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Lew, Lisa (BOS)

From: Quan, Daisy (BOS)

Sent: Thursday, March 19, 2020 4: 11 PM
To: _ 4 Calvillo, Angela (BOS); Low, Jen {(BOS); BOS Legislation, (BOS)
Cc 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)’
Subject: - Re: SUPPLEMENTAL MATERIAL: Appeal of Conditional Use Authorization - 1420 Taraval _
‘ Street - Appeal Hearing on March 24, 2020

Categories: | 200261

The Supervisor intends to make a.motion this Tuesday to continue this item to April 21st. Can 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@gmall com <aeboken@gmail.com>
Cc: speaksanfrancisco@yahoo.com <speaksanfranc15co@yahoo com>; pmandel@mgremediation.com
<pmandel@mgremediation.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.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.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-supervisors@sfgov.org>; BOS-Legislative Aides <bos-
legislative_aides@sfgov.org>; Calvillo, Angela (BOS) <angela.calvillo@sfgov.org>; Somera, Alisa (BOS) '
<alisa.somera@sfgov.org>; er@sonic.net <er@sonic.net>; Andrew Junius <ajunius@reubenlaw.com>; Jennica Dandan
*<jdandan@reubenlaw.com>

Subject: Re: SUPPLEMENTAL MATERIAL: Appeal of Cond!tlonal Use Authorlzatlon 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,
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In light of the current Shelter In Place Order, we’d like to see if possible to continue this hearing to either Ap'ril.21‘or 147
I briefing is complete, and we’d suggest moving only the hearing date without supplemental materials from anyone.

Eileen,
~ |f your amenable to this request, please let us know. Thanks.

Best,

Justin

Please consider your needs before printing this.

REUBEN, JUNIUS &ROSE, i

Justin A. Zucker, Attorney

Q- l/l'lkl 5570 l—HIUII
R W A A A

oA Y

D: (415) 291-7054

M: (415) 656-6489

F: (415) 399-9480

jzucker@reubenlaw.com

www.reubenlaw.com
‘nkedin

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

PRIVILEGE AND CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE - Thls 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 emall a reply to the sender
and delete the transmittal and any attachments

On l\/lar 18, 2020, at 3:41 PM, BOS Legislation, {BOS) <bos.legislation@sfgov.org> wrote:
Good afternoon,
Please fihd linl<ed below supplemental appeel materials from Evan Rosen, o'n 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 hearmg for this matter is scheduled for a 3:00 p.m. special order before the Board on March 24,
2020. 4

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

Board of Supervisors File No. 200261
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Best regards,

Jocelyn Wong

San Francisco Board of Supefvisors

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco, CA 94102

T:415.554.7702 | F: 415.554.5163
locelyn.wong@sfgov.org | www.sfbos.org

<image001l.png> 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 @ 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 topy. ’ -
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BOARD OF

NOTICE TO BOARD OF SUPERVISORS OF APPE I.Aié f
FROM ACTION OF THE CITY PLANNING COMMISSJE?#&;{ 2 P}J 2: 0 i

(48] rl .
T

BY

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

The property is located at l LL&D el AL <)'T'

—J AIVAEM DO, DOD
Date of City Planning Commission Action -
(Attach a Copy of Planning Commission’s Decision)

MA—XLQH D, 220
Appeal Filing Dde

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 applicatioh for establishment,
abolition or modification of a set-back line, Case No.

The Planning Commission approved in whole or in part an appllcatlon for conditional use

authorization, Case No. __ X OIK = OIIAO ‘4- QVUA-

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

V:\Clerk's Office\Appeals lnformatlon\Conditlon Use Appeal Processs
August 2011 )
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Statement of Appeal:

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

Sex AT AC X~

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

See VR ELlexn

Person to Whom ‘
Notices Shall Be Mailed . ' ~ Name and Address of Person Filing Appeal:

erceerd Rokerd cs) T leernd] BoOka) o Bzhauf
Brrae o SuseT- | ofF SunseT- Pagve,pe |
freveipe 2nuaamion s Epoeariond N Ao
freseion &wH\TwCsf%;) Coptrmvmee. C=Pened)
(229~ T ave 1329- T Ave
e frarocesoy Ca s Oned ‘CP—MQ@QO, Ca- 94122,

Address Address

Prooval: AUB-680-593L  Paseun: US-L¥o-S93

Telephone Number Telephone Number

" Signature of Appellant or
Authorized Agent

V:\Clerk's Office\Appeals Information\Condition Use Appeal Process6
August 2011
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RECEIYED
City Planning CommissioBOARD OF SUPERVISORS

-~ Case No. 20/ 8~ 04 JO#FUF AANCISCO

The undersigned declare that they are hereby subscribers to this Notice of Apped3ididR e¥nefld faar«gpr rty )
affected by the proposed amendment or conditional use (that is, owners of property within the area that is the subjec '
the application for amendment or conditional.use, or within a radius of 300 feet of the exteritr haundaries of the proper

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

Street Addrese Assessor's Printed Name of Owner(s) Original Slgnature ‘
property owned Block & Lot of Owner(s)

A3 D e, 2354)005 L 21 fsens o, Mo -
239 5% fhe 2354 Joos /@%ﬁa/{"ﬁr@e/ “/(m/@,/ﬁ/

’2,2'62. N A‘J@; 935[’//003 rﬁ,&,\ﬁm (lespm? e . \Mw:@w\ ﬂ4‘(/
235 ZShv A 93syjoo L %,rpn Lee -

2 €] b i I/\A TR ] e /

235 25tk Ave 354 joolt S cwacina hO(L f\iféy//&;g:;i

2379 2t Mf/;zzs'//z)o? W/bn T s’ P bR

M3 25 e Dot ot Gardbedie Auoﬁ@'“ W

8. oo DS{’\A{(’ AL Y /03V {v\ar\ﬁ 1:0&"\ ~CA - /““//;
o Ly 26" AVe DMoy)o3) Valery Wlanoviy 1. “Z/

0. U4 76/7"/}Je 9‘160/009 WZAA@ ,
1 2¥23 oy ‘/7?@‘ 210 /609/4 \J (V\Cem'j“ llraw& /&i’ !
2. 24?24 s 0] JooQA M g wigy

02355 15 A 35Y[pod. Qulipp FefliG ;?Lum

14, ]L(P/Y LS%/MZ AR5 ‘/ZMC{ UUM?IA /\)Cr bf/d /, /rmf
15 27 2P~2390 50 355 e s o 3 1D Nian /}z

6. R30S -2t Ane 2353 Jois Ut U s E-@/\ G

—

s D

o

o

~

17.2%7 % aﬁ% fy-e 935460 Viee = O/ . e 2 (o
w26 24" A0 2462/025A _~Toy K(RKE RS
19. 2379 U™ A ;?Bb‘f/w? ?M L Cfe/ 2’

20. 2°71] ’L"r” at 2353/005 \_//qu Jao

D370 1SMpue 2353017 Naan tad Lee A/W%QW%/
Yy L T, [fprvist 2353 / 014 ,,x:"imwré\“ iéj“f | </LAr/LL/

VAClerk's Ofﬂce\Appeals Information\Condition Use Appeal Process?
August 2011 -

,.;w
—A~
o
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: City Plannin Commtssmn
NIHAR -2 PH 2:07, . - CaeNo.a?/g-Cl/O7CitA
The undeﬁrgned declare that they. hereby subscribers to this Notice of Appeal and are owners of property
affected by the proposed amenament 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, Assessor’s Printed Name of Owner(s)
property owned Block & Lot

1 23755 Ay, 9357/00@ M
2. Z%fﬂ) 2 S 23573 @O&‘C%ML/[_MW

o, PUTE TSANE Quo| [p33 TTInAMC Bodou
5 Y28 D0\ ,;wo//o% kels A, BoybLL 58 @\@wu

5. 9%/371/ - 25 %Mfﬂj oL‘fOI/O,jl b//éﬂ/u&/ &71/58/'/6‘70”6; z/:/{éﬂ/&&\
5 Z2SB- 26 AE 2353 Jooll Foon 75 firy T 5 M,zﬁi
7. 58 8"%“ /W@:Bsz/aa;f" /WWQ” f) | Feresr ra
o]yt %?\re/ 2354 /001K %/»l&/ lo,/ (//)%Q\_
2L /// //7,/ 2357)/03/ / U/ﬁﬁv /7{/[/95\
10. M(p\ A M A Qggg[gy /\\(/Qu \;Uw volo /*{/\/k’““ |
. Lhg) - A4 D veé 9‘/0!/130[ WQ/y;&W @,«// 7\/&7/1//6/ @z,,bfy '
o U/ 0d® Aue Q401 ool  Fapi Doy st
w 9285055375235 foos Wil Do ki zAJM% %ééﬂz
0. 2334-28 9353 o0 /\//ro/uw/Q bea _ S
15, 2349 7§//l“°@ ZZESSL//OOIK Sl C/Z/L/Z//C \
o 2560- 26" hwo353/0i8 Neloonchbon /Aol
7. 5 b m/mW;%alols éﬂ/// 0/%(/ /’M P /
15, 2342 25 AW93S3)009L Dick. LJo/uc, ‘
10. 7842 zSM fyy 235310025 Tpnice Wy
20 23 >5T Ao 335%/@0;@ oefee Coonrs

21.

