......,..._f_:__:...i __ inches .. _:__i.(,____jncbes on: centers • 

. $i>;e .of fit!Hls in fJrst storr----·· .... ,,L.'"_ ... J)y .. - ... ..:.;.!. .. ~ ........ -~~.!nchcs---t .. b_ .. _. ____ .;ncbes qn centers. 

·Size of studs ih s<:cond story ............. ;L ............ by ............ / .... ~ ......... - . ...lncbcs ........ .! .. (:, .... , ................ htchcs on Cc!ltcrs. 

Siie of studs in third story-·~-. -·---·bY---···----incltes-· --~---incites on CC)lte,s. 

Size of $~\l,ds in fourth story_.~ .. -----.... ~.))y .. ~ ........................... - .. inchcs .. _ .................... ., ... _.Jnch\'5 on centers, 

:.-.::,"--::Size a£ stu,ddn fifth stOrY-----·~~.........__.by_ ....... ~ ........ _""'-·-"'·-luc)t\!\0 .• - ............ - ...... , .... ~ .. .{u.chcs IJJl C<l!lt~rR. 
'·'.' .. ' f : .: . . .' : . . · . .: . .tt- t__/~· '. '~:.o;:~.:"' .;~ / .. ~~ :...! .-r .:{· .. ..;./ ' . r 

V\ all covenng to be oL-----.--~-,-· ---·~--r--~------·"'·---.----------·-· 

Hrst floor .. joi"sts ........ : .......... L~ .. -by h1_.int:b~ .... L(_in.cbe~/on centers, Longest span between sup.Ports~:..2 .. ft. 

S d fl ... ·t • . b . fj " h "I .. " •t L L ••• , t / ") 't. econ o0t JOI> s. ...... ,.::.: ... ...-:·- y:_,:_;: __ ,l)c cs • ..<c .. : ... ~.mcnes on ccp ers. . ongesL span '-"'•we~~ suppot s .. - .. ~ .... < 

Third floor jofsts .. ~ ............. o-........ fiy •. _ ......... .ihches .............. h\cbes on cctrl~rs. Longest s~an llctwccn s1ip(l0rb; .... :.. ....... £~, . . 
Fourtb. floor )oists----... - ........ by .. _ .... in~hes ........... _.inches on tenters. Longest span· between supports.. ___ .. ft; 

Fifth. l!OQr joists .. , ............. ,,. .. , __ by .. - ...... _)m;hes ............. ..inthcs on centers. Longest SJian \:>~tween SUf?pOrts-.-··-ft, 
..... · · R~ltcrs ............ ~: ... ··--·r'"" .• :t.." ............. by ..... .::i:. .... iJic\)eo.f:' ... t ... lild\C£ on ccnterR. T..on~rcst <>p~o. batw~~~~ .5\lt>pMt~./- .. f. ....... ft, 

Roof coveted~ wi~11_..:!:: . ...r.2.~:..:.f-.;./~:.-----·--~ .. --w-~ .. Stcep m:.:.Utati' ~ .... -~-.. .,...-- ·--............... -·---··-------·h-· 
S td ' ' '' . .,J 1 f' ' I . ;/; . h . t tt s- .tn l;tearlng J?.?.rbhonS.--~--· ... ~ ........... )Ji .. .,.. .. _., ..... s.~ ............... 1nc 1eS~---.,:.!.,..~·-.-..... mc es .on cen e..rs. !~;t,~aP:~~o~~ 

. Chimn.eys of _ _."L.;..>. . .u: .... ci!:...::.::.,r..lirieU wjtb_4-~ ............ : .... :·'"'"'"''"·"""'[llasterc<l ....... : .•. ~- ............... ,................ · ou\"'"" oM•· 

· An'f gas gt•atcs ?~ .. i... .... ,. ...... ....J\ny pafcnt f!ues? ..... t:~L-----·.Ts the building to be heated, and how? .. - ............... ~ ....... , ................. . 

'·' .. ,. Any opening- to basemeht in sid~walk£ ___ -:--.... ~-----Any elevator, Jreight-passagc or dumb? .. -.,.-.--............ --.. ~ 

-~~ ', . .'• .~·~''''M'''''"''"""'w'••r•oi-.•J•""''',...........""..,'""!_,......,.,,,..,,...,.,. • ...,.. . .,, .. ,,...;...,,,.,,....,,,.,.,,!:••"•".-1'"''..,..,.f~ ... ,.,,~,,~,, .. ,_,,_.,~,....,,.:,..~;--'""-. .. ....,..,_,':'"""~-.- .... ,._.,; .. ,._,.¥••-•,.--,, ... ,,...,~__,.,, 

'Tllcre· ar~·to'-oc .. :.,: .. :.:~ ... 7.:::.:::; .. :~.~.;~tai:tll';\)il;.:~d.::.:.:,.;;.'.: ...... :"·:ftwid.,. Toca!ed .... :.-:'/;~.tf?l,;.:t .. :~ .. :t, .• , .. i;;i,i!! .. :>l.;:..: .......... : . .,; ....... : ... , ... : ... · .• ·. 

I iterel>,y egrce to :.:ave, itid~mt}ify ,11H). keep harmless tl1c City and piiunty df Sa11 llfmtcisco ~gttinst rtlllia1!ilit'f<1~. 
juo;lgn1e,tts, ~~sts ~l)d exp~nses which may in an)~vis~ accrue a.galn.st s~itt city and. counf;Y1n consequence of th~ gran ling 

. of thi:; permit; .or froilJ the use or oc:cu~ancy of ;u1y si<kwallr, str~d~ or su!.l-sid~w~1k J)hrccd by vlttuc thereof, and will. 

i~. :dl tliitlJ,."S :.~fklly .eolllply whh thh. conditio!l~ of this permit. · . · 

',;1· . f \. h't ·L . . I \ 1 a~e 6 !. rc 1 ec __ .. ...._.-.. ·~·~----··--~~.-M .. , __ ,_,._ 

. ::~::~,=~32:~~:~i·~~ j ·-·-· .//...," .. ·f··f ... , .. J...:..-.•·" ... .:..: .. I.~ ... ..::....: .... :Jl:::tJ~vncr , 

A<ldru!is ............... - :·. :: r:; ~-: .... :: ... ~:.: .. :~ . ./:~:- .. :f.. v~~-!: ~'!_1_ 

~Notc-'J;'he OWP,~:'> ilall)~ must.bc sigJled by himself o< by his Architec~ or attthnr\zcd Aget1t.) 
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....... 
,.f.i:. 
........ 

u:eau of ~ Prevention and In.vestiga~on 

.. . '\:.. \. 
Construct and ins~all onJmilding to satisfac-, 
m df Bureau of Fire Prevention the following 
:e protection equipment and appliances·: ' · 

•••--'•-•-:-•-••-,••••••'~--.. •••••• .. ----------.. -•••••;•A••-••••••••-•••••••' 

___________ :: __ ~------------------.. --::-----~------:...~---------~------
------;:.....:. ... r------} .................................... ___________ .. _:. _______________ _ 

D.: (Dry) St~ndpipes ............ : .................... ...: ..... : 

::es:::.~~:::~=::::::~::::~~=:::=.=~:=:=:~::=:=:::~~: 

~~: 

·~;:-

Approved: 

. . ·----------------------------------------------------------------
Superintendent Bureau of Building Inspec1;!on 

"""'""'~ . --~---~-~ I 
A_,a£.·. ~~~' 
__.,';:_~~~":! 
Approved: .- . ~ ' ... 

: .. 
.. , .... ,__~--~:------------.-----------:-;..D';";;;;;~;:-.;t~·p;-;b:iJ:;;-:B:;;Jlli . . 

~ . : .. 
....... 'ater .. Service Connection.. .. _ .... : .. : .... : .. i:····•·--.:_.:.: -f'-pproved: ;;· 

round Floor Pipe Casing~ .......... ..:.. ...... ; ....... : ........ : . 

efri\ieratio~ ..... L .............. - ........ : ...... _ ............... ~ '':·, 
. -~-; 

tcin~rators ......................... :._ ....... ~----.. -: ........ :: ...... ; · .. _:.: .~ .................. , ..... .: ..... - ... ·~·:o;;a;:t-;~~;-;;tEi;~icit;; 
·------~.-:.l";~-------------------~-----;-~--------;--..:..---:----....:..~--f-: ; 
-----------~----; ..... ....: ....... ! ................... ;..._ .. .;...: .... :.· ··' ~pproyed: 

----:----_:·------:---:-------------~----·--:=-:=--------;----------~ ::·:~· 
·-------------------------------------~~---------~----.:.._ ___ : 
·-=--------------.------------~--~-------~----:-----:----------------·. 

PPROv . .~MJ; 
;:; ., 

:. .• .f 

FRANK P. KEJLii:..Y,:ciJ.ief 1 ; ·· 

Divisiogn of Fire Pre;~~ti;~ and' Inve~~gation 

(..) ~ CI-;;Jz'frt:t __ _ 
o>< 
-n :::r 
...J.. rr 
~;:::;.: 

0) 

·. J: 

--------------... ------·------------:------------.. ------------------------. .. 
Bureau of Engineering· 

[ 

Appr'inted: 

}:. 
....................... - .... , ............... , ...... ,____________________ f 

Art Commission 

i 
'Jc 

iflthf~ 

(. 

. ' 

;¥~~:··! 
~fy~ 
' ': ~;1 

, ... 
BLDG: FORM-

.AdO'O 1\1101::1::10 
- ~ ' ' . t.:;:.u '" Sm ·--· > 
,l- "1 ...., 7 

2>-~ -"I-' -. ... " .,. '7.:1 .... """"' 
a~ .:- ....... 

-· :> 

3 . 
-~--':0.-.fl. /' · · . - _ : ......... :... ... ~Owner 

·-~~-- .. . 

FOR PERMIT TO M.AE.E 
' . . ~ . 

ADD_1:l:IONS, ~T~ATIONS or ~EPAIRS 

:· : TO BUILDING 

,l ': .:_; .>z..,· . . _f7.:. » 
.. . --

! 
·Locatioil!L~.Y~-~ 

'. ·. :_:r~·~.-z~--~;--L-
}, ·;cost :)i.J'.J:L2.,.'>!:>2L...: ..................... _. _________ _ :: 

,·· .. 

! .. 

.! Wi>sk:men's ~ompensa~on Insurance '· .• 
.. · Policy or Cer;tf.ficate filea. with Central: :'. 

·,_ 

:-- Permit Bureau • :. ., . • .• ·: • ·D· ' · ... ·.... ~ ; ' : . . 
j·:: !' ... . ; ; : . : 

l :~· . i _:· ,--,.<,,· f.L'l ... :~?~~~~: ... :·_· 

J 
File,q .. 1.~"_:~-l.\' ':u~ -; .. ,,. ;:r.-';J;;J~lr 19«'... .... 

• • / ·~.. -· \.~ ~ f....,r ... ~:. · •. {l·t;~~" ~ • . 

.. ; . ,,.~-~i:i·~ u.;... .. . . . ·. ' 

-~ · -.- · .. .,.,. ..... ..., · r r.a£..Q · ·' 
, ·Approved: M e.'i: '2 .. · ·-' · 'i 
,. : "·' W:. '. r ~ r. (' 'I . . 
r .. ·ii' :· .. . ·;~-.i~--r~ ·· 

~ ..... ..: ..... ~~:.:~~~~;~;~~~~~~~~i~~:-~~-~----
:: Super!nteii:CientBureau of Buil~g :fsJ;iectlon 
~- ·; . . . . . . . . , . 

.l 

. : No"Workmeh's Compensation In'sur· -'' 
~-. an~e P~licy br Gertific~te on file for ; ,., ., I' .. . . . 
. r~nof~ch:sio~ch"1<ed:: ; . r •'! . :' ':··· ':··, : < 0 ':5 I 'L . 

: •' l ! • /, • I • ' '• '" . (:If'< ' ' • • 
(a~ N~ one to b~ employed ;-: 0- · :: ,Pernut No ... ...: ......... ___________________ : ___________ ;_ 

(b'/c~su~ll~b~/~n~-Y t;··be: · ~·: ··. ·.. ' . . JUI'l12 1946:·. .. 
:" e~pl?y.ef . ~. , ~ . : . f' .. ~ ''· I .Is.sued ............ :;c..: .... ,"-------------------:.... 194.... .. t 

-(c). ~e:vices~ .orla)lor: t? be perfor~e< -~ j·. · 
• 1 In. return. for a1d or susten~nce .,./ · · · 

only,. rebeive·:l froni any. rdigious, · .. · 
<;liaritable or relief organizo.tion D i 