[e2)

©

22.

V:\Clerk's Office\Appeals Informatlon\Condltxon Use Appeal Process7
August 2011 )
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RECELIVED
BOARD OF SUPERVISOKS
SAH FR&NCFCQ
BrnR AR PR - City Planning Commlssmn
HIMAR-2 PR 2202 - . CaseNo._®0[R — 0]/ 90 ‘/CL/H/’

The undersig’%%d—ﬁeﬁareﬁééﬁrm%reby 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 aménded, we attach proof of ownership change. I
- 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) Original Signature
property owned Block lzgt ‘ of Owner(s)

;wi&o, © g o o
LR NVEHVE STpirb Y o3 (//fflm/ T4 - 7

rd

10.

11.

12,

13,

14,

15,

18.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

V:\Clerk's Office\Appeals Information\Condition Use Appeal Process7
August 2011
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Document Details

1 0f?2

hitp://wwiw.criis.com/webtemp/135.180.75.243/doc_detail n.html

Access to Public Records
for County Government

CRiis Home Contact AtPac Horﬁe

Record

Year Docurﬁent Date

2016 K220887-00 03/23/2016

Search Results

Document Details
' GrantoR

Reel Image Document Type GranteE Name

LAZZARETTO 2003 REVOCABLE TRUST

DEED 'R
R LAZZARETTO CONNIE
R LAZZARETTO DONALD L
E HIRZEL KATHY R
E ROSEN EVAN M
1373 ASHAVE
- Q35%/00S
Copyrigh{@ 2010 AtPac Terms of Use Privacy Policy

ABOUT SSL CERTIFICATES

13300 New Alrport Rd. Suite 101 Auburn, CA 85602

1355
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Document Details : : : http://www.criis.com/webtemp/135.180.75.243/doc_detail n.html

Accass to Public Records
for Coupty Government

CRiis Home  Contact AtPac Home

Search Results

_ Document Details
Record ) : GrantoR

Year Document Date Reel Image Document Type GranteE - Name
2010  J059278-00 10/01/2010 K241 0097 DEED R HE HELEN QUNYING
' HE QUNYING
E HE HELEN QUNYING
. 5 AN OAYS '
0363 957 AVE

2

o

L

S
o

O\

b
o

ABOUT SSL CERTIFICATES

Copyright @ 2010 AtPac ‘erms._of Use Privacy Policy,

13300 New Airport Rd. Suite 101 Auburn, CA 95602

1356
: 2/28/2020 4:25 PM



Document Details : » ' http://www criis.com/webtemp/135.180.75.243/doc_detail n.html

Access to Public Records
for County Government

CRils Home Contact AtPac Home

Search Results
Document Details

Record : GrantoR ‘
Year Document Date Reel Image Document Type GranteE Name
1997 G211489-00 09/05/1997 G961 . 0407 DEED R LAM ALLAN K M
' R LAM CONNIE
E CHOY JOHNSTON
E LEE HELEN

135] 25t Ave
2354 /oo 1L

ABOUT SSL CERTIFICATES Copyright © 2010 AtPsac Terms of Use Privacy Policy

13300 New Airport Rd, Suite 101 Auburn, CA 95602

1357
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Document Details : http://www.griis.coﬁllwebtemp/ 135.180.75.243/doc_detail n.html

CRiis Home Con{act AtPac Home

Access to Public Records
for County Government

Search Results

Document Details

Record ,
‘Year Document Date Reel Image Document Type

2011 J310020-00 12/02/2011 K534 0049 DEED

02379 25t Ave
- 935% JooF

ABOUT SSL CERTIFICATES

Copyright © 2010 AtPac Terms of Use Privacy Policy

13300 New Alrport Rd. Suite 101 Auburn, CA 85602

1358

GrantoR
GranteE

m m U XD

m

Name

CAl YUE E

LUl WING TAK
CAl YUE E

LUI ROY

LUI WING TAK

2/28/2020 4:28 PM



Document Details 4 http://www .criis.com/webtemp/135.180.75.243/doc_detail n.html

Access (o ?zzbl%?: Records
for County Government

CRiis Home Contact AtPac Home

Search Results
Document Details

Record GrantoR
Year Document Date Reel lmaée Document Type GranteE Name
2019 KB869436-00 12/04/2019 DEED R AUG,UST JOYCE A GARABEDIAN
A R AUGUST JOYCE GARABEDIAN
E AUGUST JOYCE A GARABEDIAN
E JOYCE A GARABEDIAN AUGUST LIVING TRUST

9%30 ASH fve,
2401 032

ABOUT sSL CERTIFICATES Copyright © 2010 AtPa¢ Terms of Use Privacy Policy

13300 New Airport Rd. Suite 101 Auburn, CA 95802

1359
1of2
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Document Details - : http://www.criis.com/webtemp/135.180.75.243/doc_detail n.html

Accass to Public Records
for County Government

CRiis Home Contact. AtPac Home

Search Results
Document Details

Record . GrantoR
Year Document Date Reel Image Document Type GranteE Name
2014 JBe9712-00 04/24/2014 . . DEED R FARINA MARK L
: R GREEN MARGARET
N 9 Q 9 S"J/ %' /4‘/% E FARINA GREEN FAMILY TRUST
i aT A e E

FARINA MARK LINCOLN
GREEN MARGARET ANNE

o 1 EC

Yol [03Y

m

ABOUT SSl. CERTIFICATES Copyright © 2010 AtPac Terms of Use Privacy Policy

13300 New Alrport Rd. Suite 101 Auburn, CA 95602

1360
2/28/2020 4:30 PM



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

Access to Public Records
for Cotunty Government

CRiils Home Contact AtPac Home

Search Results
Document Details

Record ‘ : GrantoR
’ ‘Year Document  Date Reel Image  Document Type GranteE Name
2018 \jl‘(624238~00 06/08/2018 DEED R ULANOVSKY ELIZAVETA
R ULANOVSKY VALERY
E ULANOVSKY ELIZAVETA
E ULANOVSKY REVOC LVG TRUST
E ULANOVSKY VALERY

| qut/ ASH v
ATCINACEL

ABOUT $SEL CERTIFICATES

Copyright-© 2010 AtPac Terms of Use Privacy Policy

13300 New Airport Rd. Suite 101 Auburn, CA 95602

1361

1 nf9
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Jocument Details ‘ , http://www.criis.com/webtemp/135.180.75.243/doc_detail n.html

Access Yo Public Records
for County Government

CRiis Home Contact AtPac Home

. Search Results
_ Document Details
Record ' GrantoR

Year Document Date Reel Image Document Type =  GranteE Name
2015 K041607-00  04/02/2015 DEED R GEE LAWRENCE CLIFTON
o LALLY JOHN
E LYNCH SUSAN

0419 QS”’ AT
2400 [ 002

ABOUT SSL CERTIFICATES

Copyright © 2010 AtPac Terms of Use Privacy Policy

13300 New Alrport Rd. Suite 101 Auburn, CA. 95602

1362
3/1/2020. 10:43 PM



Document Details - " http://www.criis.com/webtemp/135.180.75.243/doc_detail n.html

. 88 S
I1S.com
Access to Public Records .
for County Government

CRijs Home Contact AtPac Home

i

Search Results
Document Details

Record S GrantoR
Year Document Date Reel Image Document Type GranteE Name
2013 J576828-00 01/04/2013 K806 0165 DEED R HANG VINCENT
. - o
R WONG MAUREEN
E HANG VINCENT
E WONG MAUREEN

VY93 DY e |
240l JeoRH

ABOUT SSL CERTIFICATES

Copyright @ 2010 AtPac Terms of Use Privacy Policy

13300 New Airport Rd. Suite 101 Auburn, CA 95602

1363
1of2

VINCENT HANG & MAUREEN MEIHING WONG TR
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Document Detailé http://www.criis.com/webtemp/135.180.75.243/doc_detail n.html

Access to Public Records.
for County Government

CRijs Home Contact AtPac Home

Search Results
Document Details

Record GrantoR
Year Document Date Reel Image Document Type GranteE - Name
2014 J910221-00 07/21/2014 DEED R PFEIFFENBERGER PHILIPP H
E - PFEIFFENBERGER JULIA

PFEIFFENBERGER PHILIPP H

0355 95 AT
QA3SY Joo

ABOUT SSL CERTIFICATES

Copyright © 2010 AtPac Terms_of Use Privacy Policy

13300 New Airport Rd. Suite 101 Auburn, CA 95602

1364 _
3/1/2020, 10:15 PM



Document Details - , ' http:/fwww.criis.com/webtemp/135.180.75.243/doc_detail n.html

o@ _

II1S.com
'Access to Public Records

for County Government

CRiis Home Contact AtPac Home

Search Results
Document Details

Record GrantoR
Year Document Date Reel Image Document Type GranteE Name
1993 F423214-00 08/20/1993 F947 0639 DEED R ~ NG LAURA
E LAURA NG TOY REVOCABLE TRUST

TOY LAURA

~ 7 n ~c—Lin ad e

D36+ o MV

235Y Jooy

ABOUT SSL CERTIFICATES

Copyright © 2010 AtPac Terms of Use Privacy Policy .

13300 New Airport Rd. Suite 101 Auburn, CA 95602

1365
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Document Details http:/Awww.criis.com/webtemp/135.180.75.243/doc_detail nhtml |

Access to Public Records
for County Government

CRiis Home " Contact AtPac Home

Search Results
Document Details

Record GrantoR )
Year Document  Date Reel Image Document Type GranteE Name
2014 J900727-00 06/24/2014 ' DEED R HSIAO-ULLMAN DAILIN
‘ ' E
E ULLMAN FAMILY TRUST
E LI MAN KENNETH JEFFREY

 93%§-2380 IS AT
2353/0/S

ABOUT SSL CERTIFICATES Copyright ® 2010 AtPac Terms of Use Privacy Policy

13300 New Airport Rd. Suite 101 Auburn, CA 85602

1366 ;
3/1/2020, 10:19 PM



Document Detajls

Tof?2

http://www.criis.com/webtemp/135.180.75.243/doc_detail n.html

Access to Public Records
for County Government

Contact  AtPac Home

CRiis Home

Year

2011

Document

J310020-00

Search Results
Document Details

..Record GrantoR
Date Reel Image @ Document Type GranteE
12/02/2011 K534 0049 DEED R

R
E
E
E

ABOQUT SSL CERTIFICATES

2379 a5+ e
235Y JooF

Copyright © 2010 AtPac Terms_of Use Privacy Policy

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

1367

Name

CAI YUE E

LUI WING TAK
CAl YUE E

LUI ROY '
LUl WING TAK

At InAMNA A A ~a T e



Document Details ' hitp://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

Record . : GrantoR
Year Document Date Reel Image Document Type GranteE Name
2003 H368682-00 02/26/2003 1332 0207 DEED R’ SUNGPROMRAT THIPAYAWAREE
' ’ E KIRKE TONY G -

 Qyae 29tAve
2405 /025

ABQUT SSL CERTIFICATES

Copyright © 2010 AtPac Terms of Use Privacy Policy

13300 New Airport Rd. Suite 101 Auburn, CA 85602

| 1368 | \
-- 3/1/2020, 10:24 PM



Document Details . hitp://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

) - Record . ‘GrantoR
Year  Document bate Reel Image Document Type GranteE Name
2011 J310020-00 12/02/2011 K534. 0049 DEED R CAIYUE E
R LUI WING TAK
E CAI YUE E
E LUl ROY
E LUl WING TAK

354//@0?
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Access to Public Records
for County Government
CRiis Home Contact - AtPac Home
Search Results
Document Details
Record GrantoR '
-Year Document Date “Reel " Image Document Type GranteE Name
2011 J156237-00  03/29/2011. K362 0099 DEED R JEW FRANK
' R JEW RAYMOND
R WONG SERENE JEW
R YANG CYNTHIA JEW
E WONG NICOLE NAOMI
E WONG PHILIP JSUN WEE
E’ WONG SERENE JEW
E

03 2T
9353 Jo0S
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AHS com

Access to Public Records
for County Government

CRiis Home Contact AtPac Home

Search Results

, Document Details
Record GrantoR

Year »Documeht Date Reel Imagé Document Type GranteE Name
2008 1555507-00 03/24/2008 J604 0405 DEED R CHIN GIN WO
E GIN WO CHIN & NGAN HOW LEE 2008 REVOC TR

Q370 ST
2353 /01
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5in Chin Obituary - , https://www dignitymemorial .comy/obituaries/colma-ca/gin-chin-5101041

OBITUARY

~ Gin Wo Chin

BORN DECEMBER 16, 1929

Burial drrangements under the direction of

Woodlawn Memorial Park.

¥

SEND FLOWERS ADD A MEMORY SHARE RECEIVE
OBITUARY NOTIFICATIONS
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Access to Public Records
for County Government

CRiis Home Contact AtPac Home

Search Results
Document Details

Record . GrantoR |
Year Document Date Reel Image Document Type "GranteE Name
2013  J580904-00 01/10/2013 K810 0252 DEED R HUA ANDY
R TRUONG MUOI
E HUA JAMES TRUONG

[ TeA vad
9353/ 017
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Accass to Public Records
for County Government

CRils Home  Contact ~ AtPac Home '

Search Results
Document Details

Record : " GrantoR
Year Document Date Reel Image Document Type GranteE Name
2013 JB46774-00 04/29/2013 K885 0186 DEED R DON IRENE
‘ R DONG ROBERT S D KWONG
R ~ DONG ROBERT S K
R - DONG ROBERT SUGAR DAN KWONG
. E DONG MYRON KEN

N 35{5.. NSt AvE
9354 Jook
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Accass fo Public Records
for County Government

CRiis Home Contact AtPac Home

‘Search Results
Document Details

Record GrantoR
Year Docume,nt Date ' Reel . Image Document Type GranteE Name
2016 K351594-00 10/28/2016 . DEED R KAHN FAMILY TRUST
‘ R KAHN JUDY K
R KAHN MARK A
E KOONS JEFFREY
E TAYLOR SUSANNA

2350 asthAvE
2354 /006
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Arress o Public Records
for County Governmertt

CRiis Home Contact AtPac Home

Search Resuits
Document Details

Record GrantoR
Year Document{ Date " Reel Image Document Type GranteE Name
2015 K113143-00 08/20/2015 DEED R BOXELL KRIS A
R BOXELL TIMOTHY-C
E BOXELL KRIS A
E BOXF!! TIMOTHY C
E TIMOTHY C & KRiS A BOXELL 2015 TRUST

DH QS* "%L\/g
240l /033
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Access to Public Records '
for County Government

CRiis Home Contact AtPac Home

Search Resmts

‘ Document Details
Record - ’ ) GrantoR

Year Document Date Reel Image Document Type . GranteE Name
2018 KB624238-00 06/08/2018 ) DEED R ULANOVSKY ELIZAVETA
‘ R ULANOVSKY VALERY
E ULANOVSKY ELIZAVETA
E ULANOVSKY REVOC LVG TRUST
E ULANOVSKY VALERY

Dy3Y ASHAvE
240/ /03]

ABOUY Ssi CERTIFICATES Copyright © 2010 AtPac Terms of Use Privacy Policy
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CRiis Home Contact AtPac Home

Access to Public Recowds
for Coupty Government

Search Results
Document Details

Record
Year Document Date Reel 'Image Document Type

2001 - G976039-00 07/06/2001 H924 = 0435 DEED

1358 25+ Ave
2353 Joodh
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Access to Public Records
for County Government

CRiis Home Contact AtPac Home

Search Results
Document Details

Record GrantoR

Year Document Date Reel Image Document Type GranteE
2007 1465336-00  09/27/2007 J485 0034 DEED R
E
E

Q347 95AE
235Y Jool K
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Access to Public Records
for County Government

CRiis Home Contact AtPac Home

Search Results
Document Details

‘ Record : GrantoR
Year Document Date Reel Image Document Type GranfteE Name
2017 K543851-00  11/30/2017 DEED R EILATH ADAM D
' ' R WILNER LAUREN B
E ESTRADA AIDA A VENADO
E OTTEN TIMOTHY EDWARD