. .. 'f 

.•. l 



Write in Ink-File Two Copies , 

Cl'I.'Y AND COUNTY OF .SAN FRiANCISCO 

TMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS OENTRAL'PERMIT BUREAU 

~~~c~6~'· FO~- BUILlJJNG PER~~ \\~f~'®. 
, .... -, . ~'i-,. ®~®ISn·- \U 
r. :. . .. · .. ALTEm~TxON ~\}) " 0 ~ ·v:}£;6 

' ., . .. {\\ r\ r~W. 
. .' ' . : • --··:··------l-'-L-:--' _ cW>•""_,:~1l;.~~,-----194,..L. ... 

. .Applicatio_n is l:!ereby_ m2;de ta the Depa:tment .. af Public Wo:vlWJ.§~m ~Jii': ' unty o~ San Fran-
CJ.Sca for pernu..."SlOn to build m act;ordance With the plans and specro.ii.auio~ sub ed hereWith and ·aa-

.. cording to.the de~cription and for the purp:#inafter .~et fort'ii: . . · . ·. . . 

(1). Locatlon....j1J,f2 .... ~-------·-------,--.-----------··------,--------·-----·-··-···-····--------·----·--···--
(2) P~t o~ of billJamg.:)$~.__:__._No. cf """"""-~ 
(3) Ui;e of building hereafter ............... :__ .: ... - · . ____ ,: ___ , ____ : .................... Nci: of familie~--~. 

7£"::o<>:> . . . 
( 4) Total Cost $.;--tl.O.~~----.... ::~ _ : . . . 

:_:":~:z:;:~-~2&~-::~: 
-------~---.,---':.. _____________ : __________________ (/.. ____ . ____ .. _____________________________________ ...,. ______________________________________ ~ ... -----------------· 

. . ~ 

....... .: ... ~--------·-----------:----------------------- ...... ----------------------·-:-·----~-:------------------------------··-:·-------------------:.----------· 

------------------------------"'---··----·:o--------------·-···--------·------------·----------~----:··-:-------------·--------·--------------------------------·-------·--

---:·····-;·---:----:;·------------------';""-----------------.------------:----·-------------------------------------------:-··--------------------

:::::;:;~~E~~~~=:~; 
. I hereby certify and a~\)C, if a permit_is issue~t all the provi1;ions of the ·BUILDING LAW, 

THE BmLDING ZONE ORDJNANCES, SEr-BAC)f}J:NE REQUffiE:¥ENTS AND TEE F-!RE ORDI­
-:NANCES OF THE CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO arid the STATE HOUSING AC'r-OF 
CALIFORNIA will be complied.with, whether herein specified'or not;· and I hereby ·a'gree to save, in­
denmify and keep ha:rmless. the City and County· of San Francisco aga_inst all liabilities, judgments, 
costs and expenSes which may. in anywise accrue against said city and county in consequence of the 
granting of this permit, or from the use or occupancy of any sidewalk, street or sub-~idewalk placed by 
virtue thereof, and will in aJl tl:J!-ngs strictly comply with the con4ition~ of this permit. · 

(8l · ArchitecL ... ______ ............... ~--------------------~------------------! ........................ : ........ : _______ ., .................... : ......... ~ .. 

Certificate No ... .: ........... .: ....................................... License No .......... ~----------------------------·---------·----------:.: ..... . 
State of Califon$. · · City and County of San Francisco 

Address.: .. : ........... : ... ·----------------.;------------------~-------------------------·-·----: .............. :.. .................. :, ........ : ............. : .. 

(9) Engine~r ...... .:. ...... - ..... ..,.. ......................... ,·-------------------------------------------·----------~-----·-··-------------~---,--·-----··--

~tZ~~~~--------'--------------·--:--·:·:·----·-~-g~;n:t~~ty.~t&;;;:·m;;~i;;~--'---·-:·'--·-------------·· 
AdClresS . .:.. .. _________________ __: ___________________ ., ...... _ ....... : ......... __ _-___ ...... : ............................................. : ................... . . . . . 

(10) Plans and,sp_ecif\catiqns .PJ;-epaJ:%1 by_· . _ . _ . . 
oth_er than Architect or Engineer ... : .... .: .. ::---···-·----·----··-·------: ...... .: ............................ :"·---··--·······--·-------···--· 

(11) ~=:~:;~~f.~?;;;zf;:;:z:::=::~:~~:::::=~~::::::::::;:~~::::::::::::::~:::::::~::::::::::.· 
License No . .i:£;;.:3./ .... ______ , _____ ,_: ................... :.License ;No.fMJ.. ....................... ~ ................... ~ .. : ........ . 
State of California: . City and County of San Francisco · . · 

.Address .. /'f-!/::k:.J~ .. --~-----·--·-----------···:·----:: ........ : ............... :.-: ........................ · 
(12) Owner .. ~----~-------~: .................... ~-~----------:----------------·----------: .. : ........ , ...... .. 

·:~~~--=--=:~~~;,=~~~~~-;;;:=· 
THE DEPARTMENT WILL CALL UP TELEPHONE NO .. ~.:d.J);?L, _______ __ 

. IF ANY ALTERA'l;'IONS OR CHANGES ARE NECESSARY ON THE PLANS S_UEMITrED. 
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-....... 
.J:::o 
-.I 
.J:::o 

\' • -.,:,•'-'! 
. - . o' t\\'1. 

ApJlrovoo: · "'""''~ 0. '1.'~~'1' ·s- · ~~el(·-:,.\"\.\'- e~<c-; 0\. '{(\.\ 6 
Zone ············"··'-'····r;<&<'!f.··u.;s<>·· .. 'i.o·~···· 

P --~~'1.';;:, '~{\£, ~--~'1. \~ . c c 1!'~:-;:-g"" ··.··"'·~---(l\'<\U.'!.·-···.·-··--··· 
·~:.''-~"' "~G '1)'.0 K_ G · · 

'"''' , y;s'oS" ·{\o\G ·:1, o . \!:.~-~.,...s~'"C\~· os \\o \: ~ cl;es . 
\''"' c\10>"-~ (fJ''-'"' 0co6~· 

r,:p'0:.:_. c·;"vJ \\,'\(1~ . 
\!\r::N' \{\'?-\':\ • .. .. 
c~\~ 

~----··············----~ep;:rU.;.~~-;;f·Cii).~fj.;;;;,fug 

Approved: 

---------------------·--~----
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Appl. I [f?dJ.JJ3 ~ 
Address ---=-==-=~~=--

Pureuant to the BUs 
hereby affirm that I 
Cbapte~ 9 (commencing 

· Business and Profeaeic:ma Code, 
foree and etteet. 

Licens~--------------====-
De.te 
----~= 

OWrter-~ilder Declaration 

I 

I hereby affirm that I am .exempt :tram the Contractor • a License 
Law,. Business and Professions Code. (Sec. 7031.5). (Mark the· 

' ,ppropriate box below. ) · · 

'l$l. I, as owner of the property,. or my empl.oyees with :wages 
as their sole cOmpensation will do the work,. and the 
structure is ~ot intend~ or C>:ttered for sale (Sec. 7ola4). 
I :rurther acknowledge that I un.ders.tand and agree that in 
th~ event that any work ie c~ced contrary to the 
representa.ticm.s contained herein, that the Permit herein 
applied for shall be deemed cancelled. 

t,nrchitect · 
0 I; asiJowner am contn,tettng with licensed contractors to 

cMSt:ruct tb,is project (Sec. 70114). · I certuY that at 
the time such contractors are selected I will have the~ 
file a copy .of this form (Licensed Contractors Declaration) 
prior· to the commencement of ·any 'NO'rlt~ I further . 
acknowlecJge that I un.deratand Md agree that, 1n· the event 
that said contraetofS tail to file a copy of the Declaration 
with the Central Permit BUreau,. that the Permit herein 
applied f.Qr shall be deemed cancelled • 

. 0 I am· exempt under Busines.s end Professions Code ,Sec·~""""""'-

:IOTICE: 11Any Vi@4.tioo of the Bus .. & :i?l'O:t ... Code Sec .. 7031.5 bY 
~permit &;pplie&'!,t shall be ~:rubject to a eivil pena.l.ty oi" oot 
more~ five hundred dol~ ($500)ow BusQ & PrO~. Code Sec. 1031.5 
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I hereby certi,fy ·that .for .-the p~os~ of .filillg an 
application for a building or other permit with the 
Central l?ermit Bu.r.eauy or comple~on o.f any .form rel,_t;lted · 
to the s-.F • .Building Code, or to City and. County ordin­
ances and reg-alations y or to Stat-e .laws and codes, I am. 
the ·agent of the owner and ~ authorized to sign. all 
document~ connected wi~h this a.~plication or permit~ . . . 

I declare under pena:l ty of· perjury thatj the foregoing 
is true and correct. 1 ~ 

[;!. LJ{ 
lpp!icantus Signature 
if }1 ff¥0GL-

TYPe or Print Name 
1/07_fq~$;z .· .. 
tae11.ti£~cation (Di'ivers tic. No .. ;· etc. ) 

· o;;Be e · ___.. 

Date 
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CERTIFICATION OF ~ AGENT . 

I hereby certi~y tnat for the p~ose of filing an 
applica.t:i,on for a building or other .permit 'With the. 
Central Permit Bureau, or cOlJWletion o.f any .fopn related 
to the- S.F .. Building Code, or to City and Cotinty ordin- · 
a.nces and reg-Illations, or to State 1aw:s and codes, I aJll 

the agent of the own.er and am: authorized to sign. all 
(locuments connected with thiS application. or permit .. 

I declare under ~enalty of ~erjury thatithe .foregoing 

. is true and eo=ect. / j / · ... ') . 

fl'- ut 
lpplicantwa Signature · 

' lllt!l,v.O.Gf-

Date 
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CERTIFICAT:!ON OF AUTHORIZED AGENT 

I hereby certify that f.or the pucyose of filing an 
application for a building or other permit with the 
CEmtral Pel't!1it· Bureau, or completion o.f any Ior!il r-elated 
to the S.F. Building 06de, o~ to City and County ordin~ 
apc~s an~·r~gUlations, or to State lawa and codest I am 
the: agent of the owner and am authorized to sign all 
documeiitf;J copnected with this.. application or pe:rimit .. · 

I declare un.der ··penalty of perjury that the foregoing 
is true and ¢orrect. 

• ~ 't' • ~ • • 

lpplica.nt 1 s Sign~ture · . _ 

~~o~.Lv4¢f ..}Jobh/ 
Type or Pr1nt Name ~ 
y ~-/6 :;(/1 /~ . . 

ldentif'ication (Dri -vera tic. }fa. s et-c. ) 

AE-P.ft€1£ 
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.-·~rer /'~'1 
. ·; 

II h#A/O.FL_ . 

. tX /3~- .1-'..<;;y~ 
. tf /? C./!7, 9411 ~ 

... First American Title Company 
. 1415) 989..t3(JO . 

2:!!; SANSOME ST. • P.O. SO)( 3078. RINCON ANNEX. S. F .• CA 94104 
5174 MISSION STREET • SAN FRANCISCo, CALIFORNIA 941!2 
1235 NORIEGA STREET • SAi\1 FfiAIIICISCO. CALIFORNIA 941?2 
312WEST PORTAL AVENUE • SAN FiiANCISCo; CAliFORNIA 94127 
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Density Without Demolition 
Stephanie M_eeks June 11, 2017 

Tearing down old buildings won't make our cities more afford.:tble or inviting. It's 
time to make better use of the buildings and spaces we already hc:~.ve. 

As anyone who's tried to find an apartment lately can tell you firsthand, many of 
America's biggest cities are in the midst of a full-blown affordability crisis. All O\(er the 
country, as young job-seekers and empty nesters both look to enjoy·a more urban daily 
experience than offered by the previous suburban ideal, neighborhoods are struggling 
with skyrocketing housing ·and rental costs and surging development pressure. 

We face some tough challenges in trying to navigate these pressures, but creating a 
false dichoto.my between affordabl_e housing and historic preservation should not be one 
of them. Creating affordable housing and retaining urban character are not a tall . 
competing goals. In ·fact, contrary to the conventional wisdom, they can most­
successfully be achieved in tandem. 

This may seem surprising at first, especially given the debates now raging in several 
cities. Take Portland, for instance, where a highly contested state bill aimed at spurring . 
affordable housing also thre_atens to weaken historic protections ·and, in so doing, foster 
a wave of demolition that only threatens fo further raise the cost of homes there.* Last 
November, San Francisco voters rejected a hotly contested housin·g moratorium 
targeting the Mission District, a traditionally Latino neighborhood that has become the. 
favorite· of workers in the region's. burgeoning tech sector. In Los Angeles, meanwhile, 
residents argued sharply over MeasureS, a voter initiative that would have restricted 
qny large-scale construction th.at did not conform to the city's planning. guidelines·. 

Even in our most densely populated cities, parking takes up inordinate amounts of 
valuable urban space. . 
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Unfortunately, the heated rhetoric in these cases suggests there is a natural opposition 
between affordability and community character. In fact, we can achieve both at the 
same time, as evidenced by the past several years of research at the National Trust. In 
city after city, we have found that neighborhoods with older, smaller buildings and 
mixed-age blocks tend to provide more units of affordable rental housing, defined as 
housing whose monthly rent is a third or less of that city's median income. 

These areas also. performed better along a host of other important social, economic, 
and environmental metrics. Across all 50 Cities surveyed in our new Atlas of 
ReUrbanism, a comprehensive, block-by-block study of t\le American urban landscape, 
areas of older, smaller buildings ahd mixed-age blocks boast 33 percent more new 
business jobs, 46 percent more small business jobs, and 60 percent more women- and 
minofity-owned businesses. 

They are also denser than newer areas. As anywhere from Boston's North End to 
Miami's Little Havana can attest, relatively !ow-slung, human-scale neighborhoods \Nith 
older fabric are the "missing middle" of cities and can achieve surprisingiy high 

·population densities. 

Simply put, older blocks often offer more affordable housing options than newer areas 
of the city, while creating employment and entrepreneurial opportunities for urban 
residents of all incomes. At a time when cities are struggling with the high costs of 
adding new affordable housing, making better use of the tremendous adaptive potential 
of under-used existing buildings is a proven way forward that sidesteps many of the 
problems posed by demolition for new construction. 

Of course, in many cities, new construction is also needed to keep pace with growing 
numbers of residents. But this new development doesn't have to dwarf established 

. neighborhoods or demolish existing urban fabric to accommodate growth. Almos~ 
anywhere you look, there are opportunities for sensitive. and compatible infill that can 
Emrich urban character rather than diminish it. 
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Statement of Appeal to Board of Supervisors of Conditional Use Authorization 
Planning Case# 2018-Q11904CUA Building Permit Application 201808086754. 
1420 Taraval Street 

STATEMENT OF APPEAL (5 pages) 

a) Set forth ·the part(s) of the decision the appeal is taken 
from: 
Paragraph 9 (pages 10-11 ). General Plan Compliance. Housing Erement 
Objectives and Policies 

Paragraph 10 (pages 15-16) 
Planning Code Section 101.1 (b) establishes eight priority-planning policies and 
requires review of permits for consistency with said policies. 

Paragraph 8 (pages 7-10) 
iii. Whether the propE?rty is a "historical resource" under CEQA 
iv. Whether the removal of the resource will have a substantial adverse effect under 
CEQA 
v. Whether the project converts rental housing to other forms of tenure or occupancy; 
vi. Whether the project removes rental units subject to the Residential Rent Stabilization 
an~ Arbitration Ordinance or affordable housing; . 
ix. Whether the project protects the relative affordability of existing housing; 

Paragraph 7 (p.S-6) 
A. Compatibility with the neighborhood or community per SF Planning Code 303 

· b) Set forth the rea.sons in support of your appeal 
A Conditional Use refers to a use that is not principally permitted in a particular Zoning 
District, according to the CUA application packet. Conditional Usesrecjuire a Planning 
Commission hearing in order to determine if the proposed use is necessary or desirable 
to the neighborhood, whether it may potentially have a negative effect on the 
surrounding neighborhood, and whether the use complies with the San Francisco 

General Plan. Reasons for this appeal are: 
1) Not consistent with the San Francisco Gen~ral Plan Housing 
Element and SF Planning Code 101.1 (b) 

The 1420 Taraval project is not consistent with Objectives 2 and 3 
(see Exhibit A: San Francisco General Plan Housing Element-

. Summary of Objectives an,d Policies attached hereto and incorporated 
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by reference) and several policies of the San Francisco General Plan 
Housing Element. These include: 

Policy 2.1 Discourage the demolition of sound existing housing 
unless the demolition' results in a net increase in affordable hou~ing. 

The 1420 Taraval project would replace naturally-affordablehousing ·. 
with market-rate housing· and therefore is not consistent with Policy 2.1. . 

Policy 3.1 Preserve rental units, especially rent controlled units, 
to meet the City's affordable housing needs 

1420 Taraval is subject to the Residential Rent Stabilization and 
Arbitration Ordinance. Three tenants who comprise three separate 
households (in that they are not a family unit) have naturally affordable 

• .....--~ - ~ • " • • • • • " f I • I I r-"11. I" #""\ A rent. I heretore, the proJect 1s not constsrem wnn t-'OIICY 0. 1 

policy 3.4 Preserve "naturally affordable" housing types, such 
as smaller and older· ownership units. 

1420 Taraval is a "naturally affordable" older housing type with 
annual property tax of $1,869.32 for this fiscal year.· The economics of 
demolishing existing rental property with a very low tax base and replaCing· 
it with market-rate housing with a tax base more than twenty times higher 
plus recovery of new construction costs (highest in the world in SF, 
according to the New York Times) further renders the existing housing type 
"naturally affordable" housing that should be preserved. Therefore, the 
project is not consistent with Policy 3.4. 

Further, the 1420 Taraval project is not in compliance with the San 
Francisco Planning Code Section 101.1(b) which provides for general 
plan consistency and implementation including Priority Policies 2 and 3 
(see Exhibit B: SF Planning Code Section 101.1(b) attached hereto 
and incorporated by reference) 

"That existing housing and neighborhood character be conserved and 
protected in order to preserve the cultural and economic diversity of our 
neighborhoods." 
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.. 
'That the City'$ supply of affordable housing be preserved and 

enhanced."· 

2) Decreases "naturally affordable" housing in the Parkside district 
The existing 3-story structure currently houses at least 3 current tenants 

living cooperatively in a 3-bedroom house and paying naturally affordable 
rent for 2,176 square feet of space (725 square feet per person). In 

. contrast, average rent in San Francisco is $3,688 for an average-:-sized 
apartment of 7 4 7 square feet, according to RentCafe. 

. . 

The proposed project would replace "naturally affordable". housing with 
market-rate housin'g. Considering that San Francisco has the highest 
housing construction costs in the world, only high-income tenants would be 
abl.e to afford living in the proposed new structure. · 

·It should be noted that it is misleading that the 3-bedroom, 3-story, .2. 176 
square foot house has been represented variously as a 2-bedroom and 
even a 1'-bedroom house (seep. 10 of decision, bottom of page). 

According to the project plans, the second floor contains 4 good-sized 
rooms. The plans label two of the rooms as bedrooms and the other two 

rooms as family room and sitting room. 

3) Displaces a minimum of 3 current tenants paying naturally 
affordable rent. · 
These tenants comprise 3. separate naturally-affordable rate ·households in 
that they arrived at 1420 Jaraval at different times and are not part of a 
family unit. Multiple households living cooperatively and sharing existing 
strudures are some of the most affordable housing available in San 

Francisco. 

4) Destroys a rare historical resource and negatively impacts the look, 
feel and character of the Parks ide district 
The. 1420 TaravaJ project would demolish one of Parkside's earliest 
houses, a 1907-1909 craftsman yvhich is the last remaining house in a row 
built by Hugh Keenan who afso built the Grateful Dead house at 710 

3. 
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Ash bury Street. It was constructed following the 1906 earthquake. 
According to the Preservation Team Review Form attached to the CEQA 
Categorical Exception Determination (see Exhibit C: Preservation Team 
Review Form attached hereto and incorporated by reference), 

'The subject property is significant under Criterion 1 as part of the 
early residential development of Parkside and the later evolution to 

· accommodate commercial uses and under Criterion 3 as a rare 
example of early twentieth century residential architecture in the 
Parkside." · 

However, the subjective review concludes that the property "does not retain 
integrity due to significant alterations." 

According to Woody LaBounty, local historian and co-author of the 
Parkside District historic context statement adopted by the City of San 
Francisco, ''With proper contextual consideration of the materials, design, 
feeling, location, association.and setting, 1420 Taraval easily retains a 

. . . 
majority of the seven aspects of h'istoric integrity." (see attached Exhibit 
D: Letter from local historian Woody LaBounty attached hereto and 
incorporated by reference). LaBounty also states that the only 
modifications are minor, utilitarian and "entirely reversible." Further, . 
LaBounty states "This proposed project would destroy one df the last, best, 
early buildings on the Parkside District's main street." 

In summary, the 1420 Taraval project is not consistent with the SF General 
Plan Housing Element and the project is not consistent with the Priority 
Policites of the SF Planning Code section 101.1 (b) including affordable 
housing, existing housing and neighborhood character. Further, the 
Planning Department's preservation team was correct in determining that 
1420 Taraval is significant and a Tare example but its subjective . 
determination that the structure has lost integrity. is not consistent with the 

. views of local historians, preservationists and community members. 
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5) Demolition of the existing structure has a negative environmental 
. I 

impact. 
There are significant negative environmental consequences of demolishing 
the existing structure. According to the Chicago Metropolitan Agency for 
Planning (GMAP), demolition and construction now account for 25% of the 
solid waste that ends up in US landfills each year. Also, hauling all of the 
debris to the dump is bad for climate change.among many other 
environmental impacts. 

6) Proposed project would cover up side windows of occupant 
apartments of small apartment building next door. 
The 1420 Taraval project would cover up the side windows of the small 
apartment building next door at 1414 Tarava_l Street built in 1936. This will 
substantially impact the quaiity of iife for existing occupants of 1414 Taraval . 
Street next. door to the project. 

For all of the above reasons, the Sunset-Parkside Education Action 
Committee (SPEAK) respectfully requests .that the Board of Supervisors 
exercise its oversight authority for the 1420 Taraval Street demolition and 
project.. 

5 
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I. SUMI\!1ARY Or OBJECTIVES 8t POLit~IFS 

ISSUE 1: 
ADEQUATE SITES 

OBJECTIVE 1 

IDENTIFY AND MAKE AVAILABLE 
FOR DEVELOPMENT ADEQUATE 
SITES TO MEET THE CITY'S HOUS­
ING NEEDS, ESPECIALLY PERMA­
NENTLY.AFFORDABLE HOUSING. 

POLICY 1.1 

Plan for the full range of housing needs 
in the City and County of San Francisco, 
especially affordable housing. · 

POLICY 1.2 

Focus housing growth and infrastructure­
necessary to support growth according 
tO community plans. Complete planning 
undenl\'ay in key opportunity a.reas. such 
as Treasure Island, Candlestick Park and 
Hunter's Point Shipyard .. 

POLICY 1.3 

Work proactively to Identify and secure 
opportunity sites for permanently 
affordable housing. 

POLICY 1.4 

Ensure community based planning 
processes are used to generate changes 
to land use controls: 

POLICY1.5 

Consider secondary units in community 
planning processes where there is 
neighborhood support and when other 
nejghborhood goals can be achieved, 
especially if that housing is made 
permanently affordable to \ower-income 
households. 

POLICY1.6 

Consider greater flexibility in number and 
size of units within established building 
envelopes in community based planning 
processes, especially if it can increase the 
number of affordable units in multi-family 
structures. 

POLICY 1.7 

Consider public health objeCtives when 
designating and promoting housing 
development sites .. 

POLICY 1.8 

Promote mixed use development, and 
include housing, particularly permanently 

·affordable housing, in new commercial, 

institutional or other single use 
development projects. 

POLICY1.9 

Require new commercial developments 
and higher·educational institutions to 
meet the housirig demand they generate, 
particularly the need for affordable housing 
for lower income workers and students. 

POLICY 1.10 

Support new housing projects, especially 
affordable housing, where households· 
can easily rely on public transportation, 
walking and bicycling for the majority of 

. daily trips. · 

ISSUE 2: 
CONSERVE AND IMPROVE 
EX!STli\lG STOCi< 

OBJECTIVE2 

RETAIN EXISTING HOUSING UNITS,_ 
AND PROMOTE SAFETY AND MAIN­
TENANCE STANDARDS, WITHOUT 
JEOPARDIZING AFFORDABILITY. 

POLICY2.1 

Discourage the dE?molition of sound 
existing housing, unless the demolition 
results in a net increase in affordable 
housing. · 

POLICY2.2 

Retain existing housing by controlling the 
merger of residential units, excepfwhere a 
merger clearly creates new family housing. 

POLICY2.3 

Prevent the removal or reduction of 
housing for parking. 

POLICY2.4 

Promote improvements and continued 
maintenance to existing units to ensure 
long term habitation and safety. 

POLICY 2.5 

Encourage and support the seismic 
retrofitting of the existing housing stock. 

POLICY2.6 

Ensure housing supply is not converted 
to de facto commercial use through short­
term rentals. 
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OBJECTIVE3 

PROTECT THE AFFORDABILITY OF 
THE EXISTING HOUSING STOCK, 
ESPECIALLY RENTAL UNITS. 

POLICY3.1 

Preserve rental units, especially rent 
controlled units, to meet the City's 
affordable housing needs. 

POLICY3.2 

Promote voluntary housing acquisition and 
rehabilitation to protect afford ability for 

· existing occupants . 

POLICY3.3 

Maintain balance in affordability of existing 
housing stock by supporting affordable 

. moderate ownership opportunities. 

POLICY 3.4 · 

Preserve "nat1.1rally affordable" housing 
types, such as smaller and older 
ownership units: 

POLICY3.5 

Retain permanently affordable residential 
hotels and single room occupancy (SRO) 
units. 

ISSUE 3: 
EQUAL HOUSING 
OPPORTUNITIES 

OBJECTIVE 4 

FOSTER A HOUSING STOCK THAT 
MEETS THE NEEDS OF ALL RESI­
DENTS ACROSS LIFECYCLES. 

POLICY 4.1 

Develop new housing, and encourage the 
r~modeling of existing housing, for families 
with children. · 

POLICY 4.2 

Provide a range of housing options for 
residents with special needs for housing 
support and services. 

POLICY 4.3 

Create housing for people with disabilities 
and aging adults by including universal 
design principles in new and rehab.ilitated 
housing units. 
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San Francisco Planning Code 
SEC. 101.1. GENERAL PLAN CONSISTENCY AND IMPLEMENTATION; 

(a) The General Plan shall be an integrated, internally consistent and compatible 
statement of poliCies for San Francisco. To fulfill this requirement,' after extensive public 
participation. and hearings, the Planning Commission shall in one action amend the 
General Plan by January 1, 1988. . · 

(b) The following Priority Policies are hereby established. They sh.all be included in 
the preamble to the General Plan and shall be the basis upon which iilconsistencies in the 
General Plan are resolved: 

(1) That existing neighborhood-serving retail uses be preserved and enhanced and 
future opportunities for resident employment in and ownership of such businesses 
enhanced; . 

(2) That existing housing and neighborhood character be conserved and protected in 
qrder to preserve the· cultural and economic diversity of our neighborhoods; 

(3) That the City's supply of affordable housing be preserved and enhanced; 
( 4) That commuter traffic not impede Muni transit service or overburden our streets 

or neighborhood parking; · . 
. . I 

(5) That a diverse economic base be maintained by protecting our ind11strial and 
service sectors from displacdnent due to commercial office development, and that future 
opportunities for resident employment and ownership· in these sectors be enhanced; 

( 6) That the CitY achieve the greatest possible preparedness to protect against injury 
and loss oflife.in an earthquake; 

(7) That landmarks and historic buildings be preserved; and; 
(8) That our parks and open space and their access to sunlight and vistas be 

protected from development. · 
(c) The City may not adopt any zoning ordinance or development agreement 

authorized pursuant to Government Code Section 65865 after November 4, 1986, unless 
prior to that adoption it has specifically found that the ordinance or development · 
agreement is consistent with the Priority Policies established above. 

(d) The City may not adopt any zoning .ordinance or development agreement 
authorized pursuant to Government Code Section 65865 after January 1, 1988, unless 
prior to that adoption it has specifically found that the ordinance or development. 
agreement is consistent with the General Plan. · 

(e) Prior to issuing a permit for any project or adopting any legislation which requires 
an initial study under the California Environmental Quality Act, and prior to issuing a 

. permit for any demolition, conversion or change of use, and prior to taking any action . 
· which requires a finding of consistency with the General Plan, the City shall find that the 
proposed project or legislation is consistent with the Priority Policies established above. 
For any such permit issued m: legislation adopted after January 1, 1988 the City shall·also 
·find that the project is· consistent with the General Plan. 
(Added by Proposition M, 11/4/86; amended by Ord. 188-15, File No. 150871, App. 
11/4/20i5, Eff. 12/4/2015) 
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SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

PRESERVATION TEAM REVIEW FORM 

Preservation Team Meeting Date: bate of Form Completion 6/6/2019 

PROJECTINFORMATION: 

Planner: Address: 

Stephanie Cisneros/Melanie Bishop 1420 Taraval Street 

Block/Lot: · Cross Streets: 

2353/010 Taraval & 24th 

CEQA Category: Art.1 0/11: BPA!Case No.: 

B N/A 2018-011904ENV 

PURPOSE OF REVIEW: PROJECT DESCRIPTION: 

j 0 Article 1 0/11 ("; Preiiminary/PiC (!': Derno/NrivJ Construction 

I DATE OF PLANS UNDER REVIEW: IN/A 

PROJECT ISSUES: 

lZl Is the subject Property an eligible historic resource? 

0 If so, are the proposed changes a significant impact? 

Adqitional Notes: 

Submitted: Historic Resource Evaluation Part 1 prepared by Tim Kelley Consulting, LLC 
(November 2017). 

PRiSERVATION TEAM REVIEW: 
'· 

Category: I CA I OB I ~.c 
Individual Historic District/Context 

Property is individually eligible for inclusion in a . . Property is in an eligible California Register 
California Register under one or more of the Historic District/Context under one or more of 
following Criteria: the following Criteria: 

Criterion 1 - Event: C Yes (!,No Criterion 1 -Event: CYes (!.No 

Criterion 2 -Persons: · CYes {!:No Criterion 2 -Persons: (',Yes @;No 

Criterion 3- Architecture: (':Yes ~;No Criterion 3 -Architecture: ·(\Yes (!:No 

Criterion 4 -Info. Potential: 0Yes (.>:.No Criterion 4- info. Potential: (',Yes (!,No 

Period of Significance: I I Period of Significance: l I 
C Contributor C Non-Contributor 
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Complies withthe Secretary's Standards/ Art 10/ Art 11: QYes QNo ('!:; N/A 

· CEQA Material Impairment to the individual historic resource: QYes 0No 

CEQA Materiallmpainnentto the histoHc district: QYes ()No 

Requires Design Revisions: QYes nNo j 

Defer to R~?ideiitial Design Team: QYes QNo 

PRESERVATION TEAM COMMENTS: • .. 

According to the Historic Resource Evaluation Part 1 prepared by Tim KeHey Consulting, 
LLC(November 2017) and information found in the Planning Department files, the subject 
property at 1420 Taraval Street contains a three-story over raiseq baser:nent, single:..family 
residence. According to the original construction permit, the building was constructed in 
1909 by Hugh Keenan, who worked as a builder with architect Robert Dickie Cranston to 
construct homes primarily in the Haight Ashbury' neighborhood during the 1890's. Notable 
examples oftheir work include 710 Ash bury and 459 Ash bury. The partnership lasted 
briefly, with Keenan branching out as the sole proprietor of a construction company, 
working primarily iri the Parks ide. Though it is not known exactly when the partnership 
between Cranston and Keenan dissolved, Hugh Keenan Construction Company appears in 
newspaper articles and city directories after 1900. Extensive alterations have been made to 
the subject property including the front addition o(commercial space (1946), window 
replacement, reconstructio_n ·of front steps, and remodel of front porch. It is likely the latter 
changes were completed without a permit, as no permit records have been found to 
confirm the date onhese alterations. 

The subjec;t property is not located adjacent to any known historic resources (Category A 
properties) or within the boundaries of any identified historic district. The subject property 
is located within the Parkside neighborhood on a block that includes residences 
constructed between 1909-1968. The initial residential development of Parkside occurred 
between 26th & Ulloa and 32nd & Vicente in the form of "Parks ide Cottages';; typically one­
story six-room structures with a variety of facade styles available (Source: San Francisco's 
Historic Parkside District:1905'-1957 Context Statement). The subject property was 
constructed shortly after this initial wave of development and reflects the early 
development of Parkside and the subject block ofTaraval, which was primarily residential, 

A historical photo from 1914 included in the Historic Resource Evaluation Part I shows 
the block originally contained six prop~rties built by Keenan that were similar in massing 
and style to 1420 Taraval. The subject building and 1409 Taraval are the only two 
properties remaining. Hugh Keenan was on the board of directors ofthe.Parkside Realty 
Company (Source: San Francisco Chronicle, 1905), and his construction company was­
responsible for the construction of several streets and block grading in Park~ide. In an 
effort to_ develop the area and attract residents, the Parkside Realty Company also formed a 
sister agency, the Parkside Transit Company, a private corporation that assisted in 
bringing publi~ transit to the area and therefore, more prospective residents. 
(continued) 

Signature of a Senior Preseritation Planner I Preservation Coordinator: Date: 

Allison K Vanderslice Digitally signed by Allison K. Vanderslice 
• Date: 2019.06.07 11:08:07 -07'00' 
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The subject block was primarily residential and largely undeveloped aside from the six properties 

constructed by Keenan until approximately 1938. The 1938 Harrison Ryker aerial photograph ofthe 

subject block shows an increase in development with several larger scale properties constructed around 

the subject building. The 1950 Sanborn Map shows the property as it exists currently with the front 

commercial addition. Based on this historic documentation, it is likely the property added a commercial 

storefront to their existing property in order to accommodate new commercial development brought to 

the area by increased transit. Many properties like this exist along Taraval but have not beeri in use 

commercially in recent years. The property at 1420 taraval tells the story of two separate waves of 

development in the Parkside along Taraval: the first initial wave of residential development occurring in 

the early 1900's and later, the development ofthe block commercially in the late 1930's and 1940's. 

Hugh Keenan Construction Company was integral in the development of Parks ide as a neighborhood. 

The subject property is significant under Criterion 1 as part of the early residential development of 

Parkside and the later evolution to accommodate commercial uses and under Criterion 3 as a rare 

example of early twentieth century residential architecture in the Parkside. However, the subject 

property does not retain integrity due to significant alterations over time including alterations to the 

commRrcial space which is no longer in use. The subject building is not eligible for listing in the California 

. Register under any criteria as part of a historic district. The property at 1409 Taraval is a more intact 

representative example of singLe-family residential architecture from the early period of development in 

Parks ide and is significant under Criterion 1 as part of the early residential development of Parks ide and 

Criterion 3 as a rare example of early twentieth century residential architecture in the Parks ide. 
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February 24, 2020 

Board of Supervisors 

1 Carlton B. Goodlett Place 

San Francisco,· CA 94102 

Re: Appeal of 2018-011904PRG (1420 Taraval Street) 

Supervisors: 

I am the founder of Western Neighborhoods Project, a twenty-year-old nonprofit dedicated to the 

history of the city's west side, a co-author of the city-adopted Parkside District historiC cpntext 

statement, and a native San Franciscan who has spent years working and residing in the Parkside. 

I have great respect for Planning's preservation staff, and since last summer have tried to work with 

them in recognizing the importance of the house at 1420 Taraval Street to the neighborhood's history, 

character, and early development. To staff's credit, they disagreed with the opinion of the consultant 

hired by the project sponsor and acknowledged that 1420 Taraval was a potential historic resource, 

specifically, 11an early and ·rare exal)lple of an early 20th century resiqence in the neighborhood." 

Unfortunately, staff then decided that the building had lost integrity and was therefore not a resource. 

This is bne of a handful of the earlies~ house in th~ Parks ide, with a distinctive Arts and Crafts style, i~ a 

highly visible part of the district at 24th and Taraval Streets. 1420 Tariwal represents the first 

architectural style of this neighborhood before it was overrun by stucco Mediterranean styles in the 

1920s and is the sole survivor of a row constructed by builder Hugh C.. Keenan, a director of the firm 

responsible for the district's creation, the P.arkside Realty Company. 

The guidelines for analyzing a property's integrity are detailed, consisting of seven official criteria, but in 
the end, determination on whether integrity is lost is a fairly subjective decision. One criteria) for 
example, is "feeling." I contend that the historic. nature of the building is. evident at a glance, and 
certainly retains integrity to convey its significance. Planning staff cited loss of the original porch railings 
and posts and the· replacement of the windows as the primary reasons for determining a loss of 
integrity. These are fairly minoran·d utilitarian issues with a.110-year-old.building subject to the ocean 
breezes and fog of the Parkside, and entirely reversible alterations. 1420 Taraval still has its gable trim, 
knee braces, rafter tail;, entry porch, and possibly its original shingle cladding. With proper contextual 
consideration of the materials, design, feeling, location, association, and .setting, 1420 Taraval easily 
retains a ·majority of the seven aspects of historic integrity. Please take a close look at the existing 

fa~ade. 

Members.ofthe Planning Commission, rightly concerned about San Francisco's affordahility crisis, have· 

expressed a desire for the three units and commercial storefront this project proposes in replacement. 

But two additional market rate units will not change the dynamics of the real estate and rental market, 

and will not be in the financial reach of our teachers, fix~d-income seniors, struggling families, or 

unhoused population. And there are many; many unrented commercialstorefronts already on Taraval 

Street. This is not a neighborhood that needs another empty one. 

Of the more than 400 properties on Taraval Street from 17th Avenue to ·Ocean Beach there are only · 

three known that predate World War I and only two of them have not been radically modified. This 

1 
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proposed project would destroy one of the last, best, early buildings on the Parkside District's main 
street. Taraval is rich with potential sites to increase density, but this isn't one of them; 

San Francisco is a city known for distinctive neighborhoods. The Parkside's development and character 

was and is different than the rest of the greater Sunset District, but each time we lose one of these early 

buildings, the Parks ide gets clciser to· a form of anonymity. When these handsome early homes are gone 
they're gone forever. 

Despite the project architect claiming at the last hearing that there had been "not one objection" to the. 

demolition of this historic house,· a number of neighbors have worked with staff to try and stop its 

destruction since last July. As a last resort, we ask you to step in and save this building for the Parkside. 

[})'~~ 
Woody LaBounty · 

1420 Taraval Street, taken on January 1, 2020. 
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1420 Taraval Street, taken on January 1, 2020 (above), and in 1923 (far right in photo below). 
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lew, lisa (BOS) 

.-rom: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

·Categories: 

From: BOS Legislation, (BOS) 

BOS Legislation, (BOS) 
Monday, March 16, 2020 11 :46 AM . 
BOS Leg.islation, (BOS) 
FW: PLANNING DEPARTMENT APPEAL RESPONSE: Appeal of Conditional Use . 
Authorization- 1420 Taraval Street- Appeal Hearing on March 24, 2020 

200261 

Sent: Monday, March 16, 2020 11:41 AM 

To: aeboken@gmail.com; speaksanfrancisco@yahoo.com; pmandel@mgremediation.com; billpash@gmail.com; Justin 

A. Zucker <jzucker@reubenlaw.com> 

Cc: Storrs, Bruce (DPW) <bruce.storrs@sfdpw.org>; Tse, Bernie (DPW) <bernie.tse@sfdpw.org>; Rivera, Javier (DPW). 
<javier.rivera@sfdpw.org>; Duran, Vanessa (OPW) <vanessa.durCJn@~fdpw.org>; \Nong, Jason (DPW) 

<jason.c.wong1@sfdpw.org>; PEARSON, ANNE {CAT) <Anne.Pearson@sfcityatty.org>; STACY, KATE (CAT) 

<Kate.Stacy@sfcityatty.org>; JENSEN, KRISTEN (CAT) <Kristen.Jensen@sfcityatty.org>; Gibson, Lisa {CPC) 

<lisa.gibson@sfgov.org>; Jain, Devyani (CPC) <devyani.jain@sfgov.org>; Varat, Adam {CPC) <adam.varat@sfgov.org>; 

Rodgers, AnMarie (CPC) <anmarie.rodgers@sfgov.cirg>; Navarrete, Joi{CPC) <joy.navarrete@sfgov.org>; Lynch, Laura 

ICPC) <laura.lynch@sfgov.org>; Teague, Corey (CPC) <corey.teague@sfgov.org>; Sanchez, Scott (CPC) . 

.scott.sanchez@sfgov.org>; Sider, Dan (CPC) <dan.sider@sfgov.org>; St.arr, Aaron {CPC) <aaron.starr@sfgov.org>; lonin, 
Jonas (CPC) <jonas.ionin@sfgoV.org>; Ajello Hoagland, Linda {CPC) <linda.ajellohoagland@sfgov.org>; Rosenberg, Julie 

{BOA) <julie.rosenberg@sfgov.org>; Sullivan, Katy (BOA) <katy.sullivan@sfgov.org>; Longaway, Alec {BOA) 

<alec.longaway@sfgov.org>; 80S-Supervisors <bos-supervisors@sfgov.org>; 80S-Legislative Aides <bos­
legislative_aides@sfgov.org>; Calvillo, Angela {BOS) <angela.calvillo@sfgov.org>; Somera, Alisa (BOS) 

<alisa.somera@sfgov.org>; er@sonic.net; Andrew Junius <ajunius@reubenlaw.com>; Jennica Dandan 
<jdandan@reubenlaw.com> · 

Subject: PLANNING DEPARTMENT APPEAL RESPONSE: Appeal cif Conditional Use Authorization- 1420 Taraval Street­
Appeal Hearing on March 24, 2020 

Greetings, 

Please find linked below an appeal response received by the Office of the Clerk of the Board from the Planning 
Department, regarding the Conditional Use Authorization appeal for the proposed 1420 Taraval Street project. 

Planning Department Appeal Response- March 16, 2020 

The hearing for this matter is scheduled for 3:00 p.m. before the Board on March 24, 2020. 

I invite you to review the entire matter on our Legislative Research Center by following the link below: 

Board of Supervisors File No. 200261 

Best regards, 
Jocelyn Wong 
San Francisco Board of Supervisors 
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1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 

San Francisco, CA 94102 

T: 415.554.7702 I F: 415.554.5163 

jocelvn.wong@sfgov.org I www.sfbos.org 

~ 
Iff!() Click here to complete a Board of Supervisors Customer Service Satisfaction form 

The Legislative Research Center provides 24-hour access to Board of Supervisors legislation, and ?rchived matters since August 1998. 

Disclosures: Personal information that is provided in communications to the Board of Supervisors is subject to disclosure under the California Public Records Act and 
the Soh Francisco Sunshine Ordinance. Personal information provided wiil not be redacted. Members of the public are not required to provide personal identifying 
information when they communicate with the Board of Supervisors and its committees. All written or oral communications that members of the public submit to the 
Clerk's Office regarding pending legislation or heorings.wi/1 be made available to all members of the public for inspection and copying. The Clerk's Office does not . 
redact any information from these submissions. This means that personal information-including.names, phone numbers, addresses and similar information that a 
member of the public elects to submit to the Board and its committees-may appear on the Board of Supervisors' website or in other public documents that members 
of the public may inspect or copy. 
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SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

Conditional Use Authorization ·Appeal 
1420 Taraval Street 

DATE: 
TO: 
FROM: 

RE: 

HEARING DATE: 
PROJECT SPONSOR: 
APPELLANTS: 

INTRODUCTION 

March 16, 2020 
Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board of Supervisors 
Rich :Hillis, Planning Director- Planning Department ( 415) 558-6411 
Linda Ajello Hoagland, Case Planner- Planning Department ( 415) 575-6823 
Board File No: 200261, Planning Case No. 2018-011904CUA 

· Appeal of Conditional Use Authorization for 1420 Taraval Street 
March 24, 2020 
William Pashelinsky, 1937 Hayes Street, San Francisco, CA 94117 
Eileen Bokcnon, for Sunset Parkside Ednc8_tinn Action Committee (SPEAK), 1329 
-7th Avenue, San Frant;i.sco, CA 94122 

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

Reception: 
415.558.6378 

Fax: 
415.558.6409 

Planning 
Information:· 
415.558.6377 

This memorandum and the· attached documents are a response to the letters of appeal to the Board of 
Supervisors ("Board") regarding the Planning Commission's. ("Commission") approval of the application 
for Conditional Use Authorization under Planning Department Case Number 2018-011904CUA pursuant 
to Planning Code Sections 303 (Conditional Use Authorization) and 317 (Demolition), to demolish an 
existing single-family home and replace it with mixed-use building comprised of three residential units 
over a commercial space. 

This memorandum addresses the appeal to the Board; filed on March 2, 2020 by Eileen Bokenon, 
representing the Sunset Parkside Education Action Committee (SPEAK). 

The decision before the Board is whether to uphold, overturn, or amend the Planning Commission's 
approval of an application for Conditional Use Authorization to demolish an existing single-family home 
imd :replace it with mixed-use building comprised of three residential units over a commercial space. 

. . 

SITE DESCRIPTION & PRESENT USE 
The Project is located on the north side of Taraval Street, between 24th and 25th Avenues; Lot 010 in 
Assessor's Block 2353 within the Tara val Street Neighborhood Commercial District (NCD) .Zoning District 
with a 65-A Height and Bulk District. The site is an approximately 2,500 square foot uphill sloping lot with 
25 feet of frontage and a depth of 100 feet. The project site has 'an existing approximately 2,176 square foot, 
three-story, smgle-family home constructed circa 1900. The stmcture is currently used as a rental property 

. with ~e current lease set to· expire prior to the start of construction. There is no off-street parking for the 

.property. 

www.sfplanning.org 
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Conditional Use Authorization Appeal 
Hearing Date: March 24, 2020 · 

SURROUNDING PROPERTIES AND NEIGHBORHOOD 

Board File No. 200261 
Planning Case No. 2018-011904CUA 

1420 Taraval Street 

The subject property is in the Parkside neighborhood. Parcels within the immediate vicinity consist of two­
to three-story single- and multi-family dwellings, s:ingle- and two-story commercial buildings and two- to 
four-story mixed-use buildings of varied design and construction dates. The block-face is characterized by 
two- to three-story buildings of mixed architectural style. The adjacent properties to the east and west are 
improved with a two-story commercial building and a thre~-story multi-family dwelling constructed :in 
1968 and 1936, respectively, and a three-story multi-family dwelling to the north, constructed in 1927. The 
surrounding properties are in the Taraval Street NCD, RH-1 (Residential-House, One-Family),. and RM-l 
(Residential-Mixed, Low Density) Zoning Districts. The.subject property is.also within .25-miles of stops 
for the L and L-OWL MUNI transit lines. 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION · 
The Project includes the demolition of an exl.sting 2,176 square foot, three-story, single-family home and 
construction of a new four-story, 45-ft tall, mixed use building (approximately 6,219 square feet) with three 
dwelling units, approximately 1,731 square feet of ground floor commercial use, 1,392 square feet of open 
space through a combination of private and common opens space, including a roof deck, and three Class 1 
bicycle parking spaces. No off-street parking is proposed. The Project includes a dwelling-unit mix 
consisting of three (approximately 1,600 square foot each), three-bedroom and two bath units. 

BACKGROUND 
. On August 30, 2018, William Pashelinsky filed an application with the Planning Department for a 
Conditional Use Authorization to demolish an existing three-story s:ingle-family dwelling and.construct a 
new four-story, 45-ft tall, mixed-use building with three dwelling units and 1,731 square feet of ground 
floor commercial use. 

On December 12, 2019, the Planning Commission heard the proposed Conditional Use application for 1420 
Taraval Street and continued the case to January 30, 2020. With this action, the Commission directed the 
applicant to provide more information and updated plans to better substantiate the Project. In response, 
the Project Sponsor submitted revised plans providing the following additional information and 
amendments: 

1. Printing errors from the last packet of information were resolved, making the proposed elevations · 
visible; 

2. The location of the master bedroom and living room were reversed so the that the living room 
faced the street; 

3. The rear yard roof deck was setback 5-feet from the eastern property line and planters were added 
along the north and east sides; 

4. ·Planters were added on the north and south sides of the roof deck; 
5. The location of elevator has been shifted further toward the rear of the building; 
6.' The width of the storefront display area was increased; . 
7. A 6-foot high opaque screen was added at the north and east sides of the roof deck to address 

privacy concerns; and 
8. The 30-inch high roof parapet was eliminated. 
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Conditional Use Authorization Appeal 
Hearing Date: March 24, 2020 

Board File No. 200261 
· Planning Case No. 2018-011904CUA 

1420 Taraval Street 

No changes were made to the total building area, residential gross square footage, or number of residential 
units. 

After reviewing the revised project and taking public comment, the Planning Commission then voted 
unanimously, with three commissioners absent, to approve the project with conditions. 

CONDITIONAL USE AUTHORIZATION REQUIREMENTS 
Plal:ming Code Section 303 establishes criteria for the Commission to consider when reviewing all 
applications for Conditional Use approval. To approve the project, the Commission must find that these 
criteria have been met: 

1. That the proposed use or feature, at the size and intenility contemplated and at the proposed 
location, will provide a development t_hat is necessary or desirable [orr and compatible v:ith, the 
neighborhood or the community; an9. 

2. That such use or feature as proposed will not be detrimental to the health, safety, convenience or 
general welfar~ of persons residing or working in the vicinity, or injurious to property, 
improvements or potential development in the vicinity, with respect to aspects including but not 
limited to the following: 

a. · The nature of the proposed site, including its size and shape, and the proposed size, shape 
. and arrangement of structures; 

b. The accessibility and traffic patterns for persons and vehicles, the type and volume of such 
traffic, and the adequacy of proposed off-street parking and loading; 

c. The safeguards .afforded to prevent noxious or offensive emissions such as noise, glare, 
dust and odor; 

d. Treatment given, as appropriate, to such aspects as landscaping, screening, open spaces, 
parking and loading areas, service areas, lighting and signs; and 

3. That such use or feature as proposed will comply with the applicable provisions of this Code and 
will not adversely affect the General Plan. 

4. That such use or feature as proposed will provide development that is in conformity with the stated· 
puiposeof the applicable Use District. 

In addition, Planning Code Section 317 sets forth the following the following additional criteria that the 
Planning Commission shall consider in the review of applications for Residential Demolition: 

1. Whether the property is free of a history of serious, continuing Code violations; 
2. · Whether the housing has been maintained in a decent, safe, and sanitary condition; 
3. Whether the property is an ''historical resource" under CEQA; 
4. Whether the removal of the resource will have a substantial adverse impact under CEQA; 
5. Whether the project converts rental housing to other forms of tenure or occupancy; 
6. Whether the project . removes rental units subject to the Residential Rent Stabilization and 

Arbitration Ordinance or affordable housing; 
7. Whether the project conserves existing housing to preserve cultural and economic neighborhood 

diversity; 
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Board File No. 200261 
Planning Case No. 2018~011904GUA 

1420 Taraval Street 

8. Whether the project conserves neighborhood character to preserve neighborhood cultural and 
eq:momic diversity; 

9. Whether the project protects the relative affordability of existing housing; 
10. Whether the project increases the number of permanently affordable units as governed by 

Section 415; 
11. ·Whether the project locates in-fill housing on appropriate sites in established neighborhoods; 
12. Whetherthe project increases the number of family-sized ulrits on-site; 
13. Whether the project creates new supp6rtive housing; . 
14. Whether .the project is of superb architectural and urban design, meeting all r.elevant design 

guidelines, to enhance eXisting neighborhood chara~ter; . . 

15. Whether the project increases the number of on-site Dwelling Units; 
16. Whether the project increases the number of on-site bedrooms; 
17. Whether or not the replacement project would maximize density on the subject lot; and 
18. If replacing a building not subject to the Residential Rent Stabilization and Arbitration Ordinance,. 

whether the new project replaces all of the existing units with new Dwelling Units of a similar size 
and with the same number of bedrooms. 

APPELLANT ISSUES AND PLANNING DEPARTMENT RESPONSES 

ISSUE 1: The proposed project is not consistent with the San Francisco General Plan Housing Element 
and SF Planning Code 101.1 (b). The 1420 Taraval project is not consistent with Objectives 2 and 3. 

The 1420 Taraviu project is r:tot consistent with Objectives 2 and 3 and several policies of the San Francisco 
General Plan Housing Element. These include: · 

Policy 2.1 Discourage the demolition of sound existing housing unless the demolition results in a 
net increase in affordable housing. 

The 1420 ·Tara val project would replace naturally affordable housing with market-rate housing and . 
therefore is ncit consistent with Policy 2.1. · 

Policy 3.1 Preserve rental units, especially rent controlled units, to ·meet the City's ·affordable 
housing needs. 

1420 Taraval. is subject to the Residential Rent Stabilization and Arbitration Ordinance. Three · 
tenants who comprise three separate households (in that they are not a family unit) have naturally 
affordable rent. Therefore, the project is not consistent with Policy 3.1. 

Policy 3.4 Preserve "naturally affordable" .housing types, such as smaller and older ownership 
units. 

1420 Tara val is a "naturally affordable" older housing type with annual property tax of $1,869.32 
for this fiscal year. The economics of demolishing existing rental property with a very low tax base 
and replacing it with market-rate housing with a tax base more than twenty times higher plus 
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Planning Case No. 2018-0H904CUA 

1420 Taraval Street 

. recovery of new construction costs (highest in the world in SF, according to the New York Times) 
further renclers the existing housing type "naturally affordable" housing that should be preserved. 
Therefore, the project is not consistent with Policy 3.4. 

Further, the 1420 Tara val project is not in compliance·with the San Francisco Planriing Code Section 101.1 (b) 
which provides for general plan consistency and implementation including Priority Policies 2 md 3 (see 
Exhibit B: SF Planning Code Sectiori 101.1(b) attached hereto and incorporated by reference) 

"That existing housing and neighborhood character be conserved and: protected in order to preserve the 
· cultural and economic diversity of our neighborhoods." 

"That the City's supply of affordable housing be preserved and enhanced.'~ 

RESPONSE 1: On balance, the Planning Commission found that the proposed project was consistent 
-yvith the Ge11era~ Plan. 

In passing resolution 20643, the Planning Commission acknowledged the loss of existing rental housing 
. likely subject to rent control; however, it also found the project to be consistent with policies 4.1, 11.1, 11.2, . 
11.3, 11.4, and 11.5 of the Housing Element; policies 2.11, and 3.6 of the Recreational and Open Space 
Element; Policies 24.2, 24.4, 28.1, and 28.3, 34.3, 34.5 of the Transportation Element; and 1.2, 1.3, 2.6, of the. 
Urban Design Element. 

When making General Plan Consistency, the Planning Commission must often balance competing policies 
and come to a decision as to whether or not the proposed project is, on balance, consistent with the General 
Plan. In this case, the Commission found that, on balance, the proposed project was consistent with the 
General Plan. In addition to finding consistency with other policies in the General Plan, the Commission 
also found that the resulting project would include an increase of two new dwelling units, and a net 
additi~n of seven bedrooms. · 

ISSUE 2: The proposed project decreases "naturally affordable" housing in the Parkside district. 

The existing three-story structure currently houses at least three current tenants living cooperatively in a 
three-bedroom house and paying naturally affordable rent for 2,176 square feet of space (725 square feet 
per person). In contrast, average rent in Sari Francisco is $3,688 for an average-sized apartment of 7 47 square 
feet, according to RentCafe. 

The proposed project would replace "naturally affordable" housing with market-rate housing. Considering 
that San Francisco has the highest housing construction costs in the world, only high-income tenants would 
be able to afford living in the proposed new structure. 

It should be noted that it is misleading that the three-bedroom, three-story, 2,176 square foot house has 
been represented variously as a two-bedroom and even a one-bedroom house (seep. 10 of decision, bottom 
of page). According to the project plans, the second floor contains four good-sized rooms. The plans label 
two of the rooms as bedrooms and the other two rooms as family room and sitting room. 
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RESPONSE 2: The Planning Commission found that proposed project's benefits outweighed negative 
impacts associ~ted with the loss of existing housing. 

While the Project removes an older dwelling unit, which is generally considered more affordable than new 
construction, the project will add two family-sized dwelling units to the City's housing stock. This will 
result :in three, three-bedroom units. In this instance the Planning Commission found that proposed 
project's benefits outweighed negative impacts associated with the loss of existing housmg. 

ISSUE 3: Displaces a minimum of three current tenants paying naturally affordable rent. 

These tenants comprise three separate naturally affordable rate households :in that they arrived at.1420 
Tara val at different times and are not part of a family unit. Mu).tiple households living cooperatively and. 
sharing extsting structures are some of the most affordable housing available in San Francisco. 

RP.SPONSE ::\:Tenant rights and eviction controls are under the purview of the Rent Board; the Planning 
Department and Commission are not qualified or authorized to adjudicate tenant displacement issues. 

The existing single-family dwelling is used as a rental property. According to the applicant, the lease for 
the current tenant will expire prior to construction beginning on this project. Although the Planning· 
Departnieri.t assumes that the subject unit is subject to the Rent Stabilization andArbitration Ordinance 
because it was constructed before 1979, the Department cannot definitively determine which aspects· of the 
Ordinance are applicable. The Rent Stabilization and Arbitration Ordinance includes provisions for 
eviction controls, price controls, and other controls, and it is the purview of the Rent Board to determine 
which specific controls apply to a building or property. 

ISSUE 4: Destroys a rare historical resource and· negatively impacts the look feel and character of the 
Parkside district. 

The 1420 Taraval project would demolish one of Parkside's earliest houses, a 1907-1909 craftsman which is 
the last remaining house in a row built by Hugh Keenan who also built the Grateful Dead house at 710 

. Ashbury Street. It was constructed following the 1906 earthquake. According to the Preservation Team 
Review Form attached to the CEQA Categorical Exception Determination (see Exhibit C: Preservation 
Team Review Form attached hereto and incorporated by reference), "The subject property is significant 
under Criterion 1 as part of the early residential development of Parkside and the later evolution to 
accommodate commercial uses ·and under Criterion 3 as a rare example of early twentieth century 
residential architecture in the Parkside." 

However, the subjective review concludes that the property "does not retain integrity due to significant 
alterations." 

According to Woody LaBounty, local historian and co-author of·the Parkside District historic context 
statement adopted by the City of San Francisco, "With proper contextual consideration of the materials, 
design, feeling, location, association and setting, 1420 Taraval easily retains a majority of the seven aspects 
of historic integrity." (see attached Exhibit D: letter from local historian Woody LaBounty attached hereto 
and incorporated by reference). LaBounty also states that :the only modifications are minor, utilitarian and 
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"entirely reversible." Further, LaBounty states "This proposed project would destroy one of the last, best, 
early buildings on the Parkside District's main street." 

In summary, the 1420 Taraval project is not consistent with the SF General Plan Housing. Element and the 
project is not consistent with the Priority Policies of the SF Planning Code section 101.1 (b) including 
affordable housing, existing housing and neighborhood character. Further, the Planning Department's 
preservation team was correct in determining that 1420 Taraval is significant and a rare example but its 
subjective determination that the structure has lost integrity is not consistent with the views of local · 
historians, preservationists and community members. 

RESPONSE 4: The property does not retain historic integrity and appeals of the Planning Department's . 
historic determination are adjudicated through the CEQA appeal process. 

The appropriate way to appeal a historic determination is through theCEQA appeal process and not the 
CU appeal process because the hlstoric determmation is done as part of environmental review. 

· The. subj~ct property was found to be significant l:mder Criterion 1 as part of the early residential 
development of Parkside and the later evolution to ~ccommodate commerpal uses. It was also found to be 
significant under Criterion 3 as a rare example of early twentieth century residential architecture in the 
Parkside. However, the subject property does not retain integrity due to significant alterations, including 
alterations to the vacant commercial space. Further, the. subject building is not eligible for listing in the 
California Register as part of a historic district. To· contrast, the property at 1409 Tara val is also significant 
under Criteria 1 and 3 for the same reasons the subject property is; however, 1409 Taraval is a more intact· 
representative example of single-family residential architecture from the early period of development in 
Parkside. 

ISSUE 5: Demolition of the. existing structure has a negative environmental impact. 

There are significant negative environmenfa( consequences of demolishing the existing structure. 
According to the Chicago Metropolitan Agency for Planning (CMAP), demolition and construction now 
account for 25% of the solid waste that ends up in US landfills each year. Also, hauling all of the debris to 
the dump is bad for climate change among rriany other environmental impacts. 

RESPONSE 5: San Francisco has strong construction and demolition debris disposal requirements, 
which are enforced by the San Francisco Department of the Environment. 

'Any person applying for a permit for full demolition of an existing structure must submit a Demolition 
Debris Recovery Plan (DDRP) to the San Francisco Department of the Environment (SFE). This report must 
provide for a minimum of 65% diversion from landfill of construction and demolition debris, including 
materials source separated for reuse or recycling. The DDRP must be submitted to and approved by SFE 
before the Department of Building Inspection will issue a Full Demolltion Permit. The Planning 
Commission and the Planning Department do not have jurisdiction over debris disposal, and therefore it 
is not considered as part of the conditional use application. 

ISSUE 6: Proposed project would cover up side windows of occupant apartments of small apartment 
building next door. 
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The 1420 Taraval project would cover up the side windows of the small apartment building next door at 
1414 Taraval Street built in 1936: This will substantially impact the quality of life for existing occupants of 
1414-Taraval Street next door to the project. 

RESPONSE 6: Side windows are not protected under the Residential Design Guidelines or the Planning 
Code. 

In general, property-line windows are not protected in the Residential Design Guidelines or the Planning 
Code. An exception would be if the property-:line window was the only wi:rldow onto a bedroom, the 
removal of which would make it incapable of remaining a bedroom. In this case, the two property-line 
windows that will be covered are in rooms with windows that have exposure onto the street. Further, the 
proposed project does match the adjacent property's lightwell, preserving light in the middle of the 
neighboring structure where exposure to tlie mid-block open space and the street are not available. 

SUMMARY RESPONSE 
The appellant brings up several issues in their application that are either not germane to the CU appeal, 
including the histori~ determination made by the Planning Department, tenant rights, or ·the c;:ity's 
demolition debris disposal requirements. The appellant also brings up the issue of property line windows, 
which are not protected by the Planning Code or the Residential Design Guidelines, except in limited 
circumstances. The remaining issues have to deal with the proposed project's compliance with the City's 
General Plan and the loss of existing sound housing. On these issues, the Planning Commission did 
consider the benefits of the proposed project against the impacts of losing one unit of sound e~isting 
housing. On that issue, the Planning Commission. came to the conclusion that the loss of the one unit was 
offset by the construction of three new family-size units. It also found after considering the whole of the 
General Plan that, on balance the proposed project was consistent with the General Plan. 

CONCLUSION 
For the reasons stated in this document, in the attached Resolution, and in the Planning.Department case 
file, the Planning Department recommends that the Board uphold the Planning Commission's decision in 
approving the Conditional Use authorization to demolish an eXisting smgle-farrrily home and replace it 
with mixed-use building comprised of three residential units over a .commercial space, and deny the 
requests from Appellants to overturn or modify the Commission's d,ecision. 
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Board of Supervisors File No. 200261 

Regards, 

Brent Jalipa 
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REUBEN, JUNIUS & ROSE. lLP 

March 13, 2020 

Delivered Via Messenger and E-Mail (bos.legislation@sfgov.org) 

President Norman Y ee and Supervisors 
San Francisco Board cif Supervisors 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
City Hall, Room 244 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

Re: 1420 Taraval Street, Block2353, Lot 010 
Opposition to Appeal of Conditional Use Authorization 
Planning Department Case No.: 2018-011904CUA 
BOS Hearing Date: March 24, 2020 
BOS File No.: 200261 
Our File No.: 11642.01· 

Dear President Y ee arid Supervisors: 

Justin A. Zucker 

jzucker@reubenlaw .com 

·Our office represents Peter Mandel the owner of the property at 1.420 Tara val Street (the 
"Property"). Mr. Mandel proposes to demolish the existing 3~story, 2-bedroom, 2,176 square foot 
single:-family home and construct a new 4-story, mixed-use building with three (3) family-sized, 
3-bedroom dwelling units, 1, 731 square feet of ground-floor commercial use, and 1,392 square 
feet of open space with no off-street parking (the ('Project"). 

The Conditional Use authorization was required pursuant to Planning Code Sections 303 
and 317 for the demolition the existing dwelling to permit the construction of the new mixed-use 

· building. On January 30, 2020, the Planning Commission approved the Project,. granting 
Conditional Use authorization. ·The Sunset Parkside Education and Action .Committee 
("Appellant") has appealed the Conditional Use auth()rization approval. 

Because there are no valid grounds for the appeal and because this Project will: (1) replace 
an old single-family home with a neighborhood-compatible, mixed-use !:levelopment with three 
(3) family-sized, 3-bedroom dwelling units; (2) provide sidewalk-activating commercial use; and 
(3) add streetscape improvements along the Taraval Street.transit corridor, we respectfully request 
that the Board reject the appeal and uphold the Planning Commission's unanimous approval and 
allow for the addition of much needed housing. 

San Francisco Office Oakland Office 
One Bush Street, Suite 600, San Francisco, CA 94104 827 Broadway, 2"' Floor, Oakland, CA 94607 

tel: 415-567-9000 I fax: 415-399-9480 tel: 510-527-5589 WW'N.reubenlaw.com 
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A. PROJECT DESCRIPTION AND PROJECT SITE 

· . The Property is improved with a 3-story, 2-bedroom, 2, 17 6 square foot single-family home 
constructed in 1907. The existing single-family home has been determined to not be a historic 
resource and is classified as a Category C- No Historic Resource Present 1 

The Property is located in the Taraval Street Neighborhood Commercial District along a 
transit corridor. The Property is located on north side of Taraval Street between 24th and 25th 
A venue along the Muni L light rail. Surrounding uses include two- to four-story buildings, 
consisting of single-family homes, multi-family dwellings, commercial and mixed-use buildings. 
The block face is charact.erized by two- to three-story buildings of mixed architectural style. 

Pursuant to Planning Code Section 317, Mr. Mandel sought and received Conditional Use 
authorization to 'demolish the existing 2,176 square foot, 2-bedroom single-family home and 

· construct a 4-story mixed-use building with three (3) family-sized, 3~bedroom dweiiing units; 
1·, 731 square feet of ground-floor commercial use, and 1,3 92 squ~re feet of open space. 2 The three 
(3) dwelling units range in size from 1,578 square feet to 1,632 square feet. The Project proposes · 
no off-street parking. The Project includes three (3) Class 1 and two (2) Class 2 bicycle parking 
spaces. The Project mak;es public realm improvements, including adding .one (1) tree to the 
streetscape. 

Mr. Mandel has owned the Property for fifteen (15) years. Prior to his ownership, his father 
owned the Property for nearly two (2) decades. Mr. Mand.el first lived at the property with some 
hig)l school roommates, then got married and lived there with his wife: After the addition of a few 
children, the 2-bedroom home became no longer sufficient, and Mr. Mandel and his family moved 
out. He began renting the single-family home. Currently there are three (3) male tenants, none of 
which are of a protected class. Their single-family home lease expired at the end of last year and 
they are now month-to-month with an appreciation of the Project. Mr. Mandel and the tenants have 
reached an agreement. The tenants are voluntarily leaving upon extended.notiCethree (3) to four 
(4) months out prior to construction starting. 

Over the past two (2) years, Mr. Mandel has worked to refine and improve the Project; 
based on feedback'from Planning Department staff and the.Planning Commission. The Project's 
height has been reduced two- and one-half (2.5) feet at the request of the Planning Commission. 3 

B. CONDITIONAL UsEAUTHORIZATIONREQUIREMENTS 

When con~idering demolition of an existing dwelling, the Planning Commission shall 
approve the application and authorize Conditional Use ifthefactspresented establish the fmdings 
set forth in Planning Code Section 317(g)(5). Pursuant to Planning Code 303, the Planning 

1 November 27, 2019, CEQA Categoric;al Exempti~n Determination and September 20, 2019, Preservation Team 
Review Form (collectively_ "Cat.Ex.") attached as Exhibit A. · 
2 January 30, 2020, Planning Commission Motion No. 20643 ("Motion No. 20643") attached as Exhibit B. 
3 Motion No. 20643, p. 20 . 

. l:IR&A\1164201\BOS Appeal\1420 Taraval-.BOS CUAAppeal Opp: Brief (2020.03.13).docx 
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Commission shall approve the application and authorize a Conditional Use if the· facts presented 
establish the fmdings set forth in subsection (c). 

The Planning Commission considered all of the criteria findings set forth in Planning Code 
Sections 303(c) and 317(g)(5).4 The Project meets and is consistent with the Conditional Use 
criteria set forth in Planning Code Section 3.03(c) and 317(g)(5). The Commission found that the 
Project is consistent with all applicable Planning ·Code requirements. When balancing the 
competing public interests of housing versus preservation of a building found to not be a historic 
resource, the Commission found in favor of adding housing, especially family-sized units. 

Under the Conditional Use authorization for this Project, the Commission was required to 
find that the proposed Project was necessary and/or desirable and compatible with the surrounding 
neighborhood and community, considering the proposed size and intensity; health, safety, and 
convenienc.e factors; the nature of the proposed site, induding the project size, shape and 
arrangement; accessibility, traftlc, and adequacy of off-street parking and ioading; and any 
relevant design guidelines, area plans, or elements of the General Plan. Based on the evidence 
presented, the Commission concluded that the Project is both necessary and desirable, and 
compatible with the neighborhood in that it will create a new mixed:... used infill development within 
the Parks ide neighborhood at a scale that appropriately preserves the diversity and vitality of the 
neighborhood. The Project is necessary and/or desirable for this neighborhood and the surrounding 
community because it will provide· new opportunities· for housing and ground-floor commercial 
use along a transit corridor. The Commission made appropriate findings in support of this 
determination. 5 · 

C. . APPELLANT'S ARGUMENTS REGARDING CONDITIONAL UsE APPROVAL 

The Appellant sets forth six (6) arguments to support its appeal of the Conditional Use 
authorization approval. The discussion below addresses each of the Appellant's six ( 6) arguments 
~ade in support of its appeal. 

1. Project Inconsistency with General Plan and Priority Policies 

Appellant's Concern: "Not consistent with the San Francisco General Plan Holl;sing. 
Element and SF Planning Code." 

Mr. Mandel's Response: At the January 30 hearing, the Planning Commission fully · 
considered the merits of the Project, the objectives and policies of the General Plan, and the 
concerns of project opponents, including testimony by Appellant. Contrary to the Appellant's 
argument, the Project is not inconsistent with the Section lOLl(b) Priority Policies. The 
Commission found the "Project complies with all relevant requirements and standards of the 
Planning Code and is consistent with objectives and policies of the General Plan.'' 6 Policy 

4 Motion No. 20643, p. 5-10 . 
• 5 Motion No. 20643, p. 5-7. 
6 Motion No. 20643, p. 7. 
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·consistency determinations are made by the City's decision-making bodies, including the Planning 
· Commission as part of the decision to approve or reject a project. In its approval of the Project's 

Conditional Use Authorization, the Planning Commission determined thatthe Project, on balance, 
is generally consistent with the objectives and policies of the General Plan and the Code's Priority 
Policies. 7 The Appellant's claims are baseless and this appeal should be dismissed. 

2. Decreases Naturally Affordable Housing 

Appellant's Concern: "Decreases 'naturally affordable' housing in the Parkside district." 

Mr. Mandel's Response: The Project calls for the net addition of tWo (2) new family-
.. sized uriits. The Planning Commission found that the "existing single-family dwelling is not 

. designated as affordable housing.''& Though older homes are generally more affordable due to age, 
the Project calls for the construction of three (3) family-sized dwellings ranging in size from 1,578 
square feet to 1,632 square feet The new dweUings are modestiy sized 3-bedroom units and 
naturally affordable by design. · 

The .Project adds much needed housing in the Parkside neighborhood along a transit 
corridor, where relatively few units of new housing have been built. The Project's location on the 
Muni L light rail line transit co.rridor furthers the Planning Department's goals set forth in its March 
2020 Housing Affordability .Strategies report. 9 The Commission's approval of the Project's 
Conditional Use authorization should be affirmed. 

3. Displaces Tenants 

Appellant's Concern: "Displaces a minimum of 3 ·current tenants paying naturally 
affordable rent." 

.Mr. Mandel's Response: Though the existing single-family home is used as a rental 
property, the current lease expires prior to the start of construction. 1° Currently there are three (3) 
male tenants, none of which are of a protected class. Their lease expired at the'end of last year, 
and they ~re now month-to-month ~ith an appreciation of the Project. Mr. Mandel and the tenants 
have reached an agreement in which the tenants .are voluntarily leaving upon extended notice ·three 
(3) to four ( 4) months out prior to construction starting. Having balanced the facts ·and 
circumstances, the Planning Commission found the Project necessary and desirable for the 
Parkside neighborhood. 

7 Motion No. 20643, p 10-16 
8 Motion No. 20643, p. 15. 
9 March 2020, San Francisco Housing Affordability Strategies attached as Exhibit C. 
10 Motion No. 20643, p. 2. 
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4. Existing Home a Histo.ric Resource and Project Incompatible with 
Neighborhood 

Appellant's Concern: "Destroys a rare historical resource and negatively impacts the 
look, feel and character of the Parkside district." 

Mr. Mandel's Response: The Planning Department has determined that the existing home 
is not a historic resource and the Planning Commission found the Project consistent with the 
neighborhood. 

i. . The Existing Home is not a Historic Resource- It is Category C 

The existing home has been deterniined to not be historic and is classified as a Category C 
- No Historic Resource Present. 11 Extensive alterations have been made to the existing home, 
including front addition, replacement of shingie roofing with composite roofing, window · 
replacement, reconstruction of front steps, and remodel of the front porch. With the addition of the 
commercial structure at the front of the Property, it appears that inuch of the original wood shingle 
at the first story was removed to accommodate the addition of the commercial structure and the 
new terrazzo front steps. In evaluating the existing home, the Planning Department Preservation 
Team found: 

Though the property appears to be significant under Criterion 1 and· 
Criterion 3, the department has determined that. much of the 
historic fabric original to the building's significance (1909) has 
been altered significantly or removed entirely such that it no 
longer retains sufficient.integrity. These changes includethe front 
addition of commercial space (1946), replacement of shingle 
roofing with composite roofing (1928), window replacement (date 
unknown), reconstruction and reconfiguration of front steps (post-
1950), and remodel of front porch (post-1950) ... Therefore, the 
property is not considered a historic resource for the purpose of 
CEQA. 12 (emphasis added) 

In addition, Tim Kelly Consulting "determined that 1420 Taraval Street is not eligible for 
individual listing in the California Register and is not located within a potential historic district. 13 

Based on the Planning Department's determination, as well as Tim Kelly Consulting, LLC's, the 
existing home is not a historic resource. It has lost its integrity and need not be preserved. · 

11 Cat.Ex., p. 4. 
12 Cat.Ex., p. 8. 
13 November 2017, Historic Resource Evaluation Part 11420 Taraval Street attached as Exhibit D. 
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ii. The Planning Commission Found the Project Consistent with 
the Neighborhood 

The Planning Commission found the construction of three (3) new family-sized dwelling 
units is necessary, desirable, and compatible with the surrounding neighborhood and the larger 
City. 14 The sitting of the new building will be in conformity with the requirements of the Planning 
Code and consistent with tP,e objectives of the Residential Design Guidelines. The overall scale, 
design, and materials of the proposed building is consistent with the block face and compliment 
the neighborhood character with a contemporary design. The proposed residential development is 
characteristic of other existing residential uses along Taraval Street and in the surrounding 
neighborhood. The inclusion of ground-floor commercial space is consistent with the purposes of 
the Taraval Street Neighborhood Commercial District, protects the rear yard at residential levels, 
and is consistent with the Planning Code for mixed-use buildings in the Taraval Street NCD. 15 In 
addition, the Commission found that the Project's rear setbacks "help to sculpt the building to 
minimize impacts and remain compatibie with the neighborhood's two- to four-story buildings."16 

The Project is not incompatible with the neighborhood. 
\ 

5. Negative Environmental Impact . 

Appellant's Concern: "Demolition of the existing structure has a negative environmental 
·impact ... hauling all of the debris to the dump is bad for climate change among many other 
environmental impacts." 

. . 

Mr. Mandel's Response: The existing hom~ was constructed in 1907 and is not energy 
efficient. The Project calls for the construction of a new mixed-use building built to today's code 
standards, including Title 24's Building Energy Efficiency Standards and the Green Building 
Code. Complying with today' s building standards, the Project will result in the net addition of two · 
(2) new dwelling units that are significantly more energy efficient than the existing 2-bedroom 
single~family home. In addition, the Project will comply with the Construction Dust Control 
Ordinance (Ordinance 176-08); reducing the quantity of dust generated and protecting the health 
of the general public and of on-site workers. The Planning Commission found that the Project is 
not expected to generate dust or odor irnpacts. 17 · 

6. Covering Adjacent Building's Property Line Windows 

Appellant's Concern: "Proposed project would cover up side windows of occupant 
apartments of small apartment building next door." 

Mr. Mandel's Response: Property line windows and private views are not protected under 
Planning and Building Codes. The Project is within the minimUJ.ll standards of the Residential 

14 Motion No. 20643, p. 6. 
15 Motion No. 20643, p. 7. 
16 Motion No. 20643, p. 6. 
17 Motion No. 20643, p. 6-7. 
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Design Guidelines to be expected when a reasonable building expansion is proposed. The 
proximity of the Project to the adjacent building is also within the reasonable tolerances to be 
expected when living in a dense urban environment such as San Francisco. The property line 
windows that will be affected by the Project are not the only windows to the adjac~nt impacted 
units, as the units on each floor also contain windows that face onto the street, the rear yard and/or 
a -large existing lightwell that the Project matches; these windows will continue to provide 
considerable light and air access to the adjacent units. 

D. CONCLUSION 

The Planning Commission correctly granted Conditional Use authorization for the Project 
The findings and facts support the determination. The creation of three (3) family-sized 3-bedroom 
dwelling units will add iwo (2) net new units to the City's housing stock along a transit corridor. 
The Project's ground-floor commercial use adds neighborhood-serving uses in the Taraval Street 
Neighborhood Commercial District, activating the streetscape. Overall, the Project meets a n,mge 
of the General Plan policies and goals and the Priority Policies under Planning Code Section 
101.1(b). 

An increase in the housing stock has. been a longstanding priority policy ofthe City and 
the State. The Commission properly balanced the competing interests of housing versus 
preservation of a building found to not be an historic resource. Based on the above, and on the 
thorough and extensive record before you, we respectfully request that you deny the appeal and 
uphold the Planning Commission's unanimous decision approving Conditional Use authorization 
for the Project. Thank you for your careful consideration ofthis Project. 

Enclosures: 
Exhibit A-

ExhibitB­
Exhibit C­
ExhibitD~ 

Very truly yours, 

REUBEN, JUNIUS & ROSE, LLP 

. t1fi~in }~t­
"J~ ·_, 
Justin A. Zucker 

. November 27, 2019, CEQA Categorical Exemption Determination and 
September 20, 2019, PreservationTeam Review Form 
January 30, 2020, Planning Commission Motion No. 20643 
March 2020, San Francisco Housing Affordability Strategies 
November 2017, Historic Resource Evaluation Part 11420 Taraval Street 

cc: Supervisor Sandra Lee Fewer 
Supervisor Catherine Stefani 
Supervisor Aaron Peskin 
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Supervisor Gordon Mar 
Supervisor Dean Preston 
Supervisor Matt Haney 
Supervisor Rafael Mandelrnan 
Supervisor Hillary Ronen 
Supervisor Sharnann Walton 
Supervisor Ahsha Safai . 
Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board 
Linda Ajello-Hogland, Senior Planner 
Stephanie Cisneros, Senior Planner, Preservation Tech Specialist 
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CEQA Categorical Exemption Determination 
PROPERTY INFORMATION/PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

Project Address .Biockllot(s) 

1420 TARA VAL ST 2353010 

Case No. Permit No. 

2018-011904ENV 201808086753 

.Addition/ . 1• Demolition (requires HRE for .New 
Alteration Category B Building) Construction 

Project description for Planning Department approval. 

Demolition of existing single-family residence' and construction of a new four-story mixed-use building with 3 
residential units and 1, 731 square feet of ground-level commercial use. The proposed building would be 
approximately 6,219 square feet in size and approximately 45 feet in height. 

STEP 1: EXEMPTION CLASS 

The project has been determined to be categorically exempt under the California.Environmental Quality 
Act(CEQA). 

• Class 1 -Existing Facilities. Interior al)d exterior alterations; additions under 10,000 sq. ft . 

• Class 3 - New Construction. Up to three new single-family residences or six dwelling units in one 

' building; commercial/office structures; utility extensions; change of use under 10,000 sq. ft. if principally 
permitted or with a CU. 

D Class 32 -In-Fill Development. New Construction of seven or more units or additions greater than 
10,000 sq. ft. and meets the conditions described below: 
(a) The project is consistent with the applicable general plan designation and all applicable general plan 
policies as well as' with applicable zoning designation and regulations. 
(b) The proposed development occurs within city limits on a project site of no more than 5 acres 
substantially surrounded by urban uses. 
(c) The project site has no value as habitqt for endangered rare or threatened species. 
(d) Approval of the project would not result in any significant effects relating to traffic, noise, air quality, or 
water quality. 
(e) Th.e site can be adequately serited by all required utilities and public services. 
FOR ENVIRONMENTAL PLANNING USE ONLY 

D Class --

SAN FRANCISCO 
· · 'P~r.5~:4is.sni.9o1o 

Para inf«rmaci6nen.EspaiioJ tiamaral: 415:575:sora· 

Para sa impormasyon sa Tagalog tumawag sa: 415.575.9121 PLANNING DEPARTMENT 
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STEP 2: CEQA IMPACTS 
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Air Quality: Would the project add new sensitive receptors (specifically, schools, day care facilities,· 
hospitals, residential dwellings, and senior-care facilities within an Air Pollution Exposure Zone? Does the 
project have the potential to emit substantial pollutant condentrations (e.g., backup. diesel generators, 
heavy industry, diesel trucks, etc.)? (refer to EP _ArcMap > CEQA Ca.tex Determination Layers> Air Poliution 
Exposure Zone) 

Hazardous Materials: If. the project site is located on the Maher map or is suspected of containing 

hazardous m<:~terials (based on a previous use such as gas station, auto repair, dry cleaners, or heavy 
manufacturing, or a site with underground storage tanks): Would the project involve 50 cubic yards or 

more of soil disturbance - or a change of use.from industrial to residential? 

if the applicant presents documentation of enrollment in the San Francisco Department of Public Health 

(DPH) Maher program, a DPH waiver from the Maher program, or other documentation from· 

. Environmental Planning staff that hazardous material effects would be less than significant (refer to 

EP_ArcMap >Maher layer). 

Transportation: Does the project involve a child care facility or school with 30 or more students, or a 
location 1 ,50.0 sq. ft. or greater? Does the project have the potential to adversely affect transit, pedestrian 

, and/or~icycle safety (hazards) or the adequacy of nearby transit, pedestrian and/or bicycle facilities? 

Archeoiogicai Resources: VVould the project result iii soH disturbance/modification greater than tvvo 
(2) feet below grade iri an arc;heoiogical sensitive area or eight (8) feet in a non -archeological sensitive 
area? If yes, archeo review is requried (refer to EP_ArcMap >·CEQA Catex Determination Layers> 
Archeological Sensitive Area) · · 

Subdivision/Lot Line Adjustment: Does the project site involve a sub9ivision or lot line adjustment 

on a lot with a slope average of 20% or more? (refer to EP _ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determinati~n Layers> 
Topography}. If yes, Environmental Planning must issue the exemption. 

Slope= or> 25%: Does the project involve any of the following: (1) square footage expansion greater 
than 500 sq. ft. outside of the existing building footprint, (2) excavation of 50 cubic yards or more of 
soil, (3) new construction? (refer to EP _Arc Map > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Topography) If box is 
checked, a geotechnical report is required and Environmental Planning must issue the exemption. 

Seismic: Landslide Zone: Does the project involve any of the following: (1) square footage expansion 
0 greater than 500 sq. ft. outside of the existing building footprint, (2) excavation of 50 cubic yards or' more 

of soil, (3) new construction? (refer to EP _Arc Map > CEQA Catex Determination Layers> Seismic Hazard Zones) 
If box is checked, a geotechnical report is required and Environmental Planning must issue the exemption. 

Seismic: Liquefaction Zone: Does the project involve any of.the following: (1) square footage 
0 expansion greater than 500 sq. ft. outside of the existing building footprint, (2) excavation of 50 cubic 

yards or more of soil, (3) new construction? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers> 
Seismic Hazard Zones) If box is checked, a geotechnical report will likely be required and Environmental 
Planning must issue the exemption. 

Comments and Planner Signature (optional): Don Lewis 

Prevision Design conducted a shadow analysis (dated November 25, 2019) and determined that the project 
would not result in new shadow on McCoppin Square. 

SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

<P::>t:~f.\1~~: 415.575.9010 

Para informacion en Espaiiolllamar al: 415.57S.9010 · 

Para sa impormasyon sa Tagalog !umawag sa: 415.575.9121 



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

PROPERTY IS-ONE OF THE FOLLOWING: (refer"to Property Information Map) 

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

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

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

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

Check all that apply to the project. 

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

D 2. R~gular maintenance or repair to correct or repair deterioration, decay, o~ damage to building. 

D 3. Window replacement that meets the Department's Window Replacement Standards. Does not include 
storefront window al~erations. 

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

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

D 6. Mechanical equipment installation that is not visible from any immediately adjacent public 
right-of-way. 

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

8. Addition(s) that are not visible from any immediately adjacent public right-of-way for 150 feet in each 

D direction; does not extend vertically beyond the floor level of the top story of the structure' or is only a 
single·story in height; does ·not have a footprint that is more than 50% larger than that of the original 
building; and does not cause the removal of architectural significant roofing features. 

Note: Project ·Planner must check box below before proceeding . 

• Project is not listed. GO TO STEP 5. 

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

D Project involves four or more work de.scriptions. GO TO STEP 5. 

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

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

Check all that apply to the project. 

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

D 2. Interior alterations to publicly accessible spaces. 

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

D 4. Fa~radefstorefront alterations that do not remove, alter, or obscure character-defining features. 

D 5. Raising the building in a manner that does not remove, alter, or obscure character-aefil)ing 
features. 

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

SAN FRANCisco· 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

. . . 
Para lnformaci6ri en Espaiiolllan:mr al; 415.575.9010 

Para sa lmpormasyon sa Tagalog.lumaw~g sa: 4l5.575.9121. 
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D 7. Addition(s), including mechanical equipment that are minimally visibfe from a public right-of-way 
and meet the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation. 

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

D 

9. Other work that would not materially impair a historic district (specify. or add comments): 

D 

(Requires approval by Senior Preservation Planner/Preservation Coordinator) 

10. Reclassification of property status. (Requires approval by Senior Preservation 
Planner/Preservation 

II D Reclassify to Category A II Reclassify to Category C 

a. Per HRER or PTR dated . (attach HRER or PTR) 

I 
b. Other (specify): ·Per PTR form signed on 6/6/2019; revised on 9123/2019 

Note: If ANY box in STEP 5 above· is checked, a Preservation· Planner MUST sig.n below •. 

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

Comments (optional): 

Preservation Planner Signature: Melanie Bishop 

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

II No further environmental review is required. The project is categorically exempt under CEQA. 
There are no unusual circumstances that v,rould result in a reasonable possibility of a significant 
effect. 

Project Approval Action: Signature: 

Building Permit Don Lewis 

If Discretionary Review before the Planning Commission is requ\)sted, 11/27/2019 
the Discretionary Review hearing is the Approval Action for the project. 

Once signed or stamped and dated, this document constitutes a categorical exemption pursuant to CEQA Guidelines and Chapter 
31of the Administrative Code. 
In accordan~e with Chapter 31 of the San. Francisco Administrative ·Code, an appeal of an exemption determination .can only be 
filed within 30 days of the project receiving the approval action. 
Please note thai other approval actions may be required for the project. Please contact the assigned planner for th\)se approvals. 

SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

<F~r"~~1t 4" 5.575.so1a 
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STEP 7: MODIFICATION OF A CEQA EXEMPT PROJECT 

TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER 

In accordance with Chapter 31 of the San Fran.cisco Administrative Code, when a California Environmental 
Quality Act (CEQA) exempt project changes after the Approval Action and requires a subsequent approval, the 
Environmental Review Officer (or his or her designee) must determine whether the proposed change 
constitutes a substantial modification of that project. This checklist shall be used to determine whether the 
proposed changes to. the approved project would constitute a "substantial modification" and, therefore, be 
subject to additional environmental review pursuant to CEQA. 

PROPERTY IN FORMA liON/PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

Project Address (If different than front page) Block/Lot(s) (If different than 

front page) ) 

1420 TARA VAL ST 2353/010 

Case No. 'Previous Building Permit No. New Building Permit No. 

2018-011904PRJ ·201808086753 

Plans Dated Previous Approval Action . . New Approval Action 

Building Permit 

Modified Project Description: 

DETERMINATION IF PROJECT CONSTITUTES SUBSTANTIAL MODIFICATION 

Compared to the approved project, would the modified project: 

D Result in expansion of the building envelope, as defined in the Planning Code; 

D Result in the change of use that would require public notice under Planning Code 

·Sections 311 or 312; 

D Result in demolition as defined urider Planning Code Section 317 or19005(f)? 

D 
Is any information being presented that was not known and could not have been known . 

at the time of the original determination, that shows the originally approved project may 

no longer qualify for the exemption? -· 

If at least one of the above boxes is checked, further environmental review is required. 

QETERMINATION OF NO SUBSTANTIAL MODIFICATION. 

· D I The propo~ed modification would not result in any of the above changes. 

If this box is checked, the proposed modifications are categorically exempt under CEQA, in accordance with prior project 
approval and no additional environmental review is required. This determination shall be posted on the Planning Department 
website and office and mailed to the applicant, City approving entities, and·anyone requesting written notice. In accordance 
with Chapter 31, Sec 31.08j of the San Franci.sco Administrative Code, an appeal of this determination can be filed within 10 
days· of posting of this determination. 

Planner Name: .. " Date: 

SAN FRANCISCO · ... · .. 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

.P:ltil!lro,~:4i5.575.9D1D· 
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SAN FRANCISCO . 
P.LANNING .DEPARTMENT 

PRESERVATION TEAM REVIEW FORM. 

lZJ Is the subject Property an eligible historic resource? 

O If so, are the proposed chan·ges a significant impact? 

Additional Notes: 

Submitted: Historic Resource Evaluation Part 1. prepared by Tim Kelley Consulting, LLC 
(November 2017). 

Individual 

Property is individually eligible for inclusion in a 
California Register under one or more of the 

. follo';"'ing Criteria: 

Criterion 1 - Event: 

Criterion 2 -Persons: 

Criterion 3- Architecture: 

Criterion 4 -Info. Potential: 

. Period of Significance: 

QYes @No 

QYes @No 

0 Yes (ii) No 

0 Yes @No 

Historic District/Context 

Property is in an eligible California Register 
Historic District/Context under one or more of 
the following Criteria: 

Criterion 1 - Event: QYes @No 

Criterion 2 -Persons: QYes @No 

Criterion 3- Architecture: QYes @No 

Criterion 4~ Info. Potential: QYes (€:No 

Period of Significance: 

C Contributor 0 Non-Contributor 

1650 Mission st. 
Suite 400 
~an Fra[ldscp; 
GA941 0.3-2479: 

· Recep~on: . 
. 415.558.6378: 

Fax: 
415.558;6409. 

fita:nnin~ 
lntorma\i@; 
415.558.6371 



QYes QNo @N/A 

0Yes 0No 

0Yes QNo 

QYes ONo 

OYes QNo· 

According to the Historic Resource Evaluation Part 1 prepared by Tim Kelley Consulting, 
LLC (November 2017) and information found in the Planning Department files, the subject 
property at 1420 Taraval Street contains a three-story over raised basem.ent; single-family 
residence. According to the original construction permit, the building was constructed in 
1909 (Permit #24242) by Hugh Keenan. Extensive alterations have been made to the 
subject property including the front addition (1946), replacement of shingle roofing with 
composite roofing (1928), window replacement, reconstruction of front steps, and 
remodel of front porch. !tis likely the latter changes were completed without a permit, as 
no permit records have been found to confirm the date of these alterations. With the 
addition of the commercial structure at the front of the property; it appears that much of 
the original wood shingle at the first story was removed to accommodat~ the addition of· 
the commercial structur~ and the new terrazzo front steps. The first story appears to have 
been re-el ad ·as it differs in pattern and size to the shingle !3t the second story. The front 
addition does not appear on the 1950 Sanborn Map of the subject block but does appear 
on the 1990s Sanborn Map. However, no city directory listings or newspaper articles were 
found to confirm that there was an existing commercial use at the subject property. 

The subject property is located within the Parkside neighborhood on a block that 
includes residences constructed betweeh 1909-1968. The initialresfdential development 
of Parkside occurred in early 1908 between 26~h & Ulloa and 32nd & Vicente in the form of 
"Parkside Cottages"; typically, one-story six-room structures with a variety of facade styles 
available (Source: San Francisco's Parkside District Context Statement). An informal survey 
conducted in August 2007 as part of the Parkside Context Statement found that 60 of the 
original62 cottages remain and are now surrounded by single family homes constructed 
in the more typical Sunset row house style of the 1920's and 1930's. These properties have 
not been officially evaluated by the department. . 

A historical photo from 1914 included in-the Histor.ic Resource Evaluation Part I shows the 
block originally contained six properties built by Keenan that were similar in massing and 
style to 1420 Taraval. The subject building and 1409 Taraval are the only two properties 
remaining. The subject block was primarily residential and largely undeveloped aside from 
the six properties constructed by Keenan until approximately 1938. The 1938 Harrison 
Ryker aerial photograph of the subject block shows an increase in development with 
several larger scale properties constructed-around the subject building. Though Sanborn 
Maps and the 1938 Harrison Ryker aerial photograph show an increase in development on 
the subject block in the 1940's and 1950's, further research was unable to confirm that 

Allison K VanderslicEiDigitally signed by Allison K Vanderslice 
• / .. Date: 2019.09.20 16:10:33 -07'00' 



Preservation Team Review Form 
Continuation Sheet 

1420 Taraval Street 

commercial use ever existed at the site. Many properties like this exist along Taraval but have n.ot been 

in use commercially in recent years. 

Hvgh Keenan worked as a builder with architect Robert Dickie Cranston to construct homes primarily in 

the Haight Ash bur'{ neighborhood during the 1890's. Notable examples oftheir work include 710 

Ash bury and 459 Ash bury. The partnership lasted briefly, with Keenan branching out as the sole 

proprietor of a construction company, working primarily in the Parkside. Though it is not known e){actly 

· when the partnership between Cranston and Keenan dissolved, Hugh Keenan constrl,lction C.ompany 

appears in newspaper articles and city directories after 1900. Hugh Keenan was on the board of 

directors of the Parks ide Realty Company and his construction company was responsible for the 

construction· of several streets and block grading in Parkside. 1 1n an effort to develop the area and 

attract residents, the Parkside Realty Company also formed a sister agency, the Parks ide Transit 

Company, a pdvate corporation that assisted in bringing public transit to the ·area and therefore, more 

prospective residents. 

The subject ·property appears to be significant under Ciiterion.l as part of the ear!y v.:ave of residential 

development of the Parks ide and under Criterion 3 as a rare example of early twentieth century 

residential architecture in the Parkside. The subject property was constructed as part ofthis initial wave 

of development and reflects the early development of the subject block ofTaraval. 

Since the subject property is relatively restrained, lacking ornamentation and architectural detail; the 

alterations and removal of historic fabric have a more significant impact on its integrity including the 
integrity of design, workmanship, materials, and feeling. The historic integrity of the subject property at 

1420 Taraval is tied to the physical features of the property that were present during the period oftime 

associated with its significance (19.09). Though the property appears to be significant under Criterion 1 

and Criterion 3, the department has d~termined that much of the historic fabric original to the building's 

significance (1909) has been altered significantly or removed entirely such. that it no longer retains 

sufficient integrity. These changes include the front addition of commercial space (1946), replacement 

of shingle roofing with composite roofing (1928), window replacement (date unknown), reconstruction 

and reconfiguration affront steps (post-1950), and.remodel affront porch {post-1950). 

Additionally, the property at 1409Taraval'appears to be a more intact representative example of early 

single-family residential architecture from the early period of development in Parkside and is significant 

under Criterion 1 as part of the early residential development of Parkside and Criterion 3 as a rare 

example of early twentieth century residential architecture in the Parkside. 

The subject property is not located adjacent to any known historic resources (Category A properties) or 

within the boundaries of any identified historic district. The subject property is on a block that lacks 

cohesion as it contains development in variety of styles from range of development periods and includes 

a combination of residential and commercial development. While there are a number of First Bay style 

residences in the Parkside, and such concentrations could be identified as an historic district, this 

property is not located in one of those concentr?tions. 

Therefore, the property is not considered a historic resource for the purposes of CEQA. 

1 "Syndicate With Capital of Million Behind Project," San Francisco Chronicle, July 29, 1905. 
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1420 Taraval Street (Source: Google Maps) 
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c9\i}l}liC~'cl~;}isEi (11e~~ii:t~#l;!t: ;~fr(J)~c:~~). at 14jQ T~i.:av~i:!3t!~~t~ .$1()~~235~ J:;ot O~Q (l}e:i~r1~tt~r '~froj~i:tShe~~);; :, , 

The :~~~ojett 18. exempt: fn>m. the .California E'nvl~6nrnet1taf Quality A4 6::-EQA"I as a. Class ~ artd, Cias.~ :~: . .. .. . .. . . ... .. •. . . . . . ... , ... '····.·" ...... , .. '"· . ..... ., .. ,,, ...... · 
· c~t!':!&P"r:J:car~~n,Ji.tf6i1.: 

On [)eceh1b_erJ21 _2.0.19.~ Jiie Sari Fr~i.cllicoBla11ri.ing.Co.i:ii.mJs'siori {hereinafter "Gbiim1ission!') _con4uded ·a. 
dilly' ri."atke.d p~~lic: ~h~ating·: at. ~ r~gulariy sched:t;iled meeftng bi) Cortditlortal V,s~ · Autil_orlzatiori; 
Appifcation N¢; io18~oi19ri4¢(LA.. At tli~ ~)~bile h)ilarjngi th.~ f:'\anfling Ccirilnii$sl{)ri, corit!n4~4 the)Jrojeif 
td thiq)ulili~ h~~a;;lng~.;, Jat\~ary 3(}; 2020• ·· · ·· ·· · · • ·· ··· ··· " ···· · ' · · , · 

. . . . . 

;·,":;-·:. 
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' ':; . ' ·::;··. 

The PlanningDepartmentCommlSsion Secret~ry is the C:ustbdian of:RecoJ;ds;'the Fiiefbr Record. No; 2ois~ 
01 t90~CUA if? lqckfed at 165{) Mfssiol\ Sh-ee't; Stille 490; Sai:i F:randscci,, (:alHoltili\.: . "·' .. · .. ' ....... : ...... :~··<· .:. ' ...... , ... '· ·:·.::· ·.·.·. -..·- ·: ,:: .. :'~ '··"·";:;::: . "•-'"• ... . . .. .. .... ...~.-~:- .• '• 

. ; . .. . ' . . ... , . '. . ... ,.,. .,, ... . ··.::· . 

. The Cotx}rr\issi~n ha$ ~eard and constdered'·the iestin1oiw pres&lt~ci to tt at_ the public hearing and li:as 
furth~r ~6n.Sici~red:,~t.ittei:l i:i:{ateri~l~ and''or~rtesth~9ny rk~se~ted on behplf ofthe;appiic.a~t; Qep~'rtine~t 
staff~ artci pthet ~1~te1:ested par~es, · · . , · .. . . . , , . ' . · .. · ·· 

< M.()YE[)/ihatthe Connniss1on hereby authorl:t:es t~e Condit!pnal.' Use Authorization as.,requested. in 
Appikat\o~ No.2018~on9a4CUJ\, subject Jo ti1(l cor}diti9ns.cbntaii:ied.ll)' "E)(HIB~T 8' <).{this .iiiotfon; 
ba~ed oi:it:h~£Qlfowihg findings~ . . . . 

.. 

FINDINGS·, 

Having i:e\d~wed. tll.e m.ate.iials lderidfl~d i~ the pre<unb\e abbv'e;'ijnd:itavfng hcarcl'~iL tcstlif..ony and.: 
~;?1-Su~,e~~~; :~~~~: .. C?~~ls~~~n· #~d~~ :~{n1~~~~~~--?rtd~:·'d~t~~~r~~~: ~·1 J01i~~~s::: · ... · · .. · · · .. .. · · 

. . . 

J, Th~ afio\ie fedtMs ar~ ~cql.fat~'~h4'¢o?.stlh)t~ iJ!id~g~ qtthls ~oihn1ls~ip~\-. 

·· $·; ·?~t~, • be~c!jpti6ri ~n~ 1?f.~l~eiltlJ~¢, · fhE!. J'f~j~~f_~ J9c?.t~~ b~ :'ih~}o1.h 's~~k, o( ;tarava~ ~fr'~k · 
betW.~;J~n ;2.4;'h • ap.d: 25tlJ Avenues;: Lob 010 m;(t\s~ess()r' s: Bl9tk .23::~3c.Withi11 , tqe: 'farayal Street. 
N~tghb<:lrh.6oci..coin~erd~1 Pist~i2t:: (N:cn) :Zori111:g Di~~r)tt :-Yit~ '~. 6$'-i<ti~itJ:it ~ntin~ii<· Dlstri~t• 
• Tii:~ ;j(~ 1; an approx{t'na tel~ z,iJob l?quate £6o'f Up hill slopfrtg ~()f With 2s teet ot froi1tpge'ai,{d ~ d~pth: 

:r:~~~~·~~t~~r~:~~t~ii:~;~si~:·:~7!~~;rn~:~~~t~6~!J~w:·;:~:s~~:~::~;~~t~:~~ 
.. • . . . :~~~;~\;~~:~ ~xi.iri~t!; pa~~:·,t~ tl\J •S.tah ?¥ • ~q~shl1o~.9n: •~ There· is. rio_ ?.tf~~tte~f )atking}pr • ~h~~ 

4: Sttfrb~di,~1gitop~rlies. an<f N~ighbbi]iocid. Th~ su!JJectpropert){ is.lcitatedC in·· ill~ ~3,:rk~ld~ 

·~:~~~~i~;1~:;;;:~~:~~~d'!w;:~~:~~~1~i:r~:i~~~g~:~dt~~~:{t-f~:.;,:~:~;!~! 
. use bullciings of v"'ried design. and· construdio:ri d<ites.The blOck~ fate iS Charaderi'zed: by. fWo- to, 
~hre~-~tcrfbui:l~irigs ofmix~<l ar~it~c:~ural'$ty1e. The ~~ia,tehfpropsrtre5 to .tli~ ~~st an:ci \VE)sf ?te 

• i~prov~d .. With.·· a • t~;m:st~tr ~O.~inerclal·l)uilding' ~~{·a, . tht~e"stCiry. i;nulti-:fain.iiy .. qweiHhg 
.. toilsttuttecf. hl)968 artd l93~j r~spectively, ahd a 'i:hr~e:story iliultt.family; dwelli~g to .the twrtht . 

.. c~nstrrt~ted • in.· l92i~ The sutrouri:d1rig. p1'op~tties ·.~~e. ioc~ted, in th~ T~r~vai, §bceet~ NeD; Rii~i 

2 



.. .. 
:s:; ~ub)lc: Ouff.e.a~ii: a.n4 ComJ:!ien.ts:; To .d~t~; · the; PeNrti:n.ent:;htts recehr.ed tltree: com:fr\eii;t$ 

~~t~!:~9~t~;~~;:~iiri to th~:ciemci!H!Oi~ of the' exit>Hn~; t9.P7 (ib.iidi~~ 4J~ i9 it; flis({iik~i\i~ti ~ iit~ 

· 6;' ':Piantti'hi c~d¢: CCiiupiiiuic~. i:ne Cn.rtuuissib~-fii.1ds th~t th~ Project 1s:26t1sis~Elni\yii:i1 $ite1~~~;1t 
·· -rovisiorts oHl:i.e Pfanrifn code in the foiloW':iPto- mm:mer: ·· --.P. .. _,_ .. , .· ;··"· ·:. J:··:S:-- .- .. · : .. ---.::.:··:·-··" ..... - ... 

/\.:. P~rfuht~-d u~~s in_ T~r.tvalStre~t NCO Z~i:lirig Difil:i#t" .Piannipg Code.Sed16rt7?? ~tate~- tha_t: 
:· f$~h;i~l\WJJci:ri4_ £9lii¢eidiilv.~:e.f;~r~ p~miit~i1\rttt{;~)h~~1#~v~i sgeet N¢ ~o~kQi\lf:trc:( 

:: .. l 

: · !Ji~ P,to}~d JP.ij,ufd.9,r;nisfi:'«ct. ~]<iiit':Morit~Jnii_ed:iJ~¢. bj<iltfing 'if)i£h}h1:~4 q1J)ciH~F{ .ii1t1i~: 11!it/i gi:d.un:d · 
-~ooriommerdai .infd!.-tii&tefore·campl-i~s- rvithPitm1ii~1g Cade'Sectiaii 73§~ • ... .. . 

·~. •:&!!1~~~~!;~~=~~~:;~1~~dcf!~~::~~~;~~~~~~:~~:~n~~~~;;;~~~~!~~~~~~~:;~~~: 
~zorih1 :ni~trict:·the cocig'estiilili!ihe!i cdtefhi: ~tliat tl\e::Pt~i·nHD' . tt:tiiiriii~sidh 'sii~tii·cori5iCier h1· ........ _g . .. .... . ..... . .......................... ,. ............ -· ....... - ... g ........................... -.. .. ..... . 
tqe ~evlr=;w, ~;f.r1ppli~~ti~~$·~~>r.l:~i;)_d.entirij ~~p0,1Itif9.r.r, · 

A;' iii~ :i!i~;fe# ~~eg~i1;~·1 :t'o(i4ific,iJ.dt iJs.e _.,{ut~<!!·Izktf,)it p~f tfi:e. 1:ecfl1ir~~n~~ii.~· · df $ifi:!J<in 3~7.; ih~ 
·.arldii;ii:iJiai ¢1-iteria. sp~t;!~ije~·~;~i1Jef.Sei;tip11, 317}tavrf be~if.incgrpbr~teii ri{fi114trtg~:ifiipiirtiifif.iis Motioh·. 
(f?~e I3ez~·ro} ··· . . · ·· · 

.. .. 

¢; , l,te~f, Y;l,f.d. tj!ail\iii}g ¢8d# se\;d{)ii.J-~4 i:eqti_iri$ ~ iitit®it~m: :r~~iYa:t:q ~q\i~1 t9. 25 p~cerit6ftht1: .. 
•· toh1Uot.ciepthof th.~ iotlu'beprovjded. a.t theseconci st.o:ry: andatea:Ch sutcee-dingh,;y.elo:r story ·· 
:6£•tl)~~~ucih~~;.·ah~,ilt'i:'£1~£l:i~li{t~.~J.:r~'If'cb.i't~iii'J:l!i'a qw'el!i;rii. u~~t · ·" .· · · · ······· · · 

. :: ... . . 
"•" ,,. . ' .. . ... •' .. . ·" 

, -J1tf!)?roj¢c,t_ ~li~:ls'JOO fe~t~~ep _ ~~~4.: f?tpi·~d~~ (<. 2,,5-Cfacyt-t~~f. )i(mi at.)h1} s~co)iif; 1~P.£il(firpt r~~id£J!t_i~( 
l!W~ij(miwaui:a: camp if with J?iann.ini: Cod~ '$ectioii. J54., , . 

. ·.o.·~·~;;;:~~t~t~f;~~~::;t~~¥~~~::J.!~f~~!.:!~!l~~~:r.~qi'1~~.~oo sg}lar~. t,yet:afu~able·op.~tt ·· 

... ·Jt:4~;,%~t.~~~~~;f.!;f~~;~~;e~~tJ:~:.%~t~;;i~f,;~t:J~~t~};r;id~t~i~~~n:1~~~~¢l~t;;~!~~: 
Iipi,"fi iipace' ti..teas Joi ai~ u##s.·e.xce.ed3. 'tj~~·iOO squi{refeei 1'equ'/:rd;.tfterefoi"£;~· the l!rajldproviiiJs: ·caiJe, •· 
: ~olltp1if!n& opefi sp_a,t:e'}of4lZ.iii~~etliilgii1iffe. ·· · · · · · · · · 

E~ ' ntrd Safhiy_~ •]_?Jarttrlng . Code ·s~ctioJ;t 139 . outiin~s tl;le. §tahdaids i~r. bffd~s~fe buildin~S/ 
iru;l~rdin~ th~ 'r29uirements fo~ I~¢~t.ion~reia£ed ,and fe~ti:rr~i~i·~l~ied hazards, · 
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N!6iion No;2oa4J < .. 
J~nuaiy 3oi,2o2!L~·· 

'FiEcbRb :No~ ~bts~o11·964ci1A . 
1420 Taraval strei~t 

.. . . 0 T!lii subj(ict z~'i ~ loqated ii;lthiir 3o6.f.iet ofii poiis.ible Urbait Bird. Refuge as. deftnec{ii{S~diini 139; ana; 
}i~e ~rpfectmee.fstl!-~ requir~~l.tsjorflfature~rrilaie~h~an~s; • < · ... 

. . ·. F: • Dwelling uiut Eiposurei Plarini~g Code secti~n i 4d requites . tliat; at iea~~ one room of all· 
· · •. 4weillng unitS:' f'!ce ont(j: a; pli:bii¢ street~j rea!: yii'rd bi 9fri~h i:ipetc <irea . that meets mi11imi.in1 

req~ire~~i::tts .for area and hdtfuorttai 'dlm~iisi&r1S. :To. Irie~t ~xposure·f~vir~men~;· a p1~blic 
$~t~~t, pyblic;·ii~1ey~ sideya,td or.te~r}:ar~ rn1l!>tb~ a~ lea~t 25 teet .in Wic:ltlC · 

· Tiie. Proj~ctprga'lljie:s th¢ dr6eJZl~g uijiis.to hq'Ve: exposu~e 'ini' Taravti!Slre~t or tile. 9iJde~f:ornpigi~g rear 
ytird;'fhefefore3h~ J2~~Je~t~i)Jripliei urith ~[fili,i,;irii;':c(J(le Ser#ciri ,14,9; . . . . . . . . .. .. 

::·:: .. -::·::···· 
':'•" 

···· ·····g·g~~!&:Ers~;~~i~iTi~~~~ag~;;~ 
• Recteat1C!tt ~~i:(~arkdpepar~rrtei:ti:; ii1 tonsultatfqrt .wit:h th~ Rkc:re.iti()n <l~1d'ParkCortun,issl6n; 

.. )o,hiiye~o;adyersEi)ril~a2t ~~on:!l1e p~opiJ'ty'ilikh~r •til~ )uriS9Isii6h otthe'R'ecre~tiDn .~1id Pcirk 
.. comrnissfon\..;./:. , : " , .. , .............. ,.,.. ....... . .. , ......... , 

.. ,, 

. it:~h~d¢iii #ii~zy~tJ•wt7$..pr~ar£a fat. th¢pFdjit(d~;fehnined..th~t:.thB..Jn:6fio~ed 1h:~Jecfwbuza not i:a~t 

. shadows.oii i11iiJ pqrks·?toperi ~pdces atmiy timeduriitgtheye!U'.; ·· · · 
.. :' .:'~: ····· ·,·<:·:.; .... .. .. ... 

•rt 6~$i:.reet·.·Pittidng;'Plai1,tllng;C6d~:Se¢~ioJi'lSti; do~~· not reql,ii~e..: ofhitreei: patklngfcir 
···,:r~~id~nt!~t~hdnq~~re~ict~rifiat ·~~~~. ait~ aii<hv# f~r <1 irt~>.;imuin oft~ r;rk.ihg sp~ces £6r:ea~h 

d:weiling unif ~nd a maximum 6({s'per 500 square £b~t~ ~f occupi~d fl~or• are~; up tb 20\ioo 
· · •• Vf.h~r~ tr)e 9sc4 pied floor~atiia·~ce¢d1'5~ooo·sguare feet fpr;r~taii ~ales ~nd(servk~.uses . 

. ·. ·. :' .. ~ 

THe J'roj~ct' 46~· 1fot .pt¢;iae any • offstre~tpa1·id~zg spac~ lind( th'ei·efore coirrpiie~· ·w!tit f'limrifng • Cod~. 
Sdctio~ i5i.I: · ·· · · ' · · · · · · · · · · · · · ·· ··· · ··· · · · · · · · · · ·.· · ·· · · ·· · 

·. . : :. : ~ : ' 

.f ·.• .Bicycle r~rking~ pla\1nh1g (::od~ .$ectiori, 1ss::t reqiiires a.r le:ast .6rie. <.;:hiss t bkyde park.mg 
. space. £6r · e~ili' d~elling tinit and one Class 2. spate for every 2o. dweiiing. units; Additional 

· ·.·.. ; bf.;yci~parl~ii;\g i:~quJrerr;ents apply based\)ri dq.ssificatio11 oft~oit7r~sii:ienti~luses, at Rmst two 
dass:z;;~~~~§~~e reqclrM.£6t ietaii s~ie~ ahd ~~r:vk¢ ri5@; . · ·· ··.· H • •• • • ••••••• 

.••. T~ Project i#ciude~ threJ;J:divellf1~t ynits;• ther~]ore; fhe. F'~dject ii Tequired. to provid¢ thre/!' Class' r 
. ' ' l:iicycJe plirldiig ~pacesfqi• residentt~l US?$. and hqo. Class.~ ~icyclepa.rking spacd; foi' ·tfie· non-iesiderltiril 

.• 'Use~,!th~ Proje~ftviiipf~vfd~ th.r~~ ¢i~S.l.:btey~l~ ~drJcingspqce~ and tw0..Class2 blC1jclepiirktng sp~ces;: 
Therefor~, 'the Project cmnplies witlrPianizingCod~ Section iss:i . . . .. ... . .... . ... 
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Niotr{Jrr N~i~ri.~4a · 
~~D;qil(l( *~~:.~Pff! 

J .· ;l!~i~}{t ~~d 'l}~:i}<;~Pt~~.!tiiig Cqd~·soctfon.s '~66 ~M :~70. 6\:;t~iil~¢' tli~ h;;ight ~ri4.1:>~ dis~icts; 
.\vi~1jp· ihe¢\ty and toll.nt)(of $ail.F.t;imcis~(;; Pia11nii1g'c64e Sec~i~~27o:ife£i~(oi~.~~·bas~ ofi:be' 
:.~u~1d.ijlgial?~th~ lq>ye$~. r:wn9P::bf ij1~·. bul}ding e»tlillding: vertlc;illy t~ ? qb;eefwal.lheight up, tQ 
1::z$'~mes tht) wtd:th ¢lth~ Y~r:i~t'~t i:i:n:itli:n~f~tre~t ~)r ,So)~et; >..Y'fti~hevet i~ mpte~ .Th.~~e: ar~ nq. 
··i.~ligt~· 6t di~gbri~r di~~ti$iort tiillii:atidh~ appiita~l~,'td.\h~;h~~e. 1}1~ i~;oJ.ect i~·16c?i:~d tn ·~ 65"~ 
.. AI·fe'ig~t.ahd. BuiR D,istrlCt; . '.fherefore~ the propo·sed deve1()prilent is per~nitted t!Ji.}d a height 
.,~6-~~~t~ekgnd 'h uo~f()ot:ffi~~~1~iii:l~&th <i.!l(f~12~~£o8t ¢<~.xiffiunt·ciia&orial .. £of:·a'lie'i%.hi ab6ve; 

: •ihepr,oj~c{prop~scs:a. buiid:1~i;that .wm be dpprw;imiit~ty 45 jeet tall; uidi:h i~, li'elO<p iJ¥ 65']o6liidcgbh 

J~~~~~:~~i~~e}~;k;~1zi~-{~~::~i::r:~~::~~~~i~~%f:i~f!;jiJi%~:t·1~~~;~~~;;itJ1~0~h~l~~t~:i~2t!; 
;.b.as~irrHi} l1ieref9~e_t;ainpUes..tl)#h; t~<f)~;p4ijg:Cf.iik aru{tite)f.i;I~~M i'Jnd,~~Uc iJ.I.5.tijd~ ·· 

·~; •·~:.:~J::1ib~~q~:~wi.1J:~~~?~tt~:~~t~t!tr~9;J,;~~t~t~;J~~r~:~t.4~;~~~~~:~~~:~:J• 
)fw ~)/,tent H1::ti~ r~dud\9n ih );J1is !\'\q\Iif~T).,hnf :\~j;errP. itted b)!' a;ve$ging· <1f the ·ad.)a,centr~~t. 
:buildin ·;. Walk \V.heri avera in<>', :the· ii'iirurii.um rear ai:d 'ailow.eci iil 25%;. but ih'r1o case. ~~~li. 
· t~~~·l.l?~~~(~~ci s~~fl k~ p~o~ici~J ·~~ th.~~-g~~;~~J~~~£:?~~~r'We4: ~r6J~~~¢~~~ihtN¢.e ·rJar.yar~d: 
pre i1so; piti:iiiitted •pe:t fhmrlliig C:ode Sridi.O)J 136; ;s·uch as a i:t\'o~stqry ·addiH{:)n proj'ed:i:ng up' 

:~~:~:.;~::~. hlto · th~\~~t }/9t~· ~V.ith s~(o6i:: si4¢. .s~:tl:J'a~k~; oil ~iiic'h sici~~ £i:)J: th~J~~ith t,{ th~ 

•· :[fiii~ibj~ct pN1perty'ili ibd jeet;~bi:p; ~Hd 'th~ 'a:v.eriige i'et!ff!ai'tf d'ip.tii~ftii~ ~aji{r;eii.t t;~lgiiliots i~·37 j~~t;. · 
·} fl~¢liesl;~~e~efii,(~; t.H~ fe~ryP.r4:r~iJ:tHj·we!rfi$~.lf.i!~1:1 ?:~~64.~$, pi~. frofelfi:; r~htcl:t .ir!.~W~F'$, ¥ fr.i~h~#~~¥ 
;s!ngle.oiifptfl~ 9fqii(Fl71~H'proj~r;tloii; Co111pti.¢s W.ifh iii~ Tf!lir y#.f.d reqzti{ihi~!!f'S : · 

.' ;:. . .. : .'' . 

L ; ~hn~t~:~·:~e~~,f~me~i~fpt Jtesld~~$atPT.PJ,e.9_fii, ):>t~».i1}~g ~o4f.$ecfiCiil {l~A.~'~4.uh~~,tha\ · 
· :i.i'nytesidfiD.\iat d¢vdopi'l1Ejl,f pt9jed. ilpf resi:J,1ts}n;.;id<#f.\bna1 spa.ce·.in ii.D e~dfiti,Il'g'tesW {'!l)tia r 
;¢~~)~t.~~~rt1{~~J~~~:r:.~~~t~~~~;.f~t.$p?,ll::t{)ri.1PW Witl1.th~ iif1£oshl6rt; 6r ~hat{~srs~ti~L,· 

il[~~~i%;~iii1~~~~~~~~~~~~,~;~;.~~ ' 
f. ~~~!J1~~~J:~~:'i~~·~~.;1~~~~.Jt'~ 

S"AN ~RA}~C!SCO 
PL,O.flNll'j'G OE~I'RTMEI\IT 5 

H ··n 

:,;l 

·~· 

; l' 
:1 



:Niotidn·N~; :zos43' ...... . ··RE:CoR:D NO; 1u1:a~o1 ~eo4coA.. 
1420 T~r~v~t sft~et January.30;{Z010··.·., 

<,' 

··A.: 'in~ ptopo~~if riew u$~ ·~nd.h:uiiding,i at:th~.·1;lie ~n<:Linte'htity c<Jnte~plat~d in'd'.a{ the 
··· · ·• propd~ed [6cation;,\viii provld\! <J. ~eyelopment t11.~t is nfii:;f\~~ary o~ desil;abl~, and co11lpatiblE!' 

~ili; the nei$hbo!ftood or ±h~ i:o~\h\iiiliiy~:: • . · · 

. Th~ us~ a£14. Mze'cifthe propb.s'e!f pfo]~ctt~ ¢oiJipa#bie with the}ri&ozifid.ipg Helgh/Jorltdod; 1fiiproposiil · 
wo~id demolfuh im e:dsHng/2j76 square foot,'sf~g(e"fafhiry di.vd1i;1g. 'i7te new buiiding will contain 

... ·· · approxi~rately '!;731}quareftetof gr:ou1idjloof.~omiiier;:ia!atd th,ree s~.bed.rdornArpellini,'Units ranging. 
; 'i~•$h¢fr9tn ~pptbiim4t~l)J1Sis sq11are/eet ta'i)5i2 ~qiilif:e/e¢.t;~i:he ~ittng ofthe,'ii~¥J l!~#di)iif~.~ili.!ie 
· lit coJ~formit!J: wftfi the r~qutremgrits a/the Plgrrnihg Cadi a11? ~onsist.e'ftt with til&. pbpdi~;s .9/the 
·.R.~std~~ti£1Ibe~iin <;tiideli~es: Ov~aii; tb¢ CPIJ~trai;iiijn of}hre~;neiij 4ivelling u'nits isn.ecess~n} rnid 
c01i!paHi?le 'l,i!tihthe.suttounding nelgfiboriwod aitd the latger City• · 

. . . .. . ' '· ·,: :,, ' 

. .. . ,. . 
B: i:be proposed p~o]ed; v/nt uoi:be d'etrimeital to fhe heaith; safety/ conve1iimce or genenii 

~~~elf~re·o~ per~(msresfdiJ;tg 0~ ~":otk,li1!5}~ tf.ie yi<:!pity;: 'I'h~~~. ~r¢ i1o.featiiies o~Jh~ pt6jiitthaf 
. cquld, b~ aetrici,enta,l t.d. t$~ hec\it\1; safety: or CClJ:1Vei1lE!h¢i{of 'i:I16~e re!>iding or.·iioddii.g the a.rea,, 

. ~-= :· . 

... ,_ .,. ··· .. ._ .. 

NiitUte.9fP~op9~editte,: 1h~lttr;lii1g,its·~iii:l.:ah.d:,.~l\ap<"; <'lridthepr~po~ed .. siz¢;·.-?hape.·and. 
il:ii;~rtgemei.tof ~~rudures; . ,, . : , .. ~- ·.' ·.. . .. ·.' : .. . ,., .. : 

TheProjectfm:tudesafour~stonJ massing aiongtiJ~ stret;(tiiJiich is ppproprfate 'given the c01iteitoj 
. tHe SJirro~:iidi;ig n¢ighbtit~Qo4. J1ie propbs~d buildbig prcn;i,Jes re4r: $~tb~c]r,S; al(r~hid7 /i£Lp. to ~c1ilpt 
(hd bkildihgtii mil~i;niz~ irripiitts aiid rerithiii ~iimpdtibld ii!tth' tirii ~digl~hoi-h;od is. h~b." td-foi~f~stbfy 
bi!ildir1gs;' · . . . . . . . . 

tJ!e Ptofe~t'¢ofl1~!1f~{q;dz~er$el)J aff~Ctpub.W~tt~UJ~it iii tfJf,.iJ~ighb9tho.r4 T1{e J(t·oje~t site iii ·lacat~d 
.. cz6se. to :~ividdr 1\tiDN:r h~s :ui1~s, i'nciua.ii1g; t~~ .L a»ll t.~oWL ]VfiJNi tta:~1sit .ih.te~,; 'tite ProJdct 
prmHies: no W-street;prrrkhig! wh!i::h supp01;ts tl!~ Ctt:Ij's.;trkn;l.t;ft'r;i, p~tides,. Prcrvi;ion of bi~ycle 

. st'6iilge iii:eaS 'a0.ug :iaith tne'blosc prox;i/liity to. M/isi; . tl'itnsit.js ~ntidpate,4. w ~iieouragli teside.nts;. 
imipl6if.e~s (l'hd. :&i$#a/$ tr1 ~se alfifr::fl.te itldd.e,$ oj:fr~r~P.portat!rJK . . ..... . . . . 

· ·' (3y :ibr:' s~feg?atclS. a~£6rdg41? pte\~¢nt A~x~?u,s: 6~ of{imsive .eri)i.Ssiori~ ,siidi as rt<iise! gla~¢; ~11s~ 
. and 6dot;' .. . . . 

. ._. 

Tfrt!ft'oject will co~nplfriilii:h Tit1e24 shz.itddt4s fiiitoi$il tftsubitioiL, Tfui Projec~ Wi4 alsd be subjed to 
. tW':stiitiqj}j'd iPiJdiqnh( pfaPfJrovdlfo{lightiiig'mtd wiil;trudion 1ioi~~ .• Cons'tf.ucti¢ii: 'iwis~ fni,vacti 

· wouldb.e U,sf tiiansignifi.cimt beca;Js~aii cons'iiUttimi idtvines wdulii1Ie coridudted 'in compiim!ce tvitli . 
. . . tlieSan Francisco Noise dnliriaitce (Artfc~ 29 of the San Fzaiidsco Police Code, as anu;nded. Ma.v 2014), 

The SF Boaill ofsupet1.1iSDrS 'appraved the Construction DristControiOrditUli!Ce (Ordjriiiiic6176-08; 
. iiffectivefuly 30,,200$) with the inte:J1.t of reducing tlteq~cmtity oj di~~i $ener'ated ilui:ingsitepreparaf:u:m~. 
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¥~r¥tiiln in4 _;;iii~~lttfil~ fubrk: iii 'dtitet.ta prat~tt tlza:hiuzth i{th~'g¢nerti(p4~1i¢ and o[mi;iitei 
>rL-_Yi&~rs; 1Jitni~1tzii 'fJ!lbiic n:iiisif!jce 'i:drlip~'<jnts;. qttd.t-Q a'!!qf.4 {;filer$ t¢ ~iap' t.twk by t~e pepnr,hnatif: of . 
· B~itJ.t'rig .fnspe~ij(rf£' iJu.!r~fi}r¢~ }lid Iirojef.({!Ja!:M .~if i·e~y&~(io )IQ.Z{O,fl! S.P.ecift~4 p'i;~btices,. i~ cin~fl~i 
. ¢qf:i$tf.u:CilijiJ. d4s.tafi4 f.d/~lnply f/Jif.h ijjiS O.ft[i.~!.44¢A · QPlf.llll1 }tw Pf.ofeC.ti~ n.~i ii:ipei:ied t{rgruierdti q:zist 
: ~ifbligf mipact:S,, · · · · · ·· · ·· · · · · · · · ·· ·.. · · ·· · · · 

•(4)·.:~:~;:,:~£i~~;~:~:.;s~~~r~~et:;:~;~ii~ltt~~ti:;£~~~~~pm~.·$tr~¢~ii\~~ ~g~t~·~p~ces;· 

ih~.ofi·idRtr.~of!] Pt9.V.Id.t fhe req;1irei:l; n,U1hl;iet .of #reet)re.es !inq bicycie.pm:ktii'g · flftnig· til¢ pitbfic" · 
· =righti-:6f~\1fi · ·· ·· ·· ·· · · · · · · · ·· · ·· ·· · · · ·· · · ··· 

c; 'Thafth¢,use as'piopqse'd";viltcofnplf. W.ith the app,~caNepipvisi.pris of !:'hePl<ii:Ji-l'lng;ccide and •= 

wi!t~qt~#iie~~~·ty :ii#~ft H~~ d~h~~-i.P~~h. . . . . 

· tit~= Prti}~c.t. · c,o.mplt¢!;: ;witli. ¢/(rl;l'q~ant; _J:Mif~r!li:itgn{~ .. ~nit :~til?jda~iiF. L'lf, tl:W .· · Pla,H'f!..ti1g= · ('9!14 . ~ili:l •. i{ . 
= •c!Jhsiiitdif: 'wit~_ob)~ctives•~nd)ioi!¢tifs :oj:the· Gen~ial-fl~~i:d.~ ~etdiied hilf!w;. 

$~ . A4Ciit~~it~t,~iti4iilMP.v!s~iiiit..t9.$~cH?~·~~1.~fi~a~b~~es ~(~~~yla for ~~ p1ahi}ingf:ol!linissi~11 f.q; 
:~:;~t0~J;~~e;1~~!tt{~~i~1~!~~~~i~~s f.o~, ~e.~1~~~~#~l·~¢~0Hti6n: Ori q~\<Vt~i3i }lie:Pr()f~d does: 

i"· =·~~b~tiiet f~t3pr,qp(i~tYi¥ft:~W ~~.~ l1,i§tQ}.',f Qi$e~~()J.ls;. t()i1t1nuh1~·C:tid~yioi~~~~!!s; 

·)i' revi.e~o Off~e•Depar!:meil~ ofl} uiiding :titspcidlon· and tJ~e· Pi~l!11.i#g L~ep~!rtr1-u~ni d~f~hl?SeS $ltowed· no 
tpi1! i!Jtf6tddit~ei~f~ase~ ohr"¢ltcf1JI 'i>f~tr/ia,t~!ifO.t {He syiiJecf f;~·oj1'el't~:: . ... . . . ... 

1L. · Vyhethe{t:he!10JX~ii1~·p~$ bee.il, ihait~liiili~d i\i_~, qet~J1t, s~f~)\rtd sai;;it~r)r coii~ij:iqn;; 

• .. TFwf.:/i,~tij1g.; d.weliti:ig (!1 ~i.if.rli?J.ti!fqil¢f'lf'S -~ fe~i~ai ~~;,4; ~ioo/s; 1¥}1 it'ave. P.iiJ p~~~ ~o.if..e"tlialctih'{i#~, .. 
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· : Az'thqug/i. th~ exMtng ~tru~ttt1~e ~~ .riioi'~ tha~sq Y.em;s oh( a: 1:eviriz~ ·of tiie suppterrierl:riii infonnatibn 
• t¢sultedtn a detemdnidion that. tlte stmcrn.fc is ft(lt.a historicai fescnii.ce, .•.• 

vL •· . :Wi)ether: IJ~e 'pr6je~t t~n;;;~~~~ {~\{a l ~iH ls .~ubJ~d t; th~· R~sld\=ntiar R~h{ skbiifzatloi:l and 
Ar81tr~t~cit~ (:1k9iJ1ai\c~ 9;; <lffor,dablii. h()~~tng; · · · ' · · · · 

. Tiil e:Xi.sting !>ingie"[amily dwelii~gis used dsit rilitaiprape'r.fy. jiithough the sih.gie:y#ay dtoclling: iS 
· · technib~iiy $rtbJ~ct. t~ 'iiif kent sia6iiization df!d. J'1ibitrdti~)ii Ordi~d~~~e b~~~~s~ :# :ii ; · r?;ide1iti~i 
.. l:JuMtng qoh$tr.(ic{~dbejQf.i{i979} •. t{l'e. P.liliirtlhg Pepq;'l:jne,iif can.nDt dej{#itir>eiy detehilin~ wf&h aspeCts 
·: o]th~ (jrdtrlft~cd~1'iilo/pi{.cabie:•;fh~ R4/ifSt'aliitizdtio.H ~~idr{rbtf~i,i/oJ;,Qrdihan~e !iicl1~des p;0vt;iqlis . 
· jOt·roictibn: controls, price coriti·oi~/tiiiii othei'' ctmtrois; d~d it is tlre. ~ir.r!Jif.i/of tlii. :Ii,ent Bqar{b 
: d,etii}tiiig ~hi~h SflecifiC. c~#rols. apylY· tb.'ti !J,uild!ng ()i' prrp~i:ty.: T'ne' Rent Boar4 ;ra_;, tqtjfitthed ·th~t 

. . •' ilib:~ iir¢:1;b; iiat~bci3e: iedj_;d~;, b(aitj{ ~~cu11t~tdfi6fi inaicaHng. ii)t er;i~tioh n~lther histilry .nor evictiow 
ir;olfc:~fi!~d d.('tliFRiiiit B~af.d'ftir 1.420 .Tiwa:ita15tie~t:. · · · · · · 

Wh~th\'!r t~~ ptq}¢tt co.n~e.rv:~s. eX.i~t\bs: hi:it~~!n$: to pres,~tiTf,l cultJ.it~li'IJl~l! e¢<'m,omk 
~1~ighb6~~ofd'~iy~~~1tY;: ···· ·· · ....... ; . . ...... ". . .. . 

.... ,. ,,, .:· .. ··· 

A/t~o!~gh' .ih¢; ftoNt:t~ri(P~ses)hii d~molifioft rf iiij d:istifi{d~¢ll~1rg;. the ·itew {;iJnsthi~H~'n tDill1,;$Ult 
. ih.two addifionaldiwliiirgunits: ·· · · ·· " .. · 

:;;!~1~t~:&~:f;::c6I1s~i~~s ne~ghh6rh6'9ci dtarad~ t9 ·presei~;~ rieig~f/drh?o'd cliltui~t ana .. 

)lie .p;o}ett conserves· nl:i'ghboi·hood au;.racie? ttihh appiopi:iate scale;. design; . and. truiteiial$1 amf 

:··~:ti~:d~itJ:;J;D:~i~~i~~f:r;l~titv~!~:;;;~o.ff~l]I;~;:;~~~T~;~:~6s~1~1~~~)i~n1::r;stfJrX· 
.; Tfu:proposed. i1tiXed~use. deii,eiopni~<it'.ls i:hqiC!ctM.k!ic ofoiiier exiktirJ.g'fesidenflaT bi•ilcliifgs iocatea• 

/<loii$Tariivai:st'reet tum lief 1terli qiJetwii~i#ts ivou.Iti be iuiiiea. to ~Tie i;:if!/s l{oiMnistodc. ·· ··· 

ix. . 'Whetii.efilie pr.oject pr9~ect..~ t11e relative a£fordability of existing holi.siii.g; 
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·. 

X;. :. V\rhethet tne p:ri,)jed Inc~eases: 'tfu~~;~umbet 6(pei:'rriankt1t1y 'affordabJ~:unifi a$ '"gove_m:e:a B}t 
se~tion}1s; · · · ·· · · · 

'. . . . ·'~ . . •' ,. 

;d,, · \\74.~fh.~1h~ pr~ie.ct}<?~at~:)p~#\l.l}qi,t§.iifg;t\ii apf,~foprWe; site!'; ~rt e,st~iJH~~~d:;D¢i~~jJ~rho;?4~; ·. 

}!fi~iii£~~~~]tel~~i~!7~~£if![~~~~!f::t~;:H~l 
.. 

: ·1ii~:P.J/oj.¢d j1rQpo.se.#.:;;,ri rppot~~rfifJi· fot /ll.mii!t~i'z~d-6itusfjz~; :·Three s:..uedroo;n Hnit's' ard- proposed 
:. wifli'ii•: fhi:' niu~·.b~itd.itig: tun·eii.tiy/thii pt:aJiitrtg Q.h?\t cpi~tahiiJ' tili¢ diru;lltitg w!i:h .f:wo Pl!4i·¢oms: 

, •H , .~ • , •', , , ,,, ' ,, ''' •'•• , ,, • ,,, , l , •' ,•• • ' ,, ' • ,, " , 

.·;i~:,if:~!.;a;:L:;:.;~::i:~~:~er~~~~~~~;;J~~~~:;:n ~esitii);· .me~t0g·~Ji':retevant-de~igri; 

'if~~~~~~~i;~~ti~~~¥~~~ 
.. ,.. .. ... . . ·: :. ... --.:,.:': 

· m1~~he.t.t~~'P.r~H~t;r~c:;e_asw t~1~-ii~;m.?.~t:ot:pn"~~t~:bwel!Jl\~ iJn1ts; 

Th,¢ pr:oji:~).;rvlit /J~t;J:¢0~~ the nwtiber,:a/9rr:c'sit!J Ji.rdfs.fi·qn,t il)J~ d,io¢llfn$ JPiJJ fl?)~ret; ;t;ql'qij~Jig liJ1'ft~;; 

.').\ii; •. Whether ti~e · rd;eet:'ln&iiaseslhe'fiun'lbefof ori"site IJ~droon1s.: . ... · ............. P.,. J.. .................... :u ·· .• :·· ..... , .......•............... , .. , 

. . 

• · ti;e i:X/~tlit;i: dweW;igi.oii t~{;ls.lwo. b~dn?!iiJ1s~.'th~.ProjiJ.~tpropos~s·~~'tJt~l ~f"~+ii1.e b~drooln~ •t~hv~qf fire 
· i)il'ee~i1~;ifjti,ftg t:i{tifi.. · . . .. . 

f.lMi ff,MiCISC'O . . .. 
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·Mhtton N,i:>i :iria4:f ., 
:~a~ii<!'l'y.3o)~q*o = 

. Tik mirii~iitfi,'diHz~ityfi;r)he 'si<.~}e~fpropdi'jj# )iit:e~uJ~its. ( Q1t~·d'ii;elli}ig.t!rlit;p~:SOO. ~quar/}~et ~j;' 
·.lot ar¢.dr THe'Projecip1~0pO~?i{t~d.irdil! i/OJ,ist)1ic.tlorrofti ]Jthed,use; . .t/ire~~!init buiiiUitg ~ithg;,owid 
}_ioor coniniei:C!a( ni'itri;n!z!n~ t1!e devsiiftpd!nittedi1} tit~ T~i:a~Ja(Streei·~~cD Zo~i;ii District: . . . .. 

xvHL ·. . If repla(jrig a bujldit:ig ii;of ~ubj~d t'q th¢:)\e~i4ertta1 :Rent.' $~~bili~at~.on ~r1ci· Ari:ihtat!op: 
. Ordinance, whether the new:ptcije'tt tepl<tte$ ali Of the existingttnits ~ith new Dwelling tJrtfts 
.·of i'l.sfmilar s1~E\ an,d; With the ~l!~~ rii.irnb~r..cif bedroo.i:J:l:~: · · 

. fh¢ ¢:fi~tihg sliigl~Janf.ilitd~iliin.g is cut:YefiflY used as ir r.eljtai prop?j't!f.: ·Although the sin,~1e"jam{iy • 

·.~:r:d~:~a~$b~i~j~:!i~~;:i~{;Z~r~~;:t~~;~;$::~;;~ri7;ga6~;;~;:~:n~ii~~~iut:it~~;~~~~:.•. 
~ivnlch. aspe'Cfs. oft'hi' t1rdinai.tc,e;_ r.r,{ ap,pusab.IC.~ tfie: · Rqif sfabil{zaiion, :iin\i,. Ar~itri£iiafi,. dratnan.ce. 
• in:ciiidei. ptirdz'sionsfor ei!i~.t.ioir coti!:l,oi~; pr.ice conn•oi~,c and oiiter: cotlb:oi~;. aud it. is tiie purview of the 
: Rent Bd~1;d to· detd-lliln'i :ivhicfi;<;p:ecifit ~(ln?idl~ }ipply, td a • buil4/ng. pr'p~apertj;: The Rent' Board f1.il!; • 
: ~o~fi,ri:n~4 tHafihfr~ m:~ ii'Q ti~iitb~;e :Yd~qfit~j #pr a?JYdotumenf~Jfqn iriatr:dii~;g a;i ~~icti~kiri$tbtv ;ia~ 
t.;{ct!qn )~oticesfii.e4 .at tli¢i~,en.,t'Biiardfor 1(ti2.d•tafiil'al$t:i:aet; · ·· · · 

~ RegardMg ·unit· size =a;(d toMti ihrr exi~H;ig divelling unit'iias aiifJfoxiniat~ly2;'i76. sqU.~re pet' ol 
'ljabftakfi; aregtiit.dfWo b¢dri:>ong{"[T{epi'bpiise4~u@ing coiittliii$.thr.e~;3¥~dt~61~ unit~; 711e 1ie;i1 utitt~ 
probtd~·~;iore tiiah the e:dstihgsqurir'e ftbtqge iuiib~drbom cou~it, · ' .. ., : .. . .. • 

9: . · . Gert~ralPl~~ c6ihp ~la.ric~i 'hlh Pr~jdd' is; ;6ti l,Jal1ricfi,: to!tsisterit with ili~ f9ll9wi~g bbje¢tiv¢i hr)d • 
· Poli~ies ofthe Gen¢ial'i?,h:rqj · 

....... ::. :: ::. 

·HOUSING ELEMENT; 

o~J~¢1-xy~:z: ·,, -= , ... ,, . . :· , • .. ... .. . .. , • . . . 
RETAIN; EXISTING HOUSING UNITSr AND. PROMOTE SAFETY AND MA1NTENANCE 
STANDARJ:)S,WITHODTJEOPMPIZING:AFFQRDAB~LifY::. 

'. :P6 Hey. ~.1: . , ..... 

bi~cc)tirag~: the : dem9lition &t a:'s9ili1cJ, •· exi&Hfig 1161l.5i#g un1ess th~: ciemolitio'i1 :r~sults itL k hek . 
increase in afford~ble:hbus]ng/ , . ·. · •·· . 

f!i~ froj~c;.t. pr(jpo?ii{t.ri:d~inolish aii ktisd11g ;tr~Gii{rii ~fl]#a1;dng Bne lJedt'OOm '(Jnd ·d~e bathroom to 
p0nstruct · thr~e iJew dtpeliin,z. Hhits.wci~ ·~Oi~h trtlo~bedroor~s and th.~eby cin.1tiibutes to tlie. g¢herai 1to.nsi11g . 
stock of t(1£J ci~{. . 
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OBJECJW~S~ . , ·: . " ::.;;. ; .. 
·PROTECt THE AFFORDABIUTY OF THE EXISTING HOUSING STOCK;• ESPECIAlLY 
li~tA.:~ @rty,~· ·· · · · ··· · · · · ,: · · ··· ··· · · · · · · · · · · · ·.· ·· · ··· ·· · · · · ·· 

Policy3J~ , ·.· . . . . . . . . ... . . , ... · , .. . . 
J?re.se.rv¢r¢nt~l.i.i1Lit~,. espi;d~Ily rent contr6lled :t.n:il;tsiJ<? meet fli:G ~Hy;.~ ?fforQ.cible .. hous!ng:f!eed~;, . ' ,,.. .. ..... .. . ... . . .... ... . . ... ,. .. .... . .. ,. . .. ,, .... ..... . ... 

:~?i.~~y~;_s: . . . . . . - , 
}iifafufA1~l balance h( aff()rqilb.Jlii:}i: of exlsjj~g nqus!iig _stdck. by ~upporHn.g 'affordable rn9:0~at~ 
. ~'~~£~r~hii? §iJp6hu~r±i~~. · 

,~;~:,~:.~~:.rt?,fi,ir*'!lY~affotd~pJ~;,:~<?~isfi'ig. tires;: suth;t~s si:nii11er::arid t)idei.,$i>Vt)'er~hij:,-umts• 

-[~;!:/~;tJt;~~e;~~;~~t~:;;~sffi.:;;~;,~~~JJt~;:IJ:{:;;~1~v~'~i~;~f~J~~i~.io~~~%~~~~~~f:id~~)~~1~fr.;!: 
)e.d.tci~i}ii~; ~q tf!:e: ¥#s't:ilifi~~MS~!ig#r!c!c., · 

·.;._ 

o~jE¢TIV~ 4~ . . · .. _.. . .. .. . . .. _ . .. . . .. . _ .. . .. . .. . _ _ . . .. 
·:F:QStEXCA B:O:QSI'NG ?tbCk TIIA:f.~iE'ErS.t;aitNEEPSOEAtt;lti\SID'ENTS At:R:oss irF£c)idlis, · · · · ·. · ·· ·· ··· ··· · · · · ·· · ·. ·· · · ·· ... .. · ·· · · ····-·· .. · ·.· · .. · ·· · ···· · · · '· .. · 

1.Ji!l'• Pro}e.Ci:]iropoi~'i{ ti:i.'•dtmcilf~l·i ii $.1ngl&!4n,tft)l J:~S)it~i.C~ :a)ith:(~it¢ 'bf!di'Mndii coiiS:lnJct thtee dtv~filng; 
'ft~1i~; ~acli p;l.tJi 3~G.i;d;;<Jd~$ t~Hicili c~ul!(iJc~:~~~Titi/#.iiJf.a\i#1f~$ 'with ¢.iii14Hi#l · · ··· · •. · · · 

-P~Jilttr.v:e i1: 
:~ti:!?'fol{r :AX:·to: i{~s:e~¢t 1'u~ :PN~tts-E-AND.: I?r$i:fr§¢t. trtArr:.tct-Eit oR sXN.: 
;·FRANttsdis-NiiiGiiBdRrlObbS .. , . .. .. , .. <: .· .• , •• , • • ••• • • 

. ; .. ,: .. -~- ... :: ,; :", .. ~-=.. ::. ,: .. ''·'' . ' . :. . . . __ : .;. . . . . ,.~_ 

.1t~~::~~~ ~pti~t~aGtion Jrqci~ ~~haliilit~tl8\1 9f :~ve!l~e~i~,~l:l;'itou~):rig ~;hat ;~~J?hcasti~~ \;ieailiy;. 
'fl.eJi:ibility; Ai\~'~ui:ov~t~v¢ desigrj1~:*.rid. ,resped ~{sth:igriei)?,hbo.rf:toc>:cl chilr~,:t¢rA. · · 

.i><}~cyiLi: 
lliisiireiirip\tii1'i~inti'lt1¢iii <iffo..ccep~t)d deP,igti: ·st~!i.d~r\:fs' ii~·p:ro]ett approy~is:. 

SAN FBANC!$CG 
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Policy i1.3 : 

Erisili:e __ groivth is ~ccorhfuodated ~withc)ii:( st,tbstfi'n tia lly /an& iJd,y¢r~~ly impacting, existirig 
}eRid,~rth~l i\ei~hbcir~Ood ct1~fa_~te~~~ , · 

·.~01iC)f:ii~1··: " 
c::;ontinue to jJ,tilize zon.lhgdistriets \'[h(di c:Qnfonn t()a geru~dlhed re_side:ntiallandu$e anq defl.siw 
piap ai'!d th¢ Geri~.rali'ian~ ·· ·· ·· · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · ·· · ·· · · · · ·· · 

l?(}licyl-15: ' 
Ertsiirtj del<si~e~( in: esbibl1sh¢d i·e~l'd~rit!at : are?i:i ptomohi coir\pat!hiiity wli:h: preval!ing 
neighborho6~ character; . 

. iiie subj~i:t prvpe;iy; ts wit!~i;i- ti.~ Tiircrv~! Streft Neighb;;hood r mnmerciaz Zoning 'b&irict ~.Jhtck aiio~O$' 
for l#ghei: 1'~sidential de1i~~ty than ~hf.. lixisti'ng· $i:nglfdainily dtiJelliiig: Tfie Pr(Jject pi·ap~~es rl tqtHl of th7;ee, 

_j;:;~:-1:~7{{;g~1~[t~e:%1~%~oi~a(:t~t:;Jio#~tf~J:;:~;~Y~~o;;;:::;~~:.~/::1~~:a:~~:~~!~·· 
.Fitl:i~ehiipn~;·· i~e·· proposed; 11e,(;: .•c~Jmih:ui:Hoti ·canforins. to'• tJ:ie,:iRJ;sfif~ntiPi,;b~s{g~~' buideJines;:m~d ; i~· 
appropriate iittfmns ojntaterlal; scale, pr()pOi;iions al!d ntassingjor tfr~ SUrroU.Jtcliitg' jlezghbofnqdd., . 

RECR~f/riQN•~Nl)!OP~N $~Ac!j ELE®~filT , . 
. b~ject1ye~; and Jt~![8~s; 

~~Ji~l~:rt;c~~J\TION)\'r\JbQl?Ej\i s~Kc~,Td Ni_E~t:rttn tONG~tE.RM Ni;El)$ OJi THE;. 
CfTYANDBYREGION 

)'bliC.ft;i1: .• 
-.Asswe $afp~lv;;itelydeveioped'f~s~d.en~ial:()p~n ~p~ces ar~iJsa,iJie~ be~1ipful; and eh'Vl.ronm~tltally· ·· 
s)lstai:Oabie. " ·· 

:i, 

OBJECTIVE 3:: • 
lMJ?,Rqvli•i\ttEs5A.Nti'¢6NNECTivJ.'f)'t6 .. 6rri'Nsr~A:cn .. 

PoliCj3.6!:: 
M~jrtt;i!l, r~sto.~·~,;expand an~f:iind·t~~ ;ujban. f6rest .• 

The Project: wiit ada· to .the urbrm jorest.u;ith .. the addition of a new st1'eet ti·ee. 