9307 YA
2353 /031
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Access to Public Records
for County Government

CRiis Home Contact AtPac Home

Search Results
Document Details

Record GrantoR
Year Document Date Reel Image Document Type GranteE Name
2015 KO050973-00 04/22/2015 _ DEED R DUFFY FRANK
R DUFFY MONICA
E DUFFY FRANK
E DUFFY-MONICA
E

Q%/ 29 fve
Q401 Joo]
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Aecess fo Public Records
for County Government

CRiis Home Contact AtPac Home

Search Results
Document Details

Record » : o GrantoR
Year Document Date Reel Image Document Type GranteE Name
2019 K858785-00 . 11/19/2019 DEED R DURKIN WILLIAM EARL
o E DURKIN BERNADETTE KURPINSKY

DURKIN LIVING TRUST U/A 2018

9385 ~-2387% QS‘M%/%
935‘//@&8
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Access to Public Recordg
for County Government

CRiis Home Contact AtPac Home

Search Results |

. Document Details
Record GrantoR
Year Document Date Reel Image Document Type GranteE Name
2016 K301776-00 08/03/2016 DEED R HSU MICHAEL
E HSU MICHAEL SHIN LUNG

E MICHAEL HSU SEPARATE PRTY LVG TRUST

- A337 ;)5% Ave
9353 Joso

ABOUT SSL CERTIFICATES Copyright @ 2010 AtPac Terms of Use Privacy Policy

13300 New Alrport Rd. Suite 101 Auburn, CA 95602

1383

T nf?2 : AMIAAANA 1114 T K



Yocument Details ‘ , hittp://www.criis.com/webtemp/135.180.75.243/doc_detail n.html’

Accsss o Public Records
for County Sovernmernt

CRiis Home Contact AtPac Home

Search Results
Document Details

Record GrantoR
Year Document Date Reel Image Document Type GranteE Name
2007 1465336-00 09/27/2007 J485 0034 DEED : R KGW ENTERPRISE LLC
' E LE! JIE MOU
E LEI SHIRLEY XQ

034y aSthrve
2354 Jool K
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Access to Public Records
for County Government

CRiis Home  Contact  AtPac Home

- Search Results
Document Details

‘ Record GrantoR
Year Document  Date Reel Image Document Type GranteE Name
2018 K597562-00 04/04/2018 DEED R CHOW CATHERINE W Y
R CHOW NELSON L
R LNOW CATHERINE WY
R UEOARAUON OF TRUST
E CHOW LIVING TRUST

D30l STHAVE
0353 /0I5
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Access to Public Records
for County Government

CRiis Home Contact . AtPac Home

- Search Results
. Document Details

Record ) GrantoR
Year Document Date Reel Image Document Type GranteE Name
2016 K211584-00 03/04/2016 . DEED R WONG DICK S
R WONG JANICE M
E
E WONG DICK S
E WONG JANICE M

2342 5% Ave
2353 JooaE
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Acceass to Public Records
for County Government

CRiis Home Contact AtPac Home

Search Results
Document Details

Record ' GrantoR
Year. Document Date Reel Image Document Type GranteE Name
2016 K351594-00 10/28/2016 DEED R KAHN FAMILY TRUST
A R KAHN JUDY K
R KAHN MARK A
E KOONS JEFFREY

TAYL.OR SUSANNA

E

1350 25+h AvS
0353 /002l
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Access to Public Records
for County Government

CRiis Home . Contact- AtPac Home

Year

2013

Record

Document Date

J617993-00 03/13/2013
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Search Results
Document Details

A GrantoR
Reel Image Document Type ~ GranteE ) Name
K852 0103 DEED R NGAI LAWRENCE
E TAN CECILIA

DYz S Ave
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. Statement of Appeal to Board of Supervisors of Conditional Use Authorization .
Planning Case # 2018-01 1904CUA Bunldlng 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 Eiement
Objectives and Policies

gy

Paragraph 10 (pages 15-16) R
Planning Code Section 101.1(b) estabhshes eight priority-planning pohc&es nd &3 o
requires review of permlts for consistency with said policies. :%7 -Ig =
. Or'\x
' Ty ey
Paragraph 8 (pages 7-10) ' i %‘i’g}
iii. Whether the property is a “historical resource” under CEQA = Q:’ ;‘}

CEQA
v. Whether the prOJect converts rental housing to other forms of tenure or occupancy,u 4
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.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

1
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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 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 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 re'placing
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 refereiice)

“That existing housing and nelghborhood character be conserved and
protected in order to.preserve the cultural and economic dlversn‘y ofour =
neighborhoods.” |
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“That the Cltys 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 747 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 (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 paymg 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 avanlable in San
Francisco.

4) Destroys a rare historical resource and negatively impacts the IGok
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

3
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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 twentleth century residential architecture in the
Parkside.”

However, the subjective review concludes that the properfy “does not retain

I“""'\"‘." ﬂ-‘ I ; ‘I‘
Iiteyi ILy UUU l.U Olul fiidant al'l-grg'l-lnnc

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 “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
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 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 I|fe for eXlstmg 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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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
underway in key opportunity areas. such
as Treasure Island, Candlestick Pdrk 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 greéter flexibility in number ard

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 pubtic 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,

inétitutional 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 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.

1S8SUE 2:

CVENRIOTEN T AR
LAGINDIIMI VL A

EXISTING STOCK

IR AR ST
HVHT N v

OBJECTIVE 2

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. .

POLICY 2.2

" Retain existing housing By controlling the

merger of residential units, except where a
merger clearly creates new family housing.

POLICY 2.3

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. .

POLICY 2.6

. Encourage and support the seismic

retrofitting of the existing housing stock.

- POLICY26

Ensure housing supply is not converted
to de facto commercial use through short-
term rentals.
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1 SBUMMARY OF OBJECTIVES & POLICIES

OBJECTIVE 3

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.

POLICY 3.2
Promote voluntary housing acquisition and

. rehabilitation to protect affordability for

existing occupants.

POLICY 3.3

Maintain balance in affordability of existing
housing stock by supporting affordable

reendaratg m_._mot'ehi{_\_ npnnr_h initieg
nerenin opnorunties,

meQerae o

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.

ISSUE3:
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
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.

(@) 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 Cormmission 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 retall 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 industrial and
service sectors from displacement due to commercial office development, and that future
opportunities for resident eniployment and ownership in these sectors be enhanced;

(6) Thatthe 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 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 requ1res 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 or 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.
11/4/2015, Eff. 12/4/2015) :

/fx/yiéhl 5
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, Comphes wrth the Secretarys Standards/Art 10/Art 11 CYes | (No & N/A
" CEQA Matenal Impal vient.to the ind " Yes (" No
CEQA Materlal lmpalrment to'the hlstor d:s (" Yes (" No

4‘ Requvlr_es‘Des_Jgn‘ 'ev1s‘|<_).n (" Yes (" No

C Yes (" No

Defer to Residential Desigh-Tearn:. .

PRES ERVAT[ON TEAM COMMENTS

Accordmg to the Historic Resource Evaluation Part 1 prepared by T|m Kelley Consultmg,
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 Ashbury and 459 Ashbury. 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 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 (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. 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 of Taraval, which was primarily residential.

A historical photo from 1914 included in the Historic Resource Evaluation Part | 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)

Sighature of 2 Senior Preservation Planner /. Preservation Coordinator: | Dates . -

. + -~ Digitally signed by Allison K. Vandetslice
A' I son K‘ Va n de rs l lce ‘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
devélopment in the Parkside 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
Parkside and the later evolution to accommodate commercial uses and under Criterion 3 as a rare
example of early twentieth century residehtial architecture in the Parkside. However, the subject
property does not retain integrity due to significant alterations over time including alterations to the
~ commercial 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
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.
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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:

| 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.

| have great respect for Planning’s preservation staff, and since last summer have tried to work with
them in recognizing the impbrtance 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 Tarayal 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 hefore 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 Parkside 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.” | 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-yéar—cp|d 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
fagade.

Members of the Planning Commission, rightly concerned 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 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 | 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 building§ 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 neighborhcods. 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 that there had been “not one obje‘ction" 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.

Sincerely, %Wﬂ w’?
Woody LaBounty .