SAN FRANCISCO 
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' .. . ..... . 

~~~~;rtJ;~f.os#' · 

· Obft)ttive$ ~nd'l?,uHdk:~ 

. 6ariic1\vli 24;; 

'rtv.il'ROVE:ra:n·k,IBmNCEOFTB:Ei':EDES'rW.AN.ENVIRONME:l'n\:. 

~IT;:~t~4.~q· e~p~nd d;e plt!l!Hn& qf sb:~~~¢e;san~~t1\e ij1frpstr.u;;.!ur~,:f9 siJP.~9rt' t~~l~.; 
)'>ri#~y~:t.~. 
'~r:eservgped~strfaJ;t~ol-feri~ed b,uiiC!fng#9nti'!gE~s, 

'f.he[;j.pjeci: iliilt itistfi[t·~ ndw stf~e} tree..i<(biig t,arat;al Sii:eet:,.Froittat~& afi desi;~ned::u\rifi.ti'airspaP~ntgliiss·. 
· .. : (fnii liifr<Jldedfo(iictiil; ~p.rkes brlmteii lit.tiuiJ:~4¢Siii~n' timet· · 

bM.EC'riYE.28: • . ·· , · 
.. ~Iiovio]fs~di~i3ANii.cdNVENI~NT.l!i.\J~~1.qG:p:Ad~tilE~;ii{:)J.(~;i¢y¢Lis.;: 

'Poii{;y iE(1:. , •• . 
.:Prot~ de: secu:re :bkyd~ :pp.~kktg. i.1i MW ~oy~~rn:pyentaV _cq¢rrr.er.Ci;:tl~;il11ii J;~~·~:~fl1.#~i .4e\i~bp:ill.~)!tts .. 

. . . 
i"hih9]~ct fi!ci;tq~$ S .Cli1#ii i ai!d. :Z Ctas{2 hicj;cle. tiildci1iP,sprC.iff tii:. ii~r.ure; ,coti'iieni~iioca#ons: . . . . .. ·· ..... ,. . . . .. .. .. . . . ~;· . .. . .. . . ., . ' . . . . . . . ~-··. .. .. ' . . .. ' . " .. 

OBJECTIV~;34~ ·· 
:;RE:LA.'TE'W~·f.li\1Ql)N:J'.Q):i'~ARi0NG·rN,RE,SIDEJ'fi'~;u:A.,;t{,EA$:{\l~p.j\ffi.IGHBORiiOQD 
'(:6M.J\1El{C1A,t :Dis:fircis to :riili:cA.rA<~ttr::di1'T)JF; :Ciri:;s· si.kh~:r: SYSTEM' AND, 
'LANq U,:~E.PA:XTERNS •. : .. . .. '. . 

. Pti~cy-~4i3r ., · 
i>errnifmiilin1af b'l' _:i·educ.ed. off"~tr~~fp:2:rkh1g su,P'ply . for • :ne\.it. • biiil:dii:igs in: !~sid~ni}id aM 
. c:~~~et~lal ~r.~~s ·~1)~<:¢11~ f.P.fr~}~~t. ~~\1t~i~ ~11? ~t~~ii?{tt'ait~ifp:f~f~r.aiti~ l str~~H;:• 

Policf.s4:s:. . ' · . . 
. ~.fiJ.i.lflji!e:th~ cbfl,sti:i,ic,tibri of' new cll!h Ciits 'lhCJ.'.i'eas W·hei-e on~streetp~iklng;is,in:~iloi:'f s1Jppiy.atJrl' 
·:~~;!;;~;Gn;s;::::n~ ,~lidi: t!l# ti\eyre.~il;r· 9ii .n;lfu.p~~iiy di~~-ish' ihJ: ~~rri~~r. 6£ ~x#t~i~ o~~; 

. Ex::Hfl512j.Bt13 

:.i' 
'· 

.,, 
-i. 
~~ 

1:. 

P. 
:·: 
!' . 



R:Ecn:Rti<No<~o~s>o1+:9o4cu'A 
· · ·· · · i4'2f'r~rav~l street 

.. The Pmject does not proiiiae imy. ojf-str~~t vehr~~Iar p~rki~g, ivh!cii cdritpli~~ ;,;itklhatihiti'g'code Section. 
l51.L 

... ~ 

'0BJEC1IVEi~ . ' " .. '. •·• ··· · · i Y 
liMPilAsis: o~ THE ci!A:RA.C'J;'EihsncP:A_ tTER;N;WiirCH GIVE~ :rotrrt tnYANDirs • 
:NE.tci:IBoRfioobs AN· IMAGE/A.. sEN.si1 6£ ru1trosE.(/\.;.'JI:) A .MEi\N's ·oil' ·· · 
ORIENTATiON~ . . . . .. . . . 

i~~c:ogt1iie! profec;t an~ rei_ritotcg the exlsting·street pa.~ei:ti; ~spe~l~iiy as itis'rel~ted to 
t?pog_raph)r, 

th.e Prbjecfpt'bpi)~es_4emqllt~qn oTaii. ¢xiSflng .9ingle.'cfdn1flii pl.ii"ld#tg to ·~(J(ts#:iicf a itiiie4ct;$b, thieHalitilf 
· :bu{ldrl1g~vith groumfjl'oor com1tieraatuse: Si~nilar to ~ther exf~iing stm;tures o1t the bldck:face; the new . 
..... hiiildiiti:p!'aposes.'fi gtoundfldoi cam:rrieti:.ial S.t~~izffoiif 1vith r.esidiiitiaf aboiii1; · ·•·· >' 

_P.olicy.l.3: 
·Recognize that b1i1ld1i1gs; .wheit ~e~ri together; ptodi.u:;e ?.·total effect il1~t~hatactedzes the citY • 

.. and its <:li~tdct!l: . . . .. . . ..... ... .. .. ... . . 

. The proposed j'aqade qnd massing are compatible w{th th~ ex~'ting ryel,ghborhod character a~d develbpment' 
pattei~;;: tarhcul;rly ,biieaV.$e tlw p.·ropdsei bflildf.ngjs !1/a..~frpptii'lf::as'sin.g; ,tbidtli ·a~d ~eii~it~}h~.e;isting 
~'trudilres .ih 'flw tlet.~hb6d1&hri, The.gh'iu~dJia'Or ¢oihin¢iciill use con~niies ihe'piitten{ofeiisiinfi niiX~f~~ •. 
:t<se iiutldhigs !ii the #nJne4ia:t¢ are?!,, ThJ pi;opose4 fa:qad& r<nd1iuissing afn~~ nrcd ~uildiirg re/Mts th~ ex'isttiig • 
·wifdc(~a;thiie~iu~;;u:.. cl;djacte&.: vq1ji1~i, /m.ii,ht,;,; dzoiig I: hi: b i6tk jai;~ . ~nd 7viiz·. ii;; · tJ .. k~~pi~g ·xi;iih .. t.hi! . 
li~iglJ.vorho.arJ. iiev¢I6pJii.e.nt: p!ifter;i; ·· · · ' 

: ~ . ... . . . ,.. . . . . .. •.• ·,: .. :.:. . i; . ~ ..... 

;~.oBJECT;iVif2;:~ :·:· .,_ ... ::· =·, .". .... .., ... , .::>:, ,., ... 

·· coNs'ERvA:rioN o:r R!sdrnitEs wH:rcnrn:ov!D.liA sn:NsE .OFNA.1'iJ'R£;. •· .•..• . 
CONTINthi{wiiki»~ ~ASXrAND:FRE~06M F'i\oM. ovtR:.ciow:urNG. ·.····. 

,. . ... . 
. ,., . .. , .. ' ....... ' .. ·'' .. . . . .. . ,,, .... : 

The masstng of the. reiilaceme# imildfngs' inainfrontfdfdades lws.been designed to. be compa#bl~tviih. the 
.. , . pr.evf!ilii1g stt:el!t ~oi;rlL heigltts; A)thmi.gh interp;etefi, ili,.i\ c6nfentp()tar1J rtl;~hipectl:Lri# sfi;li;flie;propdseq , 

~!fild,tng. p1:opo~ti~iis cii~4 exiei·i61' l'll~i~firi.ifhave b.eelt. setec~~d. to be. comp ~tib!~ ~viiJt thfi a/i}t@~t hidld\)Igs' 
and th¢ tmrne4iat~.nP.gn64rhoild diarader: · ·· · . . · ·· · 

SAN· fRA-NCISCO 
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RECORD N0>2if1iN}11~P4COA. 
· ·· ·· '-:j42~T~r~v,~a.i,~~r~~~ 

1o,,.)~Iartftirtg.C~de Sedip;niciil(~) esfabiish.es ~tght priori~y_:plrli:111ing polki~s <)Ilcl ~eq\.ifr~s revieW o( 
·· · ··· per'riritS:£6t t6~t~t.e~cy 'iv!t.h sa,Id poJi,cie~; on Batf!lice; .the f>!o}ed•:46ei ·~oinpiY•vtth. ~aicfp6iide:S 

::" 

ih_ that: , . · · 

A; i'IJ,at exlf!thig .nclgf:iqo:rh99d-~¢ryhig retail : u~~~; b~·. p~es~~Ved arid. Pnhal'\i:ed ai.'lcF fu'tu.te 
bpp6~t~!@~~f9r tesi~~nf~i'J.to¥.~ei.?.t ~ii ~ii ·o~ner1J!{lp ()~ sud;): Pt1siri~:S.se~p~ .ei:ili~l1¢~q;;· 

. 'E~istiizg ,ni'{gl~~orliriC!d-:~lit<?ii~g r.atiiit use!! •tl1P.~1t~•it~t kit ili~Plildid. ~;: <;ffl~;:~;li.~4d~~r~4J~ aff~tt~<t fly ~the. 
;J,?fopgsaz,: as'thi!eif.sting_byil4i1lg.'di{f~J19tc(iiztqi~fqirf.fn_frclitl.i{5¢s;; ' " . ... . . . . " ; 

•I3:~. ;·~1!:r~::$f~:g~t~~!~i!~:~~~~~!f~~Jt!~i~~~,~~;r~!~~t~!~1st~.a,~d:•r~otested. it1.o±der•. •to.: 

·~~:t~!{~~~~~,;~~y:t·~~=~=~;~~f~~:.~ 

. me ~x!Mi1zf?:"s1n2.!~1~~11•1!i ·ii~pezzi~g!s.n.<itAesi;~i1:atlid as:izitardt~bzqr..o,u~i.ng_~ -~1e :ti~r.ee p~orasea.II~oeains: 

.'r~i·dti %iii· ~~~a. ~iot ~e 4.es1g~r.ua aS. al(di·dab~¢ ljb_usm~; ·· · 

r~·. ~ihJ~;;b~~~*~~~~· itoUriip~g~:- M:ONf'l;iiin* ·:§~i:yi(;e br · qV.eibi.ttd~n' qu.r s~te~f.t$. or . 

: Tft~ J?'tojeet Sif:e:.i/i served. 'b}hietn·i)y .P~kiic til!tisppi·~At.iqlroption.S: : 1?1'/i ~~tbj~tr pr6j~et;ti[l$ ti;if:.h£n ).iF 
: 'ffliies ohtopiiJrrtMLrii{4L"Q.WLMi,rNl trmi!<ltl.ines,.futura rl}sfderd:.s wauid.};ii~f[oi~ii~d. prox(n-iit.;; 
• t~·~ ~iiHnd,.:rM:f~6Nd 41~o;pf¢ftae~'b1~Y.~t~ -p~i'N#.is JO~\h?iii4~n*·~·~i~d.:ttii.i/87l~1~;; · ·· ·· · ·· · 

I 

,, .. r~~;:ij~~~~~1t:~~~\~!:a~st~~~;;::~~~r.:::, 
: fi:e .P~•c)je~t' {foe~ !#if !.~~~8¥!3itlt~ fjrgfltiqnofcfinl1n§r.i:ia.l ofjli,e.:tf,iv~lopiri({Jit:, Tl;ii IHo}ed: iixiriici eith.~m~e' 
9fJP.9.;:t~.ntfiesf~r}li$ia'ent e~Jiioyi1i~*i a1]r/oz~iierS.i1iP. i!t rdta.i(satt~~ a~id:Ser.iice s~ct(11;$ ~y P.ri!!ii~irikfoi 
. ij{!iP ~~~iSi)lg lii:id ~oiiottq]'f:iqi space; whi.tl1 i!Jlf~ iucreh~e. 'thd'ai~etsiti o}th.e :C#y's· f{i:xwiiitg $i1Jit;iy( d.top 
P.fiofft'if ··.in. t.h.~ :City) alid; :prq~#ie: 1:1ezi! ·p~ienti!li iteii!zb.m1ipqJ:.s~i1?~~ig tJseS. Jt;icl \1npl~f;trleM: 
·4pp_orbtJt1.tl~s, ~ · · · · · · · · · 

· F: ' ·1'h~tthe Clty • ~~1i1ev~ th~ :ireatest · pos~ibi~ pie~redrte~$ tQ pro.i~d ~t,~h1~til~jciy 'Mci' lo~$ Of 
'.life in ~'Ll ~jirthquai<e, ·· · · · · 
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R,ECbRtJN0;2o1a~~119~4C\JA ·. 
· · · · · · · · 1:42ti/riiiravafSti~H 

. .. 

•• T/te replacement stiuctim ;pould be coiistr.ucte4. in complia,~ce with San Frirric.isco's c.uriimt Buildiitg · 
. , i::6a~ StimdnrtM"ai1iiii;~ulc!.1neet azi ild~thrftfl~ ~~fetfl t!!4pir~!it¢nts: . 

·,:'•.'' 

lt ·.lli<!.i ~4i: park$ aM· ope,ri•sp'qce. and:~¢ir''<ie;c:e.~s to' s\lriiigpt a.~ci ':ilstas.h~.r!ot~d~!i· £rom• 
P.~v~IPptni1nL 

· ·. · i:iie i>'tojeciwill1iav~ no iregqtii&eJmpaci in2 ~xL~ling pai-kS'~ndapen #a~es,, Tit~ s~i~toUr ti1t~lysi$ 
· co~tdu.ct'dd for tlie Prqjtef 6ii~tduded th.ain6 neto iihadi:nii~ il.iqt;id be (;.i<~t o.n:lvtc <::¢pplir P.~rk::The hilght 
oft/if! pfopb.9edsir,~ciure· L9 ·Compaff~k with the ~stit.blishiid nd{giliJor1io6.4 de&~lOpn1dh{ . . . 

1l- The J'iojecf. is•coii'~l$tei1t':Vvit.h ~nd i,vbuld pion1bte the· geji.erafai1cf srec:ific purpose~ pf the Code. 
· · pr9viJE:lci ~~d~r$ed:i6n jo{i(~) 16 that/~~. d~sighe~j th~. h?iettYfoht~ c:~rltribT.1te t6 the th~racte~ . 

·il.Ji~ sbi\Jility 9ffh:e peig~]J.9ihpq4·aiidW?tild ~oqstitut('!:~ J<~iiefisia) dgvefopn:t~nL 

i2. 1M Comru.lssibn hereby ftncis thci.t approval6f th~ \;:on~1t1onai t]s~ Autftorizatl.on ~\~ould prort1qte ' 
tl:lc:ii:ea)th; safetfaMw¢\fa~e.oft.he ~il)i: ... . .. .. . .. . .. .. . . . ... . .. . . .. . . . . 

. ·' ;. ;~ :· 
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=tr~~1t~~~~!E~~.¥:tz:;rif~i!~:;~:t 
·Autiioriiaiiori A'-- iicatiorCNh~·zQ1il,.Oii9ii4cuA.·suh'errw :t:h~ f611i:h\rin· :coMitioi!saifaChed hereto as 
W~fimfi.i(#.~h::!~;r~¢Jr.1£~r~)l~~~~~1fh i;/ii!~,'~h ti& 4~i~4 i~h~\~ry.3j 2%2o;: ~~d:?ta~pei:l ;;EXH1]3n; ui~; • 
·~¥hi¢h)1l in~orporat~d (1e~ehipy r~f~~en~E!ii~:iho\lgh. fuHy sef fp:i~h; ·· .... , ,, ... ' ..... . .. ,. , .. ·'' .. . ',. . . . ..... 

:ijthti~A~it!~~~~1~.~t;,:~r6~~1~~~:ht,tt\;~r-~z;ttfr;~~;;~;p~:t~~t~~~~;~li:~~~;: 
c:!it>1 of i:hi!(L\t14t1on shallb~ fhe abfe pf~hiirMi;iHoriifhdappealed (a.li:¢tlli~:3Q-day'pedod has expiie(,l}()R 

·~;~~i::.~0:n~h;,!:~s;~~\t!t~~n;;;!01.t,~L~:.VJ:~~-1t~&i;~~~?:~j~~~·~~{~J~,S:XJ!J~f(\·6~~2~0~;~-
. B; (;QtJdiei:ti>\tce; San Fr.ancisco;CA94102~: .. "' · 
... ' ' . . " .,.. .. . .... , .. 

·*:;~;t;~;.!:,~~t,~;:ct~~XJiJ~~::t~tp~f~C~i·~tJ~r1t4t:~~t~;.)~~M:s~s:~~~!JY1h~~:.;.~:.~~~:~~~~.• 
~~c#ciri ~6.9~9:· i~~ ::pr6fest iiii'i:St saHsftt\le ieq~lr~meniS.ijfGb:veiiirnent.C::ode•secti9n: ~6ozo(a:)'and'i:nlisf 

>Eii~~~~~f!%r~~~:~c!o~~(!;[f,:~~~~1~~f~fo~§7i!o$ 
· ·~!Z~1;J~~~~·~~~!~p~[ti~~:rt~§fi~:,9i:~::;;!:t~;ig;~:~!Es~:;r;:;;l~r:~~:;~J~~;·~/~;~~: 

!~!~!~.~~!~!~!~~!;!~!!!~~!~:=~ 
... ··. :J ;; 
,;\11~ 

.co~nmissiol~~.iiic.cret~r~; 

. AY.13W 
·.&:A\·s~ 

A~S.J'!N1\ 

·AboP.tEbi 

Dl~[loni:i~. Ni:1&;;J,<9fir:Jii'}v16o~~· 
Nt)li~ .. 

. t6iu1soi\ iYieio-a.r :R!cha±ds • . ' ~.:·: .. . .. " .. · -~ .. 9: .f ...... ··· . .... ·. 
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EXHIBIT A 
. . . .· · ... · : ; . ·. ' . ; .. · . . 

.th.r'i'''''"t:thn i~ for a conditional'us(!tci demolish an existing ·3~story single family dwelling and 
45-f(tall, mj~~p,-use building with 3 dv.rell!ng )lnits and 1,731 square feetof 

use located at l420. Taraval Street; Bloc~2353, arid Lot 010 Pl!r.~u<!~t to 
Ia"''"'"·'O':.'-:'""::<.s .::;e:cw)n( sr 317 and 303 within the Tara val Street Neighborhood Comrnerci~i bi~trkt 

Bulk Distri¢t; in g~ne~ai conforinan'ce with plans, dated January 3, 2020, and 
includ~d in th~ dock'et for Record No. 20Ui~011904CUA and subject to conditions 

~n.nT.r"l\1:>1 reviewed and approved by the Commission on)aril!aiy 30; 2020 under Motion, Nb, 20643. 
. ' herein ru.n 'iiifith the pr~pe~ty and not wit.~ a particular 

. of the building permit or co!nmencel:I\enl of use for. the P~oject the Zoning 

.. ·:.~.;,.,:;.~;:.·,·~.o~;.~~,,~:~,,.,;~ approve and order the recordation ~fa Noticei-h the Official Records ~fthe Remrder 
of San Fran~isco for the subjedpmJ?,~r~:Y·. This Notice shall state t~at th~·prcijed is 

of appr:qval contained herein and reviewed. and ap'proved by the Planning 
. 2020 und~~ ~·1otio~ No. 20643. · .. 

. ·. .· . 
' ' ' 

¢.cii'Ic[itid!J5:ot'a:pjpl:cJi;i<;J.l1ii}de(lthe 'Exhibit A; of t)lis I:'111nningCommission Motion No. 20643 shall be. 
rn,,<:trllr·Hr.n plans S)lbmitted with the.siteci:~; building permit application . 

c,onstruction plans· shall reference to the Conditional Use · · 

-.-:c.··:-:-c-,.-,..-,, ;-.,:;;,:;?:{; ,~ ::;:"',T'.:.\~'\;7'::,arrieDLdrner.,t.:s or modifications. 

' ' 

. . ' .. 

City c6des, ?nd requirements. If any cla:usif, sent~nce, secticiJ1 
~"'~Tn"'" r is f6r i,).nfre@on held to b~?invalidf~«ch~invalidity.shall not· 

--,..--,., ... -·.---~c ~~'rrtaiiCl'ih!~ clat]ISe:s;~s:enterK. :es, :o·r seCtions of these col1dition~-·1:hi~ decis,ion·c~~veys 
"Project Sponsor" shall include anys~,tbsequent 

::.m,rn.uP,rl. administratively by the ioning Administtgtor. 
require Planning (ommission approval of a new 

Use authorization. 
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:C.9'nditions 9f Approval~ compUance; Monitoring,' ancl' Reporting 
~E~~o~MANce- . ... .. . . , . - .. 

!.; · ·~tl!!~~t~~~;~\~OJ(~:?:~~~~~;trt:e~~:~;~t~if~~t;!~~j1:~r~!fo~r~~t~J~0t~t~Jt· 
'$ilii9irig;:P~~Iriif(;r $rfe 'Pertiiit to c6nstruct the proji;ct: ~iid/ot coni.Jiierice. th~ i!pprov~d use ~:"Vith.hi, 

-;~:~J~;~~~ft~,/~t;:t·~otnP.li~hcd,~ c~~!i.~c:t: ¢ai!4. ~JY.iltcerrie~t;' Pia!.iitf1ig · pq,~rtm~~.t:!ir 4.!5.~.57&~§.$(i$;· 
:wttizil.sf-plaitiiifig.oi~ 

2\ '~xphati~n. a#~ R,~n.;ewilr. S,ito~iti ~-~ri#td~~g w sit¢ P.~tfuiffje s()iigh(aft~r 'the tht~~ <?.) y¢ahi¢d~~ 

··'~S~41~S~~~E~~1;E:rfJ:g!t~?&~i~i~·. 
;A.uihp~lkdtJQrL Shi:>ul.i:i .. the; d<:ii:nin!sslpn: nptreyo)i:e:the Atithoriza,tiortfoil owl'r).g ·.the i':)9~u,re of the: 
'pii~ 1lii Marllig~'thili cpirlm~shi9I1 sh~1I.iet~~;h1~ tl;i¢ f:Xt¢r;~iCiti 6fi:hnii f9Hh~ 2~rii'irt~~c(;alid.hy oi 

···the Authorization .. 
·tor; iiifi~:hti~ii6ii. ciSri~f <;oi~p#mice;: · cotJWt:• ;Qiile f,nforc&lnelifi _ptii1h~i!~t Department· li! .,41E~575"issb3; · · 
ii~iJliu4:t;lrr;,~~1rig-.o;:t .. · · · 

·~ ~e;E~1~~ji~~15~~~~~~$S~~~11E~ 
:~~rf:fA;r~t:~~~/!:;¢t. r.iJ11l'ptlf:iice; ~:o.~if.da ¢?gti••piiforcei!i~~c:PifJ:ri~iiii• ·o~artrh~irt_ a·t: 4ts.'4t:{ss.s~; 

,, ~~iii::~~:;~~!!~~~~~~~=!~!~ 
i UIWZO;~(gi;<lt:l~f!~&:ftJ? . 

$; Con#n'rhity wi~r(Cmren't L•ii.v:_·r\r~ ;kppli~atlon f~r -Btdlidif.ig)\iririii:; su:&.- P~rn\i~, tit '-o'tli,ei. 
. eiitiHemep:t s1\i~1fb!'l.: appt\W€d t.qi]:I';S,$ n c~mplies whh all appHt.aht'¢ ptO\ilq!Qns of.dty Cadi:!§: {rt 
df<?cf'af.~~timeohi-icftaypr~vaf · ···. . · · · ... · · · :. · · ... .. .. . 

,for iiifomiMiiin lilioutcoi;ipit~nce;; contact Codfi Erifotcgnrecif~ · J?lrmn1i·tg:DepartmeHl at· 413~:57.5-6863,;; 
·~1?,iViV.~r~plini;ii11f:drg ·· . · · · .. . ·· · · · ~ · · ·· · .. · ·· ·~ 
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Mot~9~~?;.~o~~:t •.. · 
.J<~.nuary.30{2020 

RE.toRD'N0.2ti'18!011'90.4CUA 
· · · · ·· ·· 142:Qt$~aiiat s'ireet 

6"' liuiidin$ Height; Th~ oveniit heigl~t of the building .shaii be reduced. two~ and ol)e.Ch'alf f~et (srx 
in.;:hes hc>'ni ~ach residentiall~.Y.ei h~d c)n~~foot £rom the comrrierdal)~ ·· · 

·'::.'.:· .:: ·-~··:· ·:·· .. : .;·· . ... .... . ........ ::··_ ..... , ·.··.-::-:· . -~ :<:.' .... '_:~::.:·.· ... . 

~~. ,. ' ,, .. ,. ' "' ' ' 

7

, ~~S!~;~:~~!~~~~;~~~~4;:ir$1~~~~~~~!::~ffri 
apptov~it tiy fh~ f>!S:nn\ng bepartmehi: piioi:to!ssuan~€; · · · · · · · . · · · · 
'for·.!nformatddn. ~bout C01~plfdnce! contact •tlie· .ci.se. Pimmer;, Planuing·'Depart~w?nt af: 4i~~55s~6JIB,, 
,·;!:w:::4~r!a~nt.J:g;QIJ?: . . . . . . .. < , .• . . .H. . •. H . . .• • • • . 

.... s.• ..• ~~%:~~tn~;ffJ.;U.~~Ir3is~:~[:~~jff.J:;;Jt.I7~~c:Jd~~d~j~:~t~t~:\~:~~1;;:~;· .. :;,~~~:;~~· 
. ·;~g~~~ai.~~~~,~~J~!~~~~;t~~;J:~$~~;";!Bi~J!:!iif. 

[,or inforiiififi~ri: About· co)i1pli~iicej,t3Ci~'fiid i,hi Cit9~' .Pirmiia;, Piminiiig: i5ip~~hrie11y!it'·4i5~55S~?S, . 
z?w~::SfviAnriJ.liz:mt ·. . . . . . . .. 

Ji~6£t~p Me tha:tlic~i tiquipnien.t. f~tsil~rit ~P Plannwgcod~ 14:1, ~he ProJect Sponsor sh<ill s~bn{it • 
.·~ fbO.£ riili' ¥ t~¢;: r.iariitihk J:j&p~ifn1.~{i{ p~ior 'td 'pr~rfu.ihg ~ppidyar~£ ili~ ~bilMitl·~ pe!mif 

:·. :; ·· appii2ation;• Rooftopn1ed1anlcale,ll\.ih>\h~b(ifa'il)i is.. pr6[Jo~ecf as r~ft ;){the Project; rs, required. • 

..... ··',~i~~t~~~~t~i4,~w:;r~~r~t£i~Z;;7,~:rtt~#::~rr~~1~~~~t 

.. ·.~. 

... . . . .. .. .. .. . . ... . . . . . .. 

•"'' 

'tor itt/ormait~n ·tl.~ouf:. compliance,; .con tad t/J.e,Case Planner( 1?1anniug [)eparfmeiti: at 4iS,-'S5B~63?8,; 
wtllz~:sf:i.?fa1:i1iiiift.o'r~ · · · · :· ·' -- · · · u • • • • , •••• 

1 1.. . Noise, Pl;ip$' s0,b@tted wHl\·\:hE!'. building . perriilt: appllcatioh, tqt. the approv'ed• p~ojed. phatl'·• 
... 'iti~btp¢i~t~ ~cq~~tit~l irisul~Uoh aAd Citl\~r s6itrid prpof'ittt'friea~fi;~~ to dcn~tf~f~ois~,. · ·. ' ...... . 

·FOf:· z~forma.tion: a~out cozitpliaricer coittac.t t~( Ca5e· Pilniner( Piamtt'iig Depai+mcrit at. 4~5~55$-~378, 
1t;ww~f:plarmfrriw:g.; 
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PARKI,NG ANr.fTRAFFIO 

:1.~ .. J:}ii:yde Pn;rkfng; J;ui~t;l~rif to pjlirfu~ng ¢od!;'Secoqris ld~;i$$:1~ ¥i41J5$,2~ the ProJc# s~al~ proyj4e. 
:rio fe\.y~~ \hart 3 :bi2:i~I~' p~rki{;£spat~~ (3 ~ Cias{i~p~ces: for the~resid~ntfaf pqrtior}' oftl\e P.roJe.::t: 
.4hd 2 Cliiss i sp11c~~ f()r::th~coilime)·t:M ppi:ti6n: of the :E'to]eci:):.sF:t\1TA. ha~ f'inaD:iuthorHy on'the· 
·~,pe, ~lacei#ehbi~ici hiimh~f't?t t~~sid i:iic)r~!¢' r~ck~ Whhii).,th~~ P.tibli~ Rb~V; :Pi:io~ ti? ,Js.sqa:ti¢~: :~t . 
. fkst. ardi!t:edutaJ ac.f~~T.\~.a; the ptojedspm'\sm: .~fw:ti C01Jfa¢f 'the. sf¥TA til<<J P.~T,kirg r!bgr~i\1 ~ \. 

i~ii!~~~~tl:~~~~:~~~~e=~~, 
:i<ilm(1:.~i~iilft.n}~int~r~t: 

f!l{o\[iSIQf;J$ 

·.t~ •.. f~~~~li~!=E~:rt:~~:::;:::~:~:.:::~:' 

· : 15;. 1~nff.trc:e~erit; Vlol~noh of'ilh)( of ,the Pl~l11~ij)g.pep~rtp~t :CoYtdi,tfcjt),s. ~f ~pp:rovai: :C:9fi~~i_ne~ :J.t)i 
l:hi;:M6ilori~bf b£.' ariy: oth~:t :provisf&ns of Plai'u,1lng; c6d~ ~·ppii~b¥. t6 thi~ .p~rijectsh<!ii ~e sub)ed 

. tiJ: the,$:tif,or~~iJieh.,t p~()c~dui:es ·?.n~i: fltltn t~L~tratlv~ pei;'laltiesset forthundel;'Pfannfu.g Code'Section 
: i:li ~i:se¢i:~6~i i7$;i,; t.h~)~t~g Depanm~~i r;1.,f ~fs9 re!~t· til~ ~1!:Jlati<'>i1 .. i:owp\,~ints~ tg)Sther: 
dry: a~partrri1:'Jits and agend:.;sf.ot~pptdpd?t~ e,ntOJ;(:e~tf,!~tiJ~Hon;und:et th~trj'ut,ilid~¢B'9n: 
-~~;.:~J.t:t:J;;g::t t6inplianie; i:O~Lfact:Cin'le,: "t:Jif.oiteHient, :PL;iftiii-Yf~~ Depir!til:il±t:if. fit .. 4~ ~~575:{??6~,· 

Jf6. iie~Jbition d.ue h:> V1ti1atipn ~.(cririilltions. ·· .sho:tit&1nlp1~meni~H9rt c1~: ti1i~ t~'oj~d:r~s~Li· m 
·. C:qnipfaifits :fro111· i.nte~,est~d pri:ipefff ;&~vi1~r~;·· r.e1;~derits, or coTI:tfu~.f.dar)~~sees: ;;yPfcli ar~ ;Ijot 
r~soived by H-i~ j>'roj~i:;t Sp9J):SO~ ~;;d fqimq; to qe iii .\:ioiati'On .Of th~ l;l~~~iiJg c~~e ~nd)i;r ft~' 

. spedfit .c6~diti:Ons ot ~ipp~ovaJ for the t'roied <)$ sef fm;th JU ):i~hli!;Ji( A <:>fHiili MQ'tiort;. th¢ :z:on.l!1i5 
. . . . ' . . . . '' ' ' .. ' ~ . . . . ,. . . . . ·'. . . . . . '.. ' .... 
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Adihinistratof sh~ll refer :$UCh, coinp1aints to tKe. Co\11mi~siort, after which. it IT\ri§: hold \i'publlc. 
:hearing t:m the matter to consideryevocatiqn ofti:iis autl1o:dzati()n.: , . , .. . · . 
Fot'infopnaticin ~bbut. co;nplia~ce, ~6nt~ct· (;de' E4Ji·~emrii£· Pilm,iring'_b);parti~itit 'iit•41S~S75-6863, 
:v:JviW~.1f:721Biininft:or~( ' ·• • • • · ··.· .·. . . 

OPERATION 

. p. E)idewalk Ma.1n..terian~e.;:The_Project S.J?onS.ot sh~ll .m..aintain the. mairi en.i:J:an:ce to the bu1ldh1g a.i:td 
.~Ii s!~~walks ~btJ,t~lni the s~tb]ect p~6phty. ii't.i ~l¢~iland),~nit~rfcondtti6n:'h~ C:m;nplian~~ \vii:h 
the Qeparhn.?i:lfpf PulHjc Work~S~re~fs a~d fildewalk .i(,Xamten:an:cEl Sb:incl<Jrd;;; . · 
.· Fo~ ikfor;matioh dboui camp 1 iancd; coht~tt Bureai(o{sfi:Jei' use a lid A1rippiitg, Depcrr iineid ojP1ibiit Works;. 
4,15:6$5"20.1 i{iittp:lis{iipW.:Mg; · · · 

1:8,, C.bmm~rtiiy::LiaiSon:. ::rdor: to issuai\ce·ara bui:ldiit.S·p~rrUit to constru~~ the p.tbj~ct ·anc(j_·mr:i'erne.nf 
· tfie apj:J!{)ve<f 1Js.e; thE! J,>rojed s:eqii~cir sh~H appoint a; toiiirou:nity lhiisori_ ()fficer to de;il Wit1i t~e: 
· iss~~s cif ~6nce.;nto ?wii~rs Mid occupant~ ofhiarqyprope~ties: .Th~ i:'roj~ct sp6l::is6t shin: provide 

the i9ning Adn1ini~ttator an~ all registere4 neigi1P.orh6oci groups fo~ t~e area. with'\\'ritteri notice • 
~£ th~ parti.~ lmsin~'$ addr~~$; ~D:d ~efephone n11rnber ofi:tle(;blT\ntunity l.l~isot{·si16ui4, th~<o;~f~d: 
ili£ormatron change; the z6hllig.Adihlnrsi:iator·<J.nd regi~tered ri~igi:iborMOd grWps shaH be n1ade • 
a.w!iie ofi~ich_change~ 'rh~:comil~u~ity_ liaJ~6rfsh~Jl rep6rt ta.•tte z~n~ng AC:ln{inistl.:at& \vhat: 
issues;: if; any; are. ofcon.;-ern tO the community. and what 'issues have U()t been resolved by the. 

?roJectSpori?or. 
, f6r. inj01tnatio1t 1aboi4' c~fitplfaljce; cafitr16t Cd4e Eiifdrceru&if.; · i'iaiming Depirtinent at: 415~5.75~9865; 

1~ .•. iigittiitg.,: An Prof~tt Iigh tlng sn~tl be directed ariia. ilie P.rojeet site and illim~dia~e!Y. ;;u:r~()u:nciing. 
-~~d~~iJ~Ik ~~~a ot1iy,· ihddesiine'ci :i~.di:iri~11ageif scl'a$. ilot tq b~.li nuisat;i~~}~ ~djaceni:; r~skiirit~. 
'Ntgi:tttim~ lighting ~h~f\ beth~ mlnlmum necessary to ensure safetJr;bu't sh~lliri~o case be directect 
s'o ;ilit? c<J.ris~i~t~a,nuisa:i\~e,~o.ajjysu~r~qtlqih~),t:ope~ty;~ > . , . __ ... :• . , .'... . ..... , , 
·For iiifl?rlilation' abo.i.rt .· c.blfi-Jili~nce;,. ctnj~qCf Cotle • t;iifiH;c~iii~/1t,•. Planrd~ig Depilrime# M' ~;J.5':$.75~~ti63,, 
·iJ!Ji't!J,ii:f!lt111tiiltg.org:c , , · · .: · . ·· ,, , • ; 
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GENERAL NOTES: 

INTENT Of DOCUMENTS: 

Itlstkr.!ntentcfthu~Contraet.Dacuments 
taestoblisha-h!ghquoJltyofmQferlalondwarkmanshlp, 
butnotnecuscrllytonotecndcollfarevery)astltr.m 
ofworktobr.done. Anyltr.mnotspr.cifJcallycovr.rr.d 
buto'ecmedneccttttryhrsallsfactcrycomplr.tlon 
ofthework.shnrfbeoccomptishedbythr.Contractor 
inomnnnr.rconslstentwlththr.quc!Jtyofthr.work 
without 11dditionnl cost to the Owner. All materials 
nl'!dmethodsafJnrtnHat!onshollbo:lnuccnrdanc" 
wlthlndustrystclldardsandmllllllfactll!"r.rsrt.comme.ndatlons, 

A. All matr.rlols 11nd workm11Mhlp shell confcrm to the requirements 
afthl!.fol!owlng""dunndregulafi<>Mondonyothr.r!ocolondstatr. 
ln1Vsandrr.gulotlorrs:. 

Sanfronel,cnBulh:llnsO>deO!:Ol&EdJtlon 
SonfranclscaflreCodeZDJI!tEdftl~n 

Sal\f!"j!l\ti~ca P!umbi11gCade 2016 Edit!o11 
SanfrandscoE!utricaiCade Z016Editian 
San fral\dS~a M~:~hankal Cod>: 2:016 Editlan 

Ve:rlfy,!Jvdstlngeanr:lrtlaMIInddlmens!ansatth~:proJe:ct.s!t>:., 
Not!fyth>:An:h!lectamlforEnglnurofanydiserepnlleles 
b~r:fon:beglnningeanstruetiol\. 

B.Pnvld~r:ad~llllltand~icpershorlngandbracingtomolnta!n 
.r11f>: conditions 11t a!l times. Th~: contractor shof! b~: nlely 
ruponslbteforprovldingadr.qullltshnrfngllndbradngasrr.quirt:d 
forprote;etiMaflffe;andprapertydurlngtheconrtructlonoftheproject. 
C, At 11!1 tlmu the Contractor lhall henlely and ~omp!etdy ruponJih!e 
fora!lcondllloMatthejohsit~r:.!nclud!ng.snfelyafpersoMondproperty, 
anda!lnecu:f1lrylndependllntenglneering~vi~r:wsafthest:candltiollll. 

Th!!Arehilectsjobsltt:rt:vlewsart:notlntend~r:dnorshatrtheyb~r: 

eon$! rued to lncludll 11 review of lh>: nd~r:'ji!DI\cy of the cantract~rs so.fdy llii!!OSilres. 
D. Unlus athllrwlse shown or not~:d, all typi~al d~tolls shall us~ whue npplir;able. 
E.A!Idettt!lsshalfbl!tornrt~dtyplta!atsimllarcondltlons. · 
f.AIIJ>rawlngcanf!lctsshallh~r:hraughttatheatt.entlanofth~:Archi1ect 
and/or Consulting Englneer1orc1orifleatlonh~fgreworkproceeds. 
G. The Confl'llr:tor shall sup pi'( lllllobor. materiels, t'julpm~:nt and 
Sl'.I"Vicu.lnduding wr1ter ond power. necusll!'Yfor the proper t:l{etutlon 
of the work shown on thu~: dra.wlngs. All moterinls shalf he new 
and workmoMhip shot! b~r: gnod '!!.!lllity. All workmnn and $UbconTrC!ctors 
lhnllbesk!lledlnthdrtrnde. ..-.nylt11putla11S,lpeel!llorothrerwlse,thllt 
nrerr.quiredbythebuilding~odu,!oea!huilingdepnrtments,anthese 
plans:she~llh~:danebyanlnd!!pend~r:ntlnspectloncomplllly. 
H. Finishes: RLpl<~t~<pa:tch,repo!rondr~<flnlshallvcistlngsurfaces 
affedt:d by the new worlt AU new finishes shall mo.tch fh>:odjo.cent surto.c>:., 
a!lsurfoce.sshlll!allgn. . 
I. Tho: Gen~r:ral Contractor shall visit the site and'fom!l!arln th~r:msdvu 
wlththeexlstlnglltecondffloMprlortoflnoll:ringofonyproposaltotheownt:r.' 
Th~r: general Cantrar:tor shall be ruponslbe to In farm th~: own~r:r or Arehltt:ct 
ofpotent!olexirtlngccndltlonsthotn~r:edtoht:addruslldllndarmadifled. 
lnordertocmpletetheworkasherelndllscribedlnthese.Drawings. 
J. The Generol Controctar shalf bt: rt:ponsibJe far all mt:aM and methods 
ofioMtructionindudinghutnotll~ltt:dto)evt:llng,shlmlng,ondbfock!ng. 
The General Contractar shoJI m11ke .tpeclf/c note of sud! rt~r:ms th11t tan not 
be known prior to the eommeneement of coMtruetion. 

DRAWING INDEX: 

A J.Ol SITE AND ROOf PLAN, GENEitAl. NOTES, 
AND DRAWING INDEX 
!.. 1.02. SilE AND ROOF PLANS EXISTING 
A 2.01 fLOOR PLANS EXISTING 
A Z.OZ FLOOR PLANS PROPOSE !:I 
A Z.Ol FlOOR I"LANS PROPOSEb 
A 2.03 fLOOR PLANS PROPOSED 
A 3,00 EXTEIUOR. ELEVATIONS 
A 3,01 EXTERIDA ELEVATIONS 
A 3.02 EXTEIUORELEVATIONS 
A 3,03 EXTEIUORELEVAllONS 
A 3,04 EXTEAIOR ELEVATIONS 
..._ 4.01 BUILDING SECTION 
A 4,02 iiUILDING SECTION 
C·Z GREEN BUlt.biNG FOR SITE PERMIT 
CIVlt..SURVEY 

VIICINITY MAP 

PROJECT INFORMATION: 
ZONING: NCD TARA VAl. NEIGH30RHOOJ> COMMERCIAl. DISTIUCT 

OCCUPANcY R-l 
EXISTING USE: l FAMILY RESIDENCE 
PROPOSED USE: THREE RESIDENTI!..L UNITS 
OVE!l. COMMERCIAL SPACE 

PROPOSEb SVILbiNG HEIGHT: -15'·4" 

PROPOSED -1 STORIES 

CONSTRUCTION 1YFE: l·A 

BUILDING TO BE FIRE SPIUN!l.EREI:> NFPA•tl R 
WOPX BY SEPERATE PERMIT 

BLOCJ::Zl!Jl LOTOlO 

PROPOSED COMMON RESIDENTIAL COMMERCIA' 
1ST FLOOR: 7415F OSf 1.7J1SF 

.JOflOOil.: Z'llSF 1 OZ.SF OSF 

' 0 
4THfl..OOR: ZJIISF U32SF OSF 
ROO: 20ZS OS OS 
TOTAL • 1.160Sf' 4,Bg,Sf' 1,7JISF 

T<EQVIRED OPEN SPACE EA UNIT 300 Sf 

UNITt 5!58s'f 
UNIT2 56 Sf ..-.TUNITl REQUIRED OPEN SPACE 

PRO VII> ED AT ROOF bECK • 
UNITJ 0 SF AT UNIT; OPEN SPACEPROVItlED 

AT ROOF DECK 
ROOF 778 SF: DECJ:: OPEN TO UNIT Z AND 3 

BIKE PARKING 

3 ClASS!.. SPACES PROVIDEb 
SEE A 2,021ST FLOOR PLAN 

, ABBREVIATIONS: 

• AT 
'i_ CENTERLINE 

• DIAMETER OR ROUND 
(E) EXISTING 
IN) NEW 
(R) REPLACE 

AFf ABOVE fiNISH Fl.OOR 

SM. BEAM 
BLDG. BUILbiNG. 

esc CALIFORNIA BUIUJING CO bE 
a.~ CLEAR 
CLOS. CLOSET 

·coNe. CONCRETE 

DECK'G l:lECnNG 
DET. l>ETAIL 
.DIA. blAMETER 
.DISI'. DISPOSAL 
ow. DISHWASHER 

"· 1>0011. 
DSC DOUBLE 
bN. DOWN 
l>RWGS. CIII.AWINGS 

• CIRYER 

EA. EACH 

f FAHII.ENHi:IT 
FIN. fiNISH 
f.R. FIRE RATE!> 
Fl.lt FLOOR 
FT. FOOTOT<FEET 

"· FRENCH. 
FURN. FURNISH 

FV" FURRING 

..... GAUGE 
GL. GLAZING 
liYP. GYPSUM 
.GYP.Bb. GYPSUM BOARD 

DRAWING SYMBOLS 

@ bOOR NUMBER 

9 WINDOW NUMBER 

<€}> SKYLIGHTNUMBER 

& DII.AWINGREVISION 

ffi l>ETAIL NUMBER AND 
~ bRAW!NG REfERENCE 

ill NOTE/I1EM !-JUMBER 

~GRADE 

-f'L--- PROPER1Y LINE 

~ ELEVNO, 

~ bRAWING REFERENCE 

HGT JHT. HEIGHT 

INSUL. INSULATION 

MFG. M!..NUFACTURING 
MAX. MAXIMUM 
Mll.. MET).L 
MIN. MINIMUM 

o.c. • ONCENTER 

·~ PAIR 
Pltr. POCKET 
P.T. PT<ESSURE TREATEJ> 

REF. REFRIGERATOR 
II.EQ'l> REQUIREI:> 
II.EQ'T REQUIREMENT 
RTG. RETAINING 
us II.OD ANb SHELF ... ROOM 

5IM. SIMILAR 
s.~ SOli!> CORE 
SQ. FT. SQUARE FOOT/FEET' 
STO~ STORAGE 
STRUCT. STRUCTURAL 

TI'MJ'. TEMPERED 
TR~NS. TRANSPARENT 
1YP. TYPICAL 

u.o,N. UNLESS OTHERWISE 
NOTED 

V.I.F. VERIFY IN FIELD 

w WASHER 
WH. WATER HEATER 
WP WATERPROOF 
WbO. WINDOW 
WI WITH 
wo. WOOD 

I EX~BIT I 

WILLIAM PASHELINSKY 
ARCHITECT 
1ntW.VEIIBTRE£T 
~tsN3~~~!5CC,C.O..I41fT 
~lllp.,Mi~mal...,m 

NEW 3 UNIT RESIDENCE 
OVER COMMERCIAL 

~t~~R9Y~!TREET 
!.O.Nfl';~NC15Cl:I1 C.O.. 

PROJECT N0,2017.:13 
SHEET 
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GRAPH!C SCALE 
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1
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LOT7 

SITE PLAN CEl r1\ 
1{8"•1'..0" \J7 

LOT7 
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The Housing Affordability Strategies (HAS) analyze 
how the City of San Francisco can improve housing 
affordability over the next 30 years, particularly for 
low- and moderate-income households. The HAS 
analyzed development feasibility, City policies, and 
public investments needed to achieve the City's 
housing targets created through both Mayoral action 
and the will of the voters: build 5,000new housing 
units per year, at least one third of which should 
be permanently affordable at low and moderate 
incomes. In addition, the HAS analyzed programs 
to preserve affordable housing and to protect and 
stabilize residents. The purpose of the HAS is to help 
residents, City staff, and policy makers understand 
how different policies and funding strategies work 
together to address affordability and foster the diver­
sity of our. city. The analysis and outreach for the HAS 
will ir1form the 2022 Housing Element update. 

Led by the San Francisco Plannirig Department 
(Planning), the HAS also incorporates input from 
other City agencies, including the Mayor's Office of 
Housing and Community Development (M9HCD), · 
San Francisco Office of Housing Delivery, and the 
Office of Econo'mic and Workforce Development 
(OEWD), and was informed by feedback from the 
community, advocates, researchers, and policy 
experts. 

Key Challenges 

o Housing prices and. rents have soared and 
are increasingly out of reach for many residents, 
except for higher-income households. 

(jJ Populations of people with low- and moderate­
incomes, people of color, and families with 
children are decltning as housing costs increase. 

o People experiencing homelessness are· 
increasing in both the city and region. 

o Housing preservation and tenant protection 
policies are strong but not sufficient. 

EXECUTIVE SU1v1MARY 1· 

"' Demand for housing near jobs, servi.ces, and 
transit is increasing while supply is lacking in 
those locations. 

~ Housing construction has not kept up with job 
and population growth in the region. 

"' Lack of regional investment in affordable 
housing has aggravated affordability in 
San Francisco 

Strategies 

The HAS report focuses on the following question: 
What would it take to achieve the City's targets of 
5,000 units per year with at least 1/3 affordable 
and increased community stabllity over the next 30 
years? Four overarching strategies .summarize key 
findings and represent a comprehensive approach to · 
improving housing affordability: 

1; Increase housing development potential with 
a focus on equitable development 

The HAS analyzed three land use concepts that 
could lead to development of 150,000 housing units 
with at least one third permanently affordable by 
2050. Each concept .has different implications for 
equity and accessibility. The City could pl,lrsue one of 
these concepts alone or combine all three to expand 
housing choices. An equitable approach will require 

· planning with communities, particularly communities 
of color and lciw income communities along with a 
focus on desegregation and access to opportunity. 

" East Side: Expand housing capacity.around 
Downtown and in light industrial areas. 

"' Transit Corridors: Expand housing capacity 
along transit corridors on the west, south, and 
north sides of the City. 

G• Residential Districts: Relax density restrictions in 
residential districts without changing height limits. 
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Each of the concepts for housing development will 
require investment in infrastructure (transit, utilities, 
schools, parks, cultural resources) in targeted areas. 

2. Streamline approvals and permitting and 
reduce construction costs 

e Simplify and shorten development approvals and 
permitting to increase certainty and lower risk. 

'" Facilitate the use of new construction materia.ls 
(i.e. Cross-laminated-timber) and new technology 
(i.e. modular housing) to lower costs. 

o Grow the p-ool of skilled labor by expanding 
construction apprenticeship programs andctempo­
rary housing for construction vvorkers. 

3. Expand and sustain funding to produc~ and 
preserve affordable housing 

Annual production and preservation targets for market­
rate and affordable housing are shown in the table 
below by estimated public and private investment. 

Private investment 

New market-rate units 3,330 

New lnclusionary affordable units 640 

·.City investment (includes OCII/ Redevelopment funding) 

New units in 100% Affordable buildings 1,030 

Existing units become permanently affordable 400 

Existing permanently affordable units rehabilitated 700 

o The City would need an average of $517 million 
(in· 2020 dollars) per year to produce 1,000 city~ 
funded affordable units and preserve 1 , i 00 afford­
able units. The City is projected to nearly meet that 
funding need in FYI 9/20 but has fallen short in the 
past, and vvill need to expand funding in the future 
to meet the target. · 

v) Potential future funding sources to bridge the 
gap between annual need of $51 7 million and 
projected $200 million could come from various 
sources: Future housing bonds; Gross Receipts 
tax (pending); Regional funding sources. Specific. 
funding proposals will need to be ·developed by 
policy makers through a community process.· 

'"' Maximizing use of public and nonprofit-owned 
land for affordable housing could help lower costs. 

'.. • • .,···:' ,:-·-···:······:.:-·-·:;---·~-.. -,:· :::·· "'""•'7'""'"-""':·-· ··:-· ... ··:···. -~· - .·"."' 

·· • Afi~rdable H:ou~ing Flinding by Tiill~ i?ei:imi.· .. ·. . · .. 
... . •·. • R.~~ativ~to~stititat~d N~eMii1 Milllcj~~l 
~~_o_9; ~ _·; ~-~ _.:i: ,,~ ~~~ ~-- _·_ ~ -' :;~ -~,·~ _·: ~ ~- ~·~ :__ '~; ~ ~·: ~::' ..:~": '::·~ ":~c' ~: ~--":. 
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·.Investment . 

. . . .···::_.:~~---~-----~ 

to year 
·Averagi'l. 

·:_: :-:;: .:'.: 
·_ ... _.:: __ ·:·-:_._::·· 

.... ·······=·-··-······ -······ 

4. Protect vulnerable residents and stabilize ar:td 
preserve existing affordable housing 

<~~ Expand tenant services including legal services, 
counseling, and public education. 

c. Expand rental assistance programs. 

<;; Exp<:J.nd housing services and outreach to 
the Black community and other historically 
discriminated groups to support repatriation arid 
increased opportunity. 

6 Focus housing investments to implement Cultural' 
Districts and preserve and rehabilitate housing 
serving vulnerable residents, for example SROs. 

San 'Franclsco can also help to address housing 
production, affordable funding, and tenant protection 
and stabilization through coordination with other 
cities and regional, state, and federal governments. 

Policy issues related to the strategies above are 
further explored in four sections of this report: (i) 
Housing Development Feasibility and Costs, (2) 
Regulation of Housing Development, (3) Affordable 
Housing Funding, Production, and Preservation, and 
(4) Tenant Protection, Housing Stabilization, and 
Homelessness Services. 
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Pi1oto : Bruce Darnonie 

The Housing Affordability Strategies (HAS) analyze 
how San Francisco c.an improve housing affordability; 
particularly for low- and moderate-income households, ·t 
by looking at development feasibility, City policies, and· 
public investments. The HAS is meant to help residents, 
City staff, and policy makers understand how different 
policies work together to meet housing targets to improve 
affordability. Analysis and public engagement for the HAS 
will inform the 2022 Housing Element. 

The HAS is a San Francisco Planning Department 
(Planning) proje'ct in coordination with a consultant team 
with expertise in affordable housing policy, land use plan­
ning, housing market and financial feasibility analysis, 
econometric policy analysis, and community outreach 
and engagement. In addition, Planning and consultants 
worked with City agencies, particularly the Mayor's Office 

· of Housing and Community Development (MOHCO), 
which provides most local funding for affordable housing 
development The analysis was also informed by feed­
back from the community, advocates, researchers, and 
policy experts. 



Key Challenges. 

Perhaps no issue facing San Francisco today is 
more pressing than rising housing costs and lack of 
hbusing affordable at low- and moderate-incomes. · 
f-jousing affordability challenges take many forms in 
the city and region including: 

il> Housing prices and rents have soared and 
are increasingly out of reach for many ·residents, 
except for higher-i[lcome households. 

e, Populations of people with low- and moderate­
incomes, people of color, and families with 

· children are declining as housing costs increase. 

9 People experiencing homelessness are 
increasing in both the city and region. 

o Housing preservatioh and tenant protection 
policies are strong but not sufficient. 

@ Demand for housing near jobs, services, and 
transit is increasing while supply is lackihg in 
those locations. 

o Housing construction has not kept up with job 
and population growth in the region. 

o Lack of regional investment in affordable 
housing has aggravated affordability in 
San Francisco. 

These challenges are shaped by major national 
policies. Unlike other countries, housing is not 
recognized as a right in the United States. In addi­
tion, federal and state government funding is not 
sufficient to provide quality, affordable housing to all 
regardless of income.2 Furthermore, federal funding. 
has declined for decades, as housing needs have 
increased.3 

lNTRDDUGTJON 5 

Key Questions 

Working with fellow City agencies and the consultant 
team, arid by listening tb feedback from the. public 
and a cross-section of housing policy advocates, 
Planning developed key questions to guide the 
analysis of the HAS report: 

& What would it take to achieve 5,000 units with .at · 
least one third affordable per year and increased 
community stability over the next 30 years? 

& How much does the City invest in affordable. 
housing production and preservation for low- and 
moderate-income people and how can the City do 
more? 

o Where have.different types of housing been built in 
the past and what kind of housing could be added 
in the future? 

(\; What are the policy and investment choices that 
can support new housing capacity? 

<~ How can the City simplify the development 
approval process to support community goals and 
increase affordability? 

~ How can we better protect residents at risk of 
displacement and stabilize low- and moderate­
income households in housing that they can 
afford? 
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Report 
Structure. 

· Introduction. This section covers the purpose, 
structure, and outreach process for the HAS. It 
also inCludes a historic context of housing and 
racial and social equity conditions as well as the 
key assumptions that ground the poiicy analysis .. 

Housing affordability and development 
concepts. This section describes three different 
ways the City can add new housing and 
preserve and produce affordable housing. 

Key policy issues. This section provides an 
analysis o.f key policies and investments to 
support the housing affordability and develop~ 
ment concepts. 

· 1. Housing Development Feasibility and Costs 

2. Regulation of Housing Development 

3. Affordable Housing Funding, Production, and 
Preservation 

4. Tenant Protections, Housing Stabili;z:ation, 
and Ho.meless Services 

Conclusion and community input. This section 
provides a synthesis of the analysis and prelimi­
nar; responses from housing policy leaders and 
community focus groups. 

Community and Stakeholder 
. Engagement Process 

Planning solicited feedback from the public, advocates, 
and housing policy experts to help inform the policy 

· analysis that is the focus of the HAS (details on the 
input and participants can be found on the web page). 
Feedback was collected through the following venues: 

0 Community Forums and Focus Groups. December 
2018 through February 20i 9, Planning partnered 
with the MOHCD and the Office of Economic and 
Workforce Development (OEWD) to hold i 0 commu­
nity forums in neighborhoods aroul)d the city to hear 
feedback on housing and c6mmu.nity dcvoioprnent 
needs. Planning facilitated two discussion groups on 
long-term housing planning as part of each forum; 
collected and organized the feedback in a summary 
document, and incorporated feedback into the HAS. 
In early 2020, a consultant team gathered input on 
key findings from diverse communities through focus 
groups. A summary is included in this report. 

" Technical Expert Group. Planning recruited 
. academics and researchers working on housing 
policy from UC 8erkeley·and other academic institu­
tions. and research organizations. Planning convened 
a meeting of this group and engaged with academics 
and researchers directly on housing policy ideas and 
methodologies to analyze housing policies. 

· " Housing Policy Group. Planning worked with other 
City agencies and community partners to reach out 
to organizations in San Francisco to participate in 
policy focus groups to provide feedback on housing 
affordability issues. Participating organizations 
include community-based nonprofit groups, tenants' 
organizations, property owners, regional nonprofits, 
lenders, foundations, contractors, and for-profit and 

. nonprofit housing developers. In Winter 20i 9, consul­
tants conducted a series of interviews with a cross­
section of these organizations representing diverse 
perspectives, These intervievvs .helped to inform initial 
policy considerations for the HAS. In Summer 2019, 
Planning and consultants organized focus group 
discussions with interested organizations to discuss · 
major policy issues and potential policy approaches. 
In Januaty 2020, Planning had three sessions to 
discuss preliminary findings. 



San Francisco Housing 
Context 

San Francisco's housing landscape has been 
changing since the Ohlone people first settled the 

· peninsula and has continued through the city's many 
eras: the $panish-Mexican mission and presidio that 
began the colonization of the city, the Gold Rush 
that sparked massive pbpulation growth, the 1906 
Earthquake and fire that destroyed much of the city 
and required rapid rebuilding, the introduction of 
the streetcar and automobile that extended urban 
growth, the era of suburbanization around the Bay 
and decline in the city's population in the middle of 
the 2oth Centu0;, 1950s and 1960s urban renewal 
that demolished thousands of homes in Black and 
working class neighborhoods, renewed population 
growth since the 1980s; and recent waves of profes­
sional and lligh-incorne· job growth since the 1990s 
have all transformed the city. 

In 2018, San Francisco had 400,730 homes and 
883,3054 residents and in January 2019, 8,911 
people were experiencing homelessness.5 

The city is majority renter households (65%) and 
a majority of renters live in rent-controlled (60%), 
multifamily buildings while a majority of home­
owners live in single family homes.s 

Permanently affordable housing represents 
8.5% of all homes (33,000 units), mostly located on 
the city's east side? For context as of20i 5, there 
were about 1 05,000 low-i[lcome renter households 

·· ·Fi~·m;;{ . ';:· ,;, •.::· . 
L .· •. .. s~nFranci~i::~Hdusing :· ·· 
· · · Production; u39o .,.2'ol9 . -. . .. ,., .... - . ·.• .... · 

...... · :i: .. ~'-

. · New l:J~ih. ·· .. -· .... 

.. Aff6r9abi~ to Lo...;or' 
Moderatii> lnpome 
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(earning less than 80% of Area Median Income or 
AMI) and about 34,000 moderate-income renter 
households (earning between 80 and 120% of AMI}.3 

The city's housing production was low for 
decades up until 2000; after 2000, production in 
the city increased, but declined in the region. 

o From i 960 to 1990 census data shows that 
San Francisco added fewer than 600 net new units 
per year while the Bay Area as a whole added 
nearly 37,000 units per year. 

o .From i 990 to 1999, San Francisco's housing 
production averaged 963 new homes per year, 
from 2000 to 2009 production averaged 2,302 
homes per year, and from 2010 to 2019 it aver-

. aged 2,590 homes per year.9 

$ Regional housing production from 1990 to 2017 
was less than 20,000 per year according to 
census data, a little more than half of what it had 
been in prior decades. 

•; From 1990 to 1999, affordable housing production 
in San Francisco averaged 334 homes (35% of the 
total) per year, from 2000 to 2009 average produc­
tion doubled to 623 homes per year, and from 
2010 to 2019 it averaged 692 homes per year.10 

o Affordable and market rate production tend to· 
rise and fall together, in part because market rate 
housing funds affordable and in part because both 
are tied to economiccycles- in the case of afford­
able because of higher city revenue/ funding. 

EXHIBIT C - 11 
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Median rents and home prices have soared since 
the economic recovery that began in 2011 and 
are affordable only to highe.r income people. 
Though median rents have stabilized and dropped 
since 2015, a household would need to earn about 
$169,000 per year to afford the median rent in 2019. 
Home prices have nearly doubled since 2010 and 
more than quadrupled since the i990s. A homebuyer 
would need to earn over $307,000 per year to afford a 
home with a median price of $1,387,278. 
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Racial and Social Equity 
Context 

Sustaining San FranCisco's racial, social, and 
economic diversity depends on the affordability and 
stability of housing. Growth of hig'h wage industries, 
such as technology and professional services, has 

. increased the number of high-income people in 
San Francisco and the region. Meanwhile, low- and 
moderate-income people in the city have dropped 
in number. These economic trends combined with 
.historic discrimination and inequity impact communi­
ties of color. In the time span of 25 years, the 
proportion of the Black population in San Francisco · 
was reduced by half, a far more rapid decline than 
the rest of the Bay Area.'1 Low-income households 
experienced the highest percentage of out-migration 
(4%) of any other income category be1:1Neen 2006 and · 
2015.12 

INTRODUCT~ON 9 

Raciat Social, and Income Inequity and 
Housing 

Photo: MOHCD 

The following key findings illustrate the city's histo1y 
of racial and social inequity as it relates to housing. · 

Growth in higher income households in 
San Francisco far outpaced housing growth for . 
decades, putting increasing pressure on housing 
prices and rents. 

" From 1990 to 2015, San Francisco added over 
· 80,000 households with incomes above 120% 
· of AMI but added just 31,019 new market-rate 
homes.13 

"' Higher income households have occupied a 
growing share of the city's rental and oWnership 
housing in all housing types including a growing 
portion of the city's rent-controlled housing.14 
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The number of low- and moderate-income house­
holds in San Francisco has been dropping. 

''~ From 1990 to 2015 the number of low-income and 
moderate-income households in the city dropped 
by 29,236.15 

·:J Lower income renters face higher incidence of 
eviction and housing instability and fewer housing 
options than higher income householdsY" 

Lower income households face a range cif 
housing challenges. 

c, Low-income renters make up the vast majority 
(82%) of the estimated 82,000 cos,t-burdened 
renters (paying more than 30% of iricome in 
rent).n 

0 About half of cost-burdened renters (over 39,000) 
are severely burdened (paying more than 50% of 
income for rent): 13 

e 96% of severely burdened renters are low-income 
with the majority extremely low-income (earning 
le.ss than 30% of AMI)Y' . 

<'> There are more than 33,000 cost-burdened 
owners spread among all income groups .. 20 

w Overcrowding mostly affects low-income 
households.21 

Black, Latino, and Asian/Pacific Islander commu­
nities face greater housing challenges linked to 
income inequality and discrimination.22 

;;; Appr'oximately 10% of the city's extremely low­
income households are Black, while in 2015 Black 
people only comprised 5% of residents.23 

0 Residents of color are far more likely to be 
low- or moderate-income than white residents.24 

Segregated white neighborhoods have more than 
double the incomes of segregated Black and 
Latino neighborhoods .. 25 

o Residents of color have higher cost burdens and 
more overcrowding.2€ 

' Black and Latino communities have a higher rate 
of renting_2.7 

"' Residents of color face greater likelihood of evic­
tion thre\its and housing instability.:m 

Historic and Current Inequity in Housing 
Policy and Planning 29 

Housing policy and land use planning have histori­
cally worsened racial and social inequity by excluding 
people of color from owning or renting in high oppo'r­
tunity areas, lending discrimination, prioritizing federal 
housing subsidies for higher income homeowners, 
and targeting communities of color and low-income 
neighborhoods for urban renewal. These policies 
directly contributed to lower wealth, health, and 
educational outcomes for people of color today. City 
agencie$ share responsibility to address this history 
with state ar1~ federal governments and private Orga­
nizations. Discriminatory housing policies include: . 

0 Racial covenants in property deeds restricted 
sales to people of color and religious minorities. 
Court rulings made these covenants illegal 
beginning in the late 1960s but covenants limited 
housing ownership for much of the 20th Century, 
part of a pattern of residential discrimination. 

"' Redlining was a federally sponsored and locally 
enforced and implemented practice that denied 
government-backed loans in neighborhoods and 
developments that were racially mixed or primarily 
people of color. Red lines on maps issued by 
government agencies excluded communities 
of color from loan programs that enabled home 
ownership for mi!Hons of white Americans, limiting 
homeownership and home improvement for. 
people of color until the late 2oth Century. 

(; Renter and homebuyer discrimination against 
people of color has been a challenge for much. of 

· the history of the United States and has continued 
through the recent mortgage crisis to today. 
Discrimination includes refusing to rent, sell, or 
even show property30

, directing people of color to 
certain neighborhoods, or targeting higher cost 
loans and financing to people of color. 

"' Urban renewal programs allowed cities to target 
"blighted" areas for redevelopment but in practice 
urban renewal usually targeted neighborhoods 
housing people of color and lower income 
renters for demolition, displacing thousands and 
damaging communities. Urban renewal's biggest 



impact in San Francisco was in the Western 
Addition and South of Market. 

o Exclusionary zoning uses land use rules to 
keep low- and moderate-income people, who are 
more Likely to be people of color, out of higher 
income areas. Exclusionary.zoning includes 
bans on multifamily housing or requirements for 
large lots or large yards for single-family homes'. 
In San Frat:Jcisco a majority of residential land 
is zoned for single-family or two-family homes, 
banning multifamily housing where low- and 
moderate-income people are more likely to live. 

~· Federal housing programs mostly benefit . 
higher income homeowners including the 
mortgage interest and state and local tax·deduc­
tions which yield the biggest benefits to owners 
of more expensive homes with higher mortgages 
and property taxes. These tax deductions cost the 
federal government far more than what is spent 
on housing programs for low-income people 
including housing choice vouchers and low­
income hoLising tax credits. 3i 

Addressing Historical Inequities 

The City of San Francisco established the Office of 
Racial Equity in July 2019 to address racial inequities 
across the city and advance equitable outcomes for 
all our communities. Planning, along·with other City 

. agencies, is developing the Department's Racial 
and Social Equity Plan to address historic inequities 
and advance equity in community planning, policy 
development, ancj resource allocation. 

The HAS report is an effort to address historical ineq­
uities by outlining concepts arid policies for the city 
as a whole to substantially increase housing afford­
ability and stability for low- and moderate-income 
households. The HAS also looks at policies to ensure 
that citywide efforts benefit people who have been 
harmed by past housing policies and programs, 
particularly the Black population. A comprehensive 
citywide framework can offer opportunities to keep 
our disadvantaged populations in place, house our 
homeless population, preserve and expand our 
existing affordable homes and produce new afford­
able homes for. low- and moderate~income people 
and people of color. Together, these strategies can 
be scaled to reach our targets and reverse current 
inequity challenges. 

INTRODUCTION J1 

Racial and Social Equity Indicators for 
Improvement 

The City could measure its progress towards stabiliiy, 
increased opportunity, and access to affordable 
housing tor vulnerable communities through key indi­
cators. The indicators below have been adapted from 
Planning's 2019 Community Stabilization Report: 

San Francisco's vulnerable populations are gaining in · 
stabllity when the following occurs: 

$ The Black population is increased. 

o The populations of other racial groups that have 
been decreasing over time are increased (Native. 
American/American Indian, Filipino, Samoan, and 
Vietnamese). 

G Resources are maintained or increased to· 
support housing needs of seniors, people Jiving 
with disabilities, low-income households, people 
experiencing homelessness, youth, immigrants, 
LGBTO+, refugees, linguistically isolated house­
holds, justice-involved individuals, and veterans. 

c; Income, health, and educational inequality is 
reduced bet\veen racial groups. 

() Families with children, especially lovv- and 
moderate-income families, have housing choices 
throughout the city. 

Past, present, and future San Francisco residents 
can find affordable housing opportunities when the 
following occurs: 

~· The proportion of low- and moderate-income 
households that are rent-burdened is decreased 
without loss of low- and moderate- income 
households. 

0 The number and types of evictions, including 
illegal evictions af1cl buyouts is decreased. 

ro Income diversity within areas that are predomi­
nantly higher income is increased. 

@ The number of affordable housing wnits for low­
and moderate-income residents is increased. 
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Assumptions for Housing 
Targets 

The HAS uses key housing targets established by 
the elected leaders and residents of San Francisco 
and analyzes how-different policies can help us 
meet these targets. These targets may shift based 
on future forecasts.of regional population and job 
growth, assessment of critical needs, as well as the 
priorities established by residents and elected offi­
cials. The analysis contained in the HAS is designed 
to determine the policies and potential resources 
needed to meet current and future targets. These key 
housing targets include: · · 

Produce an average of 5,000 new homes a year, 
adding 150,000 additional homes by 2050 . Mayor 
London Breed, along with former Mayor Edwin Lee, 
set a target to produce at least 5,000 homes per year. 
The city produced 5,000 units in a year just once (in 
2016) in the last 40 years, though it came close in 

. 2019 when 4,800 units V.;ere built. Housing production 
is important because new homes help meet the · 
needs of a growing workforce and population as well 
as the needs of current residents looking for a new 
home due to changing circumstances such as a 
growing family, desire to start their own household, or 
·desire to downsize. The 5,000 homes target is 35% 
higher than actual annual average production from 
-2014 to 2018 and 87% above the average from 2009 
to2018. · 

Produce an annual average of at least 1 ,667 
· homes affordable at very low-, loyv~, and 

moderate-incomes, or. 50,000 affordable homes 
by 2050 (one third of new homes). Setting a target 
of one third of new homes affordable at very low-, 
low-, and moderate-incomes aligns with the goal 
for areas where substantial new housing is added 
in Proposition K, passed by vote1:s in 2014. This 
number would not meet the full 2,042 affordable 
units per year target set for San Francisco in the 
2015-2022 Regional Housing Needs· Allocation 
(RHNA). Furthermore, San Francisco's overall. 
RHNA target is likely to.increase in the next RHNA 
cycle as discussed in the upcoming capital plan. 
However, when additional targets tor acquisition 
and preservation of existing homes as permanently 
affordable housing (described more below) and 

addition of Accessory Dwelling Units (ADUs) are 
considered, as required by state law, the RHNA 
targets could be met. It is also important to note 
that the target of i ,667 new affordable homes per 
year is 98% more than the city produced on average 
annually from 2014 to 2018 and 132% more than the 
annual average from 2009 to 2018 and will require 
sig1iificantly more public investment, incentives, 
<;:ost reductions, and/or other strategies to achieve. 
Producing affordable homes at this scale would grow 
our permanently affordable stock from about 33,000 
homes to over 83,000, more than doubling the afford-

. able percentage from 8.5% to 18%. 

Preserve 600-700 units of existing subsidized 
affordabie housing per year. The City's po1lfoiio of 
publicly funded affordable housing includes many 
aging properties in need of rehabilitation. In addition, 
some older properties funded by federal programs 
such as loans from the U.S. Department ofHousing 
and Urban Development (HUD) may be at-risk of. 
converting to market-rate housing when affordability 
requirements expire. Without intervention, there is 
the potential for loss of affordable housing and the 
displacement of residents. In the case of remaining 
large public housing sites, Potrero and Sunnydale, 
the City is rebuilding existing public housing without 
displacing current residents through the HOPE SF 
program. 

Preserve 400 apartments serving low- and 
moderate-income renters annu(llly through 
acquisition of rent-controlled housing. The City's 
Small Sites program has funded nonprofit acquisition 
of hundreds of rent-controlled apartments occupied 
by low-.and moderate-income tenants. Each year 
about 400 rent-controlled apartments are removed 
from protected status through the Ellis Act and ovvner 
move-in evictions. After an eviction, these units will no 
longer be affordable to low- and moderate-income 
renters. Acquisition can help preserve more housing 
as permanently affordable and stabilizes residents. 

Ex:Hrlii:S 8- 16 
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The three concepts presented in this section offer 
different ways the City could meet the housing 
productior:1 and affordability targets outlined above. 
Each concept meets the goal of 150,000 new homes, 
including 50,000 affordable homes, by 2050, but 
differ in land use pattern and the scale of potential 
buildings, neighborhood feel and impacts, amount of 
public investment in affordable housing, m1d required 
infrastructure to serve current and future residents. 
Future policy could combine elements from each of 
these concepts. The three concepts are: 

IJYliQ{~~~1~tffi East Side Focus: New homes would be 
Arlded in taller, multifamily buildinqs near Downtown 
and in light industrial areas, intensifying recent growth 
patterns in the city's eastern neighborhoods. 

bi:?Jit~l:':\;.r;.:;;?J:J Transit Corridors Focus: New hornes 
vvould be added in mid-rise multifamily buildings 

· along transit lines that will receive major transit· 
improvements. 

Residential District Focus: New homes 
would be added throughout the city's residential 
neighborhoods and neighborhood commerCial 
corridors without major changes to heights. 

Potential changes in land use controls were analyzed 
using an econometric model to estimate tile amount 
of housing likely to be produced in each concept. 
The model uses dat?- on past housing development 
and on current housing prices and construction 
costs (see Appendix for methodology) to predict 
tile effects of potential land use changes and other 
policy cbanges on future housing production (New 
Multifamily Pmduction- Model Estimate). 

Each concept also includes nearly 40,000 units in 
large projects/development agreements that have 
been approved by tile City. These projects make 
up the majority of San Francisco's pipeline of future 
housing development and includes redevelopment 
areas and projects such as Candlestick, Treasure 
Island, Park Merced, Pier 70, and Mission Rock. In 
addition to the large projects, each concept includes 
an estimate of ADUs produced based on recent 
trends. 

Estimates on funding needed for affordable homes 
were developed based on recent affordable 

· housing production and preservation costs, current 
inclusi.onary housing policy, and the number of inclu­
sionaly units likely in new market-rate buildings. 

Protections for existing multifamily rental housing 
and historic structures apply to all of the con9epts, 
including restrictions on demolition or conversion 
and higher levels of scrutiny for any development 
affecting these sites. In addition, affordable· housing 
preservation targets assume increased investment ' 
in acquisition and rehabilitation of existing rental 
housing serving lo\.Y- and moderate- income renters. 

The report's policy analysis section contains more 
detailed information on policies including affordable 
housing production and preservation, protection and 
stabilization, land use and development rules, and 
housing finance and feasibility 

TABLE 1. 
HAS Baseline32 Estimate and Concept Targets for Future 
Housing Development by 2050 

New Multifamily Production - Model E;stimate 

Market-rate 38,500 65,000 

lnclusionary Affordable 8,300 . 

Large Projects/ Development Agreements 

Market-rate 29,000 29,000 

lnclusionary Affordable 6,200 6,200 

O.CII-funded units1 2,500 2,500 
·--------------------·--

City Funded:_ 100% Affordable 10,580 28,300 
--··-----~·-·--·----······--·---·---.-------~----·------····-·-·-·---

Accessory Dwelling Units (ADUs) 

Total Units 

Total Aff~rdable 

; "(o Affordable2 · 

6,000 

101,080 

27,580 

27% 

6,000 

150,000 

50,000 

33% 

1 OCII will fund affordable units committed to as part of the enforce­
able obligations of the· former Redevelopment Agency before 
disolution of Redevelopment. · . 
~The Baseline affordable percentage of 27% is based on the recent 
historical average. · 



East Side Focus 

In this concept the vast majority of new homes would 
be built in neighbmhoods on the east side of the 
city close to Downtown, in light industrial areas, and 
neighborhoods near tlw eastern waterfront (light 
orange on map). This·concept would expand the 

·growth that has happened or is already plarined in 
area plans. and redevelopment areas such as Mission 
Bay, Transbay, Hunters Point/ Candlestick, Market 
and Octavia, and Eastern Neighborhoods (dark 
orange in map), 

Growth on the western two-thirds of the city would 
be limited to aJew large projects like Park Merced. 
Some homeowners would likely take advantage of 
the City's ADU program to add apartments to existing 
residential buildings. There would also be some 
new residential buildings added on neighborhood 
cornmercial streets but change would be limited In 
most west side neighborhoods. 

CONGE.PTS FOR FUTUH.E HOUSING D~VELDPM.ENT AND AFFORDAB1LlTY JS 

In this concept new homes would be added via 
taller buildings, including towers of 10 to 24 stories 
in locations closest to jobs and transit as well as 
mid-rise buildings of five to eight stories built in less 
central areas farther from the DoV~Intown core. New 
housing and residents would add to busy, walkable 
neighborhoods filled with services, jobs, and activity. 
Allowing taller, denser buildings In more areas would 
create the opportunity to build far' more homes 
overall and more inclusionary affordable homes by 
·leveraging private Investment. The east side already 
has numerous examples of this concept where areas 

. near Downtown, light Industrial areas, and former 
naval bases continue to be transformed Into d1;7nse 
residential areas. While thousands of homes could 
be added in this concept, there would be significant 
change in some areas that currently have production, 
distribution, and repair ("PDR") space. PDR uses in 
these areas would likely be displaced and these jobs 
could leave the city. 

E~1fr319 
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Affordable Housing: This concept would likely 
generate more inclusionary housing than the other 
concepts by allowing more large buildings that are 

. . I 

required to financially support more inc1usionary 
units. Higher inclusionary production could lovver the 
public funding needed to meet affordable housing 
tar9ets by tens of millions of dollars annually. 

Equity Concerns: This concept would continue 
recent trends that focus new development in or 
near low-income neighborhoods and communities 

. of color on the east side of the city, potentially . 
accelerating changes in these neighborhoods. All · 
of San Francisco is under displacement pressure 
due to a limited amount of housing and strong local 
and regional economic growth that attracts many 
high-income people but people on the east side may 
suffer an undue share of the burdens associated with 
population growth and construCtion activity. Whil_e this 
concel)twould generate more affordable housing, 
the associated growth would also require increased 
investments, services, and pro"grams to ensure the 
needs of existing lower income populations are being 
met and that these neighborhoods remain diverse 
and mixed-income, in addition to continuing citywide 
efforts to strengthen tenant protections and services. 

Local Business and Jobs: Some of the areas where 
new housing would be added in this concept are 
currently zoned for PDR uses that provide space for 
blue collar jobs and diverse businesses that could 
be lost. Policies could strive to replace PDR space or 
prioritize key employment sites for PDR preservation. 
At the same time, intensified residential development 
could strengthen neighborhood businesses and bring 
new jobs in local se1vices to neighborhoods where 
new development occurs. 

Transportation and· Greenhouse Gas ("GHG") 
Reduction: This concept would put more residents 
in proximity to jobs and services encouragi11g use 
of existing transit as well as more walking and 

CONCEPTS FOR FUTURE HOUSING DEVELOPMENT AND APFORDAHli.ll'Y 17 

biking, lower vet)icle miles traveled, and lower GHG 
emissions. 

Infrastructure Improvement: Concentrated develop-· 
ment in a few ar~as of the east side of the city would 
require additional parks, playgrounds, and schools as 
well as transit and street improvements. New, large . 
residential development in concentrated areas could 
generate significant funding for community benefits 
includirig new parks and playgrounds and improved 
streets and side\ivalks to enhance the streetscape 
and public spaces in these neighborh.oods. Because 
areas on the· west side of the city would see far less 
new residential development, there could be less 

. investment on the west side in transit and other public 
infrastructure. 

Uneven Access: The west side of the city currently 
has n1any of the amenities such as large parks, 
Ocean Beach, and higher performing schools that 
are far from most renters and multifamily housing. 
Adding growth on the east side would exacerbate 
access concerns to west side amenities. 
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Transit Corridors 

In this concept, more new homes would be built 
along major transit lines and these lines would 
receive significant investments to accommodate 
additional ridership. Growth would be spread in major 
transit corridors in the north, south, and western parts 
of the city (light orange on map). Examples of this 
kind of neighborhood can been seen along some of 
San Francisco's streets including along Market Street 
between Castro Street and Van Ness Avenue, along 
Van Ness Avenue and Polk Street, along Mjssion and 
Valencia streets, along Third Street in Dog patch and 
Bayview, and along Ocean Avenue near City Collqge. 

As with the other concepts, there would still be 
significant growth in area plans and redevelopment 
areas such as Mission Bay, Transbay, Hunters 
Point/ Candlestick, Market and Octavia, and Eastern 
Neighborhoods. There would also be large projects · 
like Park Merced on the western side of the city. In 

Photo: Bruce Damonte 

residential areas some property owners will also likely 
take advantage of the City's ADU .program to add 
apartments to existing residential buildings. 

More multifamily buildings yvould be allowed in the 
blocks along upgraded transit corridors, mostly in 
midrise buildings of five to eight stories as well as in 
smaller buildings. Some homes would be added in 
towers of more than ten stories in a few places near 
major transit intersections·, on wide streets, or in close 
proximity to major commercial and job centers. The 
resulting neighborhoods would be an active mix of 
.ground floor commercial spaces and homes in both 
older and newer buildings. The blocks along transit . 
would take on a distinct character with more activity 
and more multifamily residential buildings while . 
nearby residential areas would remain lower scale. 
Existing apartment buildings would be protected 
but low-rise commercial buildings or single-family 
homes close to transit could be replaced v,lith larger 
residential buildings. 

EXHIBIT C - 22 
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Impacts 

Affordable Housing: While new buildings in this 
· scenario would generally be shorter than the aast 

side concept, the transit corridor concept would. 
still likely generate significant inclusionary housing. 
Higher inclusionary production could lower the public 
funding needed to meet affordable housing targets 
by tens of millions of dollars annually. · 

Equity Concerns: This concept would distribute 
development over a larger area of the city than it has 

. been in the recent past, which coulq reduce concen­
trated neighborhood change. Displacement pres­
sures are already widespread in the city. Additional 
protection and stabilization policies for current renters 

. and existing multifamily housing serving those renters 
could help ensure new transit corridor residential 
districts retain a diversity of old and new housing and 
preserve existing residents. 

Local Business and Jobs: Increased housing.devel­
opment could strengthen businesses in cornrnercial 
corridors and along transit by placing thousands 
of new residents nearby and could also bring 
new jobs and local services in the transit corridor 
neighborhoods. 

Transportation and GHG Reduction: This concept 
would put more residents in proximity' to the city's 
rapid transit lines and would also create neighbor­
ho9ds vvith rnore concentrated local servicAs vvithin 
walking distance, reducing the need to drive and 
lowering vehicle miles traveled and GHG emissions. 

Infrastructure Improvement: This concept would 
be centered arou.nd existing transit lines that will 
receive significant investment and improved service. 
Concentrated development near transit would also 
generate impact fee!) to improve streets, public 
spaces, parks, and transit itself. While there will be 
more residents overall, existing residents could enjoy 
improved servicesand infrastructure in this scenario. 

Expanded Access: More of San Francisco's resi­
dents would have better access to the large parks, 
the beach, and higher performing schools found in 
the western part of the city.· 
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Residential District Growth 

In this concept, San Francisco \1\tould allow more 
homes to be added in n"eighborhoods where the 
number of homes allowed is currently very limited. 
These changes would. allow more homes on the 
majority of the city's r~sidential.land currently zoned 
to allow just one single-fai11ily home (RH-1) or two­
family homes (RH-2) per lot. Mpre homes would also 
be allowed ih zoning districts such as residential 
mixed (RM) and neighborhood commercial (NC) 

· that allovv multifamily housing but limit the number of 
units based on the square footage of the lot (areas 
of potential change are shown in light orange on the 
map). The number of homes allowed on residential . 
lots in this concept would be based on rules control-· 
ling the form of buildings including height, bulk, 
setbacks, design requirements, open space, and 
requirements for multi-bedroom units. 

In this concept there would be no change to iimits on 
building height, but density limits would be removed. 

CONCEPTS FQI! FUTlJRE HOUSING DEVELOPMENT AND AFFORDABlLlTY. 2] 

Photo: Serqio Ruiz. SPUR 

As with the transit corridor.qoncept there would still 
be significant development on major streets and 
commercial corridors because larger lots in these 
areas are attractive for development.'ln fact, housing 
development on these corridors is more likely than on 
the smaller residential lots nearby. As with the other 
concepts, there would still be significant growth in 
area plans and redevelopment areas such as Mission 
Bay,Transbay, Hunters Point/ Candlestick, Market 
and Octavia, and Eastern Neighborhoods (dark 
orange rings on map). There would also be large 
projects like Park Merced on the western side of the · 
city. PropfiJrty owners iri residential areas could still 
take advantage of the ADU program but would have . 

. more flexibility to add a greater number of units. 

In this concept there would be no change in heights .. 
Most new buildings on the west and south sides of 
the city would be the currently allowed four stories 

EXHIBIT C - 25 
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. or a few stories taller or shorter based on existing 
heightlimits. On commercial corridors, multifamily 
buildings would include ground floor commercial 
spacewith neighborhood-serving businesses. Some 
homeowners could also transform single-family 

· homes into multifamily buildings according to rules 
on height, multibedroom units, and other form-based 
controls described above. However, the high value 
Qf single-family homes iri San Francisco could make · 
transformation of these homes unlikely. The resulting 
development pattern would be more dispersed than 
in other concepts. 

Financial Opportunities and Challenges: The 
smaller residential buildings envisioned in this 
concept are similar to past eras of housing develop­
ment but differ from current development patterns 
and therefore are harder to analyze and predict. As a 
result, this concept requires lower construction cost 
assumptions to get the same amount of housing as 
other concepts. The changes in this concept could 
allow families to transform single family homes by 
adding units to make space for multiple generations 
or add new rental units to increase family income. 
However, transformation of small lots and single­
family homes cotJid be. costly due to high construc­
tion costs and home prices that result in high per-unit 
land costs for the new units. New financing types 
and a new generation of smaller scale homebuilders 
could be needed for this concept to fully succeed. 

Affordable Housing: Because height limits are 
unchanged in this concept, new buildings are smaller 
in scale than new buildings in the other concept and 
less likely to provide inclusionary homes, requiring 
more public subsidy for affordable housing. 

Equity Concerns: Of all the concepts, this approach 
would distribute.development most broadly in the 
city, reducing conce[ltrated neighborhood change. 
Displacement pressures are widespread in the city 
and additional protection and stabilization policies 
could still be needed to help stabilize existing renters 
and multifamily housing. 

CONCEPTS FOR fUTURE HOUSING DEVELOPMENT AND AFFORDABILITY 23 . 

Local Business. and Jobs: In this concept a large 
portion of residential development would still be in 
neighborhood. commercial corridors so some corri­
dors could see more residents and activity. However, 
the more dispersed nature of development ih this 
concept would not result in. the same concentration 
of local businesses, jobs, and services as the other 
concepts. · 

Transportation and GHG Reduction: This cqncept · 
· could more widely distribute new housing around 

the city and residents could be farther from transit or 
neighborhood services. As a result, resiclents might· 
rely more on cars generating more traffic and GHG 
emissions. 

Infrastructure Improvement: Because development 
would be more dispersedjn this concept, improve­
ments in major transit lines might benefit fewer 
people. In addition, infrastructure needs could grow 
in neighborhoods around the city, but dispersed and 
lower-scale development might not generate the · 
same community benefits or·investments to address 
those needs. 

Expanded Access: This concept would allow more · 
housing and residents· throughout San Francisco's 
neighborhoods allowing more access to the city's · 
largest parks, the beach, and a range of schools and 
residential neighborhoods, providing more equitable 
access. 
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E9-ch of the concepts for housing development could potentially accommodate significantly more housing than 
we h;3.ve today, including substantially more affordable housing. However, the impacts on different neigllbo~­
hoods, required public investment, and lifestyle implied by each concept could be very different. In the following 
table, we summarize similarities and differences among the concepts. 

Increase in Zoned Housing Capacity Over Baseline 19% 27% 41% 

• Share of Future Housing in Eastern 1/3 of City 75% 50% 50% 
............................... ··········:·············--·····-·················--·················"•'''''''''''''''•'·:············· ·········· ---------~---············································································-·············· 

Share of 60,000 Affordable Units From inciusionary · 4i% 

Peryentage Increase in Public Funds Needed for Affordable Housing 156% 

150,000 Units Likely to Be Produced Yes 

Over 40,000 Uf)its in Large Projects Yes 

Need for New Transit Investments Yes. 

Access to Existing Job Centers Yes 

Access to Existing Community Facilities like parks 

Change in Scale and Appearance of Buildings Yes 

167% 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

35~b 

185% 

Depends partly on lower 
COIJSfruction costs . 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Possibly 

The three concepts illustrate that San Francisco could a:dd similar amounts of housing in very different ways 
depending on the priorities of city residents. Each concept will likely need increased investment in public infra­
structure including transit, streets, parks, and schools as well as increased and sustained affordable housing 
investment. Future housing policy could combine elements of each concept to create an approach that is 
stronger than any of the individual concepts alone. 

Equity must be central to the future of housing planning and policy in ·san Francisco if the city is to reverse 
discriminatory poli<?ies and negative outcomes for communities of color and lower income San Franciscans. 
Segregated housing patterns can only be addressed by conceited efforts to create more diverse housing op­