1420 Taraval Street, taken on January 1, 2020.

2
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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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1650 Mission St.
Suite 400
San Francisco

Memo to the Planning Commission hor03247a
HEARING DATE: JANUARY 30, 2020 '

Reception: ’
CONTINUED FROM DECEMBER 12, 2019 415.558.6378
- . ' . Fax: :
DATE: January 23, 2020 ' 415.558.6409
TO: Planning Commission E?S:‘n?;%mm
: , | _ 415.558.6377
FROM: - Linda Ajello Hoagland, Planner 2018-011904CUA
RE: 1420 Taraval Street Update (Case No. 2018-011904CUA)
BACKGROUND

On December 12, 2019, the Planning Commission continued the Conditional Use Authorization for 1420
Taraval Street 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 subnutted revised
plans providing additional information, as follows:

»  Printing errors have been resolved and proposed elevations are now visible;

o The location of the master bedroom and living room have been revelsed so the living room
now faces the street;

e 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;

o Planters have been added on the north and south sides of the roof deck;

o The location of elevator has been shifted further toward the rear of the building;

e The width of the storefront display area has been increased;

o A 6-foot high opaque screen has been added at the north and ews’c mdes of the roof deck to
address privacy concerns; and

o  The 30-inch high roof parapet has been eliminated.

No changes were made to the total building area, residential gross square footage, or number of
residential units.

Attachments:
o  Draft Motion:
o Updated Plans

wrw stalannnn . org
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1650 Mission St.b

Planning Commission Dréff"Motte 7 S
- HEARING DATE: JANUARY 30, 2020 ' CA 94103-2479
, Reception:
; 415.558.6378
Record No.: 2018-011904CUA :
Project Address: 1420 TARAVAL STREET - : Fac
Zoning: Taraval Street Neighborhood Commercial District (NCD) Zoning Districtt 1 >-o00-0409
65-A Height and Bulk District Planning
Taraval Street Restaurant Subdistrict Infarmmation:
Block/Lot: 2353/010 | HossseaTt
Project Sponsor:  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 CODE 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 TARAVAL STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL
(NCD) ZONING DISTRICT AND A 65-A HEIGHT AND BULK DISTRICT, AND ADOFPTING
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 Departinent (hereinafter “Department”) for a
Conditional Use Authorization to demolish an existing 3-story single family dwelling and construct a new
four-story, 45-ft tall, mixed-use building with 3 dwelling units and 1,731 square feet of ground floor
commercial 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 Planning Commission (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 ' RECORD NO. 2018-011904CUA
January 30, 2020 : 1420 Taraval Street

The Pl‘anning‘ 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 apphcant Department
staff, and 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 motlon,
based on the following findings:

FINDINGS

Having reviewed the materials identified in the preamble above, and having heard all testimony and
argurents, this Commission finds, concludes, 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 and construction 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
floor commerdial use, 1,392 square feet of open space through a combination of private and
cominon opens space, including a roof deck, and 3 Class 1 bicycle parking spaces. No off-street
parking is proposed. The Project includes a dwelling-unit mix consisting of 3 (approx1ma’ce1v 1,600
square foot each), three-bedroom and 2 bath units.

Site Description and Present Use. The Project is located on the north side of Taraval Street,
between 24" and 25% Avenues; Lot 010 in Assessor’s Block 2353 within the Taraval 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, single-
family home constructed circa 1900. The structure is currently used as a rental property with the
current lease expiring prior to the start of construction. There is no off-sireet parking for the
property. ‘ '

(@3]

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 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 three-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 located in the Taraval Street NCD, RH-1

SAN FRANCISCO :
PLANNING DEPARTMENT . , 2
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Draft Motion ‘ "RECORD NO. 2018-011904CUA
January 30, 2020 C C 1420 Taraval Street

(Residential-House, One-Family), and RM-1 (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,

5. Public Outreach and Comments. To date, the Departinent has received three 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 Taraval Street NCD Zoning District. Planning Code Section 733 states that

SAN FRANGISCO

.residential and commercial uses are permitted within the Taraval Street NCD Zoning District.

The Project would construct a four-story, mixed-use building with three dwelling units with ground
floor commercial and, therefore complies with Planning Code Section 733.

Residential Demolition — Section 317. Pursuant to Plannihg Code Section 317, Conditional
Use Authorization is required for applications proposing to demolish a residentjal unit in any

. Zoning District. The Code establishes criteria that the Plarming 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 Section 317 have been incorporated as findings as part of this Motion

_ (See Below),

Rear Yard. Planming Code Section 134 requires a minimum rear yard equal to 25 percent of the
total lot depth of the 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-foot rear yard at the second level (first residential
level) and would comply with Planning Code Section 134. ' '

Usable Open Space. Planning Code Sections 135 and 733 require 100 square feet of usable open
space per unit if private, or 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 private
open space dreas for all units exceeds the 100 square feet required; therefore, the Project provides code-

“complying open space for all dwelling units.

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

PLANMING DEPARTMENT 3
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Draft Motion RECORD NO. 2018-011904CUA
January 30, 2020 1420 Taraval Strest

SAN FRANGISCO

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

Dwelling Unit Exposure. Planning Code Section 140 requires that at least one room of all
dwelling units face onto a publie street, 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.

Shadow. Planning Code Sections 147 and 295 restricts net new shadow, cast by structures
exceeding a height of 40 feet, upon property under the jurisdiction of the Recreation and Park
Comunission. Any project in excess of 40 feet in height and found to cast net new shadow must
DB found b Y {he P 1cuuuug, CuuluuSmOf " Vvuu comimient from the General M anager of the
Recreation and Parks Department, in consultation with the Recreation and Park Commission,
to have no adverse impact upon the property under the jurisdiction of the Recreahon and Park
Comimission.

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.

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, OOO
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. '

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 fot 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. '

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

. bicycle parking spaces for vesidential 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 bicycle parking spaces.
Therefore, the Project complies with Planning Code Section 155.2

PLANNING DEPARTMENT ' 4
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Draft Motion : o RECORD NO. 201 8-011904CUA
January 30, 2020 ' o 1420 Taraval Street

7 Height and Bulk. Planning Code Sections 260 and 270 outlines the height and bulk districts
4 within the City and County of San Francisco. Planning 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 building that will be approximately 45 feet tall, which is below the 65-foot height
limit. Tarqoal 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. Planning Code Section 134 requires a minimum rear yard depth shall
be equal to 45 percent of the total depth of the lot on which 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
than 15 feet, and shall be provided at the ground level. Permitted projections into the rear yard
are also permitted 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 depthof the adjacent neighbors is 37 feet,
3 inches; therefore, the rear yard requivement is 37 feet, 3 inches. The Project, which includes a permitted
single-story, 9-foot, 1-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

unit 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 building that results in two net new dwelling units,
Therefore, the Project is subject to the Residential Child Cate Impact Fee and must comply with the
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
balance, the project complies with said criteria in that:

SAN FRANGISCO .
PLANNING DEPARTMENT . 5

1407



Draft Motion , : RECORD NO. 2018-011904CUA
January 30, 2020 ’ 1420 Taraval Street

A. The proposed new uses and building, at the size and intensity contemplated and at the

SAN FRANGISGO

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 propoéed project is compatible with the surrounding 1zeigh-borhood. The proposal
would demolish an 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 unils ranging
in size from approximately 1,578 square feet o 1,672 square feet. The siting of the new building will be
in conformity with the requirements of the Planning Code and consistent with the objectives of the
Restdential Design Guidelines. Overall, the construction of three new dwelling umnits is necessary and
compatible with the surrounding neighborhood and the larger City.

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 detrimental to the health,.safety or convenience of those residing or working the area,
in that: '

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

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 remain 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 publfc transit in the neighborhood. The Project site is located
close to several MUNI bus lines, including the L and L-OWL MUNI fransit 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 safeguards afforded to prevent noxious or offensive emissions such as noise, glare, dust
and odor; '

The Project will comply with Title 24 standards for noise insulationn. 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 of the San Francisco Police Code, as amended May 2014).
The SF Board of Supervisors approved the Construction Dust Control Ordinance (Ordinance 176-08,
effective July 30, 2008) with the intent of reducing the quantity of dust generated during site preparation,

FLANNING DEPARTMENT 6
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Draft Motion ’ RECORD NO. 2018-011904CUA
January 30, 2020 1420 Taraval Street

demolition and construction work in order to protect the health of the general public and of on-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 follow specified practices to control
construction dust and.to comply with this ordinance. Overall, the Project is not expected 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 requzred number of street trees and bicycle parking along the public-
rights-of-way.

C. That the use as proposed will comply with the applicable p10v131ons of the Planmng Code and

will not adversely affect the General Plan.

The Project complies with all relevant requirements and standards of the Planning Code and is
consistent with objectives and policies of the General Plan as detailed below.