portunities in more parts of the city. At the same time, special attention will need to be paid. to the stabilization 
of existing communities of color and low-income communities along with the creation of additional Musing in 
those neighborhoods. Specific investments will be neede~ to help communities that have been leaving the city, 
such as the Black community, to remain and 1:eturn to San Francisco. 

The following sections of the report look more in depth at key policy issues that will need to be addressed for 
any of the land use concepts to be successful and the city's housing targets to be met or exceeded. These 
policy issues include housing development feasibility and costs, regulation of housing development, affordable 
housing funding, and protection and stabilization policies and services for vul1~erable residents. 

EXHIBIT C - 28 
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This section addresses core policy issues that need 
· to be considered to implement any combination 
of the land use concepts discussed in the prior 
section. In order to meet the targets of 5,000 units 
per year with at least one third affordable, while 
increasing community stability the city will need 
a comprehensive approach of production and 
preservation of housing and protection of residents, 
particularly tenants. The core policy issues explored 
in this seCtion were defined based on community and 
housing experts' input as well as analysis by consul­
tants and staff. The policy issues that follow summa­
rize challenges and opportunities ahead. Each of 
these policy issues is further developed in individual 
white papers with additional analysis of historic and 
current trends and future potential to scale current 
efforts to achieve the City's housing targets. 

The first two policy issues discuss the economic and· 
regulatory context for housing development. The 
third policy issue analyzes affordable housing policy 
and funding. The fourth policy issue highlights key · 
comJT1Unity stability strategies. 

Housing Development Feasibility and Costs 
explains the key factors affecting whether new 
housing is likely to be built, including financing 
and investment sources, major costs including 
land and construction, housing markets and 
prices, and the financial factors affecting the 
decision to build. This summary also looks at 
potential policies alld technologies that could . 
lower costs. 

Regulation of Housing Development reviews· 
how San Francisco has guided housing develop­
ment over time with various rules, zoning regula­
tio(ls, and processes. The section also looks at 
how San Francisco could potentially encourage 
more multifamily housing, especially affordable 
housing, through changes to its housing plan­
nil1g, approvals, and permitting process. · 

Affordable Housing Funding, Production, . 
and Preservation analysis presents information 
on affordable housing funding, both past and 
future, housing production and preservation 
trends, and policies to produce and preserve 
affordable housing. It includes the assessment 
of the City funding needed. to achieve production 
and preservation targets. 

Tenant Protections, Housing Stabilization, 
and Homeless Services complements the. 
previous three policy issues with strategies 
to protect and care for the most vulnerable 
populations. It focuses on the community stability 
strategies that need to be implemented parallel 
to housing production and preservation. This 
section builds on extensive research and analysis 
included in the Community Stabilization Initiative 
(CSI) as well as the targets provided by the 
Strategic Framework developed by the City!s 
Department of Homelessness and Supportive 
Housing (HSH). 



Housing Development 
Feasibility and Costs 

Reaching the City's targets for housing production 
and preservation. depends cin sustained development 
of both privately financed, market-rat~ housing, inclu­
sionary affordable units, and publicly funded, afford­
able housing. The likelihood of housing construction 
depends on the relationship between development 
costs and prices/rents, which ultimately determines 
the fina11cial feasibility of development. Development 
costs in the Bay Area and San Francisco have 
been soaring, creating a barrier to the production 
of all types of housing. This summary provides 
background on the financial considerations that drive 
private housing development, and how potential poli­
cies could help to· lower the cost of development, and 
increase the feasibility and likelihood of new hGusing 
production citywide. . 

Financial Feasibility of ~rivately Financed 
Housing 

Private real estate developers rely on a conibination 
of equity and debt financing to obtain the capital 
necessary for development. Developers must demon­
strate that a project is financially feasible to lenders, 
equity investors, and landowners. Each of these 
stakeholders has its own requirements and financial 
expectations: 

o Lenders. Banks and other institutions that provide 
debt financing for development projects must be 
satisfied that the development project is at low 
enough risk of default. Lenders will only underwrite 
loans that m~et certain financial performance 
benchmarks. 

o Equity investors. Equity investors (e.g. pension 
funds, insurance companies, labor unions, sover­
eign funds) compare the expected risk and return 
to other opportunities, which could inClude other 
real estate projects or investments in businesses· 
or stocks. 

n Landowners. After faCtoring in. project revenues 
and costs, a real estate project must still generate· 
enough "residual land value" to purchase the land 
at a price that is attractive to the property owner. 
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A development project is feasible if it can achieve the 
required return and residual land value, after factoring. 
in the development costs and revenues, which are 
described in more detail below. In San Francisco, 
lenders and equity investors typically require a 15 to 
25% margin or return over th.eir development costs. 
The expected .return varies depending on the risks 
associated with securing entitlements, complexity, 
market conditions, and schedule. 

Development Costs 

Development costs include the following four 
categories: 

1. Direct or "hard" costs. Hard costs include 
the direct cost of constructing buildings and other 
improvements on site such as landscaping and 
infrastructure. Taller buildings with more develop­
ment intensity are more expensive to build per unit 
because they require sturdier structural elements, 
higher standards of fire-proofing, and other amenities 
such as elevators. High-rise buildings are usually built 
with steel and/or reinforced concrete, a more expen~ 
sive form of ·construction per square foot, where?s 
low-rise buildings can be made from less expensive 
wood frame construction. 

Construction costs in San Francisco have been rising 
steadily over the last decade. In 2019, San Francisco 
had the highest construction costs in the world.:>:>· 
Construction bids have escalated rapidly since the 
Great Recession, at a compounded annual growth 
rate of 7.3% from 2011 to 2019.34 Construction 
industry experts are projecting coritinued cost infla­
tion of between 4.5 and 7.0% in San Francisco in 
2020.35 

According to interviews with developers and contrac­
tors, and a review of recent reports on construction 
costs, some of the factors that are affe~ting construc­
tion costs include: 

.:; A shortage of experienced construction workers, 
combined with a booming construction market, 
with many major projects in the pipeline.36 

o Lack of competition from subcontractors, especially 
in specialized trades (electrical, plumbing, etc.), is 
driving up bids for new development projects. 
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o The impact of tariffs on the price of building 
materials, and uncertainty regarding future trade 
pol_icies.:37 

The. use of innovative construction technologies has . 
the potential to significantly reduce the cost of devel­
opment, for both market-rate and affordable housing 
projects.3

" There are tvvo types of technologies that 
have been explored for this strategy: 

o Modular construction, whicl:l involves the produc- · 
tion of residential units offsite. Individual units are 
prefabricated in a factory, and then assembled 
on-site. In recent years, several market-rate and 
affordable projeCts throughout the Bay Area have 
been using modular systems for new housing 
developments. Developers estimate that in some 
cases, modular construction can reduce bverall 
construction costs and time by 15 to 30%. 

o Mas$ timbf;r, which involves the use of newly · 
engineered materials like cross-laminated timber 
for residential buildings. Because these new 
technologies are untested in the U.S., they are 
presently more expensive than traditional wood 
construction. However, this dynamic is forecast 
to change in the next five to ten years, as building 
codes are updated, and the production of the 
material is scaled up. Mass timber provides 
a variety of efficiency and cost advantages 

compared to conventional residential construction. 
Contractors estimate that mass timber could 
.reduce overall construction costs by 15 to 25%.39 

2. Indirect or "soft" costs. Soft costs include 
indirect costs associated with the project, including 
professional fees for design and engineering, and 
other costs such as taxes, insurance, planning and 
permitting fees charged by the City, and the cost of 
financing. 

3. Municipal impact fees and inclusionary 
housing requirements. Municipal impact fees are 
fees charged to offset the impact of development 
on City services and the community at large. In 
San Francisco, impact fees vary by neighoorhood~ 
as many areas have imposed additional fees or 
special taxes for affordable housing, neighborhood 
infrastructure, or other community facilities. The 
Chy's lnclusiona1y Affordable Housing policy requires 
private housing development to provide affordable 
units. either onsite or offsite, or to pay in-lieu fees.40 

4. Land cost. Generally speaking, land costs are 
determined by location and the types and intensity of . 
uses allowed by zoning. Based on market research 
for different areas of the city, the value of land can 
range fmm $200 to more than $1 ;000 per square 
foot, depending on the location and the density 
permitted by zoning.4

' 



Revenues 

Revenue sources for housing development consist 
of the rents collected (for rental apartments) or sales 
revenues (for-sale townhomes and condominiums). 
Some projects have other smaller sources of 
revenue, including pa.rking leases, and commercial 
.lease revenues in mixed use developments. 

Location matters a gre·at deal for revenues; different 
areas of the city command varying sales prices and 
rents, based on their proximity to jobs and transporta­
tion, neighborhood services and amenities, and 
safety and desirability. The map in Figure 8 illustrates 
four levels of market strength based on apartment 
rent data and recent development activity. 

'/. 
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Tier 1 Downtown Core sub markets include the 
northeastern section of San Francisco where new 
development activity is sti·ong, including high-rise 
housing projects. The rents are highest in these 
areas due to the proximity to amenities, major transit 
corridors, and Downtown jobs. 

Tier 2 Central Ring submarkets represent areas 
where rents are not as high as Tier 1 but have 
attracted low-rise and mid-rise multifamily housing 
p~oc~. . 

Tier 3 Outer Ring and Tier 4 Western and . 
Southern submarkets: have has sporadic multifamily 
housing development. Many of the neighborhoods in 
these areas are dominated by single-family homes, 
where larger scale housing development is not 
permitted. 
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Feasibility of Residential Development in 
San Francisco Today 

<~ De$pite extremely strong demand for housing, 
development feasibility is a challenge for many 
parts Of the Bay Area, including in many areas of 
San Francisco. In recent years, rising development 
costs region-wide have outpaced the rate of 
growth in.rents, v-ihich has prevented production. 

'' Under current market conditions and development · 
costs, taller high-rises (more than 20 stories) 
are generally more financially feasible than other 
building types in the strongest submarkets (Tier 1 
and Tier 2). This is because new, high-rise devel­
opments can generate revenues that can offset 
the. cost of development. 

" Recently, some low- and mid-rise housing 
projects have qeen completed in San Francisco, 
especially in Tier 2 submarkets, but developers 
have reported that these building types are. rnore 
challenging to finance now with the curTent devel­
opment cost structure.42 

Strategies to Improve Feasibility 

There are a variety of policy tools that could ease 
development costs and stimulate production 
across a wider range of building types and in more 
submarkets. These include strategies to reduce 
construction costs, reduce fees on development, 
public investments in infrastructure and amenities, 
and encouraging smaller scale infi!J projects in lower 
density neighborhoods. 

Update regulations to facilitate mass timber and 
modular construction. As the construction innova­
tions become more widespread, and more production 
facilities become active, the adoption of mass timber 
and modular construction could reduce hard costs 
by between i 5 to 30%, according to estimates from 
developers and contractors. The cost reduction could 
significantly improve the financiaJ feasibility of housing. 

The City of San Francisco can put policies in place to 
facilitate the tram;ition to new construction technolo­
gies by updating building codes and permitting 
processes. San Francisco's building code would 
need to adopt new standards for mass timber 
technologies to be implemented at a larger scale, 
especially for taller buildings. 



Workforce development. The City of San Francisco. 
can coordinate with community-based organizations, 
labor, and workforce training programs to ensure 
that there is a growing number of workers and 
sub-contractors. Workforce development programs 

. in the construction industry are important both for 
conventional housing development and for preparing 
workers for off-site manufacturing and construction 
jobs using newer technologies. · · 

Impact fee and area fees. Citywide impact fees 
are estimated to be, on average, approximately $25 
per gross square foot of building area. These fees 
are higher in plan areas that are upzoned, such as 
special use districts (SUDs). In submarkets where 
market-rate development is less financially feasible, 
reducing the City fee structure may enable more 
housing·, especially in Tier 2 and Tier 3 submarkets. 

City investments in infrastructure and neighbor­
hood amenities can help to support new housing 
development in inactive submarkets. The City 
can play a lead role in strengthening development 
markets by supplying infrastructure and improving 
amenities in Tier 3 and Tier 4 neighborhoods that are 
not seeing much new housing development, inorder 

. to spur the addition of new market-rate and afford­
able housing in these areas. 

Encourage ·"small-scale infill" development in 
single-family neighporhoods. Many of the lower 
density neighborhoods in San Francisco have very 
small parcels, making it difficult to assemble' the land· 
required for larger projects. Rezoning those neighbor­
hoods where cu'rrently single-family homes predomi­
nate could create signi.ficant new opportunities for 
small scale development, ranging from duplexes to 
buildings with over 20 units. 

Adoption of Streamlined Environmental Review 
and Approvals Processes can increase clarity, 
shorten development timelines, and lower risk for 
developments, thereby lowering costs and increasing 
likelihood that housing is built Projects can receive 
streamlined environmental review and streamlined 
design review if the project is on a site already . 
covered by an Environmental Impact Repott (EIR) 
completed as part of an area plan, where changes 
tci zoning, heights, design guidelines, and other 
development regulations are created for a whole 
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neighborhood or broad areas through extensive 
engagement with communities. Streamlined 
approvals can also be granted to specific kinds of 
projects, such as projects that provide higher than 
average amounts of affordable units or add housing 
to existing buildings, such as ADUs. For more on 
policies arid regulations to support the development 
of housing see the following policy summar-Y on 
Regulation of Housing Development 
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Regulation of Housing 
Development 

Development regulations govern how land can 
be used in San Francisco and ultimately control 
both where and how much housing can be buil.t. 
Implementation of any of the changes included in the 
land use concepts for future housing development 
described earlier would need to be implemented 
through changes to San Francisco's development 
regulations. The city has a notoriously complex 

· system of developmen~ regulations, developed over 
time to serve the changing context of a growinQ. 
diverse, and unique city. After a brief llistory of 
development regulation in San Francisco, this section 
provides an overview of the main local tools that 
guide housing development and impact affordability. 
It also includes a perspective on potential future 
regulatory strategies to support housing affordability. 

Brief History of Development Regulation 

Early Housing Development in San Francisco: 
Up until 1920, San Francisco grew with little develop­
ment regulation. An early ordinance from the 1850s 
regulated the location of slaughter houses, however, 
specific regulation of land uses and buildings was not 
the rt,Jie. The first residential areas were compact and 
restricted geographically by limited transportation 
routes. By the early i 900s, cable car and electric 
streetcar lines allowed residential neighborhoods 
to expand outward from the historic commercial 
center, west through Pacific Heights and the Western 
Addition to the Richmond, southwest to Upper 
Market, Castro and Noe Valley, and south through the 
Mission. These neighborhoods were characterized 
by diverse scales, styles and types of housing -a 
mix of hotels, boarding houses, apartments, flats, 

· triplexes, duplexes, townhouses, and single-family 
homes -often in vibrar1t, walkable communities. 
Many of San Francisco's quintessential neighbor­
hoods feature a range of residential buildings with a 
remmkable variety of housing units that may not be 
obvious based on the appearances of buildings. 

Introduction of Development Regulations: As. 
urbanization progressed, cities across the United 

. States faced growth challenges including public 
health and sanitation, waste disposal, water quality 
and distribution, and housing and infrastructure 
capacity. In response, cities began to enact formal 
development regulations. In 1921, San Francisco 

. passed its first true Zoning Ordinance, focused 
on the avoidanc~ of nuisance and other conflicts 
resulting from proximate incompatible uses.43 The 
ordinance was limited ih scope, and did not include 
height limits, setbacks, or. open space requirements 
and other now-common controls. Over time, however, 
San Francisco's system of development regulation 
became increasingly complex and restrictive- first 
with new use zones, more specific use definitions 
and restrictions, form controls, o.mJ uf)en space 
requirements.· 

Development Regulation and Equity: 
Discrimination in San Francisco building and housing 

· policies began at least 50 years before the adop-
tion of the Zoning Ordinance. The 1 870 Cubic Air 
Ordinance imposed fines and jail time on landlords 
and renters who lived ir:l rooming houses primarily 
found in Chinatown that did not meet requirements of 
500 cubic feet of air per person.44 Chinese immigrant 
laborers lived in these crowded rooming houses 
largely because they were not able to rent or own in 
other areas due to discriminatory housing practices.'"" 
In the 1880s San Francisco targeted Chinese-owned 

. laundries by selectively enforcing a rule that laundries 
be located in brick buildings (mosflaundries at the · 

. time were in wooden buildings). Chinese laundry 
owners ultimately won their discrimination case in the 
U.S. Supreme Court. 

Beginning after WWI, discriminatory federal housing 
policy, and banking, real estato, and development 
practices, divided the city spatially; pushing low­
income communities and communities of color tq 
older, more-central neighborhoods, and middle 
class and affluent populations into newer more 
remote suburban neighborhoods, often limited to 
single-family homes. Once discriminatory practices 
were legally prohibited, restrictive zoning continued to 
limit multifamily housing; restricting access to affluent 
neighborhoods for people of color and low-income 
people. Furthermore, the introduction over time of 
increasingly restrictive density limits46 has resulted 
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in a high percentage of the city's population living 
in multifamily residential buildings in neighborhoods 
where these buildings could not be built today:w 

Concentration of Modern Housing Development: 
More recently, San Francisco has completed a 
number of areas plans and development agreements 
which increase housing capacity in select areas, 
mostly on the eastern side of the city. As a result, 
housing development today is overwhelmingly 
concentrated in a few neighborhoods where zoning 
or developments agreements allow multifamily 
buildings: About 70% of all new housing, including 
new affordable housing,.has been built in just five 
neighborhoods on the east side of the city and nearly 
90% of housing development is concentrated in 10 
out of the city's 39 Planning Analysis neighborhoods. 

The pipeline of future housing development, 
shown in Figure 11 8, is similarly concentrated in 
a limited number of neighborhoods on the east 
side of San Francisco. The eastern side of the 
city also happens to be where a large portion of 
San Francisco's vulnerable populations live, meaning 
those groups are disproportionately impacted by · 
change. There are many additional neighborhoods 
of rel?-tively greater socio-economic stability and 
resources in other parts of the city that could offer 
housing possibilities in the future. In addition, much 
of the city's future housing development is concen­
trated in a few large projects with considerable infra­
structure needs such as Candlestick, Hunters Point, 
and Treasure Island. Completion of this hovsing will 
come over. many years or even decades as these 
complex projects are built out. 

Types of Development Regulation 

The General Plan: The General Plan is the founda­
tion for local land use planning. It is the embodiment 
of San Francisco's vision for the future, serving to 
g'uide the City's evolution and growth over time. The 
General Plan provides a comprehensive set of objec-

. tives and policies that influence how we live, work, 
and· move about, as well as the quality and character 
of the city. The General Plan reflects community 
values and priorities through its public adoption 
process, ensuring both private development and 

public action conform to this vision. All land use ordi­
nances and policies flow from the General Plan and. 
development projects must be found to be consistent 
with the General Plan for approval. In addition to 
planning the physical city, the City Charter requires 
consideration of social, economic, and environmental 
factors.48 · · 

The Planning Code: While regulations affecting 
development are found in many parts of the 
Municipal Code, most of San Francisco's develop­
ment controls reside in the Planning Code, created in 

·part to: 1) guide growth in accordance with the City's 
. General Plan; 2) protect the character and promote 
the use of areas of the city for the benefit of its 
residents; and 3) secure safety from hazards, provide · 
property access, and maintain environmental quality 
{including adequate light, air, and privacy) indispens­
able for beneficial property use and the retention of 
value.49 While San Francisco's system of develop­
ment regulatio.ns has historically proven useful in 
advancing these and other City priorities, current 
Planning Code controls also create considerable 
obstacles to advancing greater housing affordability. 

After 100 years of additions, San Francisco's 
Planning Code has become a labyrinth. The current 
Planning Code comprises nearly 840,000 words 
detailing the regulatory framework for 116 distinct 
Larid Uses within 207 zoning an(j Special Use 
Districts (some limited to a single lot).50 Moreover, 
the Code is frequently amended, creating additional 
administrative challenges for timely projeCt review 
and approval. 51 Procedural requirements add time 
to the development process and, since time costs 
money, further drive up the cost of housing procluc~ 
tion, which impacts housing affordability. 

. Key types of development regulation, established by 
the Planning Code, include zoning controls, design 
guidelines, process for project review and approval, 
and the application of required fees. 

Zoning Controls: The most common and widely 
recognized category of development regulations are 
the prescriptive, codified controls known as zoning 
controls.52 In San· Francisco, zoning specifies how 
land can be utilized, the conditions tor use allowed 
or required, and any limitations which apply. For 
example, zoning regulation controls:53 
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<> determine how land· is allotted in use zones and 
. what types of uses are allowed within each zone; 

2< limit the intensity of a use on a site- the floor area 
of a commercial use, the number of dwelling units, 
etc.; 

"' govern sizes, heights, and shapes of buildings 
and, in some cases, required space between 
buildings; 

0 require accommodations for access and service 
such as bicycle parking spaces, or loading; 

ill designate certain structures or districts as histori­
cally or culturally relevant and invoke standards tor 
retention of resources. 

60% ·of laJ:Jd in San Francisco is zoned to allow resi­
dential uses. 33% of the total land area is reserved 
for public uses including open space (such as parks 
and playgrounds) arid institutions (such as public 
schools and universities), and about 7% is zoned 
for industrial and PDR uses. Of land zoned to allow 
residential uses, the largest portion, 41%, is reserved 
tor single-family homes (RH-1) vvhile another 18% 
allows up to two homes (RH-2) per lot. Multifamily 
housing of more than three units is allowed on just 
30% of residentially zoned land, in multi-family, mixed 
use, and commercial zonilig districts. 

As a result of the City's zoning controls, 90% of all 
· new housing and 80% of affordable housing built 

since 2005 has been added ln just a few zoning 
districts. The limited areas of the city where zoning . 
allows multifamily housing explains why nearly all 
housing is built in just a: few neighborhoods. These 
areas either have had zoning in place that allows 
multifamily housing or have had recent area plans, 
redevelopment areas, or specially negotiated devei­
opment agreements that allow multifamily housing to 
be built. Figure 13 shovJs the limited extent of where 
multifamily housing is allowed in San.Francisco, 
overwhelmingly located on the east side of the city. 

Design Guidelines: In addition to Zoning, the City 
has adopted Design Guidelines to provide contextual 
controls that supplement the zoning standards. 
Guidelines implement the Urban Design policies 
of the City by reinforcing compatibility with local 
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character, placemaking, livability, and sustainability 
b<;~sed ori the conditions unique to a specific· site . 
Design guidelines are interpreted by professional 
staff experienced in urban design and architecture 
and applied on the basis of precedent tor consis­
tency, clarity, and predictability over time. 

Process and FE:!es: Together, the zoning controls 
and applicable guidelines establish what can and 
cannot be built on a site. After this is determined, a 
development project faces procedural requirements 
related to the review and approval (or disapproval) 
and various application and impact fees assessed by· 
the City. Procedural requirements include staff review. 
for compliance with applicable zoning and design 
guidelin.e requirements, environmental review (as 
necessitated by the California Environmental Quality 
.Act, CEQA), public notification and hearings, and 
discretionary review. Procedural requirements are 
intended to ensure appropriate administrative and 
public vetting of projects to determine consistency 
with the General Plan and to identify, avoid, and/or 
mitigate potential impacts. 

Procedures take time to complete, which can 
indirectly add cost to a project. In most California 
jurisdictions, development projects are subject 
to either ministerial or discretionary processes. 
San Francisco's Charter establishes that every 
project is discretionary, unless exempted from local 
discretion by state law: State law turtherrequires that . 
all discretionary projects receive CEQA review. The . 
reliance on discretion for' all San Francisco planning 
review, results in the application of CEQA to a large 
body of projects that would be ministerial in the rest 
of the state. Various fees imposed on a project by the 
City, to cover the costs of reviewing and processing 
applications or to mitigate the impacts created 
by new development, directly add to the cost of a 
housing development project as well.54 

State and Local Reforms 

In recent years, state and local authorities have 
begun to alter development regulations to address 
the acute housing shortage and affordability crisis. 
In a shift away from long-standing deference toward 
local control of development, California has taken · 
action both to increase housing capacity and reduce 
project approval time with laws such as SB-35, 
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>>> Process Milestone ElR w environmental impact report 
. N!A • Notice of Incomplete Application 

Cl..rrrent Plann1ng PO- project description 

Project Intake, Environmental Review & Approval Process 
PPA- preliminary project assessment . 

Emi~nment£11 SOW- scope of work 1 
P!e~mng SDAT-streetsdeslgnadvisoryteam { 

j ~ RDAT- residential design advisory team! 
!; ~ Project Sponsor UDAT- urban design advlspry team J This flowchart provides an overview of Planning Department's project review and approval procedures for p·rojects with two or more housing units. 
~, ········ .. ................ .................. ...................... ...................... ,_.,,,. 

Conducts preliminary plan oheck1 

SDAT, UDAT, manages the overall PPA 
process~ consolidates and issues PPA 
letter. 

PPA/intake planner assigned, 
conducts environmental screening, 
completes EP. PPA Checklist. 

>'>> CP Planner Tech issues PPA letter. 

Finalizes updates to project 
description and data tables in 
SFPermit per final action. Em ails 
sponsor with upcoming major 
milestones (required now, site permit, 
e~ch addendum). 

Prepares FEIR, if.needed, closes out 
ENVrecord. 

V~;~1s!on 11 November 28, 201a 

Files Project Application, pays fees, 
submits additional materials, an>f hires 
environ.mental consultants, if needed. 

Planner Tech saves Project Application 
and Plans in PRJ record, creates NIA in 
M-Files, reviews materials for 
completeness, consults with quadrant 
Planner IV, and creates SFPermit record 
with 'submitted' status. 

PPA/intake planner reviews 
environmental materials lor 
completeness. 

CP Planner Tech· issues NIA letter, if 
additional materials are needed. 

Sponsor submits additional materials. 

If CP Planner Tech deems application 
complete, status changed to 'accepted' 
in SFPermit and status emailed to 
sponsor. 

Hearing Preparation Tasks 

Finalizes staff report, CEQA findings 
(if required), conducts required 
noticing, attends entitlement hearing. 

Prepares for and attends EIR 
Certification hearing, if applicable. 

• Aec Park Capital Committee/Full Commission 
• Historic Preservation Commission 
• Other Commissions (Port, MTA, etc.) 
• 80S Land Use CommitteejFull Board 

Current planner assigned. Conducts 
comprehensive plan check, including 
SDAT, UI:)AT, and RDAT Coordinates 
Plan Checl< Letter witb· ':P. 

EnVironmental coordinator and 
supervisor assigned. Environmental 
coordinator confirms m~ed for 
technical studies, technical planners 
are assigned, SOWs for some 
technical topics are reviewed and 
approved. 

»> 

• Conducts 
detailed plan 
Check, design 
review, starts 
drafting staff 
report.* 

• Ensures public 
outreach has 

· been conducted. 

•l<eeps intElrested 
parties abr"'asl of , 

• Reviews ,noject description."~~ 

• Conducln scoping of 
environrrenta[ review 
clocumcr.t, technical studios, 

• Conduct!: envlronmentnl 
noticing. 

• Managet; prepamtlon and 
review cycles or technical 
studies e.nd environmental 
docurrwnts. 

Confirms comments from Plan 
Check Letter(s) have been 
incorporated. 

Confirms comments from Plan 
C!1eck Letter(s) llave been 
incorporated. 

EP and CP planners deem project 
description stal;>le. EP planner inputs 
type of environmental document; CP 
planner consults with Commission 
Affairs for target hearing .date and 
inputs target 11earing date into 
SFPermit. 

• Manages publication of 
draft anvironmentnl 
document and public 
comment process (it 
.npplic~:tb!e), 

• For EIAs, prepares and 
attmnds haaring on dmft 
EIR tmcl mr.nages 
preparation and rcyiew 
cycles of raspOI\SG to. 
comments document. 

CP and EP planners coordinate 
on the following: · · 

• project description changas, 
including updatns to SFPermit 
dnta 
• Section 148 (Wind) 
• Sli!ction 295 (Shadow) 
• Schedule/c:onfirrn hearh1g d~1te 
with Commission Affairs 
• Projoct taElm chnngn..~ 
(internaiJexternQf) 

project status. ; • Confirms all 

,--····---····-··-········ ····--··· ··-··-·· .. ····----·······--·.. environmental fees are 

• Newly ldontifled impacts 
• Record requests 

(*If the PO changes, hanring achedu!e m 'i'/ chang a, \ paid 

, ~ : g~~~d~:~r:~~~~n;~:~:~~.~~!~~:;~1;%:~~;~~:~~dy? ! >>> Pro1j1e1~t It~ readydl.or EIH 
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1~11 a~ 1°f 
! . • Pons It rosull in uign!lice.ntrod€!nlg1 of ma11sing? ! .npprova eo.r ngs. 
i. Go to Project Coordinnt!on lo coniirm flttCiring d~:~te change. ~ 
·, . . .. ~~--

• Pre~approval hearings (I.e., 
RGcoroation and Pnrk 
Depa.rtrnenl; Historic 
Preservation Commission; 
Architectural R~;~view Committe~) 
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The CaJifornia State Density Bonus Law (passed in 
the 1970s but now seeing more frequent use), the 
Housing Accountability Act, and th~ Housing Crisis 
Act of. 20} 9 (SB~330). These state laws offer the only 
true ministerial approval paths for development in 
San Francisco. Within local authority, San Francisco 
has updated its locallnclusionary Affordable· 
Housing Program, introduced bonuses for increased 
affon;:Jability with HOME~SF, embraced AD Us, and 
implemented ministeriaJ approval for i 00% Affordable 
Housing projects. Following the issuance of Mayor 
Edwin Lee's Executive Directive 17-02, Planning 
undertook a comprehensive process improvement 
effort55 to_, enhance regulatory and deve·lopment 
review functions and strearnline the approval of 
housing projects.56 

Potential Regulatory Reforms to Support 
Housing Development and Affordability 

In addition to the actions already taken, there remain 
opportunities to evolve local development regula­
tions to increase housing capacity, diversify supp-ly, 
improve mobility, support production, and speed/ 
ease project approval processes. Such changes 
would be nE;?cessary to implement all or pa1t of the 

· concepts for future housing development explored 
earlier in the report. Potential strategies include:· 

o Consider future changes to development regula­
tions through an Equity Lens. Such a lens could 
include analyzing and seeking community feed­
back on what groups benefit, are placed at risk, or 
might be disproportionately impacted by potential 
changes to land use regulations. Examples of 
equitable land use policy approaches include: 

>> Prioritize desegregation and expansion of 
housing opportunities throughout the city. 

>> Emphasize community stabilization along with 
creation of new housing in land use planning 
aJ}d housing policy in neighborhoods with · 
concentrations of people of color and people 
\vith lower incomes. 

» Continue to expand input from communities of 
color and lo\'v- and moderate-income people in -
land use planning and housing policy making. 
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{/i Increase zoned housing capacity through changes 
to zoning controls, for example: 

>> Area plans with programmatic EIRs and/ 
or expansion of existing bonus programs 
to increas.e housing capacity in low-density 
neighborhoods. 

» Shift from unit-based to form-based density 
controls citywide. 

>> Condition future institutional growth on housing 
productior:-t as part of Institutional Master Plans 
(IMPs) for large instit~ttions likE) universities. 

o Streamline and simplify the project approval 
process, with an emphasis on additional stream­
.lining for projects that provide affordable housing: 

» Modernize the Planning Code;57 

>> Expand administrative/ministerial review and 
approval; · 

» Reform Discretionary Review. 

By continuing to innovate San Franc[sco's system of 
development regulations, the City can more effec­
tively address housing affordability While protecting 
health, welf9.re, environmental sustainability and 
resiliency, and other key city priorities. 
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Affordable Housing 
Funding, Production, and 
Preservation 

San Francisco currently has about 33,000 
permanently affordable housing units. These units 
have been built over decades with a combination of 
federal, state, and local programs. The HAS looks at 
strategies to increase affordable housing by 1 ,66'7 
units and preserve 1,100 units each year through 
various policies and investments. Key topics include: 

t1 Public fundil]g to produce and preserve housing. 

o Production trends in affordable housing including 
both publicly subsidized affordable housing and 
inclusionary housing leveraged through market­
rate development. 

"' Preservation of affordable housing and different 
types of preservation investments. 

o Production of ADUs which are more likely to be 
affordat;>le due to ~ize and lower construction 
costs but are not required to be affordable at a 
particular income level. 

· The section closes with policies to produce more 
· affordE!ble housing- in particular the need for 

sustained, substantial funding. 

Affordable Housing Funding 

·Producing and preserving affordable housing is 
primarily accomplished by stitching together a 
complex array of subsidies and financing. Subsidies 
help cover the gap between the cost of building or 
acquiring housing and what lower income house­
holds can afford to pay. Nearly all available funding 
sources at the federal, state, and local levels serve 
households earning 80 percent of Area Median . 
Income (AMI) or less. Very few sources are available 
for moderate- and middle-income households. In 
addition, providing affordability tor the lowest income 
residents or those who need more services requires 
additional subsidy. 

Low Income Housing Tax Credits (LIHTC) are 
the primary funding source for affordable !lousing 

development and rehabilitation, offering a federal tax · · 
credit in exchange for private equity investment in 
affordable housing projects. 

Federal funding for affordable housing (Section 8, 
HOME, CDBG, and Affordable Housing. Program) 
has been flat or in decline over the last two decades. 
Federal Housing Choice Vouchers (known as Section 
8) help 9,500 San Francisco households afford rent 
in the market. Vouchers are limited by lack of federal 
funding and are estimated to be available to about a 
quarter of income-qualifying renters nationally.58 

State funding has increased with the 2017 and 2019 
housing packages and voter approval of a state 
affordable housing bond that funds local affordable 
housing development. 

Local funding is crucial to lever-age state and. 
federal funding sources, vvhich typically do not cover 
all development costs. San Francisco has various 
sources of local funding including: 

co Affordable housing bonds approved by voters; · 

"' General Fund revenue invested per voter 
mandates and allocations by elected officials; 

o Development impact fees, including in-lieu 
fees paid by housing developers through the 
lnclusionary Housing Program, jobs-housing 
linkage fees paid by developers of commercial 

· space, and area fees collected in special zoning· 
districts; · · 

° Former Redevelopment funding already 
committed in enforceable obligations fOr afford­
able housing before Redevelopment ended and 
now administered by the Office of Community 
Investment and Infrastructure (OCII). 

Historically, San Francisco's annual affordable 
housing funding has fluctuated from a low of $33 
rnillion to a high of nearly $200 million recently, 
varying based oneconomic and political conditions. 

San Francisco will need approximately $517 
million in annual funding in today's dollars to 
produce 1 ,667 affordable units per year and 
preserve 1,100 more units. See the Technical 
Appendix for more on affordable housing costs. 

EXHbfiM44 
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c While local·funding is projected this year to nearly 
meet the estimated funding target, in future years 
funding declines- especially past 2023. 

In 2019 to 2020 San Francisco will invest about 
$500 million in affordable housing production and 
prese1vation, slightly below the $517 million in public 
funding estimated to be necessary to meet afford­
able housing production and preservation targets. 
The 2019 to 2020 is a funding peak after a period of 
increasing investment in affordable housing. Over the 
last 15 years, however, San Francisco had averaged 
close to $110 million per year in funding for affordable 
housing. Looking toward the future, San Francisco's 
f1mding for affordable housing looks strong through 
2022 to 2023 thanks to various sources of funding. 
However, funding will drop far below the amount 
necessary to achieve housing targets after 2023 
without the creation of additional funding sources. 

How Funding Comes Together for Deed­
Restricted, 100% Affordable Housing 

Based on a review of projects that received tax credit 
funding from 2017 to 2019, the total development 
cost for affordable housing in San Francisco is esti­
mated at a.bout $693,000 per unit. 59 Majorfunding 
comes from various sources: 

0 Federal sources, especially LIHTC, are the largest 
funding source for affordable housing at 4i %. 

State:· 

City o(S8rl Fra:ncisco 

Conv~ntional ~o~s 
and S~ion 8 LO<\Qs ..... · 

Other: 

<> San Franctsco's local funding was $257,000 
per affordable unit or 37% of total costs. Local 
funding as a share oftotal sources is higher in· · 
San Francisco than other Bay Area cities. 

(, State sources such as the Affordable Housing 
and Sustainable Communities p·rogram and 
Multifamily Housing Program have provided 7% of 
funding and will likely see some increase. 

"' Conventional loans from private banks provide 
permanent financing to affordable housing devel­
opments. Loans are backed by rents and at times 
supplemented by project-based vouchers. 

"' Publicly-owned land and City purchases of land 
have provided the main sources of housing devel­
opment sites, helping to lower development costs 
and promote permanent affordability. Nearly all tile 
sites where new affordable development occurred 
frorn 2017 to 20i 9 were owned by MOHCD or 
MOHCD provided an acquisition loan. Acquiring 
privately-owned sites for affordable housing 
development would add a cost of approximately · 
$100,000 per unit. Maximizing use of public land to 
support affordable housing, recognizing that there 
are competing public needs, could help lower 

. affordable housing costs. In addition partnering 
with nonprofit institutions with available land could 
offer an additional path to acquire sites for afford­
able housing more cheaply. 

.. ..... . ....... ·-·~···~- .. ·.-.'.''>:;•·:-:-'/:··: ·.·:·:··· 
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Affordable Housing Production Trends 

New affordable housing is produced fn two mai.n 
ways: 

1. 100% affordable housing projects, funded by 
combining various public subsidies (as described 
above) and · 

2. lnclusionary affordable units produced by private 
housing developments. 

From 2006to 2018, San Francisco produced 
8,425 affordable housing units, which represented 
about 24% of all new housing production from · 
2006 to 2018.60 

o On average 436 homes in 100% affordable build­
ings were built per year, about 2/3 of the total. 

C1J Private development,produced on average 21 0 
lnclusionary affordable units per year though 
private development also produced 100% afford­
able units through in-lieu fees paid. 

(;) Affordable housing productipn, both i 00% afford­
able and inclusionary, increased as the economy 
recovered after 201 1 and more funding was 
provided and private investment increased. 

..... : ~-:· 

: 1,400. 

·. · :s·~n Francisco Artrthal · · · . · 
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The majority of q.ffordable housing has been built in 
San Francisco's eastern neighborhoods, such as the 
Mission, the Tenderloin, South of Market, the Western 

·Addition, and Bayview Hunters Point. Furthermore, 
because most new market-rate development has 
occurred in the eastern neighborhoods, the majority 
of new inclusionary units are also in these areas, 
Most of the affordable housing built from 2006 to 
2018 target very low- and low-income households. 
43% of new affordable homes are affordable at very 
low incomes, and 30% are affordable at low incomes. 
Ell and moderate-income units represented 9% and 
17% of new homes, respectively. 

Permanent Supportive Housing (PSH) serves 
people exiting hornelessness who have both housing 
and service needs. For most PSH residents, there 
is a significant gap between what they can afford to 
pay and the cost of developing the unit and operating 
on-sitE;l so.cial services. The City of San Francisco's 
Local Operating Subsidy Program (LOSP) helps 
address the operating funding gap by providing 
additiont;J.I operating subsidy for PSH units in 100% 
affordable housing. The City invested about $9.2 
million in 20i 8 to 2019 from the General Fund in 
LOSP, or $7,900 per unit.61 The City plans to nearly 
double the number of LOSP PSH units over the next 
four years and funding will increase to over $25 
million, not including services. Without a specific 
funding source, LOSP's impact on the City's General 
Fund will continue to grow over time. · 
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San FranCisco's lnclusionary Housing Program 
has gone through multiple iterations in the last . 
decade. Developers may choose from several 
options, including building affordable units on-site, 
building affordable units off-site, or paying af! in-lieu 
fee. Specific requirements vary by building size, 
tenure, and neighborhood. Because requirements 
have changed over time, and because the produc­
tion of inclusionary units depends on market-rate 
development activity, the total number of inclusionary . 
units pr.oduced varies from year to year. When 
market-rate development dropped significantly 
during the Great Recession, very few inclusionary . 
units were· produced. More recently, San Francisco's 
lnclusionary Housing Program has produced 
hundreds of inclusionary units and contributed 
in-lieu. fee revenues. However, as the requirements 
are escalating, and development costs continue 
to in.crease, the financial feasibility of market-rate 
development may be challenged (see Development 
Feasibility and Costs Section). 

Preservation of Affordable Housing 

From 2006 to 2018, San Francisco preserved about 
5,1 oo· affordable units. There are two major types of 
housing preservation activity in San Francisco: 

Rehabilitation and preservation of existing 100% 
· affordable projects.focuses on ensuring the long­
term affordability and rehabilitation or, if necessary, 
rebuilding of existing subsidized affordable housing. 

<l Public housing units were built from the 1940s to• 
the 1970s but over time federal operating funding 
was cut and building conditions worsened. Nearly 
4,000 public housing units J1ave been rehabilit9ted 
and rebuilt and transferred to nonprofit ownership 
in recent years through local and federal programs 
including the Rental Assitance Demonstration 
(RAD) program and HOPE SF. The remaining. 
public housing sites, Potrero and Sunnyd0le, 
which include multiple buildings and hundreds of 
units spread over several acres, will be rebuilt in 
coming years through the locally funded HOPE SF 
program. Current residents will remain on-site as 
buildings are built, avoiding displacement caused 
by earlier public housing rebuilding. Because. 
both sites require major infrastructure investment, 
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estimated per unit local funding will be higher at 
$399,000. 

" US Department of Housing and Urban .develop­
ment (HUD) assisted housing built from the 
1960s to the 2000s includes thousands of units' 
including some with expiring affordability restric­
tions and substantial rehabilitation needs. Federal 
funds are limited and HUD housing will require 
local public investment to maintain these units 
over the long term. Per unit costs for preservation 
of HUO and MOHCD portfolio units are estimated 
at an average of $110,000 per unit. 

G MOHCD portfolio preservation ·helps to maintain 
or rehabilitate existing affordable h9using built in 
prior decades. MOHCD oversees an extensive 
portfolio of over 25,000 units including buildings it 
.has funded as well as buildings formerly overseen 
by the San Francisco Housing Authority and 
former Redevelopment Agency. 

Acquisition of privately~owned, unsubsidized 
multifamily housing for conversion to perma~ 
nently affordable housing. Preservation of this 
type helps remove apartment buildings serving 
lower income renters fr.om the speculative market, 
maintaining affordability and stabilizing tenants. 
San Francisco's Small Sites Program (SSP), 
created in 2014, provides permanent financing to 
convert multifamily rental buildings serving low- and 
moderate-income renters with 5 to 25 units to perma­
nently affordable housing. As of late 2019, a total of 
308 units in 38 buildings have been acquired and . 
preserved for very low- and low-incom·e renters.62 . 

SSP units have been concentrated in the Tenderloin, 
Mission/Bernal Heights, and Excelsior. SSP activities 
could expand to more neighborhood~ in the city's . 
west side (Districts 1, 4, and 7).53 

While total developm!Jnt costs for SSP are lower than 
for new 1 00% affordable housing units (approxi­
mately $497,000 per unit), the City's local funding 
contribution is higher.''4 The local funding was about 
$339,000 per unit, or 80 percent of total development 
costs.65 There is no dedicated funding source for 
SSP, but the City has used existing funding sources 
(including in-lieu fees, affordable housing bonds, and 
the Housing Trust Fund) for the program. · 

.. 
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AD Us 

New or legalized secondary units added to existing 
structures, also called ADUs, are another housing 
type that can contribute to housing affordability city­
wide. The City of San Francisco plays an important 
role in supporting property owners. but does not 
currently fund the production of AD Us. Although 
ADUs are not deed-restricted or subsidized, they 
may be affordable to moderate income households. 
However, rents are ultimately set at the discretion of 
property owners.66 

From 2006 to 2018, nearly 800 ADUs were produced . · 
. or legalized cityvVide, equivaient to about 60 ADUs 
produced or legalized annually. The last few years 
have seen an upward trend in ADU production or 
legalization, due to recent efforts at the state and 
local level to facilitate ADU production and legaliza- . 
tion from a regulatory and financial perspective. 

Policies to Sustain and Expand Affordable 
Housing Production and Preservation · 

Sustained funding for affordable housing is key 
to achieving the City's production and preservation 
targets. Specific funding proposals will l}eed to be 
developed by policy makers through a community 
process. For example, the City could meet funding 
needs with approaches such as: 

(~ As available, dedicate general fund revenue to 
fund affordable housing and homeless services, 
for example by continuing to use local revenue 
increases and windfalls·such as ERAF funds 
(Educational Revenue Augmentation Fund). 

c Work to resolve the impasse over a gross receipts 
tax increase for affordable housing and homeless 
services from 2018's Proposition C through a legal 
agreement or an additional ballot measure. 

n Continue to place affordable housing bonds on 
the ballot as part of a regular capital funding cycle 
to generate affordable housing funding (affordable 
housing has been added to the City's capital 
planning process along with other infrastructure, a 
prerequisite to be part of the regular bond cycle). 

San Francisco could consider funding sources used 
in other cities to fund affordable housing. 

e Washington D .. C. dedicates a set portion of 
property transfer tax revenue to affordable housing 
(currently transfer. taxes in San Francisco are 
dedicated to other budget priorities and transfer 
tax revenue is volatile, rising and. falling with real 
estate market activity). 

·. 

{' Vancouver has implemented a levy on unoccupied 
homes, raising millions of dollars in revenue and 
potentially returning vacant homes to the housing 
market. 

<> A number of cities including New York offer tax 
abatements to incentivize inclusion of affordable 
housing in market rate developments. In addition, 
New York has a local income tax that heips to fund 
its general fund, including housing investments. 
Currently these approaches are preempted by 
California state law. San Francisco could work 
with other cities and state elected officials to make 
changes to state lavv to allow tax abatements or a 
local income tax to fund affordable housing. 

o The city could also consider and study the option 
of creating a public bank to help finance afford­
able housing, among other public goods, as is 
being dfscussed and studied in other cities.67 

San Francisco can also continue to support regional, 
state, and federal initiatives to fund affordable 
housing, rent assistance, and homeless services. 

"' Work with other cities and regional organizations 
to pass a regional housing funding bond. 

•:s> Continue to advocate for additional state· and 
federal funds to provide affordable housing and 
address homelessness. 

As with multifamily housing more generally, increased 
affordable housing production would be helped by 
policy changes that lower development costs and 
expand where multifamily housing can be built. These 
policies are discussed more in the preceding policy 
sections on Housing Development Feasibility and 
Costs and Regulation of Housing Development. 



Tenant Protection, 
Housing Stabilization and 
Homelessness Services 

While nevv housing development and production 
and preservation of permanently affordable housing 
are essential long term approaches to imp'roving 
affordability, Sari Francisco's policies and programs 
to protect tenants, stabilize residents in current 
housing, prevent homelessness, and provide shelter 
and supportive housing are immediate and direct · 
approaches to address housing affordability and 
lnstaqility for our most wlnerable residents. These 
policies and programs can help people who have 
,lost their housing and help residents with very low-, 
low- and moderate-incomes, especially those at-risk 
of displacement, remain in their communities. 

This section builds on the Community Stabilization 
Initiative Report and Inventory of policies and 
programs. The Community Stabilization Initiative 
includes an assessment of the City's efforts and iden­
tifies key priorities for future consideration to enhance 
existing programs or to explore the implementation 
of new programs. The policy priorities presented here. 
include services, subsidies, and data reporting and 
analysis. Given the wide range of policies analyzed 
and the limited scope and budget of both the HAS 
and Community Stabilization projects, it was not 
possible to identify specific targets for the programs 
discussed below. However, the. underlying need, · 
purpose, d~sign, and, where possible, cost have 
been analyzed (more details are available in the 

· accompanying white paper). 

In addition to policies related to protection and 
stabilization, this policy summary presents key 
goals anc:f policy priorities from the Department of 
Homelessness and Supportive Housing (HSH) 5-year 
Strategic Framework that guides the City's efforts to 

· address homelessness. 
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Existing Tenant Protection and Housing 
Stabilization Policies and Programs 

The City has strong programs to protect existing resi­
dents. They have helped retain our income and racial 
diversity and protected our most disadvantaged 
communities. 

Rent Control and Just Cause Eviction: Most rental 
housing in Sa'n Francisco is subject to rent control, 
providing relative afford ability and stability to a 
large share of the citY's lovv- and moderate-income 
housE;holds.68 1n general, the. City's Rent Control 
Ordinance applies to buildings that have J:INo or more 
units and were certified for 'occupancy prior to June 
i 3th, i 979. The City also has Just Cause Eviction 
rules for all tenants that limit evictions to specified 
causes, broadly classified as at-fault (for. example 
failure to pay rent or breach of the terms of a lease) 
and no-fault (for ex\'lmple owner move-in or Ellis Act 
evictions). Local rent control is limited by the state 
Costa-Hawkins law passed in 1995. 

Tenant Services: There was an average of 1,585 
eviction notices filed at the Rent Board over 2017 and 
2018. Of these, 570 were no-fault (capital improve-

. ment, condo conversion, demolition, owner move-in, 
· or Ellis Act) evictio.n notices in 2017.89 To address 

these challenges, San Francisco manages numerous 
eviction-related legal services; tenants rights coun­
seling, education and outreach; mediation services; 
and rental assistance to support and protect tenants. 

Housing Stabilization: San Francisco has several 
policies in place to preserve rent-controlled housing 
and protect current residents including demolition 

. controls, condominium conversion controls, Short-
. Term Rental regulation and enforcement, Single­

Room Occupancy (SRO) protections, and the Small 
Sites Program. 

Potential Protection and Stabilization Policies 
and Programs · 

Despite strong tenant protection and housing 
stabilization policies in the city, additional efforts are 
needed to support our residents at risk of displace­
ment. Based on input from community-based 
organizations and residents and in close coordina­
tion with City agenCies and the Mayor's Office, the 
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following potential protection and stabilization poli­
cies and programs were identified in the Community 
Stabilization Initiative. 

Tenant Protections anP, Services · 

A Housing Inventory or Registry would provide 
· information about each housing unit's rental status, 

owner, tenant(s), vacancy, property management, 
rent amount, unit and property chara<:;teristics, rental 
terms and conditions, and annual registration fee.T0 

This Inventory could provide insights into decontrol of 
units over time or potential vacant unit tax. Planning 

· and the Rent Board could collaborate to establish 
and maintain a registry. 71 

Tenant Services Expansion could help more 
tenants in need through the following: legaldefense; · 
counseling, education, and outreach; and tenant and 
landlord mediation services to support and protect 
tenants. To expand tenant services, the City could 
increase funding for local legal aid partners to do 
impact litigation and affirmative legal work. Mediation 
services could serve tenants who receive eviction 
notices for minor lease violations. The City could shift 
from a complaint-based system to a proactive and 
affirmative enforcement system. 

Rental Assistance is offered to tenants who are 
either severely rent buJ:dened, who are facing an 
unexpected crisis and cannot make rent, or who 
would not otherwise income-qualify for affordable 
housing. An expanded rent subsidy program for 
specific underserved populations and rent burdened 
households could· reduce the number of displaced 
households at a lower cost than producing a new unit 
over the short term. 

Strengthening Local Authority to Protect Tenants 
in collaboration vvith other cities, the state, and the 
public, building on Assembly Bill 1482, the City could . 
support state legislation to reform Costa-Hawkins and 
the Ellis Act to allow local jurisdictions to adjust local 
rent and eviction controls to meet local challenges. 

Stabilize and Grow Existing Housing Stock 

Preservation of Unauthorized Units (UDUs) would 
help to retain apartments added to existing homes 
or buildings without legal permits. UDUs are typically 

created from storage rooms, garages, or basements 
(30,000 to 50,000 units estimated in 2008). UDUs are 
more likely to be affordable to low- and moderate­
income renters. Broadening the City's policy to retain 
UDUs, adjusting existing codes and programs, 
exploring financing tools, and expanding data 
sources may stem the. loss of illegal units. The City 
could support a Joan program to assist low-income 
homeowners to bring illegal units up to code. 

ADU programs could help to incentivize the addition 
. of housing units to existing single family homes. 

ADUs provide more ho'mes of smaller sizes and lower 
construction costs. While the number of ADUs is 
growing, lack of financing options can make it difficult 
for moderate and low-income property owners to 
utilize the program. An ADU incentives pilot program 
would identify qualified low- and moderate-income 
homeowner applicants, assess their properties for 
ADU potential and identify loan or financing programs. 

Preserve Single Resident Occupancy Hotels 
(SROs) and other housing types serving lower 
income renters through preservation acquisitions, 
tentant and owner outreach, as welt as enforcement. 

~xpand housing development options to support 
intergenerational and growing household needs, 
including multifamily housing and density adjust­
ments. (See the residential grovvth'concept and 
housing feasibility and development regulation 
sections for related information) 

Stabilizing and Supporting Communities . 

Expand Outreach and Services to Reverse 
Impacts of Discrimination and Displacement 
particularly for Black people and other groups that 
have suffered due to government actions and private 
discrimination. The City could expand outreach 
to communities that have been displaced to raise· 
awareness of and facilitate applications to housing 
programs including affordable rental and ownership 
programs. The City could explore additional prefer­
ences for affordable housing to help address the 
long-term impacts of historic discrimination as well as· 
expand culturally competent services to help people 
at-risk of displacement, for example renters in public 
and affordable housing and rent-controlled housing. 

Exmla!~s2 



The Cultural Districts initiative aims to bring 
resources to stabilize communities facing displace­
ment, and to pres·erve, strengthen and promote 
cultural assets and diverse communities. The recently 
formalized program of cultural districts created 
the opportunity for community-led cultural district 
processes to craft Cultural History, Housing and 
Economic Stabilization Strategies (CHHESS) for each 
district and moye towards implementation. There is 
an opportunity to build program capacity to do more 
in existing districts and potentially expand to areas 
vvhere the program might be needed in the future. 
Affordable housing investments can also be coordi­
nated to strengthen cultural disstrict communities. 

Homelessness Services arid Supportive 
· Housing Programs 

In 2016, the City created the Department of 
Homelessness and Supportive Housing (HSH) to 
address the ongoing issue of homelessness in the 
city. With the creation of HSH, the City created a 
Five-Year Strategic Framework72 which includes 
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metric-driven goals: 
~ End family homelessness by _December 2022 

w Reduce chronic homelessness 50% by December 
2022. 

<1> • Reduce youth homelessness 50% by December 
2022 

o Add 1 ,000 Permanent Supportive Housing (PSH) 
units from 2019 to 2021 

(;\ Add 700 temporary shelter beds from 2019 to 2021 

There has been significant expansion of temporary 
shelters, including avigation centers, in recent years. 
Since 2018, the City added 709 new shelter beds and 
475 more beds are in the pipeline to open in 2020. 

HSH's budget has grown to expand housing and 
services, with $285 million invested in fiscal year 
2018 to 2019 and $368 million in 2019 to 2020. 
Federal and state funding provide approximately a 

..... ···::'-'' : . .... 



so 

quarter of HSH funding with local funding providing 
the remainder of the budget. Local funding from 
the City's General Fund was over $240 million in 
20i 9-2020. A majority of HSH funding is dedicated 
to ongoing housing subsidies and the operation of 
permanent supportive housing for form~rly home­
less households. Expansion· of affordable housing 
development, as desdibed in the HAS, would a,lso 
help expand permanent supportive housing and help 
more people exit homelessness. 

The City's core programs to prevent h·omelessness 
· and provide supportive housing include: 

e, Permanent supportive housing: HSH provides 
permanent supportive housing (PSH), combining 
housing and support services, to formerly home­
less people with complex medical, mental health, 
and/or substance use diagnoses: HSH secures 
PSH units in part through master leases in build­
ings throughout the city. HSH also funds PSH 
units in MOHCD-fuhded affordable developments 
through the LOSP program, subsidizing opera­
tions and services for formerly homeless people. 

o Rapid Rehousing program (RRH) is·designed 
for a wide variety of individuals and families. 
It provides time-limited rental assistance and 
se1vices for people leaving hornelessness. 
The goals are to help people obtain housing 
quickly, increase self-sufficiency, and remain 
housed. Rapid Rehousing includes housing 
identification, tempora1y rent assistance, and case 
management. 

o., Temporary shelter: Navigation Centers and 
existing shelters provide temporary shelter for 
homeless individuals and families on the street. 
HSH has opened eight Navigation Centers since 
20i5, and six are currently in operation.· 

"' Street outreach: The SF Homeless Outreach . 
Team (HOT) is funded by HSH through nonprofit 
Heluna Health. HOT services are offered from 
morning until i 0 pm on weekdays. with services 
also available on weekends. HOT includes 
dispatch and outreach of skilled. teams, working 

· neighborhood beats to address different needs of 
homeless individuals in the city. Clients can also 
access a walk-in Behavior Health Access Center 

and Treatment Access Program. The Healthy 
Streets Operation Center (HSOC) collaborates 
with other City departments to address conditions · 
of living on the streets and includes the outreac;;h­
focused Encampment Resolution Team (ERT). 

G Healthcare and support services: The City offers 
a range .of services to meet health and support 
service needs of homeless people. The City's 
Sobering Center provides a safe place for rest 
and assessment for peop.le who are intoxicated 
on the street. Whole Person Care is a partnership 
between HSH, the Department of Public Health 
(DPH), and the Human Services Agency (HSA) to 
provide care for people identified as high users of 
multiple systems (such as hospitals or shelters). 
Project Homeless Connect activates volunteer to 
connect with anyone experiencing homelessness 
in San Francisco. 

0 Coordinated entry organizes the Homelessness 
Response System with a common population 
specific assessment that directs people to appro­
priate services based on three categories i) length 
of time homeless, 2) vulherability, and 3) barriers 
to housing. 

0 Problem solving addresses and prevents home­
le.ssness by helping people to: return immediately 
to housing without having to enter tempora1y 
shelter or a housing program and utilizes safe 
and available permanent and temporary housing· 
options. It may offer a range of one-time assis­
tance, including eviction prevention, legal services, 
relocation programs (Homeward Bound),.family 
reunification, mediation, move in assistaf}Ce, 
and flexible grants to address issues related to 
housing and employment. 

u The Housing ladder offers opportunities for . 
residents of PSH or RRH to. move outside of the 
Homelessness Response.Syst~m (e.g. the Moving 
On Initiative). 

In addition to the above programs, HSH also works 
\ivith other City agencies, such as DPH and the Fire. 
Department, to offer programs for homeless persons 
and/or famllies. For more information on affordable 
housing and LOSP, see the Affordable Housing 
Funding, Production, and Preservation section. 
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52 SAN FRANCISCO HDVSING AFFQRDABILITY STRATEG!E$ 

The HAS project offers a comprehensive approach 
to improve affordability in San Francisco through 
a range of strategies to achieve the city's housing 
targets of producing 5,000 new units with one tl1ird 
affordable and preserving 1,1 00 existing units as 
permanently affordable housing annually for the 
next 30 years. Increased housing production and 
sustained investment in affordable housing produc­
tion and prese1vation ai·e essential ways to improve 
housing affordability over the long term. At the same 
time, protection and stabilization programs and 
homeless services are essential to assist o11r most 
vulnerable residents· with the pressing housi:~g chal­
lenges of today. 

Building on the HAS, the analysis and outreach 
·completed will inform the update of the Housing 
. Element for 2022. The HAS will also support the 
development and implementation of citywide housing 
policy and neighborhood-level housing planning 
initiatives. 

The three concepts for future housing development 
presented in the HAS illustrate that the city can 
accommodate 150,000 housing units by focusing 
on the east side, the transit corridors, the residential 
districts, or a combination of these three concepts 
that could be stronger than just one approach. 
Residents and policy makers can consider the 
opportunities and challenges of each concep\ to 
select land use policies that achieve the city's overaJI 
housing targets while addressing community needs. 
Each .land use concept would require both public and 
private housing investments. · 

In 2020 the City's expected affordable housing 
funding is very close to the needed average of $517 
million per year. While this year is much higher 
than past or expected future trends, it illustrates the 
. potential for the city to address the production and 
preservation of affordable housing. Public funding 
is complemented by the funding coming from new 
private investment to deliver the targeted housing 
units. 

Housing <;levelopment also requires public invest­
ments in infrastructure, including schools, public 
spaces, and transit and other transportation 
infrastructure in particular. The City is working to 
improve transportation infrastructure and policies to 
meet the needs of a growing city, improve mobility 
for residents, workers, and visitors, and lower GHG 
emissions. The City is also identifying long term 
transportation investments and strategies to address 
current and future transportation needs. 

Given onaoina displacement pressures in San 
Francisc~, th; city. will need c~ntinuing in~estment 
in tenant services, rental assistance, and housing 
preservation, particularly in communities of color. 
In addition, the City's housing investments must be 
coordinated with efforts to create supportive housing. 
.and provide shelter and services to formerly home­
less people as well as those currently unhoused. 

· Rf;'laching housing targets will require increasing 
housing opportunities across neighborhoods along 
with efforts to lower development costs including 
simplification of the entitlement process and reduc­
tion ofconstruction costs. Increasing c:::ertainty 
and lowering risk through the entitlement process 
improvements can support private investment, 
particularly for small multifamily buildings. Local and 
regional economic strategies to expand the construc­
tion workforce and introduce new construction · 
technology can reduce construction costs to make 
more housing construction and rehabilitation projects 
viable. · 

The implementation of any combination of land use 
concepts and housing strategies depends on the 
ability of our various communities, housing leaders, 
arid policy makers to support an extra effort to bring 
the policy changes and public and private resources 
that can allow San Francisco to address hoUsing 
affordability at a comprehensive· scale and over the 
long term. 
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APPENDIX 

(:,~pr~r:~~~E\\1! f~~t..,~~"\':t?tff!&"f> .;-"""1- H~ t uo:u 1~' t't""'~i~.u·~, . 

Key Take~Aways and Emerging Themes 

As part of the Housing Affordability Strategies process, the San Francisco Planning Department 
(SF Planning) secured the services of lnterEthnica (IE), a multicultural marketing and research firm, 

. to conduct a series of 5 non-traditional focus groups with participaf\tS representative of the City's 
diverse residents. Our discussions gauged to understand participants' reactions, opinions, and 
perspectives of the three Housing AffordabilityStrategy Concepts developed by SF Planning to . 
meet the Mayoral and Voter-approved goals to build 5,000 housing units per year for the next 
30 years reaching the ultimate goal of 150,000 units with one third, or 50,000, permanently 
affordable at low and moderate incomes. 

IE recruited residents from all demographics, including persons with limited English Proficiency 
(LEP), and low, moderate, and middle-income levels. Every group irKiuded representation from a 
variety of housing circumstances ranging from unhoused, couch surfing, SROs, housing projects, 
subsidized housing, senior housing, co-ops, apartments, condos, to. single-family homes. Robust 
outreach was conducted, ensuring the focus group participants represented a diversity of age, 
length of residency, ethnicity,' gender, sexual orientation, household sizes, and family structures . 

167 
INTERVIEWEES. 

48 
PARTICIPANTS 

3 
LANGUAGES 

. A total of 167 interested participants were interviewed, and 60 people 
were selected for the so available seats. We moderated a total of five focus 
groups, including one in Chinese, one in Spanish, and three in English. A 
total of 48 people particip-ated in the groups, and each received a stipend. 
The focus groups took place during the early evenings and on Saturdays to 
accommodate participants' schedules. 

This summary highlights the key observations that emerged during this 
qualitative phase_ of the research. It includes quotes and commentaries and 
describes the observed emotions of individuals and the group as a whole as 
they participated in this hot topic discussion and shared their feelings and 
comments about the Housing Affordability Strategy Concepts. The feedback 
and perspectives gathered _during .these focus groups may be used to inform 
SF Planning's Housing Affordability Strategy Concepts. 

The focus groups were emotionally charged. Discussions revealed 
that while most partiCipants expressed a deep sense of pride in 
being a San Franciscan and intend to stay in the City, almost all 
communicated concern about the lack of affordable housing ' 
and the changing character of their neighborhood i)nd the City 
itself. A few participants shared that they have already decided to 
leave. Stated reasons for leaving are not only related to cost, but 
specifically the loss of people of color, sense of community, and 
cultural flavor . 

'11/ti/z ourp;roujing 
_population it make.f .;-etue m 
me to build tailer bwlding.Y. 
'l'ltat?J)tf:Y mon.'fJeOpt~? wtll 
lzare /w me.r lt.wiu! l.ess .J1·'Jace. " 

. v . 

Ocearwfew Resident 

.. . ,., ..... '.".' ....... '". '.' .......... "'.' '• ..... " ............ '' ., ..... ' ............... ' ............................ "' ....... '." .. ' ............... " .............. " '" ... , ............. . 



Some participants expressed fear, sadness, and frustration 
about changes they see and experience in the City, such as 
increasing numbers of homeless people and decreasing, numbers 
bf communities of color, hum<:~n feces ori the sidewalks, and 
the closure of neighborhood restaurants and shops. Still, other 
participants maintain hope for what the future of San Francisco 
holds in store for them, their friends, families, and members 
of their communities. United by the topic, these groups of 
people unknown to one another, laughed, cried, comforted, 
and encouraged each other as theY discussed their housing 
experiences. Some participants shared stori~s that conveyed a 
longing for what the City use to be, while others shared ideas on 
. how ·affordable housing could positively impact the City. · 

SUMMARIES OF COMMUNiTY INPUT 55 

"/was tYt.ised in a si':r- . 
be(bvom Viaoricm owned 
bymyparenLs:.J'he Fillmore 
was beau.tf!id back then, and 

· Iwasproud to live there. 
The neighbors all knew one 
another, and zDe w01ked . 
togedzer as a community. " 
75 Year Resident of Rosa Park's Senior 

Housing A.K.A. the Pink Paloce 

l Group;~--~ When: -~-. -~-----.- Wednesday, January-29,;;20, 4:00pm-6:00pm 
i ! Location: 60 Rausch Street 

I . Partidpants: 11 (6 male and 5 female) 

' 
~~~·'· ~~~g~~~:: ~~~;e 