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

The proposed Proj‘ect is consistent with the stated purposed of the Taraval Street Neighborhood
Commercial District (NCD) in that the commercial use is located at the ground floor, protects the rear
yard at residential levels and 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
consider when reviewing applications for Residential Demwolition. On balance, the Project does
comply with said criteria in that:

ii,

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.

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-violations,

ifi. Whether the property is an "historical resource” under CEQA;
SAN FRANGISGO
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iv.

vi.

Viii.

ix.

SAN FRANCISCO
PLAN

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 resource.

Whether the removal of the resource will have a substantial adverse impact under CEQA;
Not Applicable. The existing structure is not a historic resource.
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. :

Whether the project removes rental units subject to the Residential Rent Stabilization and
Arbitration Ordinance or affordable housing;

The existing single-family dwelling is used as a rentul properiy. Although the single-fiinily duelliitg is
technically subject to the Rent Stabilization and Arbitration Ordinance because it is a residential
building constructed before 1979, the Planning 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. The Rent Board has confirmed that

. there are no database records, or any documentation indicating an eviction neither history nor eviction

notices filed at the Rent Board for 1420 Taraval Streef.

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 dwelling uriits.

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

The Project conserves neighborhood character with appropriate scale, design, and materials, and
intproves cultural and economic diveréity 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 buildings located
along Taraval Strect; two net new dwelling units would be added to the City’s Housing Stock.

Whether the project protects the relative affordability of existing housing;

NING DEPARTMENT . : 8
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The Project removes an older dwelling unit, which is generally considered move affordable than a more
recently constructed unit; however, the project will add two fa111zly~:>zzed dwelling units to the City's
Housing, Stock.

Whether the project increases the number of permanehﬂy affordable units as governed by

X.
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;
The Project proposes in-fill 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.
xifi. ~ Whether the project creates new supportive housing;
The Project does not create new supportioe 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
compliment the neighborlood chavacter with a contemporary design. The proposed residential
development is characteristic of other eustznq residential uses along Taraval Street and in the
surrounding neighborhood. ‘
xv.  Whether the project increases the number of _dn~site Dwelling Units;
The Project will increase the number of on-site units from one cfwelling utit to three dwelling units.
xvi.  Whether the project increases the number of on-site bedrooms.
The existing dwelling contains two bedrooms. The Project proposes a total of nine bedrooms between the
three dwelling unils.
SAN FRANGISCO .
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Xvii.

xviii.

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 u mixed-use, three-unit building with ground
floor commetcial, maximizing the density permitted in the Taraual Street NCD Zoning District.

If replacing a building not subject to the Residential Rent Stabilization and Axbitration
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 property. Although 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 Department cannot definitively determine
which aspects of the Ordinance are applicable. The Rent Stabilization sl Arbitration Ordinance
o118 fo for eviction controls, price controls, and other controls, and it is the purview of the
Rent Board to determine which speczfzc controls apply to a building or property. The Rent Board has
confn med that there are no database vecords, nor any documentation indicating an eviction history nor
eviction notices filed at the Rent Board for 1420 Taraval Street.

Ise 14
i H.wal—u }J

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

General Plan Compliance. The Projectis, on balance, consistent with the following Objectives and
Policies of the General Plan: A

HOUSING ELEMENT .

Objectives and Policies

OBJECTIVE 2:
RETAIN EXISTING HOUSING UNITS, AND PROMOTE SAFETY AND MAINTENANCE

- STANDARDS, WITHOUT JEOPARDIZING AFFORDABILITY.

Pohcy 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 with two-bedrooms and thereby contributes to the geneml housing
stock of the city.

SAN FRANGISCO .
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OBJECTIVE 3:
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.

Policy 3.3:
Maintain balance in affordability -of existing housing stock by supporting affordable moderate
ownership opportunities. ‘

Policy 3.4:
Preserve ”nah,u ally affordable” housmg 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
mcrease in the density of the property and coniributes fwo net new duweiling units, a net addition of fice
bedroors, fo the existing housing stock.

OBJECTIVE 4:

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

Policy 4.1: :
Develop new housing, and encourage the remodeling of existing housing, for families with
children. ' ‘

The Project proposes to demolish a single-family residence with oné bedroom to construct three dwelling
units, each with 3-bedrooms which could accommodate families with children.

OBJECTIVE 11: 4
SUPPORT AND RESPECT THE DIVERSE AND DISTINCT CHARACTER OF SAN
FRANCISCO’S NEIGHBORHOODS.

Policy 11.1: :
Promote the construction and rehabilitation of well- des1gned housm0 that emphasizes beauty,
flexibility, and innovative design, and respect existing neighborhood character.

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

Policy 11.3

SAR FRANCISCO .
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Ensure growth is accommodated without substanhally ‘and adversely impacting existing
res1dent1al neighborhéod character.

Policy 11.4

Continue to utilize zoning dlstrlcts which conform to a generalized residential land use and density
plan and the General Plan. '

Policy 11.5
Ensure densities in established residential areas promote compatibility with prevailing
rieighborhood character.

The subject property is within the Taraval Street Neighborhood Commercial Zoning District which allows
for higher residential density than the existing single-family dwelling. The Project proposes a total of three
dwelling units on a property located in a neighborhood consisting of two- to three-story single- and multi-
family dwellings, single- and two-story commercial buildings and two- to four-story mixed-use buildings.
Furthermore, the proposed new -consiruction conforms to the Residential Design Guidelines and 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 1es1dent1al open spaces are usable, beauhful 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: A
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 Taravul Street. Frontages are designed with transparent gluss
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, commerc1a1 and res1dennal developments.

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

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

OB]ECTIVE 34:

RELATE THE AMOUNT OF PARKING IN RESIDENTIAL AREAS AND NEIGHBORHOOD
COMMERCIAL DISTRICTS TO THE CAPACITY OF THE CITY’S STREET SYSTEM AND
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.

SAN FRANGISCO
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The Project does not -p;l‘ovide anyf 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 Project proposes demolition of an existing single-family building to construct a mixed-use, three<fantily
building with ground floor commercial tise, Similar to other existing structures on the block-face, the new
building proposes a ground floor commercial storefront with residential above.

Policy 1.3:
Recognize that buildings, when seen together, produce a total effect that characterizes the city
- and its districts.

The proposed fagade 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 facade and massing of the new building reflects the existing

mixed architectural character, varying heights along the block face and will be in keeping with the
‘ neighborhood development pattern. »

OBJECTIVE 2:
CONSERVATION OF RESOURCES WHICH PROVIDE A SENSE OF NATURE,
' CONTINUITY WITH THE PAST, AND EREEDOM FROM OVERCROWDING.

v Policy 2.6:
Respect the character of older development nearby in the design of new buildings. -

The massing of the replacement buildings’ main front facades has been designed to be compntible 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: the immediate neighborhood character.

SAN FRANGISCO .
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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,

SAN FRARCISCO

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 nezghborhood—servmg retail uses would not be displaced or otherwise adversely aﬁ'ected by the

‘proposal, as the existing building does not contain commercial uses,

‘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 well us commercinl uses.

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 p7oposed dwelling
units will also not be designated as affordable housing.”

That commuter traffic not impedel MUNI transit service or overburden our streets or
neighborhood parking.

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.

That a diverse economic base be maintained by protecting our industrial and service sectors
from displacement due to commercial office development, and that future opportunities for
resident employment and ownership in these sectors be enhanced.

The Project does not involve the creation of commercial office development. The Project would enhance
opportunities for resident employment and ownership in retail sales and service sectors by providing for
new housing and commercial space, which will increase the diversity of the City’s housing supply (a top
priority in the City) and provide new potentml neighborhood-serving uses and employment
opportunities.

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

PLANNING DEPARTMENT ‘ _— 15
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The replacement structure would be constructed in compliance with San Francisco’s current Building
Code Standards and would 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 f“rom'
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 Mc Coppin Park. The height
of the proposed structure is compatible with the established neighborhood development.

11. The Project is consistent with and would promote the general and specific purposes of the Code
provided under Section 101.1(b) in that, as designed, the Project would contribute to the character

and stability of the neighborhood and would constitute a beneficial development.

12. The Commission hereby finds that approval of the Conditional Use Authorization would promote
the health, safety and welfare of the City.

SAN FRANCISCO E
PLANNMING DEPARTMENT 1 (3]
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DECISION

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 January 3, 2020, and stamped “EXHIBIT 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. Good]lett Place, San Francisco, CA 94102.