Neighborhoods: Tenderloin, Sunset, Richmond, Chinatown, Visitation Valley, Oceanview, 
SoMa, Outer Mission, Mission, Sunnyside 

Length of Residency: 2-21 years 
I Families with Children under 18: 4 
1· Housing Status: . 5 own, 4 rent (one in an SRO), 2 living with relatives 
1 Income levels: 4: <25K, 3: 25K--50K, 1: 50k-75k, 3:75K-1 OOK 

All born in: China I 
· One person living with a disability 

~----·-·--·--·--·-'·-----.. _, ___ .. _, _____ ,_, ______ , __ , _______ , __ , _____ ,, ___ ,.,., ____ ,,_,.. __ , __ _, _____ ,,___ ' 

j Group #2 I Whe1:: · Wednesday, January 30, 2020,.6:30 pm-8:30 pm ....... ___ ... __________ , .. ] 

I , ~~~~~\~~~ts: . ·~~ ~6a~~re ~t~~e! female) . .~~ ... ·. 
I Language: Spanish 

Age range: 23-67 
1. Neighborhoods: Lower Haight, Cole Valley, Alamo Square, Mission, Excelsior District, 
· I Sunnyvale, Richmond District, Noe Valley, North Beach, Outer Excelsior 

I
I Length of Residency: 2-29 years 

Families with Children under 18: 2 
I Housing Status: 2 own, 7 rent, 1 living with relatives 

... i

ll nco me levels: 4: <25K, 3:25K-50 K, 2: 50k-75k, 1: 75K-1 OOK 
Born in: Mexico, Spain, Peru, and the Dominican Republic 

i 
! . 

I 

•• ~ ••••••• '. ~ •••• '' ••• ' ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• '. '~ •••••• ' ••••••••••••••••••••• ' ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• < ............ < ••• ' ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
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Group #3 i When: Saturday, February 1, 2020, 3:00am-5:00pm 

Group #4 

Location: 60 Rausch Street 
Participants:. 7 (5 female and 2 male) 
Language: English 
Age range: 20-75 
Neighborhoods: Bayview and Western Addition 
Length of Residency: 20-69 years 
Families with Children under 18: 1 
Housing Status: 

Income levels: 
i One person with a walker 

When: 
Location: 
Participants: 
Language: 
Age range: 
Neighborhoods: 

1 owns, one couch surfs or stays in shelters, 21ive in co-ops, rent, l.lives 
in .Rosa Parks Senior Housing, relatives 2 live in low income subsidized. 
housing (Price Hall) 
3: <25K, 1: 25K-50K,1: 50~75k, 1: 75K.-100K, 1: 100K.-150K 

Saturday, February 8, 2020, 11:00 am-2:00pm . 
60 Rausch Street · 
10 (6 female and 4 male) 
English 
23-67 
SoMa, Parks ide, Mission, Ingleside, Bayview, Richmond District, Pacific 
Heights· 

Length of Residency: 6-33 years 
Families with Children under 18: 3 
Housing Status: 
Income levels: 

· 2 own, 7 rent, 1 living with relatives 
1: <25k, 3:25k-Ok, 1: 50k-75k, 1: 75k-100k, 1: 10.0k-l25k 
2: 12510-150k,1: > 150k I 

1 
Born in: US, Turkey, South Korea, and Germany ! 

------------~---····-·:·---.--·--·-···--·-·--------·---. ------··--.-·--·············--·······-··--·-········:····--·····-----·····---·--·······-······1 

Group #5 1 When: . . Saturday, February 8, 2020, 4:30 pm-6:30 pm J 

i Location: 60 Rausch Street 1 
. I 

Participants: 10 (4 male and 6 female) 
! Language: English 
I ·Age range: 23-67 
I Neighborhoods: Castro, Cathedral Hill, Sofvla, Outer Sunset, Hayes Valley, Russian Hill, 

Twin Peaks, Tenderloin, Portola, Bernal Heights 
Length of Residency: 6-50 years 
Famill!~s with Children under 18: 2 
Housing Status: 
Income levels: 
Born in: 

1 own, 8 rent, 11iving with relatives 
4:<25K2:25K-50K,2:50k-75k2:75K-100K 
US, UK, China, Peru, Argentina, and France 

To.preserve anonymity; participants' names have been removed, and gender-neutral pronouns are used whenever possible. 
Some demographic information is shared, allowing readers the opportunity to find that they share similarities with participants. 

E~ctj.-60 
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Separated by topic are Summary findings gathered across all of the focus groups. 

Setting the Stage 
After an interactive tee Breaker designed to help people feel relaxed and give the moderator 
insights about the participants, we provided the groups with an overview of the Housing 

East Side focus Discussion 

Affordability Strategy: the background, purpose, 
and goals. We !;hen presented the three concepts 
to the focus groups and had participants provide · 
their opinions, consider trade-offs, and identify 
the obstacles and opportunities of each concept. 

. Participants engaged .in small group visioning 
activities designed to reveal which social and physical 
priorities they felt would be necessary to create 
vibrant, diverse, and liv:able neighborhoods of the 
future. Finally, we asked participants to think about 
their preferred concept for the future and share what 
is getting in the wayof the City achieving this future? 

·This concept features many new tall buildings added on the East Side of the City with busy, 
walkable neighborhoods filled with services, job~, and activities. 

Trade-off discussed: Some·areas of the East Side currently do not allow residential developme[lt 
or restrict height to four or five stories. Allowing taller buildings in more areas will create· 
opportuniti(':'s to build far more affordable homes. 

Initially, people in most groups reacted positively to the East Side focus concept, with many stating 
that they were willing to support height increase policy changes so the commUnity could benefit 
from more housing units. 

• Some said that since buildings are already going up in that area, it makes sense to continue 
building 

· • Build on the East Side because there is space 
• They seem to know how to develop and run these types of buildings well on the East Side, so 

they should do more of it . 
• If it is faster and less expensive to build on the East Side 

But after further discussion the reaction to the East Side Concept included: 
" Public transportation is already overcrowded, slow, and unsafe in that area 
" Landfilled area susceptible to earthquakes 
" Issues related to toxins in the enviroilrnent 
" Unsafe area 
• Sea-level rise may affect the East Side 
• More buildings will make if feel like New York not San Francisco 
" Tall buildings:will ruin the Skyline 
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When the groups were asked about building heights, there was a marked difference between 
long-time residents and newer arrivals. Particularly because foreign-born residents often come 

. from places where towers are commonplace they did not oppose higher building heights as long 
as the buildings are constructed to withstand earthquake·s. Alternatively, people wh"o identified as 
African American or Black, or had lived for a long time in the City were mostly against towers. 

One participant stated, "They (the City) tried that before and failed. (Referring to the Towers in 
Visitacion VaHey) 

" It does not seem like an equitable solution,. putting all of the low-income people in the same 
area with toxins and lousy transportation. 

" If developers do not maintain elevators, towers will become unsafe. 

When asked what might make taller buildings appealing, participants said: 
" Buildings should be constructed in the sunshine and not cast shadows on nearby housing. 
• Boards or commissions overseeing building maintenance and safety need to be inciusive and 

reflect the diversity of the area and select residents fairly. 

The development of an affordable housing waiting list that prioritizes people in this order in 
addition to income: 

1 . Length of residence in the neighborhood 
2. People of co!Gr, specifically African Americans 
3. Native-born San Franciscans 

When asked to choose the ·number one social priority to create a vibrant, diverse, and livable 
neighborhood on the East Side participants shared these results: 
(see tables on next page). 

. . . .......... ,.,, ............................. ,, .. , ......................................... ., ............................................................................................... , 
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Social Priority Choices 
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Concept 2: Neit.t Stop Home (20 minutes) 

Visual support for Concept 2: Includes a generalized map of transit line fmm SF Planning alongside 
an activated small neighborhood street with mid-height buildings, restaurants with outdoo'r 
seating, and a variety of people including those wit~ strollers, a dog on a leash, and laptop 
computers. 

Potential Benefits 

This concept was well-received by most participants; it made sense 
to them to build alorig transit corridors." Most participants do not 
own cars and depend only on the bikes, public transit, walking, 
and rideshare. However, many participants shared their concern 
about public trnnsportation still needing a tremendous amount of 
improvements to meet the demands of the ridership. Comparisons 
were made to other cities around the world where public transit is 
considerably faster, cleaner, safer, and on-time. Mat:~yparticipants 
responded well to disbursement of the new buildings to areas 
beyond the East Side. People liked the ide(l of the use of mid-rise 
buildings tci provide affordable housing options. 

'.'lrealf.vu)ant!.o move of!! 
qfinyparenLr :lwmr;, bmi 
don t wantto leave the c~~:r: 
.ifffimlable hon.iing aw!d be 
jtivulze LicA:e~ji:Jrme. " 
R(·:sident fivlnq on the West Side in his 
parents~ hous"'e 

Most participants saw many benefits to building along major vansit corridors including: 

• More income for small local restaurants and shops that are already located along the transit 
corridors 

" An opportunity for families to rent affordable units and stay in the City 
'• The ability to live near parents 
• More job opportunities outside of the downtown areas 
" Access to a variety of housing stock 
• · Possibility of increasing the value of current housing stock 
" More diversity · 
• With 40% of affordable units·being 2-3 bedroom?, many 

expressed hope that felt thi~ affordable housing concept 
would give them the opportunity to stay in the City 

" Less people would need to drive cars 

Potential Barriers 

'lt would be .w; nice to go 
to tlze beach and !lave 
s-o;jzethtizg LO do, places to 
eat; slwp, and !tang out wiilz 
vour liiendf andfimnilies. ·· ./ Ji . ~ ' 

Resident ~hlfng in the Sunset 

Some homeowners and people that live on the West Side or along major transit corridors 
expressed serious concern about how this concept might affect the current racial demographic 
and change characteristics of the West Side communities. 

• Transit system will need to improve 
.. Racial diversity scares some of the older community members who want to keep the local 

shops and restaurants 
" Family-owned businesses get priced out of their spaces 
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Concept 3: Residential Neighborhood Growth 
Visual representation: varied low-height buildings, and a family-style neighborhood showing sbme 
ground-level floorspace. Maintains neighborhood chiJracteristics with a bit more density than 
for vvhich the current situation allows. Participants were asked if they would support allocating 
more public funds to reach the City's affordable housing goals, considering that the residential 
Neighborhood Growth Concept is less likely to generate as much affordable housing from private 
investment as the other concepts. . 

Approximately 60% said they were not interested ·in paying more 
taxes and hoped the City would be able to find funds to suppoti 
this approach. However, a surprisingly high number of participants 
said they believe in taxes but have a distrust in government and 
would want a high level of transparency. 

Benefits 

SF Natives expressed the most interest in this concept, especially 
those who have children under the age of 18 and dream of living in 
a single-family dwelling with a little yard. Most participants like tlie 
idea of the housing being spread throughout the City because it 
gives people the most choice in where they might choose to live. 

Barriers 

Three main barriers were discussed: 

"Thank.you.w rrwchjor 
thir opportunity to Jpeak. 
1 was ready to move our 
qfSan.Franct;rco bc:frJre 

. t!u:.r disctJ,Plion. lin now 
re-thinking mypo.fition 
knm.oing that SF does 
care aboutpeople (md 
CO/Jl/Jlllflll.)l. [m VCIJi 

gratt::faljhr today!" 
!lesident living in the Sunset 

• Quantity; Whether this concept could really meet the affordable housing goals 
• Cost; Would the City and citizens support the allocation of the necessary funds 
• Time; Would this concept take much longer to get approval because there would be so many 

individual units.' 

Condusion 
Nearly all of the participants expressed deep desperation for 
affordable housing regardless of their level of education, income 
level, or current housing situation. Some participants said they were 
sad and have already given up on the living in the City. Others felt 
that the concepts are just a drop in the bucket, but nearly all felt 
the Housing Affordability Strategy was a positive step in the right 
direction. While reactions to the concepts varied, most participants 
stated some combination of the concepts would be a good thing 
for their communities and the City. 

Participants offered ideas about what fair and equitable placement 
In th~ low and moderate-income units would mean to them while 
maintaining the chara~ter and diversity of their neighborhoods and 
the City at large. One person describe.d a SF Natives First program 
wherein pe6ple from low- income households would get bumped 
up the low-income waitlist. "The city has records of who attended 
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''] ddn ! know how vou 
./ 

fimnd JJU~, bml have"rtet.x.,r 
recei1.ied an invitatz{m to 
pcil1idpate in m~ything 
like tht;f bt:fore. T!u~ public· 
meedng.r liz the .fill/more are 
alway..!' hat~Jeningwflell · 
1 am at work, mui tlwt 

· makes me tlunk thev don t 
./ 

real(yu)mlt to /zearfivm m.e. 
Ati;ytime you need my t.izput 
or hdp to ,spread the nt'ZI.iJ' to 
members in my commmiity, 

T I l ~':" 

ym~put tettne ;owzD. 

ResideD~ ffvfng in the pjjfrpore 
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public school from kindergarten through high school and college too; use those records and don.'t 
give low-income housing units away to newcomers to our city." This same participant broke down 
and cried when asked why do I have to be number 1,500 on a waitlist for low-income housing, 
why can't I get a job and help my family without them losing their place or getting their rent 
raised, why? · 

Participants expressed gratitude for being invited to participate in the group, and some asked how 
they could stay involved with the Housing Affordabi!ity Strategies in the future. 

·( 



Summary of Housing Policy 
Group Feedback 

As part of the HAS process, the Planning Department 
convened a Housing Policy Group consisting of key . 
leaders within organizations that regularly comment 
on housing policies and programs in the city. The 
department solicited applications for this group and 
received expressions of interest from people repre­
senting 45 organizations and ultimately decided to 
invite all applicants to participate. The organizations 
represented included tenant advocacy, real estate 
industry organizations, both non-profit and for-profit 
real estate developers, arid social service organiza­
tions among others. 

To focus the group's discussions .. Street Level 
. Advisors conducted confidential individual interviews 

with a sample of participants in Winter 2019. In July 
and August of 2019, we held 6 sm.all group discus­
sions with Housing Policy Group Members- each 
session focused on a specific aspect of the City's 
housing affordability challenge. These discussions 
helped Planning to orient the research conducted in 
this project to address questions that were seen as 
most critical by stakeholders. Then, in early February 
of 2020, following the completion of the majority of 
the research, we convened an additional three focus 
group sessions to review preliminary results and 
reflect on the emerging analysis .. 

This summai)r is intended to highlight ~ome of tl:m 
discussion points, comments or concerns with the 
greatest relevance to the development of the Housing 
Strategies report and the ongoing research. 

Initial Policy Framing Discussions [1rJlliy/Alli.g 

Where Should Housing Go? Participants. were 
somewhat mixed in their opinions about the likelihood 
of adding significant housing through upzoning single 
family neighborhoods but there was near consensus 
about the desirability of increasing densities along 
transit corridors. 

A number of participants were enthusiastic about 
the idea of setting cityvvide grovvth targets, allocating 
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that growth to specific neighborhoods and allowing' 
communities to develop local plans to accommodate 
that growth. 

There was surprising agreement among participants 
· in the 'where should housing go' discussion that 
the city would need to invest more energy into 
neighborhood level planning processes (of one 
form or another) if we wanted to see more housing 
built in every neighborhood. Even people who were 
highly skeptical of planning agreed that some kind of 
hybrid approach was necessary: not top down, not 
bottom up but community level plans with citywide 
accountability. 

Housing Balance/Income Targeting: Participants 
in the two .Housing Balance discussions generally 
agreed that San Francisco should set a goal of 1/3 of 
all housing being income restricted and permanently 
affordable. The suggestion was not to require 1/3 
in new buildings but to require the maximum that is 
feasible through inclusionary zoning ahd then provide 
public subsidy for new construction and preservation 
with the goal of achieving an overall. target of 33%. 

There was a suggestion that the project pay particular 
attention to the assumptions about demolition. There 
are some approaches to ·nevv development which 
would require relatively greater levels of demolition. 
There also seemed to be a difference between 
demolition of single-family homes (Which often don't 
displace tenants) and demolition of multi-family rental 
stock. · 

There was general agreement that the city should 
focus on market and regulatory tools to encourage 
middle income housing while reserving scarce 
subsidy funds for households with the greatest 
needs. · 

There was consensus. that the city should identify 
additional tax revenue sources to support develop­
ment of lower income ho.using. 

There was agreement that the sizes (number of 
bedrooms) of new units are shrinking and that this 

·contributes tci the loss of middle-income families. 
There was a suggestion that policy changes could 
lead to more 'family sized' units being built. 



64 

Preservation: Participants in the two Preservation 
discussions agreed that purchasing and preserving 
existing buiidings as permanently affordable housing · 
offered important benefits that were distinct from the 
benefits of new construction. In particular, preseNa­
tion strategies are the only tools that offer immediate 
benefit to tenants at risk of displacement. 

There was broad agreement that the Small Sites 
program offered a promising first step which could be 
scaled up to a more significant program. 

Scaling up a preservation program will require new. 
and different capacity than the current affordable 
housing delivery system. 

Participants were uncertain about whether preserva­
tion projects were rnore. costly or more cost efficient 
than new construction but most agreed that rising 
costs tor new construction have made preservation 
more competitive. · 

Housing Innovation: Participants discussed the 
potential and limits of a number of cost saving inno­
vations including .Cross laminated Timber, Modular 
Construction and Co-living. 

The general conclusion was that, with the possible 
exception of modular construction, these innovations 

. (and others like them which have not been identified 
yet) are coming to San Francisco regardless of the 
City's policy choices. Tile main question for the city is 
how quickly they will be implemented. 

As we project future growth, it seems reasonable 
to assume that development will benefit from cost 
saving innovations including the ideas discussed and 
others that have not beeri identified yet. 

Housing Needs and Challenges. We presented 
a selection of the context data from the HAS report 
and answered stakeholder qut3stions. Most questions 
focused on the historical production data. Several 
people found the summary of current programs and 
production discouraging because, the city is clearly 
doing a lot but the problem seems to be growing 
faster. One participant noted that the historical data 

about income levels seNed shows that the city is 
able to adjust who benefits from affordable housing 
through changes in policy. Another noted that it 
would be more effective to build affordable housing .. 
during down markets, if there were a way to do 
that. There was general agreement that the history 
showed.that the city can't rely on any one approach 
to producing affordable housing. One participant said 
'we need more tricks up our sleeve." 

Concepts for Future Housing Development. We . 
presented the three concepts to these stakeholder 
g·roups and asked for feedback. In particular we 
asked participants to identify the advantages and 
challenges for each approach, to discuss who 
VifOUid benefit and vvho vvould bear o.ny negative 
burdens from each approach and to identify specific 
resources required for each strategy to succeed. 

East Side Focus 
!\tv anlages 
"' . Some participants saw this as the most 'natural' or 

most familiar approach to growth. Both developers 
and neighbors know how to manage building on 
the east side 

o More housing would be built close to jobs 

"'' These areas are already transit rich 

c~ More high rise development offers environmental 
benefits 

Disadvantages 
~~ Others saw this as the approach that has been 

failing us for the past several decades 

• ciJ This approach struck many as less equitable 
because it concentrates building in lower income 
areas 

e Many expressed concern about further 
gentrification 

<) There was a concern about seismic issues 
because much of SOMA is on landfill 

"' One participant saw this approach as harming 
people on the west side who would receive less 
investment in their neighborhoods . 
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Transit Corridors 
Advantages 
s There was much enthusiasm. for this approach 

because it was seen as spreading the benefits 
and burdens of grovvth more equitably . 

<b Some felt that the housing built on thes·e ·corridors 
might be more likely to be family serving 

'* Building on the west side offers improved access 
to existing parks and schools 

C< State Cap and Trade funds might be easier to 
access if projects are not concentrated 

e; Reduces sprawl 

G Adds housing in areas where there are existing 
small businesses 

$ Supports a greater diversity of housing types 

"' "Really opens up the city in a positive way" 

Disadvarttages 
·~ This approach was seen as having high political 

risks because of potential community opposition 
to increased density/height: 

~ This approach would require new relatieinships 
and capacity for community engagement 

~' Might drive speculation and drive up costs in 
some neighborhoods 

($ There is a risk that infrastructure investments might 
not happen in time to support this strategy 

Residential District Growth 
Advantages 
0 Most participants saw this concept as the least 

threatening/most politically appealing in terms of 
public reaction to density 

IEl Would create a niche for small local homebuilders 
.-create an economic development opportunity 

e Because lower density projects have lower per 
foot costs, these homes could sell/rent for less 
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-though they might not 

e It might be easier to sustain tl1is kind of growth in a 
· down market 

@ Eliminating density limits but continuing to limit 
height would encourage smaller units 

Disadvantages 
o There were some concerns about whether this 

approach would really produce the projected 
number of new units 

m This approach would produce fewer inclusionary 
units 

c These projects might be less likely to use union 
labor · 

0 This requires some kind of ongoing organizing 
strategy to ensure public acceptance 

$ There would likely be n.eighborhood concerns 
about parking 

Other Observations: 

Nearly all of the focus group participants felt that 
the city should draw on all of the concepts in order 
to maximize opportunities fofhousing. Among the 
concepts the Transit Corridors generated the most 
enthusiasm .. 

Infrastructure: Most people agreed that the 
proposed level of growth in both transit corridor and 
residential growth concepts would require expanded 
transit and other infrastructure (including commercial 
resources like grocery stores). Some people saw that 
as a barrier to implementation of this strategy while 
others saw that as ·a benefit because more building 
would make that transit investment more likely to 
happen (both financially and politically). There was 
some worry that the city would ~dopt a housing 
strategy without making the requ,ired infrastructure 
investment and tall short of the growth targets as a 
result. 

Displacement: There was disagreement about 
wl1ich of the concepts would pose the greatest 

EXHIBIT C - 69 

1633 



66 

displacement. risk. Most agreed that the residential 
grovvth scenario might have the least negative impact 
on existing tenants in part because mqre growth · 
would occur in areas dominated by homeowners who 
are less likely to. be displaced. Some felt that building 
on transit corridors on the west side would similarly 
result in less displacement than building primarily 
on the east side. Others saw the proposed areas 
for groWth on the east side as mainly commercial 
while the west side corridors include many existing 
apartment buildings which could be at greater risk of 
demolition. One participant observ~d that we would 
need a rental registry to really understand where the 
displacement risk was greatest. Everyone agreed that 
we need stronger tenant protections to reduce the 
displacement risks from any of these concepts. 