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

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

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

Jonas P. Ionin
Commission Secretary

AYES:

NAYS:

ABSENT:

ADOPTED: January 30,.2020

SAN FRANGISCO . ' -
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- EXHIBIT A
AUTHORIZATION

his authorization is for a conditional use to the deinolish an existing 3-story single family dwelling and
construct 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 Taraval Street, Block 2353, and Lot 10 pursuart to Planning
Code Section(s) 317 and 303 within the Taraval Street 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 January 30, 2020 under Motion No XXXXXX. This authorization and
the conditions contained herein run 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 commencemeni 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 and 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 on January 30, 2020 under Motion No XXXXXX. ‘

PRINTING OF CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL ON PLANS

The conditions of approval under the 'Exhibit A' of this Plannihg Commission Motion No. XXXXXX shall
be reproduced on the Index Sheet of construction plans-submitted with the site or building permit
application for the Project. The Index Sheet of the construction plans shall reference to the Conditional Use
authorization and any subsequent amendments or modifications. '

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 construct, or to receive a building permit. “Project Sponsor” shall include any subsequent
responsible party. '

CHANGES AND MODIFICATIONS

Changes to the approved plans may be approved administratively” by the Zoning Administrator.
Significant changes and modifications of conditions shall require Planning Commission approval of a new
Conditional Use authorization.

SAN FRANGISCO ‘
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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 project and/or commence the approved use within
this three-year period.
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement Plamzzng Department at 415-575-6863,
www.sfplanning.org

2. Expiraton and Renewal. 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 applicaﬁoh
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. Should the Commission not reveke the Authorization following the dlosure of the
public hearing, the Commission shall determine the extension of time for the continued validity of
the Authorization.

«---For information about’ complzance contact Code E;zfo; cernent, thnmg Department at 415-575-6863,
www.sfplanning.org

3. Diligent Pursuit. Once a site or Building Permit has been issued, construction 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,
wiew.st-planning.org : .

4. Extension. All time limits in the preceding three paragraphs may be extended at the discretion of
the Zoning Administrator where implementation of the project is delayed by a public agency, an
appeal or a legal challenge and only by the length of time for which such public agency, appeal or
challenge has caused delay.

For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Plannmg Department at 415-575-6863,
www, sf—plamnno org

5. Conformity with Current Law. No application for Building i’ermit ‘Site Permit, or other
entitlement shall be approved unless it complies with all apphcable provisions of City Codes in
effect at the time of such approval.

For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863,
wiresfplanning.org . ' ‘

SAN FRANGISCO )
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DESIGN — COMPLIANCE AT PLAN STAGE

6.

10.

Final Materials. The Project Sponsor shall continue to work with Planning Department on the,
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 Planning Department prior to issuance.

For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378,

wuw.sf-planning.org

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 415-558-6378,
www sfplanning.ory ' o

Rooftop Mechanical Equipment. Pursuant to Planning Code 141, the Project Sponsor shall submit

‘a roof plan to the Planning Department pridr to Planning approval of the building permit

application. Rooftop mechanical equipment, if any is proposed as part of the Project, is required
to be screened so as not to be visible fromi any point at or below the roof level of the subject building.
For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378,
wivwsiplanning.org

Streetscape Plan. Pursuant 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 plah generally meets the standards of the
Better Streets Plan and all applicable City standards. 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 construction 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,

ww.sf-olanning.org

Noise. Plans submitted with the building permit application for the approved project shall
incorporate acoustical insulation and other sound proofing measures to control noise.
For information about. compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378,

| www.stplaining.org

SAN FRANCISCO
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PARKING AND TRAFFIC
11 Blcycle Parking. Pursuant to Pla_nnmg Code Sections 155, 153 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 Project
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 SEMTA 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 SEMTA’s bicycle parking guidelines. Depending on local site

conditions and anticipated demand, SEMTA may request the project sponsor pay an in-lieu fee for
Class II bike racks required by the Planming Code.

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

Managing Traffic During Construction. The Project Sponsor and construction contractor(s) shall
coordinate with the Traffic Engineering and Transit Divisions of the San Francisco Municipal
Transportation Agency (SFMTA), the Police Department, the Fire Department, the Planning
Department, and other construction contractor(s) for any concurrent nearby Projects to manage
traffic congestion and pedestrian circulation effects during construction of the Project.

- For mfmmaﬁon about complzance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415 575-6863,

weeto, hl—'tﬂdﬂﬂlﬂf’ org

PROVISIONS

13.

Residential Child Care Impact Fee, The Project is subject to the Residential Child Care Fee, as
applicable, pursuant to Planning Code Section 414A.

For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planmng Depm tment at 415-558-6378,
WL, sf planning.org

MONITORING - AFTER ENTITLEMENT

14,

15.

Enforcement. Violation of any of the Planning Department 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 Department may also refer the violation complaints to other
city departments and agencies for appropriate enforcement action under their jurisdiction.

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

Revocation due to Violation of Conditions, Should implementation of this Project result in
coihplain’cs from interested property owners, residents, or commercial lessees which are not.
resolved by the Project Sponsor and found 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

SAN FRAKCISCO '
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Administrator 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,
e skplanning.org

OPERATION-

16.

17.

18.

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 of Public Works,

415-695-2017, http:lisfdpw.org

Community Liaison. Prior to issuance of a building permit to construct the project and implement
the approved use, the Project Spofisor shall appuint a commnunity liaison officer to deal with the
issues of concern to owners and occupants of nearby properties. The Project Sporisot shall provide
the Zoning Administrator and all registered neighborhdod groups for the area with written notice
of the name, business address, and telephone number of the commumnity ﬁaison. Should the contact
information change, the Zoning Administrator 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 have not been resolved by the
Project Sponsor. _

For information dbout compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863,
wrowsf-planning.org

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 necessary to ensure safety, but shall inno case be directed
s0 as to constitute a nuisance to any surrounding propelty

For information about compliance, contact Code Eufom,ment Planning Depm tment at 415-575-6863,
wwre.sf-planing.org
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GENERAL NOTES:

INTENT OF DOCUMENTS:

Tt is the intent of these Contrect Documents

o establish a high quality of materiol ond warkmanship,

but not necessarlly o nate and coll for every last item

of work 1o be dane, Any Hem fot specifically covered

but deemed necessary for satisfactory completion .
of the Wark shall be accomplished by the Cantractor

ina manner consistent with the quality of the work

without additional cost to the Quner. All materials

and methods of instaflation shall be In accordonce

with industry standards and manufactursrs recommendations,

A. All materlals and workmanshlp shall conform to the requirements
of the following codes and regulations and any ether local and state.
Jaws and regulafions:

San francisco Bullding Code 2016 Edition
San franciscoFire Cade 2016 Edition

San francisco Plumbing Code 2016 Edition
San franclsce Electrical Code 2016 Editlon
San francisce Mechanical Code 2016 Edition

Verify all existing conditions and dimensions at the project site.
Notify the Architect and/or Engineer of any discrepancies

before beginning canstruction.

B. Pravide adequate and proper sharing and bracing to maintaln

safe conditlons at all times. “The contractor shall be solely

respansible for providing odequote sharing ond bracing os required

for pratection of life and praperty turing the construction of the praject,
C. At all times the Contractar shall be solely and completely responsible
for all conditions ot the obstte, including safety of persans and property,
and oll hecessary independent englieering reviews of these conditions,
The Architects jobsite reviews are not Intended nor shall they be

construed 1o fnclide a review of the adequancy of the contractors safety measures,

D. Unless atherwise. shawn ar noted, alf typical detaiis shall-used where opplicable,
£, All details shall be constued typleal at similar condltions.
F, All brawing conflicts shall be braught to the attention of $he Architect
and/or Cansulting Englnees for clarification before work praceeds.
6. The Contractor shall supply olf fabar, materials, qulpment and
services, including water and power, necessory for the propes exectition
mnedif the work shown on these drawings, All materlols shall be new

ond workmanship shall be good quality. Alf warkman and subcontractors

ail be skilled in thelr trade. Any inspections, speciol ar otherwise, that

= required by the building codes, lacal bulling departments, on $hese

mnn: shall be done. by o Independent Inspection campany.

| Finishes: Replace patch, repaln and refinish oll existing surfaces
affected by the new work, All new finlshes shall match the adjacent surfoce.
off surfaces shall align,
T. The General Contractor shall isit the site and familiarize themselves
with the existing site canditlons prior to finalizing of any propasal tu the owner,
The generat Cantractor shall be responsibe 4o inform the owner or Architect
of potential existing conditions that need ta be oddressed ond or modified
inerder ta cmplete the work as hereln described in these Drawlngs,
J. The General Contractor shall be reponsibie for olf means and methods
of construction including bu not imited to leveling, shiming, and blocking,
‘The General Controctor shall moke specific note of such items that can not *
be known priar ts the commencement of construction,