Income levels: Several participants stressed the 
importance of addressing the question of which 
members of the community new housing will serve. 
Simply counting 'affordable' units does not tell us 
much about what income group. And similarly, for 
market rate buildings, public acceptance of additional 
density may be related to people's sense of who 
the units will serve. Will they be rented to 'people 
like me?' Some participants felt that the Residential 
Growth concept might be somewhat more likely to 
produce slightly lower cost market rate units. 

Filling the Gap 

· We presented projections for the likely market rate 
and affordable development associated\11/ith the 
alternatives and estimates for the future need for 
additional affordable housing subsidy. 

There was some concern that the goal of 1 /3 of 
units being permanently affordable was not based 
on an analysis of need. lt is likely that the· need for 

. affordable units significantly exceeds this level. Some 
participants suggested the RHNA might provide 
an additional or even better target. One participant 
suggested being careful to identify these goals as 
minimums not maximums- we need to build at least 
this much. 

Other participants expressed concern that the 
proposed financial needs seemed very high and 
could lead some portions of the public to resist 

increasing funding because we were not likely to 
provide 'enough' money. 

There was a widespread concern about voter 'fatigue' 
limiting· the amount of future affordable housing 
bond funds. We are inv~sting a lot today but it may 
be difficult to sustain this level of public support over 
decades. This concern led many to conclude that 
success in achieving the proposed targets would 
require identification of additional sustainable sources 
of funding which did not require 2/3 majority votes. 

Participants suggested afew other potential sou'rces 
for affordable housing funding: · 

G> Pubiic bank couid reduce costs by replacing 
expensive private capital 

c Tax abatements (currently prohibited inCA) · 

(> Reform of the state's Proposition 13 through a 
"Split roll' property tax system for commercial and 
residential property could provide some increase 
in tax revenue which could support affordable . 
housing 

"' Vacancy tax 

0 Tax on corporations 

"' Tax on generators of additional workforce demand 

Exih6~4-7o 
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This technical appendix describes the approach, 
assumptions, and data sources used by Blue Sky 
Consulting Group and Strategic· Economics for the 
regression analysis; the financial feasibility analysis,· 
and the affordable housing analysis. 

Regression Analysis 

In order to estimate the impact of different housing 
policies on the extent and location of nevv housing· 
development in San Francisco, the Blue Sky · 
Consulting Group conducted an analysis of the 
San Francisco housing market during the period 
2001-2018, examining the relationship between the 
extent of multifamily residential housing development 
and economic and parcel-specific factors that may 
influence the likelihood of development. The results 
of this analysis comprised the basis for a simulation 
model which uses infmmation about the character­
istics of each of the approximately 150,000 parcels 
in the city together with dat8. on prr:wiotts housing 

· development and market conditions to estimate 
the likelihood of multifamily how sing development. 
Specifically, the model estimates the likelihood of 
development based on several key explanatory 
variables, including prices, construction costs, land 
use and zoning, and the "development potential" 
of individual sites measured as the ratio of potential 
building size to current size. 

Using these variables,.the model allows for devel­
opment of estimates of the number of units that . · 
are likely to be built based on current zoning and 
economic conditions as well as in response to policy 
changes that, for example, decrease costs ·(such as a 
fee reduction) or increase development potential (for . 
example by allowing for additional building height). 

Methodology 

The housing market analysis was conducted using a 
logistic regression in which the likelihood of market­
rate multifamily housing development (the dependent 
or outcome variable) was estimated based on 
a series of independent (explanatoty variables), 
including constructio,n costs, housing prices, and 
parcel-specific characteristics including contempo­
raneous zoning category, current residential use or 
historical designation, current permissible building 
size (envelope), and development potential (ratio of. 
permissible to existing building size). Results of the 
regression analysis are presented in Figure 1 , which 
shows that each of the key explanatory variables \tVas 
highly statistically significant. Most importantly, these 
results show that changes in construction cost or 



development potential have a statistically significant 
association with the "likelihood of development, 
allowing for use of these variables in developing a 
simulation modei to estimate likely development 
under a series of concepts developed by Planning. 

In order to develop the simulation model results, 
a baseline scenario was developed il~which the 
number of likely units to be developed over the next" 
30 years was estimated based on specified baseline 
economic. conditions and current zoning. Next, three· 
individual concepts were developed by Planning 
specifying changes in zoning and density, and the 
resulting change in likely residential development was · 
modeled for each scenario. Large project areas, such 
as Treasure Island or Mission Bay, ·were modeled 
separately by Planning, and the resulting units were 
added to the simulation model totals. The number 
of (non-inclusionary) affordable units and accessory 
dwelling units were also estimated by Planning 
separately from the simulation model and added to 
model results to produce total unit estimates for each 
scenario. 

TABLE AL 

Regression Analysis Results 
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Data Sources 

In order to conduct this analysis, data for each of the 
more than 150,000 parcels in the City was collected 
from Planning. In addition. data was collected on · 
each of the multifamily residential projects completed 
anywhere in the city during the study period. For 
each parcel, information was collected regarding the 
existing lane! use, zoning, and the potential for future 
development (i.e. the ratio of 8llowable building size· 
to current building size). Where factors have changed 
over time (for example with respect to zoning) data 
was collected for each year, 2001 - 2018: In order to 
create the development potential variable, a potential 
building envelop measure was constructed for each. 
parcel in each of the model years. This variable used 
informatio1i about parcel area, setbacks, density · 
limits, and maximum allowable building height to 
construct the measure used in the regressioh model. 
In addition, information abouthousing prices and 
construction costs were included in the model data 
seffor each of the study years. 

Intercept (10.2835) 0.0000 
.......................................................................................................................................................................................... 

Parcel has Historic Status (Dummy Variable) (0.5213) 0.0000 
............... ····················· .......................... ············ ...................................................... -~ .. ·--·----·····~----·-··--·············· ............... . 

--~.':':~:.~-~'=-s--~~i~~~~~.-~.S.~i~-S.~~!"!:.' .. ~~=·-~~~Ill.rT1Y..~~r.i_~~.'.~)_,_·-----·-·--------···--······· . .C1. :!~.~~>.. ........ ......... ?:~?.o.O. ·-
·sF Housing Price Index (Zillow), Real 0.0511 \J.OOOO 

....................................................................................................................................................................................... 

Federal Reserve Multifamily Housing Index, Real (0.0391) 0.0000 

Potential Building Envelope in 1000 sq ft 0.0007 0.0199 

Potential Building Envelope I Existing sq ft 0.0763 0.0000 
.......................................................................................................... : .................................................................... ; ......... .. 

Zoning Dummy Variables: 

Zoning = Office/Commercial 3.2714 0.0000 

Zoning = Density Restricted Multifamily 2.7671 . 0.0000. 

Zoning = Form Based Multifamily 3.6281 0.0000 

Zoning = Industrial I Production, Distribution & Repair 2.2291 0.0000 · 
--··---·--··---·--·---------------------·-----------------------------------------------------------------------·----------------······························-·························-

Zoning = Public/Open Space (1.4265) 0.1561 

Zoning = Redevelopment Area 3.6509 0.0000 

Zoning = Residential 2-Family (2 Units per Lot) 1.3510 0.0000 

Zoning = Residential 3-Family or Residential Mixed-1 (1/800 sqft) 1.4429 0.0000 

Note: Omitted zoning variable is RHi (Residential Single Family); coefficients shaded in yellow are statistically significant at the 95 percent level. 
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. Financial Feasibility 
Analysis · 

Strategic Economics analyzed the financial feasibility 
·.of new muhi-family housing development (25 units or 

larger) in different neighborhoods of San Francisco. 
The analysis was designed to provide an under­
standing of the factors that determine whether new 
development projects are likely to move forward 
under current (2020) market conditions and develop­
ment costs. 

Methodology 

Strategic Economics developed a static pro forma 
model, a commonly used tool to assess the financial · 
feasibility of a new development project. This method 
tallies all development costs and revenues, and 
calculates the return/profit to determine whether 
a project is likely to attract investment. Strategic 
Economics analyzed four types of large-scale 
residential development"prototypes" that represent 
potential buildings at different scales that could. be 

· constructed in San Francisqo: 

('' A low-rise ·building prototype with five stories of 
residential area 

'' A mid-rise building prototype with eight $tories of 
residential area 

o A high-rise building prototype with 14 stories of 
residential area 

o A high-rise building prototype with 24 stories of 
residential area 

For the purposes of this analysis, an the building 
prototypes were analyzed as rental apartment 
developments. 

Financial feasibility was tested for each building 
prototypes using assumptions about revenues and 
costs, described belovv. 

Cost Assumptions and Data Sources 

To arrive at assumptions about development costs, 
Strategic Economics reviewed feasibility studies 
completed for the City of San Francisco In the last 2-3 
years: 

" "Mission-San Jose PDA Housilig Feasibility 
Study," Keyser Marston and AssoCiates, 2019 

0 "lnclusionary Housing Feasibility Update," 
Republic Urban, 2019 

"' "lnclusionary Housing Analysis of Divisadero and 
Fillmore Street Rezoning," Office of the Controller, 
City and County of San Francisco, 2018 

o "Financial Analysis of Use of State Density Bor:~us 
Provisions in Non-Density Controlled Sites: FlOrida 
Street and Bryant Street Prototypes," Keyser 
Marston Associates, 2018 

0 "30 Otis Street Historic Alternatives Economic 
Analysis," ALH Urban & Regional Economics, 
2018 

M 
11 450 olrarre!! Street Development Feas!biHty 
Review and Evaluation," Environmental and 
Planning Systems, 2017 

o "Financial Analysis: Eastern Neighborhoods 
Community Benefits Study," Keyser Marston 
Associates, 2017 

" Multiple feasibility studies for The Hub in Market­
Octavia, Strategic Economics, 2016-2019 

& Additional feasibility studies and construction cost 
estimates for other high-cost Bay Area cities 

These studies included a mixture of low-rise, mid-rise, 
and high-rise building types. Representative cost 
assumptions for each building type were dravvn from 
these examples and organized into four categories: 

o Hard costs include the direct cost of constructing 
buildings and other onsite improvements such 
as landscaping and infrastructure. Per unit hard 
costs vary by building type, reflecting the different 
types of constructi.on (e.g., concrete, steel, and/or 
wood-frame) and different types of parking. Based 
on the review of previous feasibility studies, typical 
hard costs were assumed to range .from $360,000 
per unit for low-rise construction to $450,000 per' 
unit for high-rise construction. Hard costs, which 
can represent between 50 to 75 percent of total 
development costs, do not vary by location within 
San Francisco. 

o Soft costs include indirect cos.ts associated with 
the project, including professional fees for design 
and engineering, and other costs such as taxes; 
insurance, planning and permitting fees charged 
by the City, and the cost of financing. Based on 

· the review of previous feasibility studies, typical 



soft costs range frorn $94,000 per unit f9r low-rise 
construction to $109,000 per unit.for high-rise 
construction, or i 5 to i 8 percent of total develop­
ment costs, excluding impact fees. 

it; Municipal impact fees are soft costs that have 
been itemized separately in this analysis: these are · 
fees charged to offset the impact of development 
on City services and Hie_community at large: · 
Based on the review of previous feasibility studies, 
cityvvide impact fees were estimated tb range 
between $21,000 per unit for low-rises to $23,000 
per unit for high-rises (thre~ to four percent of 
development costs). These amounts exclude 
any special district fees or the City's lnclusionary 
Affordable Housing requirement. Special district 
fees raise costs and can represent an additional 
burden on development in areas where they apply. 
The lnclusionary Affordable Housing requirement · 
was modeled as a reduction in revenues fi·om 
satisfying the requirement with affordable units on 
site (see next section). 

" . Land costs assumptions were determined 
by reviewing the above feasibility studies and 
comparable land sales ih San Francisco. Strategic 
Economics analyzed recent land sales from the 
Costar, a real estate database. In San Francisco, 
land costs vary by location and zoning capacity, 
ranging from $200 to $1,000 per square foot. 

Revenue Assumptions 

The revenues generated by the development of 
rental apartments are closely tied to the market 
rent levels, which vary across the city. Using rent· 
data from Costar and from comparable, recently 
completed projects, Strategic Economics estimated 
average rents for four different submarket tiers with · 
the city. For the high rise building prototypes, the 
rent assumptions inCluded a rent premium for the 
views and amenities offered in luxury towers. Average 
monthly rent for each prototype ranged from $2,719 
to· $5,538 per unit depending on location and building 
type. 

The pro forma analysis assumed that all projects 
would comply with San Francisco's lnclusionary 
Affordable Housing requirement for 2020, which 
requires that private development projects citywide 

TECHNICAL APPENDIX 7J 

include at least 20 percent of units at below-market 
rate, affordable to lower income households. For 
the purposes of this analysis; it is assumed that the 
below market rate (BMR) units vvould be provided · 
on-site at an average rent of $1,800 per month. · 
The rental revenues from market-rate and BMR units 
were converted to an overall building capitalized 
value using the income capitalization approach. 
The income capitalization approach used standard 
assumptions for vacancy and operating expenses, 
and the current market capitalization rate for multi­
family rental development in San Francisco. 

Return/Profit Assumptions 

Based on the capitalized value and development 
costs determined in the pro forma, Strategic 
Economics calculated the return on investment for 
each building type and submarkertier. The threshold 
return or investment of apartment projects to be 
financially feasible i.n San Francisco generally ranges 
from 15 to 25 percent above total development costs. 

Policy Concepts 

Strategic Economics used the pro forma model 
described above to test the impact of policy concepts 
on feasibility of development. Two major policy 
concepts with the potential to. reduce development 
costs were analyzed: 

e Reduction of construction costs through the 
use of emerging technologies. Nascent tech­
nologies such as cross-laminated timber (CL T) 
and modular construction have the potential 
to reduce hard costs once they become more 
widely adopted. To evaluate the impact of these 
efficiency gains, Strategic Economics tested a 
concept with construction costs reduced by 15 
percent from current 2020 levels. 

% Reduce impact fees. Cltyvvide impact fees are 
estimated to be·, on average, approximately $25 
per gross square foot of building area, excluding 
the inclusionary affordable housing requirement. 
Strategic Economics tested the impact of reducing 
fees on feasibility. 
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Affordable Housing Analys-is 

Strategic Economics reviewed available reports and 
data to estimate the cost of meeting the HAS produc-
tion and preservation goals. · 

New MOHCD Units 

For new production, Strategic Economics reviewed 
reports from the California Tax Credit Allocation · 
Committee (TCAC) for 1 1 affordable housing projects 
that received tax credits from 2017 to 2018. The 
project-based data was verified through qualitative 

TAH.LE A2. 

1950 Mission Street 

information provided by MOHCD. Based on a review 
of these projects, Strategic Economics estimated that 
the City of San Francisco has contributed an average 
of $257,000 per unit for new affordable housing 
development projects, excluding land costs. 

Land Costs 

In addition to the funding· gap shO\AJn abovel there is 
also a cost associated with acquiring new sites for 
affordable housing development. Based on a review 
of recent land transactions from Costar Group, a real 
estate database, the average cost of land zoned for 
lovv and mid-rise development is $450 per square 
foot in San Francisco. 

.. 157 Non-Targeted 
Sample of Recent 
Affordable Housing 
Projects in 2060 Foisom Housing (Casa Adelante) 127 Large Family 

San Francisco 81.? Broadway 125 Non-Targeted 
--~-····~-····-~···-·--····-··--·---·-····---·---·--·-·-·--·-······---··-········-·--··--········-·-·-···------·--------..--···--··-- ·······-------------·-···--··--·----·-··--··--·--··-·--··-

735 Davis 

Mission South Block 6 West 

490 South Van Ness Ave 

1990 Folsom 

53 

152 

81 

143 

. Seniors 

Non-Targeted 

Non-Targeted 

Non-Targeted 

-~~-~-T.~Y.~~~-~<:~i'i H~~~~~-----------·-----·----"-------- __ _______!_~~----------~~!:1.:-~arg_~~-~-
455 Fell 108 . Large Family 

119 Special Needs 

94 Seniors 

Note that an projects in the sarnp!e use-~ percent Low lncorne Housing Tax Credits. 

"Non-targete'd atfordai.:.'fe housing developments serve man)1 typt::~? of io'N income households including a sigrnflcanf r;-ercentage of supportive housing units for peop~e 
v,:llo are fo;rnerly 11omBiess in nearly 31!1 OG% affordable housing deve!oprnents. 

Source. California Tax Credit PJioc:ation Committee, 201 7~20!8. 
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TABLE t14. 
Land Cost 
Assumptions 

Number of affordable MOHCD funded units 472 units per year 

Gross area per unit 1 1 ,000 square feet . 

Number of residential stories 2 6 stories 
·---··-------··-·--·---·-----·-·------------------·--"";'----·---------------·------------

Lot coverage 0.75 %of lot 
-----------------------------------------------

Floor-area-ratio 4.50 .. 

Land area required 104,889 square feet of land per year 
-------··---···-----·---·-··--·-------~- ·---------------------------------·--
Average cost of land 3 $450 per square foot 

Land costs 3 $100,000 unit 

Annual land acquisition costs 3 $47,200,000 per year 

1 includes non-ieasable space in buiiding. 

2 Assurnes new affordable housing deveiopmenls ~rvould be in seven-story buildings wlih six stories of residfJ:ntiai unlts and non-residentiai space on the ground Hoor. 

Sources: SF Planning, Cot;tar Group; S!rate~;ic EconOrnics 

Assuming that most affordable housing projects built 
by MOHCD would be iri mid-rise buildings with six 
stories of residential units, and a floor~area-ratio of 
4.50, this translates to land costs of approximately 
$100,000 per unit. The HAS establishes a target of 
943 MOHCD-funded affordable units each year. 
MOHCD has used public sites or land dedication to 
accommodate about half of recent I 00% affordable 
development. This pattern implies the need to acquire 
sites that could accommodate half the· MOHCD 
funded affordable units or 472 units per year. This 
assumption translates into land acquisition costs of 
$47.2 million per year. 

Preservation of Existing Affordable Units· 

Strategic Economics also calculated the cost of 
·preserving an existing MOHCD-monitored units that 
may be at risk of being converted to market-rate. 
The estimated cost of $110,000 per unit is based on 
preliminary estimates from MOHCD for the Capital 
Plan. 

Preservation Acquisitions/ Small Sites 

Based pn data from 2014 to 2019 collected by 
Planning and MOHCD, the City of San Francisco's 
total funding contribution to Small Sites averaged 
around $339,000 per unit. This represents 80 percent 
of total development costs, estimated at $497,000 
per unit. 

· Large Projects (HOPE SF, Treasure Island) 

The cost of preserving and replacing affordable 
units (including housing and infrastructure) at HOPE 
SF sites, Treasure Island, and other large projects 
was estimated based on data from Planning. The 
average cost to the City is estimated at approximately 
$399,000 per unit 

After multiplying the per unit cost estimates with the 
HAS targets for production and preservation, the total · 
local funding gap is estimated at $517 million per 
year. 
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TABLE AS. 
Estimated Annual Local Funding Gap for Production and Preservation Goals 

30 Year Total MOHCD Funded Affordable Units (includes 2,4oo new 

Annual Average MOHCD Funded Units 

Typical Local Gap Unit 

Annual Average MOHCD Funded Units 

Number ofMOHCD Units Requiring Land Acquisition 

Estimated Land Cost per Unit 

$257,000 

$ 242,436,667 

943 

472 

$100,000 
~·-·------·------·--··----··--· ---·-·-·-·-------·----------·---·---·-----------------·-···--·---·--
. Average Annual Funding for MOHCD Funded New Production $47,166,667 

Rebuilt Units in Large Projects (Hope SF, Treasure Island) 1,829 

PreserVation of Existing Affordable Units 18,431 

Preservation Sites · 

SF, Treasure Island) 

·-----·------

Preservation Local Funding 

Large Projects (Hope SF, Treasure Island) 

12,000 

$399,235 

$110,000 

$339,000 

$ 24,340,033 

Preservation of Existing Affordable Units $ 67,580,333 
~-······-~-~---~-------------··---'-------·--·----;-----....:....,_,, _______ , _______ ,__ _________________________________________________ _ 

Preservation Acquisitions/Small Sites 
-----------------

. Average Annual Funding Gap for Preservation 

-' __________ __:,_ ____ ~---·--

. Annual Local Funding Gap - Production + P.reservation 

Soure:es: SF Planning, MOHCD, Street Levei Advlsors. Strategic Economics. 

$ 135,600,000 

. $ 227,520,367 

$517,123,700 
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Who lives in affordable housing? 

if~,~,il~:lillE:tl>li i;~;::);r,~~~:m\1?~11}1 lK!l1ll1h;@£i'i3llC~~ 

by Household Size 

Very Low-Income. Households 
E.a.m up to 55% of Area. Median Income 

.·.· ... ;.· ...... ;.;.·:;.;.;·:······.· 
1 Person , :, ' ''·? P~()pl.¢. \~ 

$47,400 $60,950. 
·----·--------------------·----- ·"'": :.:·:•:·•<•"'' ~~~~-----~~-:F"'~+"'+"-' ··.; 

:-:: 
y.· 

':;·:~: .. .'{:/·::.:'·:··· .... · :·<:\_;;/-) 

$68,950 ~····:.::~~::·:·.•:§7~)1Qg,·!::• 
-----~~.+~.:+:,:,~;~~~~.~~ •..•.. ~<~.\~:•is<~,.~!-----~ .. ~ .. ~ss~~~·;: 

$94,800 .·;: .. ···•····~:w·~·;~~g::••:: $121,950 : =•:::.:::::·:~t~:~)~5:p.::!:: 

$88,700 
Low-Income Households 
Earn up to 80% of Area Median fncorne 

Moderate-Income Households 
Earn up to tfO% of Area Median fncorne 

Middle-Income Households 
Earn up to 130% of Area Medlen Income $112,050 

::=:=·:.:·:::_;_ ::·;:;:;:: .... :: 

· .: ;:: ::st~~m~·p·_.· $144,100 

EXHUG4::3 79 . 
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MOHCD provides the following 2019 income categories for a 
family of three: very low-income: 0-50% Area Median Income 
(AMI) or $55,450; low-income: 50-80% AMI or $88, 700; moderate­
income: 80-120% AMI or $133,000; above moderate-income: 
120-150% AMI or $166,300; Lipper income: 150% AMI+ or 
$166,300 . 

2 According to analysis by the Center on Budget and Policy 
Priorities (CBPP) only a quarter of very low income households 
that income qualify receive federal housing assistance and federal 
housing funding has stagnated or decltned in recent years. 
http://apps.cbpp.org/shareables _housing_ unmet/chart.html 

3 Rice, D., (2016). "Chart Book: Cuts in Federal Assistance Have 
Exacerbated Families' Struggles to Afford Housing By Center 

· on Budget and Poiicy Priorities." Ce1 ,[e( on Budget aild roiicy 
priorities. Online: https://vWN!.cbpp.org/S!tes/default/files/atpms/ 
tiles/4-12-1 6hous-chartbook. pdf 

4- ACS 2018 1 Year estimates of Units in Structure and Tbtai 
Population · 

5 City and County of San Francisco Planning Department, 
February 2020. Online: San Francisco Point in Time Count, 
January 2019. Online: http://llsh.sfgov.org/research-reports/ 
sa'l-francisco-homeless-point-in-time-count-reports/ 

6 Housing Needs and Trends Report (2018). San Francisco 
Planning Department Online: https://default.sfpianning.orgi . 
pub\icatioris ___ repoits/Housing-Needs-and-Trends-Repolt-2018. pdf . 

7 Ibid 

8 San Francisco Planning Department analysis of JPUMS-USA data 

9 San Francisco housing production data 1 990-2019 from annual 
Housing Inventory Repo1ts published by the San Francisco 
Planning Department 

itl Affordable housing production data 1990-2019 from annual 
Houstng Inventory Reports published by tile San Francisco 
Planning Department 

i 1 Housing Needs and Trends Report (2018). San Francisco 
Planning Department: Note: In comparison, the Bay /'.rea's overall 
Biacl< population had been 8 percent in 1 990 and had decreased 
to 6 percent over the next 15 years 

12 Ibid. Note: Migration rate is de_fined as the number of individuals 
· who moved in or out of San Frar1cisco in a given year, as a 

· percentage of the number of people in that income group in that · 
vear. The rate is calculated as a'l annual average over the 1 0-year 
period 2006 to 2015 

·1s Ibid. Note: Census data shows additional housing units were 
added over this period apparently not captured in official data 
but still fall tens of thousands of units short of increase in higher 
income households. An all's is of tt1e. 201 0-2017 period by the 
Board of S~1pervisors Legislative Analyst shows similar trend in 
increase in higher income households. Policy Analysis Report: 
Jobs-Housing Flt. {2019). Budget and Legislative Analyst's 
Office. Online:"https://sfbos.org/sitesjdetault/files/BLA.Jobs%20 
Housing. i 01619.pdf'https:/ /sfbos.org/sites/detault/iiles/BLA. 
Jobs%20Housing.1 01 619.pdf · 

if! Housing Needs and Trends Report. (2018). San Francisco 
Planning Department 

'!5 Ibid 

15 ibid 

i7 Planning Department anaiysis of IPUMS USA and Census ACS 
data 

iS Planning Department analysis of ACS Data 

1S Planning Department analysis of IPUMS USA-data 

20 ibid 

2i Housing Needs and Trends Repo1t. (2018). San Francisco 
Planning Department 

22 ibid 

23 Ibid 

24 Ibid 

25 in the Bay Area= segregated white neighborhoods have rnore than 
double the household incomes ($123,701 v. $48,843) and home 
values ($899,765_v. $440,620) of highly segregated Black and/or 
Latino neighborhoods. 

26 !bid 

27 Housing Needs and Trends Report. (2018). San Francisco 
Planning Department 

28 Ibid 

2S For additionai reading about the history of San Francisco's 
inequity in housing policy, refer to: African American Citywide 
Historic Context Statement, January 2016. Online: https:// 
default.sfplanning.org/Preservation/african_ american_ HCS/ 
AfricanAmericanHistoricContextStatement Draft Jan2016.pdf 
and Report of the San Francisco Mayor's fask Force on African­
American Out-Migration, 2009. Online: http://bayviewmagic.org/ 
wp-content/uploads/sites/ 4/201 0(02/.A.A-OutMigration-TF-1. pdf 

30 The experience of famed SF Giants centerfieider Willie Mays and 
his wife Marguerite offers an example of housing discrimination 
from 1950s San Francisco. LaBounty, Woody., (2000). "Willie 
Mays on Miraloma Drive." Online: http://ww-N.outsidelands.org/ 
sw5.php · 

3i Center on Budget and Policy Priorities. Chart 
Book: Federal Housing Spending is Poorly Matched 
to Need. https://ww'>N.cbpp.org/research/housing/ 
chart-book-federal-tlousing-spending-is-poorly-matched-to-need 

32 The baseline of )ikely futu.re housing development is estimated 
using the regression-based model created for the HAS and is 
lower than and distinct from estimates of. housing development 
capacity recently developed by the Planning Department. 

33 International Construction Market Survey., (2019). Turner and 
Townsend · 

34 TiBD index, 2019 

35 "2020 Annual Infrastructure Construction Cost Inflation Estimate." 
(2019). Office of Resilience and Capital Pianning. 
Online: https://onesanfrancisco.org/sites/default/files/201 9-i 0/ 

· Agenda%20item%207%20-%202020%20Annual%20 
!nfrastructure%20Construction%20Cost%20inllation%20Estimate .. 
pdf 

36 Barry E. Stern, Ph.D. "Addressing the Wurforce Skills Gap in 
Construction and CRE-related Trades."July 2019 Reid, C & Raetz, 



H., (2018). and "Perspectives: Practitioners Weigh in on Drivers 
of Rising Housing Construction Costs in San Francisco." Terner 
Center for Housing Innovation. Online: http://ternercenter.berkeley. 
edu/uploads/San_Francisco _ Construction_._Cost._Brief __ -_ Terner __ 
Center _January_ 2018.pdf · 

37 National Multifamily Housing Council, Quarterly Survey of 
. Apartment Market Conditions, 1st Quarter 2019; T umer and 
Townsend, International Construction Market Survey, 2019 

36 Galante, C., Draper-Zivetz, S., & Stein, A., (2017). "Building 
Affordability by Building Affordabiy: Exploring the Benefits, 
Barriers, and Breakthroughs Needed to Scale Off-Site Multifamily 
Construction." Terner Center for Housing Innovation. Online: http:/ I 
temercenter.berkeley.edu/uploads/offsit.e _construction. pdf 

39 Macht, W., (2018). "A Mass Timber tower Rises in Portland." 
·Urban Land Magazine. Online: https://urbanland.uii.org/ 
sustainability/a-mass-timber-tower-rises-in-portland 

40 San Francisco Planning Code Section 415 

4i Costar Group, 2019 

42 Dineen., J.K., (2018). "SF's boom. in home building to.slow in 
2019." San Francisco Chronicle. 
Online: https://w .. wv.sfchronicle.comibayareaiarticle/SF-s-boom­
in-home-buiiding-to-slow-in-2019-13497817. php. 

43 San Francisco Planning Commission: Centennial Celebration. 
(2017). San Francisco Planning Department. . 
Online: https://defau!t.sfplanning.org/pub!ications__reports/ 
SF _Pia'lriing_ Centennial_ Broc11ure.pdf 

44 Yang, J. S., {2009). "The /\nti-Chinese Cubic Air Ordinance, 
American Journal of Pub!ic Health." American Journal of Public 
Health. O[lline: https://WVI.w.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/ 
PMC2661442/ 

45 "The Strange Case of the Chinese Laundry'' webisode. THIRTEEN. 
Online: (https:'i/w..wt.thirteen.org/wnel/historyofus/web08/ 
segrnent6_p.html · 

46 Notable downzoning legislation in 1960, 1964, and 1978 reduced . 
housing capacity of the City's·Outer Neighborhoods 

47 .San Francisco Planning Department Analysis of existing residential 
buildings relative to current zoning shows that San Francisco 
has approximately i 2,600 buildings in which the number of units 
exceeds the allowed residential density of the underlying zoning. 
Such buildings are present throughout the city· and contain an 
estimated 125,000 units (nearly 1/3 of a!l units in SF). 

43 San Francisco City & County Charter Section 4.105: http://library. 
amlegal.corn/nXl/gateway.dii/Californiaicharter_ sf/articleivexecu­
tivebranch-boardscommissio?f=templates$fn=default.htm$3.0$vi 
d=amlegal:santrancisco _ ca$anc=JD _ 4.105 

49 City and County of San Francisco, Planning Code § 101. 
Purposes. 

50 Planning code word count does not include the Code 
Interpretations and 33 Guidelines Docu:11ents that supplement the 
Planning Code. 

5·1 San Francisco's Planning Code has been amended 24 times per 
year in each in 2019 and 2018. · 

52 Other classes of empirical controls related to construction, 
such as Building and Fire Codes are beyond the scope of this 
summary. 

· 53 Zoning regulations are generally covered in Planning Code § 1, 2, 
and 6-12 

54 Procedural requirements and development fees are generally 
covered in Planning Code § 3-4. 

55 Executive Directive 17-02. (2017). Office of the Mayor. Online: 
. http://sfmayor.org/article/executive-directive~17-02 

55 San Francisco Planning Department Process Improvements Plan . 
(2017). San Francisco Planning Department. 
Online: https://sfplanning.org/sitesjdefault/files/documents/adrnin/ 
ExecutiveDirective17-02 _ProcesslmprovementsPian. pdf. 

57 Other cities have undertaken modernization of their Planning 
Code. For example re:code LA is a comprehensive revision of the 
City of Los Angeles' Zoning Code ·. 

58 Fishcer, Wi!l. "Rental Assistance Cuts Hornelessness and Poverty, 
But Doesn't Reach Most Who ~Jeed it." 2019. Center on Budget 
and Poiicy Priorities. Online: llttps://Vv'\W.J.cbpp.org/blog/rental-. 
assistance-cuts-homelessness~and-poverty-but-doesnt-reach-
most-who-need-it · 

59 California Tax Credit Allocation Committee, 2017-2019. 

eO Affordable housing production data·2006-2018 from annual 
Housing Inventory Reports published by the San Francisco 
Planning Department 

6i Mayor's Office of Housing and Community Development, 2019 

62 San Francisco Planning Department. June 2019. Draft 
San Francisco Community Stabilization Strategy, October 2019. 
Online: https :/ /comrnissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2017-
000565CWP _1017i9.pdf 

63 Small Sites Program Notice of Funding Availability, September 
2019, available at: 
https:/ /sfmohcd org/2019-small-sites-jxogram-nofa 

64 Based on data as of January 20i 9, provided by the San Francisco 
Pianning Department and the Mayor's Office of Housing and 
Community Development. 

65 ·Based 6n data as of January 2019, provided by the San Francisco 
Planning Department and the Mayor's Office of Housing and 
Community Development. 

66 San Francisco Planning Department data 

67 The City of Los Angeles is considering' the creation of a 
public bank. See City of Los Angeles Legislative Analyst 
Report from February of 2018. https://clkrep.lacity.org/ 
onlinedocs/2017/17-0831_rp(_ CLA _ 02-26-2018.pdf 

68 .Housing Needs and TrenL1s Report. 2018. San Francisco Planning 
Department 

69 Eviction notices do not provide an in-depth analysis on evictions, 
since not all eviction notices result in evictions, not all eviction 
notices are filed witll the Rent Board, and not all evictions are 
done lawfully 

70 The Rent Board Fee." 2019. San Francisco Rent Board. Online: 
https :/ /sfrb. org/topic-no-013-rent-board-fee. 
Online: llttps://sfrb.org/topic-no-013-rent-board-fee 

7i "Creating a Rental Registry in San Francisco." (2019). Budget and 
Legislative Analyst. Online: https:/isfbos.org/sites/default/files/ 
BLA.RentaiRegistry.0416i 9.pdf 

72 Five-Year Strategic Framework. 2017. Department of 
Homelessness and Supportive Housing. Online: http:i/hsh.stgov. 
org/vvp-contenl/uploads/2017 /1 0/HSH-Executive-Summfiry­
Strategic-Framework.pdf 
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I. INTRODUCTION 

Tim Kelley Consulting (TKC) was engaged to conduct a Historical Resource Evaluation (HRE) 

for 1420 T araval Stree( a three story over basement single-family residence constructed in 

1909 in the Parkside neighborhood. A scoping discussion ~ith Stephanie Cisneros of the 

Planning Department on Octoper 10, 2017 identified an area to be visually examined in the 

vicinity of the subject property, specifically Taraval Street between 24th and 25th Avenues. TKC 

also used draft survey findings frofll the San Francisco Planning Department's Commercial 

Corridors Survey to evaluate whether this building is part of a commercial corridor historic 

district. This report investigates whether the subject building is eligible for individual listing in 

the California Register of Historical Resources and whether it is located in a potential historic 

district. 

II. SUMMARY 

TKC has determined that 1420 Taraval Street is not eligible for individual listing in the California 

Register' and is not located within a potential historic district. 

Ill. CURRENT HISTORiC STATUS 

On November 3, 2017 TKC consulted the San Francisco Planning DepartmentProperty 

Information Map (PIM) to determine whether the property was identified in any recognized 

register of historical resources. The PIM listed the following Preservation information for the 

subject property. 

HISTORIC EVALUATION: 

Parcel: 2353010 

Building Name: 

Address: 1420 T ARAV AL ST 

Planning Dept. Historic Resource Status: B- Unknown I Age Eligible 

Neighborhood CommerCial Corridors Historic Resources Survey in Progress. 
Check historic resource status with Preservation Planning Staff.· 

ARTICLE 10 DESIGNATED HISTORIC DISTRICTS AND LANDMARKS: 
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None 

ARTICLE 11 PRESERVATION DESIGNATION: 

None 

NATIONAL REGISTER HISTORIC DISTRICTS: 

None 

CALIFORNIA REGISTER HISTORlC DISTRICTS: . 

None 

HISTORIC RESOURCE EVALUATION RESPONSES: 

None 

HISTORIC SURVEYS: 

None 

HISTORIC CONTEXT STATEMENTS: 

None 

LEGACY BUSINESS REGISTRY: 

None 

ARCHITECTURE: 

Unknown 

IV. DESCRIPTION. · 

A. Site 

1420 Taraval Street sits on the north side of the.Taraval between 24th and 25th Avenues. The 

street and the parcel both slope down v:ery slightly t~ the west. The subject building is set back 

slightly from the front lot line, with a basement level projecting volume sitting at the right side lot 

line and extending to the sidewalk. There is a metal SE3curity gate to the left of the projecting 

vol.ume. The building abuts it? neighbor to the left and .is separated by a few feet from its 

neighbor to the right. The .surrounding buildings all sit at their front lot lines. 
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Figure 1: 1240 Taraval Street 

B. Exterior 

·.1420 Taraval Street is a three story over basement single family residence clad in stucco at the 

basement level and wood shingles at all other levels a~d capped with a compound gable roof. 

The building is roughly rectangular in plan, with a cut out on the front right side, the projecting 

addition at the front right side basement level, and another projecting volume in the rear. There 

is a recessed above grade pedestrian door on the right side of the projecting basement 

volume (Figure 2). To the left of this, enclosed by the metal security gate, a concrete and 

terrazzo quarter turn stair leads to the first story (Figure 3). At the first story, a metal railing 
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encloses the flat root of the projecting volume. A shed root supported by square posts projects 

from the primary building, creating a covered porch across the front of the.fagade. At the 

center of this tagade; there is a square bay window with .three wood sash windows. At the right, 

the primary entrance is in the cutout, which is shaded by the projecting shed overhang (Figure 

4). The second story features at center a shallow canted bay with a large vinyl sash fixed 

window tianked by smaller vinyl sash double ·hung windows, all with false muntins. The canted 

bay-·is topped ·with a shed root with exposed false rafter tails. In the gable peak is a vinyl sash 

double hung window. The gable terminates with a projecting box cornice, with false rafter tails · 

and brackets at the outer lower corners. At the right, there is a wood sash double hung 

window on the second story of the cutowt (Figure 5). The root shape;· visible from the street 

and from aerial views, features two large gabled dormers near the front, a sheq root dqrmer 

behind on the left, and a hip roof section at the rear. 

Figure 2: Basement level 
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Figure 3: Entry steps 

Figure 4: First story 
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Figure 5: Upper stories 

V. HISTORIC CONJE)(T 

A. Neighborhood 

The Parkside neighborhood, a sub-section of the larger Sunset district, is bounded by Rivera 

and Quintara streets to the north, 141
h Avenue to the east, Wawona Street and Sloat Boulevard 

to the south, and the Pacific Ocean to the west. 

In 1905, the Parkside Realty Company began purchasing lots in the area now known as 

Parkside in order to develop the large tract of land into a residential neighborhood, including· 

providing tre necessary sewer lines, street and block grading, and establishing gas, electric, 

water, and transportation services. To sell lots and homes, the company also had to overcome 

public perception that the area was a distant wilderness. The lack of streetcar· access. was the 

ma:jor hurdle to the Parkside subdivision's success. The Parkside Transit Com·pany was 

incorporated in late 1905, with. the intent of bringing a streetcar line to the neighborhood. 

Before the line could be built, however, the whole city of San Francisc.o was met with disaster .. 
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The Parks ide District wasn't materially affected by the 1906 earthquake and fire, but building 

plans had to be delayed while all resources, planning decisions, utility instal.lation and repair, 

and construction materials went to the task of rebuilding San Francisco's core. The 

reconstruction period seemed an ideal time to market the Parkside Realty Company's plan of 

selling starter ~omes to former. renters. Indeed, districts such as the Richmond, Sunnyside and 

Outer Mission, located outside the fire line that catered to these buyers and had reliable mass 

transportation, experienced a boom in population in the decade after the disaster. For the 

Parkside Realty Company, it was a matter of getting the resources to build the cottages before 

prospective buyers moved to Oakland, Berkeley, or other San Francisco neighborhoods. 
- . 

Additionally, property owners who had purchased lots in the Parkside prior to the earthquake 

still waited for their new streetcar line. A single line track was laid in June 1908. It ran south on 

2oth Avenue from H Street toT Street, then turned west, reaching 33rd Avenue before turning 

south again and continuing a few more blocks to Sloat Boulevard. The line was a fraction of the 

Parkside. Transit Company's initial vision, but it provided a means of commuting downtown. 

In early 1908, the Parksiae Realty Company finally began construction. It used two marketing 

strategies, selling speculative land to investors, while simultaneously constructing homes for 

residents. The company started erecting 62 cottages that snaked from the corner of 26th 

Avenue and Ulloa Street southwest around a ridgeline of sand dunes to 32nd Avenue and 

Vicente Street. Each block between Ul.loa and Vicente had groups of three to :=;even houses 

facing each other across graded but unpaved streets. This sprinkling of construction on seven 

. blocks may have been a way to "seed" the district, getting the first residents to spread across 

the neighborhood. · 

·These Parkside cottages came in six varieties of fagade styles with essentially identical floor 

plans. The cottages were approximately 800 square feet (20 x 40 feet) on one story with two 

bedrooms and one bath. The existence of the cottages, combined with advertising and the 

housing shortage caused by the 1906 earthquake and fire, worked in the Parks ide Realty 

Company's favor. Privately constructed homes joined the cottages and by the summer of 1908 
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some 100 residences in the new development were occupied. However, growth did taper off 

after the initial offering. By the mid-1920s, the Parkside Realty Company appears to have 

stopped construction of their own building's, instead allowing other home-building operations 

and small-scale consfruction companies to buy and build on its lots. The Lang Realty 

Company emerged as the major builder in the Parkside at th.is time, erecting over 200 homes 

in 1926 ·and 1927. Many smaller building companies, such as F.M. Biggam, Jas. Arnott and 

Sons, and others became active in the Parkside at this time, usually focusing on no more than 
. . . ' 

four .to eight homes at a time. Stucco facades with one-story-over-garage floor plans emerged 

as the dominantarchitectural style in this era. 

During the home-building boom of the late 1920s, the Sunset and Parks ide districts were the 

focus of renewed interest from real estate firms and construction companies, particularly after 

the opening of the Sunset Tunnel in April 1925. Prominent developers of the Parks ide and 

Sunset from the 1920s to 1950s were the Gellerts (Sunstream Homes and Standard Building · 

Company), Henry Doelger, Ray Galli, Lang Realty Company, Chris McKeon (Happy Homes 

Building Company), and the Meyer brothers. These merchant builders were often family-run 

businesses concerned with building affordable homes quickly on the standard city grid in a 
. . 

range of facades to suit current tastes. None of these builders employed architects, although 

· they did use building designers. The builders borrowed ideas from one another and kept track 

of which floor plans ·and fagade styles were selling best. 

Before World War II, styles were a mixture of Spanish (red tile .roofs), Second Empire, English 

Tudor, and Colonial. After the war, period revival detailing was less common, both to control 

costs and to offer a "modern" look. The results are harries that are so similar it is difficult to 

identify the builder.. 

Shops and services grew along Taraval Street, and boomed with .housing construction in the 

1920s. The primary shopping areafor the Parkside extended from 17th Avenue to 24th 

Avenue. Stores and businesses sprang up more or less spontaneously along the L streetcar 

line during the 1920s to serve the growing population, a typical pattern in the Bay Area. A 

subsidiary shopping area also grew along Vicente Street between 22"d and 24th Avenues. 
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Development in the Parkside and Sunset was fueled by a desire to own a home. The Parkside 

grew into a heterogeneous area of single family homes inhabited by Irish and other western 

Europeans during the i920s through the i940s. The creation of the Federal Housing 

Administration in 1934 helped encouraged home ownership with low down payments and long 

ter.m mortgages, during the economic down turn of the Depression era. This greatly spurred 

the construction and sales of single-family homes in the Sunset/Parkside, , with the 

construction and establishment of busi11esses, flats, and apartment structures lagging behind. 

Single-family homes make up the vast majority of the housing in the Parks ide District Most 

were originally built in the i920s and 190Us as one-story over garage Vvith floor plans of five to 

six rooms, designed for small families. The smaller cottages built by the Parkside Realty 

Company in i 908 have almost all been raised to accompany basement garages. Larger family 

homes of Craftsmen and Edwardian styles built in the i9i0s and early i920s have front 

setbacks from 8-i 5 feet, and a few feature a garage as a side pr back-of-lot structure. Flats 

and small apartment buildings/complexes, most dating from the i940s and i950s, are usually 

found at corner intersections along the streetcar line on Taraval Street. Flats, with one 

residence per floor, generally are two-story over garage. 

The Parkside District's commercial structures are limited to Taraval Street, i9th Avenue, and 

small sect.ions ofVicente Street Single story re.tail buildings are intermixed with two- to four­

story structures that feature housing or office space over ground floor retail. Some larger 

commercial buildings .run half or the full length of a block, with space for four to seven 

individual businesses on the street Styles range from Mission revival to Art Deco to Streamline 
' . 

. Mod erne. Larger commercial buildings originally created as automotive garages and food 

markets, have. in many cases been repurposed as offices or housing. The former Parkside 

Theater on Taraval near i9th Avenue, for instance, is now used as condominiums and a 

childcare center. 
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B. Project Site History 

The first Sanborn map for this area was published in 1915 (Figure 6). The subject block is 

vacant apart from the subject building and four other buildings with identical or very similar 

footprints. The subject building is illustrated as a two story single family residence. The 

building is roughly rectangular in plan, with a cutout on the front right corner and a small one 

story projection at the rear. ;:.. porch spans the front of the building; including the cutout. There 

is a small one story structure at the rear of the parcel. 

Figure 6: 1915 Sanborn Map 1420 Taraval Street noted with arrow. 

The 1928 Sanborn Map shows the same level of development on the subject block, with 

continued modifications to the existing buildings (Figure 7). The subject building retains the 

same footprint, except for the rear volume, which now spans the entire back of the building. 
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Figure 7: 1928 Sanborn Map 1420 Taraval Street noted with arrow. 

The 1938 Harrison Ryker aerial photograph shows an increase in development on the subject 

block, with larger scale buildings being constructed around the subject building and the other 

original. buildings on the block (Figure 8). The subject building appears the same as on the 

1928 Sanborn Map. 
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. Figure 8: 1938 aerial photograph 1420 Taraval Street noted with arrow. 

The i 950 Sanborn Map reveais the nature of the new development seen on the i 938 

photograph, specifically apartment buildings and apartments over commercial (Figure 9). The 

subject building retains the same footprint as seen on previous maps. 
' . 
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The i990s Sanborn Map shows the area completely infilled (Figure 10). The subject building 

now has the front addition. Otherwise it retains the same footprint as seen on the 192B Sanborn 

map, although the front one story porch is incorrectly illustrated as enclosed. The· rear addition, 

which spanned the entire rear fagade, is illustrated as only spanning part of the fagade, as 

seen in the earlier maps: The new front projecting addition is illustrated as·a one story volume 

labeled "A" for automobile, though it is unclear if it was ever used as a garage. The other two . 

historic buildings, seen with the subject building in the previous maps, have been replaced 

with multi-family housing. 
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Figure 10: 1990s' Sanborn Map· with 1420 Tara val Street noted with arrow. 

C. Construction Chronology 

According to the original construction permit, 1420 Taraval was constr.ucted in 1909 by Hugh 

Keenan. Alterations to the building include: modern windows; reconstructed front steps; 

remodeled front porch including railings and posts; and the ground level one-story garage, 

which currently has a pedestrian door but not a garage door. 

Hugh Keenan Construction Company 

Hugh Keenan emigrated from Ireland and began his career as a builder as early as 1880. 1 In 

the 1890s, he partnered with architect Robert Dickie Cranston and constructed Victorians in. 

the Haight Ashb.ury neighborhood. Notable examples of these designs include. 710 Ash bury 

and 459 Ashbury. The partnership was short lived, and Keenan resumed his work as a sole 

1 United States Census 1880, San Francisco County, Enumeration District 216 
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proprietor construction company. Keenan died in 1934.2 No historic resources were located 

constructed by Keenan after his partnership with Cranston. 

Based upon the historic photos seen below (Figures 11 and 12), it appears that Keenan most· 

likely constructed six homes similar to the subject building on this block. The .subject building 

and 1409 Taraval are the only two remaining. 

Figure 11: Taraval St looking West circa 1914. Subject building noted with arrow 

Source: San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency Historic Photos Collection 

2 California Death Index 1905-1939 
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Figure 12: Taraval St looking east circa 1923. Subject property noted with ·arrow. 

Source: OpenSFHistory.org, wnp36.03101 

D Permit Record 

The following permits were found in Department of Building Inspection files for' the subject 

property: 

• Permit #24242, June 25, 1909- To build a two-story single family building 

• Permit #83161, May 23, "1946- Store under the existing building 18' x 20'. (Note: This 

probably refers to construction of the front addition·, but there are no listings for a 

commercial use at the address. A Certificate of Completion dated October 1, 1946 for a 

different permit number mentions only reconstruction of the front porch and stairs.) 

• Permit #355770, April 12, 1968- Underpin west foundation wall 

• Permit #481398, May 11, 1982- Replacement of gutters (east/west) and leaders 
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Copies of the permits are in the Appendix to this report. 

E Architectural Style 

The subject property can be best described as vern9-cular with Shingle elements. Unlike formal 

styles of architecture, vernacular architecture is not characterized by stylistic design elements. 

In San Francisco, the Shingle style is often referred to as the First Bay Tradition, adapted for 

construction on narrow city lots. Popular from 1880-1915, the Shingle style dispensed with the 

complex building surfaces of the Queen Anne style and used simple shingles for all surfaces. 

These buildings are characterized by symm.etry with bulges, incisions and cavities· enshrouded 

by a "skin" of patterned shingles. Usually featuring restrained, small-scale ornamentation, 

Shingle buildings often feature decorative details such as Palladian windows. 3 .· 

F. Owners and Occupants 

The first owners, Thomas Morris and C. Henry Forsland, did not reside at the property .. 

Emmanuel, Alexander, Gustave, and George Stavrou were brothers. They initially used the 

subject property ~s a rental investment (from 1924-1937), then George and Alex Stavrou 

resided there until their deaths in 1959 and 1981. 

Table 1: Owners of 1420 Taraval Street 

Name Date Occupation 

Hugh Keenan Construction Co 1909-2/27/1913 Contractor 

Thomas Carroll Morris 2/27/1913-7/8/1914 Purchasing Agent 

Vivian Mor.ris 7/8/1914- 5/15/191.5 Wife of Thomas 

C. Henry Forsland 5/18/1915 - 5/1 E)/1916 Secretary 

Nann M. Forsland 5/16/1916-3/20/1918 Wife of C. Henry 

Hugh Keenan 3/20/1918-8/5/1918 Contractor 

3 San Francisco Preservation Bulletin No. 18: Residential and Commercial Architectural P.erlods and Styles in San 
Francisco 
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John J. and Gertrude Enright 8/5/1918- 8/16/1924 Boiler maker 

Emmanuel, Alexander, and 8/16/1924 - 6/19/1932 Emmanuel - cook; Alexander 

G~orge Stavrou -cook; confectioner; George 

-waiter 

Emmanuel Stavrou 8/16/1932 - 5/13/1939 Cook 

Gustav, Alexander, arid George 5/13/1939 - 9/11/1939 Gustav- Restaurant worker; 

Stavrou, Elaine Riga Alexander- cook; 

confectioner; George - waiter 

Alexander Stavrou 9/13/1939 - 5/6/1958 Alexander- cook, 

confectioner 

Alexander and George Stavrou 5/6/1958 - 9/15/1976 Alexander- cook, 

confectioner; George - waiter 

George Stavrou and Helmut 9/15/1976-1/3/1977 George- waiter 

Mandel Helmut- Insurance Agent 

Helmut Mandel 1/3/1977-1/13/2005 Insurance Agent 

Peter and Paula Mandel 1/13/2005 - current 

Table 2: Occupants of 1420 Taraval Street 

Date Name ·. Occupation 

1916-1919 Robert N. Powers Pastor Parkside Pres.Church 

1920-1924 John Enright Boilermaker 

1930. Alice Ledonas Teacher 

1938-1959. Alexander Stavrou Cook 

1938- 1981 George Stavrou Wait~r. cook 

1982 Octavia Mandel Nurse 

VI. EVA.LUATION OF HISTORIC STATUS 

The subject property was evaluated to determine if it is eligible for listing in the California 

Register of Historical Resources, either individually or as a contributor to a historic district. The 

California Register is an authoritative guide to significant architectural, archaeological and 
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histo~ical resources in the State of California. Resources can be listed in the California Register 

through a number of methods. State Historical Landmarks and National Register-eligible 

properties (both listed and formal determi'nations of eligibility) are automatically listed. 

Properties can also be nominated to the California Register by local governments, private 

organizations or citizens. This includes properties identified in historical resource surveys with 

Status Codes of 1 to 5 and resources designated as local landmarks or listed by city or county 

ordinance. The evaluative criteria used by the California Register for determining eligibility are . 

closely based on those developed for use by the National Park Service for the National 

Register. In order to be eligible for listing in the California Register a property must be 

demonstrated to be significant under one or more of the following criteria: 

Criterion 1 (Event): Resources that are associated with events that have. made a significant 

contribution to the broad patterns of local or regional history, or the cultural heritage of 

California or the United States. 

Criterion 2 (Person): Resources that are.associated with the lives of persons important ta 

local, California, or national history. 

Criterion 3 (Architecture): Resources that embody the distinctive characteristics of a type, 

period, region, or method of construction, or represent the work of a master, or possess 

high artistic values. 

· Criterion 4 (Information Potential): Resources or sites that have yielded or have the potential 

to yield information important to the prehistory or history of the locar area, California or the 

nation .. · 

The following section examines the subject property's eligibility for listing in the California 

Register under those criteria: 

A. Individual Eligtbi!ity 

Criterion 1 (Events) 
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1420 Taraval Stre.et is not eligible for individual listing in the California Register under Criterion 

1. It was constr-ucted in 1909 during the early resideotial development of the area. The area 

was later predominantly developed for commercial use, and many of the earlier residential 

buildings were repla,ced. This building did not make an individually significant contribution to 

the development of the neighborhood. Nor did it make a significant contribution to .the broad 

patterns of local or regional history, or the cultural heritage of California. Thus the property is 

not eligibl.e for listing in the California Register. under Criterion 1. 

Criterion 2 (Persons) 

This building· is not eligible for individual listing in the California Register under Criterion 2. It is 

· not associated with any significant persons in the history of San Francisco or the State of 

California, as none of the owners or occupants was listed in the San Francisco Biogmphy 

Collection or newspaper indexes or otherwise indicated to be important to the history of San· 

Francisco or the State of California. Thus the property is not eligible for listing in the California 

Register under Criterion 2. 

Criterion 3 (Architecture) 

This building is not eligible for individual listing in the California Register under Criterion 3. 

1420 Taraval was constructed by .contractor Hugh Keenan. He is not considered a master 

builder. This building does not embody distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region, or 

method of construction, represent the work of a master, or possess high artistic values. Thus 

the property i9 not eligible for. listing in the California. Register under any aspect of Criterion 3. 

Criterion 4 (Information Potential) 

This criterion ordinarily refers to potential archeological value. A full analysis of archeological 

value is beyond the scope of this report. The property does not appear eligible for individual 

listing on the California Register under Criterion 4. 

B. District 

A property may also become eligible for listing on the California Register as a contributor to a 

historic district. Guidelines define a district as an areathat "possesses a significant 

concentration, linkage, or continuity of sites, buildings, structures, or objects united historically 
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or aesthetically by plan or physical development." 4 To be listed on the California Register, the 

district itself must be eligible under the criteria already discussed. The documentation of the· 

district must enumerate all properties within it, i.dentifying each as a contributor or non-
. . 

contributor. The district itself, as well as each of its contributors, then b!;lcome historical 

resources. 

The subject block is not formally identified at present as a historic district. To investigate 

whether a historic district potentially exists in the area, TKC conducted a search of nearby 

HRERs and visually examined the surrounding buildings. Per the scoping agreement of 

October 10, 20, the examined area includes Taraval Street between 24th and 25th Avenues. 

Additionally, TKC rE;viewed the draft survey findings from the ·Neighborhood Corridor Survey 

provided by the Planning Department to evaiuate this area as a potential district. 

The area contains 16 properties constructed between 1909 and 1992 and ranging in height 

from one tO three stories (contextual photographs are available in the Appendix). Currently, 

there are no HRERs in the vicinity. The following table lists the property address, parcel 

number, construction date (per the Assessor's Office) and use. The subject property is in · 

italics. 

Table 3: Buildings located on Taraval between 24th and 25th Avenues 

Address Parcel Number Construction Date Building Use 

1400-08 T araval 2353/008 1928 Multiple-family/commercial 

1414 T araval 2353/009 1936 Apartment 

1420 Tarava/ . 2353/010 1909 Single-family 

1430-34 T araval 2353/011 1968 Commercial 

1440 Taraval · 2353/012 1937 Apartment 

1442 T araval 2353/013 1992 Single-family 

1444 T araval 2353/014 1951 Commercial 

2401 241h Ave 2401/001 1923 Apartment 

1409 T araval 2401/043 1912 Commercial 

4 Office of Historic Preservation, 1995. 
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1415-19 Taraval 2401/042 1948 Multiple-family/commercial 

1421-25 Taraval 2401/041 .1924 Multiple-family 

1427-29 Taraval 2401/040 1933 Multiple-family 

1433-35 T araval 2401/039 1925 Commercial 

1439 T araval 2401/038 1925 Commercial 

1445-4 7 T araval 2401/037 1900 Multiple·-family/commercial 

1455 Taraval 2401/036 1954 Commercial 

No HRERs were found in the area. 

Findings: 

The adjacent neighborhood contains a mix of commercial and residential buildings. The 

eariiest developmeflt in this block and block face consisted of six residential building similar to 

the subject building. In the 1920s, most of these buildings were replaced with commercial and 

multiple-family buildings. The subject building and 1409 Taraval are the only two similar 

buildings that remain (the history of 1445-47 Taraval is unknown). Taraval Street from 12th 

through 46th Avenues contains mostly commercial and/or mixed-use buildings. A 

reconRaissance survey of this area was conducted during the research of the '.'Neighborhood 

Commercial Buildings, 1865-1965, Historic Context Statement." A small section of the area was 

found to contain a potential commercial historic district(2109-2201 "Taraval) and a few 

buildings Were determined to be eligible as individual resources:5 The block examined for this 

report was not found to be a potential historic district, and this report concurs with those 
' . ' . 

findings. 

VII. INTEGRITY 

. In addition to being determined eligible under at least one of the four. California Register 

criteria, a property deemed to be significant must also retain sufficient historical integrity. The 
. . 

concept of integrity is essential to identifying the important physical characteristics of historical 

resources and hence, evaluating adverse change. For the purposes of the California Register, 

5 "Taraval Street Neighborhood Commercial District (NC-2) 1 ih Avenue- 46th Avenue," San Francisco Planning 
·Department, Undated. 
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integrity is defined as the authenticity of an historical resource's physical identity evidenced by 

the survival of characteristics that existed during the resource's period of significance. · 

Historical resources eligible tor listing in the California Register must meet one of the criteria of 

significance described in section 4852(b) of this chapter and retain enough of their historic 

character or appearance to be recognizable as historical resources and to convey the reasons. 

for their significance. "6 Integrity is evaluated with regard to the retention of location, design, 

setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, and association. 7
• These aspects, which are based 

closely on the National Register, are location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling 

and association. National Register Bulletin 15, How to Apply the National Register Criteria for 

Evaluation defines thes? seven characteristics: 

• . Location is the place where the historic property was constructed. 

• Design is the combination of elements that create the form, plans, space, 
structure and style of the property. 

• Setting addresses the physical environment of the hi~toric property inclusive of 
the landscape and spatial relationships of the building/s. · 

" Materials refer to the physical elements that were combined or deposited during 
a particular period of time and in a particular pattern of configuration to form the 
historic property. 

" Workmanship is the physical evidence of the crafts of a particljlar culture or 
people during any given period in history. 

• Feeling is the property's expression of the aesthetic or historic sense of a 
particular period of time. 

.. Association is the direct link between an important historic event or person and 
a historic property. · 

This building is not a historical resource, therefore no period of significance can be 

determined. For information purposes, the building has been extensively altered over the years 

as detailed above. 

· 6 California Code of Regulations Title 14, Chapter 11.5 
7 ibid 
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VIII. CONCLUSION 

· 1420 Taraval Street is not individually eligible for listing in the California Register of Historical 

Resources. The property is not located in a potential historic district. 
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March 12, 2020 

Board of Supervisors 
1 Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Fr~ncisco, CA 94102 

RE: Appeal of Conditional Use Authorization -1420 Taraval Street 

Dear Supervisors: 

2007 FRANKLIN STREET 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94109 

I write in support of the Sunset-,Parkside Education and Action Committee's appeal to deny the proposed 
project at 1420 Taraval Street (Block 2353, Lot No. 010). Certification of Conditional Use Authorization 2018-
011904CUA would demolish an excellent example of one of the Parkside District's few surviving early houses. 

San Francisco Heritage (Heritage) is committed to the preservation of the city's unique architectural and 
cultural identity'in every corner of the city. The Parkside and Supervisorial District 4 is woefully 
underrepresented on the city's official inventory of historic properties. Halting this project and retaining 1420 
Taraval is consistent with.city policy that "existing housing and neighborhood character be conserved and 
protected in order to preserve the cultural and economic diversity of our neighborhoods." (Planning Code, 
Section 101.1(b).) 

As one of the first houses built by builder Hugh C. Keenan for the Parkside District Realty Company, 1420 
Taraval (built in 1907) is one of a small numb.er of properties connected to the district's creation and early 
development. As recognized by Planning Department staff, the property is significant under evaluation . 
guidelines for state. historical resources under Criteria 1 and 3. Heritage disagrees with the subsequent CEQA 
categorical exemption determination claiming 1420 Taravallacked sufficient physical integrity to be. 
considered a historic resource. 

The Secretary of Interior's Standards for Treatment of Historic Properties specifically contemplate-and 
provide guidance for reversing-minor alterations to older buildings such as 1420 Taraval: The house's porch 
pillars may have been altered and windows replaced, but 1420 Taraval survives overwhelmingly intact today. 
The integrity of properties in historically working-class neighborhoods should be considered contextually. If a 
simple change such as replacing windows were to become the threshold for determining loss of integrity, it 
would reinforce a perception that only civic structures and residences of the wealthy elite are worthy of 
recognition and protection. 

Please uphold this appeal and deny this project. San Francisco Heritage is committed to working with the 
property owner and providing technical assistance to sensitively reverse alterations to the building, initiate 
d~signation of the house as a historic resource, secure any available preservation-based financial incentives, 
and explore appropriate ways to add residential units to the property while preserving.the original home. As an 
example, neighboring properties are built to the lot line and Heritage encourages examining the feasibility or 
adding an Accessory Dwelling Unit in the backyard. 

Sincerely, 

Mike Buhler 
President & CEO 
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Statement of Appeal to Board of Supervisors of Conditional Use Authorization 
Planning Case# 2018~011904CUA Building Permit Application 201808086754 
1420 Taraval Street 

STATEMENT OF APPEAL (5 pages) 

a) Set forth the part(s) of the decision the appeal is taken 
from: 
Paragraph 9 (pages 10.-11 ). General Plan Compliance. Housing Element 
Objectives and Polides 

Paragraph 10 (pages 15-16) 
Planning Code Section 101.1 (b) establishes eight priority-planning policies and 
requires review of permits for consistency with said policies. 

Paragraph 8 (pages 7-10) 
iii. Whether the property is a "historical resource" under CEQA 
iv. Whether the removal of the resource will have a substantial adverse effect under 
CEQA 
v. Whether the project converts rental housing to other forms of tenure or occupancy; 
vi. Whether the project removes rental units subject to the Residential Rent Stabilization 
and Arbitration Ordinance or affordable housing; 
ix. Whether the project protects· the relative affordability of existing housing; 

Paragraph 7 (p.S-6) 
A. Compatibility with the neighborhood or community per SF Planning Code 303 

b) Set forth the reasons in support of your appeal 
A Conditional Use refers to a use that is not principally permitted in a particular Zoning· 

· District, according to the CUA application packet. Conditional Uses require a Planning 
· Commission hearing in order to determine if the proposed use is necessary or desirable 
to the neighborhood, whether it may potentially have a negative effect on the 
surrounding neighborhood, and whether the use complies with the San Francisco 

General Plan. Reasons for this appeal are: 
1) Not consistent with the San Francisco General Plan Housing 
Element and SF Planning Code 101.1(b) 

The 1420 Taraval project is not consistent with Objectives 2 and 3 
(see Exhibit A: San Francisco General Plan Housing Element­
Summary of Objectives and Policies attached hereto and incorporated 
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by reference) and several policies of the San. Francisco General Plan 
Ho~sing Element. These include: 

Policy 2.1 Discourage the demolition of sound existing housing 
unless the demolition results in a net increase in affordable housing. 

The 1420 Taraval project would replace naturally-affordable housing 
with market-rate housing and therefore is not consistent with Policy 2.1 .. 

Policy 3.1 Preserve rental units, especially rent controlled units, 
to meet the City's affordable housing needs 

1420 Taraval is subject to the Residential Rent Stabilization and 
Arbitration Ordinance. Three tenants who comprise three separate 
househoids (in that they are not a famiiy unit) have naturaiiy affordabie 
rent. Therefore, the project is not consistent with Policy 3.1 

Policy 3.4 Preserve "naturally affordable" housing types, such 
as smaller and older ownership units. 

1420 Taraval is a "naturally affordable" older housing type·with 
annual property tax of $1 ,869.32 forth.is fiscal year. The economics of 
demolishing existing rental property with a very low tax base and replacing 
it with market-rate housing with a tax base more than twenty times higher 
plus recovery of new construction costs (highest in the world in SF, 

· according to the New York Times) further renders the existing housing type 
"naturally affordable" housing that should be preserved. Therefore, the 

. project is not consistent with Policy 3.4. 

Further, the 1420 Taraval project is not in compliance with the San 
Francisco Planning Code Section 101.1(b) which provides for general 
plan consistency and implementation. including Priority Policies 2 and 3 
(see Exhibit B: SF Planning Code Section 101.1(b) attached hereto 
and incorporated by reference) 

'That existing housing and neighborhood character be conserved and 
protected in order to preserve the cultural and economic diversity of our 
neighborhoods." 
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{(That the City's supply ofaffordable housing be preserved ahd 
enhanced." 

2) Decreases "naturally affordable" housing in the Parkside district 
The existing 3-story structure currently houses at least 3 current tenants 
living cooperatively in a3..,bedroom house and ·paying naturally affQrdable 
rent for 2,176 square feet of space (725 square feet per person). In 
contrast, average rent in San Francisco is $3,688 foran average-sized 
apartment of 74~ square feet, according to RentCafe. 

The proposed project would replace "naturally affordable" housing with 
market-rate housing: Considering that San Francisco has the highest 
housing construction costs in the worid, oniy high-income tenants wouid be 
able to afford living in the proposed new structure. 

It should be noted that it is misleading that the 3-bedroom, 3-story, 2,176 
square foot house has been represented variously as a 2-bedroom and 
even a 1-bedroom house (see p. 10 of decision, bottom of page). 
According to the project plans, the second floor contains 4 good-sized 
rooms. The plans label two of the rooms as bedrooms and the other two 
rooms as family room and sitting room. · 

3) Displaces a minimum of 3 current tenants paying naturally 
· affordable rent. 
These tenants comprise 3 separate naturally-affordable rate households in 
that they arrived at 1420 Taraval at different times and are not part of a . 
family unit. Multiple households living cooperatively and sharing existing 
·structures are some of the most affordable housing available in San 
Francisco. 

4) Destroys a rare historical resource and negatively impacts the look, 
feel and ~haracter of the Parks ide district 
The.1420 Taraval project would·demolish one ofParkside's earliest 
houses, a 1907-1909 craftsman which is the last remaining house in a row 
built by Hugh Keenan who also built the Grateful Dead house at 710 
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Ash bury Street. It was constructed following the 1906 earthquake. 
According to the Preservation Team Review Form attached tothe CEQA 
Categorical Exception Determination (see Exhibit C: Preservation Team 

· Review Form attached hereto and incorporated by reference), 

'The subject property is significant under Criterion 1 as part of the 
. early residential development of Parkside and the later evolution to 
accommodate commercial uses and under Criterion 3 as a rare 
example of early twentieth century residential architecture in the 
Parkside." 

However, the subjective review concludes that the property "does not retain 
integrity due to significant aiterations." 

According to Woody LaBounty, local historian and co-author of the 
Parkside District historic context statement adopted.by the City of San 
Francisco, 11With proper contextual consideration of the materials, design, 

. . 
feeling, location, association and setting, 1420 Taraval easily retains a 
majority of the seven aspects of historic integi-ity. 11 (see attached. E:xhibit . 
D: Letter from local historian Woody LaBounty attached hereto and 
incorporated by reference). LaBounty also states that the only 
modifications are ·minor, utilitarian and "entirely reversible." Further, 
LaBounty states "This proposed project would destroy one of the last, best, 
early buildings on the Parkside District's main street." 

In summary, the 1420 Taraval project is not consistent with the SF General 
Plan Housing Elementand the project is not consistent with the Priority 
Policites of the SF Planning Code section 101.1 (b) including affordable 
housing, existing housing and neighborhood character. Further, the 
Planning Department's preservation team was correct in determining that 
1420 Taraval is significant and a rare example but its subjective 
determination that the structure has lost integrity is not consistent with the 
views of local historians, preservationists and community members. 
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5) Demolition of the existing structure has a negative environmental 
. impact. 
There are significant negative environmental consequences of demolishing 
the existing structure. According to the Chicago Metropolitan Agency for 
Planning (CMAP), demolition and construction now account for 25% of the 
solid waste that ends up in US landfills each year. Also, hauling all of the 
debris to the dump is bad for climate change among many other 
environmental impacts. 

6) Proposed project would cover u·p side windows of occupant 
apartments of small apartment building next door. 
The 1420 Taraval project would cover up the side windows of the small 
apartment building next door at 1414 Taraval Street built in 1936. This will 
substantially impact the quality of life for existing occupants of 1414 Taraval 
Street next door to the project. 

For all of the above reasons, the Sunset-Parkside Education Action 
Committee (SPEAK) respectfully requests that the Board of Supervisors 
exercise its oversight authority for the 1420 Taraval Street demolition and 
project. 
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I. SUMIVlARY OF OBJECTIVES & POLICIES 

ISSUE= 1: 
ADEQUATE SITES 

OBJECTIVE 1 

IDENTIFY AND MAKE AVAILABLE 
FOR DEVELOPMENT ADEQUATE 
SITES TO MEET THE CITY'S HOUS­
.ING NEEDS, ESPECIALLY PERMA­
NENTLY AFFORDABLE HOUSING.· 

POLICYU 

Plan tor the full range of housing needs 
in the City and County of San Francisco, 

· especially affordable housing. 

POLICY 1.2 

Focus housing growth and inirastructure­
necessarJ to support growth according 
to community plans, Complete planning 
underway in key opportunity areas. such 
as Treasure Island, Candlestick Park and 
Hunter's Point Shipyard .. 

POLICY 1.3 

Work proactively to identify and secure 
opportunity sites for permanently 
affordable housing. 

POLICY 1.4 

Ensure community based planning 
processes are used to generate changes 
to land use controls. 

POLICY 1.5 

Consider secondary units in community 
planning processes where there is 
neighborhood support and when other 
neighborhood goals can be achieved, 
especially if that housing is made 
permanently affordable to lower-income 
households. 

POLICY 1.6 

Consider greater flexibility in number arid 
size of units within established building 
envelopes in community based planning 
processes, especially if it can increase the 
number of affordable units in multi-family 
structures. · 

POLICY1.7 

Consider public health objectives when 
designating and promoting housing 
development sites. 

POLICY 1.8 

Promote mixed use development, and 
include housing, particularly permanently 
affordable housing, in new commercial, 

institutional or other single use 
development projects. 

POLICY 1.9 

Require new commercial developments 
and higher .educational institutions to 
meet the housing demand they generate, 
particularly the need fo(affordable housing 
for lower income workers and students. 

POLICY 1.10 

Support hew housing projects, especially 
affordable housing, where households 
can easily rely on.public transportation, 
walking and bicycling for the majority of 
daily trips. 

ISSUE 2: 
CONSERVE AND IMPROVE 
EXISTING STOCK 

OBJECTIVE2 

RETAIN EXISTING HOUSING UNITS, 
AND PROMOTE SAFETY AND MAIN­
TENANCE 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. 

POLICY2.2 

Retain existing housing by controlling the 
merger of residential units, except where a 
merger clearly creatf?S new family housing. 

POLICY2.3 

Prevent the removal or reduction of 
housing for parking. 

POLICY 2.4 

Promote improvements anci continued 
maintenance to existing units to ensure 
long term habitation and safety. 

POLICY2.5 

Encourage and support the seismic 
retrofitting of the existing housing stock. 

POLICY2.6 

Ensure housing supply is not converted 
to de facto commercial use through s hart­
term rentals. 
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OBJECTIVES 

PROTECT THE AFFORDABILITY OF 
THE EXISTING HOUSING STOCK; 
ESPECIALLY RENTAL UNITS. 

POLICY 3.1 

Preserve rental units, especially rent 
controlled units, to meet the City's 
affordable housing needs. 

POLICY3.2 

Promote voluntary housing acquisition and 
rehabilitation to protect affordability for 
existing occupants. 

POLICY 3.3 

Maintain balance in affordabl!!ty of existing 
housing stock by supporting affordable 
moderate ownership opportunities. 

POLICY 3.4 

Preserve "naturally affordable" housing 
types, such as smaller and older 
ownership units. 

POLICY 3·.5 

Retain permanently affordable residential 
hotels and single room occupancy (SRO) 
units. 

ISSUE 3: 
EQUAL HOUSING 
OPPORTUNITIES 

OBJECTIVE4 

FOSTER A HOUSING STOCK THAT 
MEETS THE NEEDS OF ALL RESI­
DENTS ACROSS LIFECYCLES. 

POLICY 4.1 

Develop new housing, and encourage the 
remodeling of existing housing, for families 
with children. 

POUCY 4.2 

Provide a range of housing options for 
residents with special needs for housing 
support and services. 

POLICY 4.3 

Create housing for people .with disabilities 
and aging aduits by including unjversal 
design principles in new and rehabilitated 
housing units. 
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San Francisco Planning Code . 
SEC. 101.1. GENERAL PLAN CONSISTENCY AND IMPLEMENTATION. 

(a) The General Plan shall be an integrated, internally consistent and compatible 
statement of policies for San Francisco. To fulfill this requirement, after extensive public 
participation and hearings, the Planning Commission shall in one action amend the· 
General Plan by January 1, 1988. · 

(b) The following Priority Policies are hereby established. They shall be included in 
the preamble to the General Plan and shall be the basis upon which inconsistencies in the 
General Plan are resolved: 

(1) That existing neighborhood-serving retail uses be preserved and enhanced and 
future opportunities for resident employment in and ownership of such businesses 
enh?Jllced; . · 

(2) That existing housing and neighborhood character be conserved and protected in 
·order to preserve the cultural and economic diversity of our neighborhoods; 

(3) That the City's supply of affqrdable housing be preserved and enhanced; 
( 4) That commuter traffic not impede Muni transit service or overburden our streets 

or neighborhood parking; 
(5) That a diverse economic base be maintained by protecting our industrial and 

service sectors from displacement due to commerci~l office development, and that future 
opportunities for resident employment and ownership in these sectors be enhanced; 

( 6) That the City achieve the greatest possible preparedness to protect against injury 
and loss of life in an earthquake; 

(7) That landmarks and historic buildings be preserved; and, 
.(8) That our park;s and open space and their access to sunlight and vistas be 

protected from development. 
(c) The City may not adopt any zoning ordinance or development agreement 

authorized pursuant to Government Code Section 65865 after November 4, 1986, unless 
prior to that adoption it has specifically found that the ordinance or development 
agreement is consistent with the Priority Policies established above. 

(d) The City may not adopt any zoning ordinance or development agreement 
authorized pursuant to Government Code Section 65865 after January 1, 1988, unless 
prior to that adoption it has specifically found that the ordinance or development 
agreement is consistent with the General Plan. · 

(e) Prior to issuing a permit for any project or adopting any legislation which requires 
an initi;u study under the California Eovironrnental Quality Act, and prior to issuing a 
permit for any demolition, conversion or chai:lge of use, and prior to taking any action 

· which requires a finding of consistency with the General Plan, the City shall fmd that the 
proposed project or legislation is consistent with the Priority Policies established above. 
For any such permit issued or legislation adopted ~fter January 1, 1988 the City shall also 
find that the project is consistent with the General Plan. · 
(Added by Propo~itionM, 11/4/86; amended by Ord. 188-15, Flle No. 150871, App. 
11/4/2015, Eff. 12/4/2015) . 
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SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

·PRESERVATION TEAM REVIEW FORM 
. . 

Preservation Tearri Meeting Date: Date of Form Completion 6/6/2019 

.. 

PROJECT INFORMATION: . 

Planner: .·Address: 

Stephanie Cisneros/Melanie Bishop 1420 Taraval Street 

' ... 
Block/Lot; Cross Streets: ' . 

2353/010 Taraval & 24th 
. 

CEQA Cqtegory: Art.10/11: BPA/Case No.: 

B N/A 2018-011904ENV 

PURpOSE Of REV!E\"1: P~OJECT DESCR~PT!Qf\J: 

G;CEQA I· G Article 1 0/11 I C Preliminary/PIC C Alteration I G:· Demo/New Construction 

/DATE OF PLANS UNDE(l REVIEW:., N/A 

PROJECT ISSUES: 

IZl Is the subject Property an eligible historic resource? 

D If so, are the proposed changes a significant impact? 

Additional Notes: 

Submitted: Historic Resource Evaluation Part 1 prepared by Tim Kelley Consulting/ LLC · 
(November 2017). 

PRE.SERVATION TEAM REVIEW: 

1 ··Category: . ., ' l CA I CB l (!'.C 

Individual Historic District/Context 

Property is individually eligible for inclusion in a Property is in an eligible California Register 
California Register under one or more of the Historic District/Context under one or more of 
following Criteria: the following Criteria: 

Criterion 1 -Event: CYes ~No Criterion 1 -Event: ('Yes (O·No 

Criterion 2 -Persons: CYes CO:. No Criterion 2 -Persons: C Yes (e.:. No 

Criterion 3 -Architecture: · (:Yes C8:'No Criterion 3- Architecture: C Yes C8:' No 

Criterion 4 -Info. Potential: CYes ~No Criterion 4 -Info. Potential: CYes ~No 

Period of Significance: 1 . I Period of Significance: 1 I 
f6%tributor. (' Non-Contributor 

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

Reception: 
415.558.6378 

Fax: 
415.558.6409 

Planning 
Information: · 
415.558.6377 

Exhibit C 
1 of3 



.. · Complies with the Secretary's Stand.ards/Art 10/ Art 11: C Yes CNo Gi: N/A 

CEQA Materiallmpairmeht tb the individual historicresource: . .. . . . .... · ........ · : ...... ·: ·" .... ....· .. : .:• .. ··· :;·. 
CYes (';No 

CEQA Material'lmpairrn~ntto the llistbHe: district:. 
•' • ·•' • '• '·, ' ," • • •: • •• r"l • •• _",• 

CYes ()No 

CYes ()No .. Requir~s Desi~n Revisions: .. •· 
·_c ••• ' 

) :·>'I. 

CYes C;No 

PRESEFNATIONTEAM.COMMENTS: .. > " .. ... . .. ..·· .... · .. ·.. · .. , · 
...... 

According to the Historic Resource Evaluation Part 1 prepared by Tim Kelley Consulting, 
LLC (November 2017) and information found in the Planning Department files, the s·ubject 
property at 1420 Taraval Street contains a three-story over raised basement, single-family 
residence. According to the original construction permiti the building was constructed in 
1909 by Hugh Keenan, who worked as a builder with architect Robert Dickie Cranston to 
construct homes primarily in the Haight Ash bury neighborhood during the 1890's. Notable 
examples of their work include 710 Ash bury and459 Ashbu~y. The partnership lasted 
L....:~f'·· ... : ... h r/~~~-~ L...-~n~h:~g ...: .. t ~s +h~ r~r~ ~-~~r:~'"or ~l= ~ ro'"'S'""''"''";on rO""'P""'"'" IJIIely1 VVIlf 1'-eeiiQIIIJIQII...Iffff UU Q lfiC:::>UIC:jJIUjJIC:l VIOL llliULU IL Ill UIIJt 

working primarily in the Parkside. Though it is not known exactly. when the partnership 
between Cranston and Keenan dissolved, Hugh Keenan Construction.Company appears in. · 
newspaper articles and city directories after 1900. Extensive alterations have been made to· 
the subject property including the front addition of commercial space (l946), window 
replacement, reconstruction of front steps, and remodel of front porch. It is likely the latter 
changes were completed without a permit, as no permit records have been found to 
confirm the date of these alterations. · 

The subject property is not located adjacent to any known historic resources (Category A 
properties) or within the boundaries of any identified historic district The subject property 
is located within the Parkside neighborhood on a block that includes residences 
constructed between 1909-1968. The initial residential development of Parkside occurred 
between 26th & Ulloa and 32nd & Vicente in the form of "Parkside Cottages"; typically one­
story six-room structures with a variety of facade styles available (Source: San Francisco's 
·Historic Parkside District:1905-1957 Context Statement). The subject property was 
constructed shortly after this initial wave of development and reflects the early 

.. development of Parkside and the subject block ofTaraval, which was primarily residential.. 
A historical photo from 1914 included in the Historic Resource Evaluation Part I shows 

the block originally contained six properties built by Keenan that were similar in massing 
and style to 1420 Taraval. The subject building and 1409 Taraval are the only two 
properties remaining. Hugh Keenan was on the board of directors of the Parkside Realty 
Company (Source: San Francisco Chronicle, 1905), and his construction company was 
responsible for the construction of several streets and block grading in Parkside. In an 
effort to develop the area and attract residents, the Parkside Realty Company·also formed a 
sister agency, the Parkside Transit Company, a private corporation that assisted in 
bringing public transit to the area and therefore, more prospective residents. 
(continued) 

Signature of a Senior Prese!VatioQ Planner I Preservation Coordinator: .. Date: 
·-

Allison K Vanderslice Digitally signed by Allison K. Vanderslice 
• Date: 2019.06.07 11:08:07 -07'00' · 
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The subject block was primarily residential and largely undeveloped aside from the six properties 

constructed by Keenan until approximately 1938. The 1938 Harrison Ryker aerial photographof the 

subject block shows an increase in development with several larger scale properties constructed around 

the subject building. The 1950 Sanborn Map shows the property as it exists currently with the front 

commercial addition. Based on this historic documentation, it is likely the property added a commercial 

storefront to their existing property in order to accommodate ne\111 commercial development brought to 

the area by increased transit. Many properties like this exist along Taravall:iut .have not been in use 

commercially in recent years. The property at 1420 Taraval tells the story of two separate waves of 

development in the Parks ide along Taraval: the first initial wave of residential development occurring in 

the early 1900's and later, the development ofthe block commercially in the late 1930's and 1940's. 

Hugh Keenan Construction Company was integral in the development of Parks ide as a neighborhood. 

The subject property is significant u·nder Criterion 1 as part of the early residential development of 

Parkside and the later evolution to accommodate commercial uses and under Criterion 3 as a rare 

example of early twentieth century residential architecture in the Parks ide. However, the subject 

property does not retain integrity due to significant alterations over time including alterations to the 

commercial spac·e which is no longer in use. The subject building is not eligible for !isthig in the California 
Register under any criteria as part of a historic district. The property.at 1409 Taraval is a more intact 

representative example of single-family residential architecture from the early period of development in 

Parkside and is significant under Criterion 1 as part of the early residential development of Parkside and 

Criterion 3 as a rare example of early twentieth century residential architecture in the Parks ide. 
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February 24, 2020 

Board of Supervisors 

1 Carlton B. Goodlett Place 

San Francisco, CA 94102 

Re: Appeal of 2018-0l1904PRG (1420 Taraval Street) 

Supervisors: 

I am the founder of Western Neighborhoods Project, a twenty-year-old nonprofit dedicated to the 

history of the city's west side, a co-author of the city-adopted Parkside District historic context 

statement, and a native San Franciscan who has spent years working and residing in the Parkside. 

I have great respect for Planning's preservation staff, and since last summer have tried to work with 

them in recognizing the importance of the house at 1420 Taraval Street to the neighborhood's history, 

character, and early development. To staff's credit, they disagreed with the opinion of the.consultant 

hired, by .the project' sponsor and acknowledged that 1420 Taraval was a potential historic resource, 

specifically, "an early and rare example of an early 20th century resid.ence in the neighborhood." 

Unfortunately, staff then decided that the building had lost integrity and was therefore not a resource. 

This is one of a handful of the earliest house in the Parks ide, with a distinctive Arts and Crafts style, in a 

highly visible part of the district at 24th· and Taraval Streets. 1420 Taraval represents the first 

architectural style of this neighborhood before it was overrun by st1.1cco Mediterranean styles in the 

1920s and is the sole survivor of a row constructed by builder Hugh C. Keenan, a director of the firm 

responsible for the district's creation, the Parks ide Realty Company. 

The guidelines for analyzing a property's integrity are detailed, consisting of seven official criteria, but in 
the end, determination on whether integrity is lost is a fairly subjective decision. One criteria, for 
example,· is "feeling." I contend that the historic nature of the building is evident at a glance, and 
certainly retains integrity to convey its significance.- Planning staff cited loss of the original porch railings 
and posts and the replacement of the windows as the primary· reasons for determining a loss of 

. integrity. These are fairly minor and utilitarian issues with a 110-year-old building subject to the ocean 
breezes and fog of the Parkside, and entirely reversible alterations. 1420 Taraval still has its gable trim, 
knee braces, rafter tails, entry porch, and possibly its original shingle cladding. With proper contextual 
consideration of the materials, design, feeling, location, association, and setting, 1420 Taraval easily 
retains a majority of the seven aspects of historic integrity. Please take a close look at the existing 
fC1(;ade. · 

Members of the Planning Commission, rightly con.cerned about San Francisco's affordability crisis, have. 

expressed a desire for the three units and commercial storefront this project proposes in replacement. 

But two additional market rate units will not change the dynamics of the real estate and rental market, 

and will not be in the financial reach. of our teachers, fixed-income seniors, struggling families, or 

unhoused population. And there are many, many unrented commercial storefronts already on Tpraval 

Street. This is not a neighborhood that needs another empty one. 

Of the more than 400 properties on Taraval Street from 17th Avenue to Ocean Beach there are only 

three known that predate World War I and only two of them have not been radically modified. This 
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proposed project would destroy one of the last, best, early buildings on the Parkside District's main 

street. Taraval is rich with potential sites to increase density, but this isn't one of them. 

San Francisco is a city known for distinctive neighborhoods. The Parkside's development and character 

was and is different than the rest of the gre.ater Sunset District, bl!t each time we lose one of these early 

buildings, the Parkside gets closer to a form of anonymity. When these handsome early homes are gone 

they're gone forever. 

Despite the project architect Claiming at the last hearing that there had been "not one objection" to the 

demolition of this historic house, a number of neighbors have worked with staff to try and stop its 

destruction since last July. As a last resort, we ask you to step in and save this building for the Parkside. 

vr~ 
Woody LaBounty · · . 

1420 Taraval Street, taken on January 1, 2020. 
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n r: 

1420 Taraval Street, taken on January 1, 2020 (above), and in 1923 (far right in photo below). 
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From: 
Sent: 

To: 

Cc: 

Subject: 

Good afternoon, 

BOS Legislation, (BOS) 
Friday, March 13, 2020 3:51 PM 

aeboken@gmail.com; speaksanfrancisco@yahoo.com; pmandel@mgremediation.com; 

biHpash@gmail.com; Justin A. Zucker 

Storrs, Bruce (DPW); Tse, Bernie (DPW); Rivera, Javier (DPW); Duran, Vanessa (DPW); Wong, Jason 

(DPW); PEARSON, ANNE (CAD; STACY, KATE (CAD; JENSEN, KRISTEN (CAD;' Gibson, Lisa (CPC); Jain, 
Devyani (CPC); Varat, Adam (CPC); Rodgers; AnMarie (CPC); Navarrete, Joy (CPC); Lynch, Laura (CPC); 
Teague, Corey (CPC); Sanchez, Scott (CPC); Sider, Da·n (CPC); Starr; Aaron (CPC); lonin, Jonas (CPC); 

Ajello Hoagland, Linda (CPC); Rosenberg, Julie(BOA); Sullivan, Katy (BOA); Longaway, Alec (BOA); 
BOS-Supervisors; BOS-Legislative Aides; Calvillo, Angela (BOS); Somera, Alisa (BOS); er@sonic.net; 

Andrew Junius; Jennica Dandan; BOS Legislation, (BOS) 
·HEARING NOriCE: Appeal of Conditional Use Authorization- 1420 Taraval Street- Appeal Hearing 

on March 24, 2020 

The Office· of the Clerk of the Board has scheduled a hearing for Special Order before the Board of Supervisors on March 

24, 2020, at 3:00p.m., to hear an appeal of a Conditional Use Authorization, for the proposed 1420 Taraval Street 

project. 

Please find the following link to the hearing notice for the matter: 

Public Hearing Notice- March 13, 2020 

I invite you to review the entire matter on our Legislative Research Center by following the link below: 

Board of Supervisors File No. 200261 

Best regards, 

Jocelyn Wong 
San Francisco Board of Supervisors 

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room244 

. San Francisco, CA 94102 · 

T: 415.554.7702 I F: 415.554.5163 

jocelvn.wong@sfgov.org I www.sfbos.org 

~· 

d/.l't) Click here to complete a Board of Supervisors Customer Service Satisfaction form 

The Legislative Research Center provides 24-hour access to Board of. Supervisors legislation, and archived.matters since August 1998. 

Disclosures: Personal information that is provided in communications to the Board of Supervisors is subject to disclosure under the California· Public Records Act and 
the San Francisco Sunshine Ordinance. Personal information provided will not be redacted. Members of the public are not required to provide personal identifying 
information when they communicate with the Board of Supervisors and its committees. All written or oral communications that members of the public submit to the· 
Clerk's Office regarding pending legislation or hearings will be made available to all members of the public for inspection and copying. The Clerk's Office does not 
redact any information from these submissions. This means that personal information-including names, phone numbers, addresses and similar information that a . 
member of the public elects to submit to the Board and its committees-may appear on the Board of Supervisors' website or in other public documents that members 
of the public may inspect or copy. · 
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BOARD of SUPERVISORS 

City Hall 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244' 

San Francisco 94102-4689 
Tel. No. 554-5184 
Fax No. 554-5163 

TD:D/TTY No. 554-5227 

NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING 

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS OF THE CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN THAT the Board of Supervisors of the City and 
County of San Francisco will hold a public hearing to consider the following appeal and 
said public hearing will be held as follows, at which time all interested parties may 
atten'd and be heard: 

Date: Tuesday, March 24, 2020 

Time: 3:00 p.m. 

·Location: Legislative Chamber, City Hall, Room 250 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett, Place, San Francisco, CA 94102 

Subject: · File No. 200261. Hearing of persons interested in or objecting to the 
certification of Conditional Use Authorization pursuant to Planning 
Code, Sections 303 and 317, for a proposed project at 1420 Taraval 
Street, Assessor's Parcel Block No. 2353, Lot No. 010, identified in 
Planning Case No. 2018-011904CUA, issued by the Planning 
Commission by Motion No. 20643, dated January 30, 2020, to 
demolish a 2,176 square foot, three-store single-family residence, and · 
construct a new approximately 6,219 square foot, four-story, 45-foot 
tall, mixed-use building with three dwelling units and approximately 
1 ,73.1 square feet of ground floor commercial within the Taraval Street 
Neighborhood Commercial (NCO) Zoning District and a 65-A Height 
and Bulk District. (District 4) (Appellant: Eileen Boken, on behalf of the 
Sunset-Parkside Education and Action Committee) (Filed March 2, 
2020) 

DATED/MAl LED/POSTED: March 13, 2020 
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Hearing Notice - Condition·al Use Authorization Appeal 
1420 Taraval Street 
Hearing Date: March 24, 2020 
Page 2 

In accordance with Administrative Code, Section 67.7-1, persons who are unable 
to attend the hearing on this matter may submit written comments to the City prior to the 
time the hearing begins. These comments will be made part of the official public record 
in this matter, and shall be brought to the attention of the Board of Supervisors. Written 
comments should be addressed to Angela Calvillo, Clerk ofthe Board, City Hall, 1 Dr. 
Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244, San Francisco, CA, 94102. Information relating to 
this matter can be found in the Legislative Research Center at . 
sfgov.legistar.com/legislation. Meeting agenda information relating to this matter will be 
available for public review on Friday, March 20, 2020. 
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BOARD of SUPERVISORS 

PROOF OF MAILING 

Legislative File No. 200261 

City Hall 
. 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 

San Francisco 94102-4689 
Tel. No. 554-5184 
Fax No. 554-5163 

. TDD/TTY No. 554-5227 

Description of Items: Hearing- Appeal of Conditional Use Authorization- 1420 Taraval 
Street - 176 Notices Mailed 

I, Jocelyn Wong , an employee of the City and 
County of San Francisco, mailed the above described document(s) by depositing the 
sealed items \Nith the United States Postal Sentice (USPS) v.:ith the postage fully 
prepaid as follows: 

Date: March 13, 2020 

Time: 3:45 ~ 

USPS Location: Repro Pick-up Box in the Clerk of the Board's Office (Rm 244) 

Mailbox/Mailslot Pick-Up Times (if applicable): _N_/_A_·-------'----------"-

Signature: --~-1!~·~----------------------

Instructions: Upon completion, original m·ust be filed in the above referenced file. 
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lew, lisa (BOS) 

;om: BOS Legislation, (BOS) 
Sent: 

.To: 
Wednesday, March 11, 2020 8:26AM 
Ko, Yvonne (CPC) 

Cc: 80S-Operations; BOS Legislation, (BOS) 
Subject: APPEAL CHECK PICKUP: Appeal of Conditional Use Authorization- 1420 Taraval Street- . 

Appeal Hearing on March 24, 2020 

Categories: 200261 

Good morning, 

A check for the appeal filing fee for the Conditional Use Authorization appeal of the proposed project at 1420 Taraval 
Street is ready to be picked up here in the Clerk's Office, weekdays from 8:00a.m. through 5:00p.m. A fee waiver was 
not filed for this appeal. 

Best rcg@rds, 
Jocelyn Wong 
San Francisco Board of Supervisors 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
T: 415.554.7702 I F: 415.554.5163 
;ocelyn.wong@sfgov.org I www.sfbos.org 

From: BOS Legislation, (BOS) <bos.legislation@sfgov.org> 
·Sent:. Tuesday, March 10, 2020 4:57 PM 
To: aeboken@gmail.com; speaksanfrancisco@yahoo.com; pmandel@mgremediation.com; billpash@gmail.com 
Cc: Storrs, Bruce (DPW) <Bruce.Storrs@sfdpw.org>; Tse, Bernie (DPW) <bernie.tse@sfdpw.org>; Rivera, Javier (DPW) 
<Javier.Rivera@sfdpw.org>; Duran, Vanessa (DPW).<vanessa.duran@sfdpw.org>; Wong, Jason (DPW) 
<jason.c.wong1@sfdpw.org>; PEARSON, ANNE (CAT) <Anne.Pearson@sfcityatty.org>; STACY, KATE (CAT) 
<Kate.Stacy@sfcityatty.org>; JENSEN, KRISTEN (CAT) <Kristen.Jensen@sfcityatty.org>; Gibson, Lisa (CPC) 
<lisa.gibson@sfgov.org>; Jain, Devyani (CPC) <devyani.jain@sfgov.org>; Varat, Adam (CPC) <adam.var'at@sfgov.org>; 
Rodgers, An Marie (CPC) <anmarie.rodgers@sfgov.org>; Navarrete, Joy (CPC) <joy.navarrete@sfgov.org>; Lynch, Laura 
(CPC) <laura.lynch@sfgov.org>; Teague, Corey (CPC) <corey.teague@sfgov.org>; Sanchez, Scott (CPC) 
<scott.sanchez@sfgov.org>; Sider, Dan (CPC) <dan.sider@sfgov.org>; Starr, Aaron (CPC) <aaron.starr@sfgov.org>; lonin, 
Jonas (CPC) <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>; Ajello Hoagland, Linda (CPC) <linda.ajellohoaglimd@sfgov.org>; Rosenberg, Julie 
(BOA) <julie.rosenberg@sfgov.org>; Sullivan, Katy (BOA) <katy.sullivan@sfgov.org>; Longaway, Alec (BOA) 
<alec.longaway@sfgov.org>; BOS~Supervisors <bos-supervisors@sfgov.org>; 80S-Legislative Aides <bos­
legislative_aides@sfgov.org>; Calvillo, Angela (BOS) <angela.calvillo@sfgov.org>; Somera, Alisa (BOS) 
<alisa.somera@sfgov.org>; 80S Legislation, (BOS) <bos.legislation@sfgov:org>; er@sonic.net 
Subject: Appeal of Conditional Use Authorization- 1420 Taraval Street- Appeal Hearing on March 24, 2020 

Good afternoon, 

The Office of the Clerk of the Board has scheduled a hearing forSpecial Order before the Board of Supervisors on March 
24, 2.020, at 3:00p.m. Please find linked below a letter of appeal filed regarding the proposed project at 1420 Taraval 
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Street, as well as direct lin'ks to the City Surveyor's determination of the sufficiency of the filing signa.tures for the 
appeal, and an informational letter from the Clerk of the Board. 

Conditional Use Authorization Appeal Letter- March 2, 2020 

Public Works Memo- March 6, 2020 

Clerk of the Board Letter- March 10, 2020 

I invite you to review the entire matter on our Legislative Research Center by following the link below: 

Board of Supervisors File No. 200261 

Please note that the hearing date is swiftly approaching. Our office must notice this appeal hearing .. on Friday, 
March 13, 2020. If you have any special recipients for the hearing notice, kindly provide the list of addresses for 
interested parties in spreadsheet format to us by 12:00pm, Thursday, March 12, 2020. 

Regards, 

· Brent Jalipa 
Board of Supervisors- Clerk's ·office 
i Dr. Cariton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
{415) 554-7712 I Fax: {415) 554-5163 
brent.jal~pa@sfgov.org I www.sfbos.org 

• dlf.O Click here to complete a Board of Supervisors Customer Service Satisfaction form 

Disclosures: Personal information that is provided in communications to the Board of Supervisors is subject to disclosure under the California Public 
Records Act and the San Francisco Sunshine Ordinance. Personal information provided will not be redacted. Members of the public are not required 
to provide personal idetJtifying information when they communicate with the Board of Supervisors and its committees. All written or oral 
communications that members of the public submit to the Clerk's Office regarding pending legislation or hearings will be made available to all 
members of the public for inspection and copying. The Clerk's Office does not redact any information from these submissions. This means that 
personal information-including names, phone numbers, addresses and similar information that a member of the public elects to submit to the 
Board and its committees-may appear on the Board of Supervisors' website. or in otherpublic documents that members of the public may inspect 
or copy. 
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BOARD of SUPERVISORS 

· March 11, 2020 

File Nos. 200261-200264 
Planning Case No. 2018-011904CUA 

City Hall 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 

San Francisco 94102-4689 
Tel. No. 554-5184 
Fax No. 554-5163 

TDD'lTTY No. 554-5227 

Received from the Board of Supervisors Clerk's Office one check 
payment in the amount of Six Hundred Forty Dollars ($640), 
representing the filing fee paid by Fi!een Roken for the appeal of 
the Conditional Use Authorization for the proposed 1420 Taraval 
Street Project. 

Planning Department· 
By: 

Print N e 
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lew, lisa (BOS) 

From: 
·Sent: 
To: 

Cc: 

Subject: 

Categories: 

Good afternoon, 

BOS Legislation, (BOS) 
Tuesday, Mar'ch 10, 2020 4:57 PM 
aeboken@gmail.com; speaksanfrancisco@yahoo.com; pmandel@mgremediation.com;. 
billpash@gmail.com 
Storrs, Bruce (DPW); Tse, Bernie (DPW); Rivera, Javier (DPW); Duran, Vanessa (DPW); 
Wong, Jason. (DPW); PEARSON, ANNE (CAn; STACY, KATE (CAn; JENSEN, KRISTEN 
(CAn; Gibson, Lisa (CPC); Jain, Devyani (CPC); Varat, Adam (CPC); Rodgers, AnMarie 
(CPC); Navarrete, Joy (CPC); Lynch, Laura (CPC); Teague, Corey (CPC); Sanchez, Scott 
(CPC); Sider, Dan (CPC); Starr, Aaron (CPC); lonin, Jonas (CPC); Ajello Hoagland, Linda 
(CPC); Rosenberg, Julie (BOA); Sulliva)l, Katy (BOA); Longaway, Alec (BOA); 80S­
Supervisors; 80S-Legislative Aides; Calvillo! Angela (BOS); Somera, Alisa (BOS); BOS 
Legislation, (BOS); er@sonic.net 

. Appeal of Conditional Use Authorization - 1420 Taraval Street- Appeal Hearing on 
March 24, 2020 

200261 

The Office of the Clerk of the Board has scheduled a hearing for Special Order before the Board of Supervisors on March 
24, 2020, at 3:00p.m. Please find linked below a letter of appeal filed regarding the proposed project at 1420 Taraval 
Street, as well as direct links to the City Surveyor's determination of the sufficiency of the filing signatures for the 
appeal, and an informational letter from the Clerk of the Board. 

Conditional Use Authorization Appeal Letter- March 2, 2020 

Public Works Memo- March 6, 2020 

Clerk ofthe Board Letter- March 10, 2020 

I invite you to review the entire matter on our Legislative Research Center by following the link below: 

Board of Supervisors File No. 200261 . 

Please note that the hearing date is swiftly approaching. Our office mt.,ist notice this appeal hearing dn Friday, 

March 13, 2020. If you have any special recipients for the hearing notice, kindly provide the list of addresses for. 

interested parties in sprea<:]sheet format to us by 12:00pm, Thursday, March 12, 2020. 

Regards, 

Brent Jalipa 
Board of Supervisors - Clerk's Office 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
{415) 554-7712 I Fax: {415) 554-5163 
brent.jalipa@sfgov.org I www.sfbos.org 

@ 
if!PtJ Click here to complete a Board of Supervisors Customer Service Satisfaction form 
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Disclosures: Personal information that is provided in communications to the Board of Supervisors is subject to disclosure under the California Public 
Records Act and the San Francisco Sunshine Ordinance. Personal information provided will not be redacted. Members of the public are not required 
to provide personal identifying information when they communicate With the Board of Supervisors and its committees. All written or oral 

mmunications that members of the public submit to the Clerk's Office regarding pending legislation or hearings wi/1 be made available to a/1 
.. ,embers of the public for inspection and copying. The Clerk's Office does not redact any information from these submissions. This means that 
personal information-including names, phone numbers, addresses and similar information that a member of the public elects to submit to the 
Board and its committees-may appear on the Board of Supervisors' website or in other public documents that members of the public may inspect 
or copy. 
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BOARD of SUPERVISORS 

March 10, 2020 

Eileen Bokeri 

City Hall 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 

San Francisco, CA 94102~4()89 
Tel. No: 554-5184 
Fax No. 554-5163 

TDD/TTY No. 554.:5227 

Sunset-Parkside Education and Action Committee 
1329 Seventh Avenue 
San Francisco, CA 94122. 

Subject: File No. 200261 ~Appeal of Conditional Use Authorization ~ Proposed 
Project at 1420 Taraval Street 

· Dear Ms. Boken, 

The appeal filing period for the Conditional Use approval for the proposed project at 
1420 Taraval Street closed on March 2, 2020. 

·The. City and County Surveyor has informed the Board of Sup.ervisors in a letter received 
March 9, 2020, (copy attached), that the signatures represented with your appeal filing on 
March 2, 2020, have been checked pursuant to the Planning Code, ·and represent owners 
of more than 20% of the property involved and are sufficient for an appeal. 

Purs!lant to Planning Code, Section 308.1, a hearing date has been scheduled for 
March 24, 2020, at 3:00 p.m., at the Board of Supervisors meeting to be held in City Hall, 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Legislative Chamber,· Room 250, San Francisco, CA 
94.102. . . . . 

· Please provide to the_Clerk's Office by noon: 

12 days prior to the hearing: 

11 days prior to the hearing: 

names and addresses of interested parties to be 
notified of the hearing, in spreadsheet format; and . 

any documentation which you may want available to 
the Board members. prior to the hearing. 

For the above, the Clerk's office requests one. electronic file (sent to . 
bos.legis!ation@sfgov.org) and two copies of the documentation for distribution. 

Continues on Next Page 
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1420 Taraval Street 
. Conditional Use Appeal 
Hearing Date: March 24, 2020 
Page2 

NOTE: If electronic versions of the documentation are not available, please submit 18 
hard copies of the materials to the Clerk's Office for distribution. If you are unable to make 
the deadlines prescribed above, it is your responsibility to ensure that all parties receive 
copies of the materials. 

If you have any questions, please feel free to contact Legislative Clerks, Brent Jalipa, at 
(415) 554-7712, Usa Lew, at (415) 554-7718; or Jocelyn Wong, at (415) 554-7702. 

Very truly yours, 

c: Bruce Storrs, Public Works 
Bernie Tse, Public Works . 
Javier Rivera, Public Works 
Vanessa Duran·, Public Works 
Jason Wong, Public Works 
Anne Pearson, Deputy City' Attorney 
Kate Stacy, Deputy City Attorney 
Kristen Jensen, Deputy City Attorney 
Lisa Gibson, Planning Department 
Devyani Jain, Planning Department 
Adam Varat, Planning Department 
AnMarie Rodgers, Planning Department 
Joy Navarette, Planning Department ·· 
Laura Lynch, Planning Department 
Corey Teague, Planning.Department 
Scott Sanchez, Planning Department 
Dan Sider, Planning Department 
Aaron Starr, Planning Department 
Jonas lonin, Planning Commission 
Linda Ajello-Hoagland, Planning Department 
Julie Rosenberg, Board of Appeals 
Katy Sullivan, Board of Appeals 
Alec Longaway, Board of Appeals 
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London N. Breed 
Mayor 

Mohammed Nuru 
Director 

B~uce R. Storrs P.L.S. 
City and County Surveyor 

Bureau of Street Use & Mapping 
1155 Market St., 3rd .floor 
San Francisco, CA 94103 
tel (415) 554-5827 
Subdivision.Mapping@sfdpw.org 

sfpublicworl1s.org 
facebook.com/sfpublicworks 
twitter.com/sfpublicworks 

March 06, 2020 

Ms. Angela Calvillo 

Clerk of the Board 

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 

City f:lall- Room 244 

San Francisco, CA 94102 

RE: Planning Case. No. 2018-011904CUA 

1420 Taraval Street- Conditional Use Authorization Appeal 

APN 2353 LOT 010 

Dear Ms. Calvillo: 

This letter is in response to yourMarch2, 2020 request for our Department to 

check the sufficiency of the signatures with respect to the above referenced 

· appeal. Please be advised that per our calculations the appellants' signatures 

represent :26.73% of area, which is greater than 20% of the area involved and 

therefore is enough for an app~al. 

Sincerely, 

LQ) 
Bruce R. Storrs,GP.L.S. 

City & County Surveyor 
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Lew, Lisa (BOS) 

t=rom: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Attachments: 

Categories: 

Good morning Mr. Storrs, 

BOS Legislation, (BOS) 
Tuesday, March 3, 2020 9:26AM 
Storrs, Bruce (DPW) 
Appeal of Conditional. Use Authorization- Proposed Project at 1420 Taraval Street­
Verification of Signatures 
COB Ltr 030320.pdf; Appeal Ltr 030220:pdf 

200261 

The Office of the Clerk of the Board is in receipt of an appeal· of the Conditional Use Authorization for the proposed 
project at 1420 Taraval Street. The appeal was filed by Eileen Boken, on behalf of the Sunset-Parkside Educat_io~ and 
Action Committee, on March 2, 2020. · 

.Please find attached the appe~:d filing packet, and a letter requesting vPrification of signatures submitted with the appeal 
filing, starting on page 3 of the Appeal Ltr.pdf. 

Kindly review for verification of signatures. Thank you. 

Regards, 
~rent Jalipa 

Legislative Clerk 

Board of Supervisors- Clerk's Office 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
(415) 554-7712 I Fax: (415) 554-5163· 
brent.jalipa@sfgov.org I www.sfbos.org 



BOARD of SUPERVISORS 

March 3, 2020 

Bruce R. Storrs 
City and County Surveyor, Public Works· 
1155 Market Street, 3rd Floor 
San Francisco, CA 941 03 

Planning Case No. 2018-011904CUA 

City Hall. 
lDr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 

San Francisco, CA 94102-4689 
TeL No. 554-5184 
Fax No. 554-5163 

TDD/TTY No. 554-5227 

. 1420 Taraval Street" Conditional Use Authorization Appeal 

Dear Mr. Storrs: 

The Office of the Clerk of the Board is in receipt of an appeal filed by Eileen Boken, on behalf of 
Sunset Parkside Education and Action Committee, from the decision of the Planning Commission on 
January 30, 2020, relating to the approval of a Conditional Use Authorization (Case No. 2018-
011904CUA) to demolish a 2; 176 square foot, three-story single-family residence, and construct a 
new, approximately 6,2019 square foot, four-story, 45-foot tall, mixed-use building with three dwelling 
units and approximately 1, 731 square feet of ground-floor com.mercial (NCO) Zoning District and a 65-
A Height and Bulk District, and adopting findings under the California Environmental Quality Act for a 
proposed project located at: 

. . 

1420 Taraval Street, Assessor's Parcel Block No. 2353, Lot No. 010 

By copy of this letter, the City and County Surveyor is requested to determine the sufficiency of the 
· signatures in regard to the percentage of the area represented by the appellant. Please submit 
your determination no laterthan 5:00 p.m. on March 6, 2020. · . 

Sincerely, · 

~ Q .~"~ 
Angela Calvillo 
Clerk of the Board 
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Conditional Use Appeal 
Determination of Sufficiency of Signatures 
1420 Taraval Street 

c: Bruce Storrs, Public Works 
Bernie Tse, Public Works 
Javier Rivera, Public Works 
Vanessa Duran, Public Works 
Jason Wong, Public Works 
Anne Pearson, Deputy City Attorney 
Kate Stacy, Deputy City Attorney 

· Kristen Jensen, Deputy City Attorney 
Lisa Gibson, Planning Department 
Devyani Jain, Planning Department 
Adam Varat, Planning Department 
Joy Navarette, Planning Department 
Laura Lynch, Planning Department 

·Corey Teague, Planning Department 
Scott Sanchez, Planning Department 
Dan Sider, Planning Department 
Aaron Starr, Planning Department 
Jonas lonin, Planning Commission 
Linda Ajello-Hoagland, Planning Department 
Julie Rosenberg, Board of Appeals 
Katy Sullivan, Board of Appeals 
Alec Longaway, Board of Appeals 
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Print Form 

Introduction Form 
By a Member of the Board of Supervisors or Mayor 

Timestamp 

I hereby submit the following item for introduction (select qnly one): or meeting date 

0 1. For reference to Committee. (An Ordinance, Resolution, Motion or Charter ~endment). 

0 2. Request for next printed agenda Without Reference to Committee. 

[{] 3. Request for hearing on a subject matter at Committee. 
r-----------~----------------------~ 

0 4. Request for letter beginning :"Supervisor inquiries" 
L-----------------------------------~ 

0 S. City Attorney Request. 

0 6. Call File No. from Committee. 

0 7: Budget Analyst request (attached written motion). 

D 
0 9. Reactivate File No. 

L_------------~------~ . . 

D 10. Topic submitted for Mayoral Appearance before the BOSon 

Please check the appropriate boxes. The proposed legislation should be forwarded to the following: 

0 Small Business Commission D Youth Commission D Ethics Commission 

D Planning Commission 0Building Inspection Commission· 

Note: For the Imperative Agenda (a resolution not on the printed agenda), use the Imperative Form.· 

Sponsor(s): 

I clerk of the Board 

Subject: 

Hearing- Appeal of Conditional Use Authorization- 1420 Taraval Street 

The text is listed: 

Hearing of persons interested in or objecting to the certification o(Conditional Use Authorization purs~ant to 
Planning Code, Sectimis 303 and 317, for a proposed project at 1420 Taraval Street, Assessor's Pared Block No. 
2353, Lot No. 010, Identified in Planning Case No. 2018-011904CUA, issued by the Planning Commission by 
Motion No. 20643, d~ted January 30, 2020, to demolish a 2,176 square foot, three-store single-family residence, and 
construct a new approximately 6,219 square foot, four-story, 45-foot tall, mixed-use building with three dwelling 
ul).its and approximately 1, 731 square feet of ground floor commercial within the Tara val Street Neighborhood · 
Commercial (NCD) Zoning District and a 65-A Height and.Bulk Distri~t. (District 4) (Appellant: Eileen Boken, on 
behalf of the Sunset-Parkside Education and Action Committee) (Filed March 2, 2020) 

Signature of Sponsoring Supervisor: ~~"'r ·C'l ~"..!_~ 
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