DRAWING INDEX:

A 101 SITE AND ROOF PLAN, GENERAL NOTES,
AND DRAWING INDEX

A 102 SYTE AND ROOF PLANS EXISTING
A 201 FLOOR PLANS EXISTING

A 202 FLOOR PLANS PROPOSED

A 203 FLOOR PLANS PROPOSED

A 203 FLOOR PLANS PROPOSED

A 3,00 EXTERIOR ELEVATIONS

A 3.01 EXTERIOR ELEVATIONS

A 3.02 EXTERTOR ELEVATIONS

A 3.03 EXTERIOR ELEVATIONS

A 3,04 EXTERIOR ELEVATIONS

A 401 BUILDING SECTION

A 402 BUILDING SECTION

£-2 GREEN BUILDING FOR SITE PERMIT
CIVIL SURVEY

PROJECT INFORMATION: ABBREVIATIONS:
" ZONING: NED TARAVAL NETGHBORHOGD COMMERCTAL DISTRICT @ ar HET/HT. HEIGHT
[ CENTERLINE
QCCUPANGY R-3 2 DIAMETER OR ROUND INSUL.  INSULATION
EXTSTING USE: 1 FAMILY RESIDENCE Eﬁ)) TING
PROPOSED USE: THREE RESTDENTIAL UNITS NEW .
OVER COMMERCTAL SPACE ® REPLACE e MANURACTUNING
PROPOSED BUILDING HELGHT: 45'4* . Q;NL mm
PROPOSED 4 STORSES ' AFE ABOVE FINISH FLOOR oc onceneR
BM. BEAM
CONSTRUGTION TYPE: 3-A 8LbG.  BUILDING PR, PATR
PKT.  POCKET
BUILDING T BE FIRE SPRINKLERED NFPA-13 R e CALIFORNIA BUILDING CODE  PT,  PRESSURE TREATED
WORK BY SEPERATE PERMLT LR, aear X
. cos.  ClLOSET REF.  -REFRIGERATOR
BLOCK 2353  LOTO10 M CONE, CONCRETE REQ'D REQUIRED
REQ'T  REQUIREMENT
'SCOPE OF WORK: DECK'G  DECKING RTS,
NEW 3 UNIT RESIDENTIAL BUILDING DET,  DETAIL R&S  RODAND SHELF
DIA.  DIAMETER RM. ROOM
DISP,  DISPGSAL
PROJECT STATISTICS oW, DISHWASHER s smAR
DR, DOOR
PROPOSED | COMMON | RESIDENTIAL co»\MEnm4 TOTAL i il BOUBLE :‘5' o igb%ifor y—
1STFLOOR: | 759 SF 05F . 1713 SF 2472 SF i DN. DOWN 534 R B TORAGE
ZND FLODR: | 243 SF. 1,604 5F OSF 1,835 5F : DRWGS. DRAWINGS sTgucT' :WUCTURAL
3RD FLOOR: | 238 SF 1.580.5F G SF 1518 SF. I DRYER -
4TH FLOOR: | 236 SF 1634 SF O SF 1872 SF TEMP. TEMPERED
ROOF: 202 SF 0SF 0 SF 202 5F__| o 3
TOTAL 1368 SF | 4818 SF 1713 5F 8,205 5F & EACH TRANS.  TRANSPARENT
; . TYPICAL
UNIT1 1,604 SF : F FAHRENHELT
UNITZ 1,580 SF - ;‘?: P ITED UON, UN}rEESDs OTHERWISE
ul 3 1, ‘ NO
NET3 634 SF o ity
. - T FOOT OR FEET [LF.  VERIFYINFIELD
OPEN SPACE: FR. ERENICH v YN
REQUIRED OFEN SPACE EA UNIT300SF - FURN.  FURNISH w WASHER
FURR.  FURRING WH. WATER HEATER
UNIT1 558 SF wp WATERPROOF
UNIT2 56 SF AT UNIT: REQUIRED OPEN SPACE oA caveE Wbo.  WINbow
PROVIDED ATROOF DECK 6L BLAZING w/ WITH
UNIT3 0 SF AT UNLT: OPEN SPACE FROVIDED WD, ‘woob
VP, 6YPSUM
ATROOF DECK GYPBD,  GYPSUM BOARD
ROOF 778 SF: DECK GPEN TO UNIT 2 AND 3

BIKE PARKING

3 CLASS A SPACES PROVIDED
SEE A 2.02 15T FLOOR PLAN

VIICINITY MAP

DRAWING SYMBOLS

DOOR NUMBER
WINDOW NUMBER
@ SKYLISHT NUMBER
/1\ DRAWING REVISION
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BOARD OF SUPERVISORS APPEAL FEE WAIVER_
FOR NEIGHBORHOOD ORGANIZATIONS \vﬂ\\\
APPLIC |
Appellant’s Information

Name: g ieeé p ) %K&Q

Address: 3. OleDd~ 9.'; AN e— - Email Address: {3 gy~ K&t\)@ CAAAN L. Crm,

Sp) FRrAC S, Ca Telephone: Al1e, - RO~ DADb
T o

Neighborhood Group Organization Information

el oo Sups ST~ Pagacsin e i cartion & AeTLon)
| Q@NH\ Nee - c'\ac.A N\ seue C@@
\3;q . l—l o A‘Vt—' Telephone:

DanFadtscs Coa-

Property Information Yfilos_ Fee sampi

Projectaddress: [ <l “Tag avad, I7 Dan Fravasts, Qﬁ CiLH\(p

Project Application (PRJ) Record No: ) &SV — (N A | qbq_ Building Permit No: SO O3 o% (QFI 54{/
. Cu &

Date of Decision (if any): \)Q—LDU Age M %O =2OED

- P

_ Address: ~>Email Address: =

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

REQUIRED CRITERIA ' ' | ves | no

The appeliant 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 organization 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 prlor
to the submittal of the fee waiver request. Existence may be established by evidence including that relating
to the organization’s activities at that time such as meeting minutes, resolutions, publications and rosters,

The appellant is appealmg on behalf of a nelghborhood orgamzatlon thatis affected by the projectand that
is the subject of the appeal

YK XX

'For DepartmentUse Only - : :
'Appllcatlon I’ecelVed by Plannmg Department

By: - | S . Date: |
Submlssxon Checkhst

D APPELLANTAUTHOR!ZATION D CURRENT ORGANIZAT!ON REGISTRAT!ON - ] MINIMUM ORGANIZATION AGE .
D PROJECT IMPACT ON ORGANIZATION ’ '

- D WAIVERAPPROVED.  [[] WAIVER DENIED.
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SPEAK sSUNSET 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 Boken 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

~ 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.cdlib.org/findaid/ark:/13030/c84t6qwn/

Sincerely, - -
P =

T o B %
; ' = *T_—,:Z:w
Eileen Boken 7’? gmrg
President Nt )
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_From: BOS Legislation, (BOS)

Sent: Wednesday, March 18, 2020 3:42 PM : : ,

To: aeboken@gmail.com; speaksanfrancisco@yahoo.com; pmandel@mgremedlation com;
billpash@gmail.com; Justin A. Zucker:

Cc: " 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, AnMarie (CPC); Navarrete, Joy (CPC); Lynch, Laura (CPC);
Teague, Corey (CPQ); 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);
BOS-Supervisors; BOS-Legislative Aides; Calvillo, Angela (BOS); Somera, Alisa (BOS); er@sonic.net;
Andrew Junius; Jennica Dandan; BOS Legisfation (BOS) '

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

Categories: 200261

Please find finked 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 pro;ect at 1420
Taraval Street

Aﬁpellants - Reply and Complete Supplemental Appeal Materja!s - 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.

[ 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 Superwsors

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco, CA 94102

T:415.554.7702 | F: 415.554.5163
jocelyn.wong@sfgov.org | www.sfbos.org

@

#a  Click hereto complete a Board of Supervisors Customer Service Satisfaction form .

The Legislative Research Center provides 24-hour access to Board of Supervisors Jegislation, and archived matters since August 1988,

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 jts 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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SPEAK SUNSET PARKSIDE EDUCATION AND-ACTION COMMITTEE
1329 7th Avenue, San Francisco, CA 94122-2507 speaksanfrancisco@yahoo.co_m

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 Safal Sandra Lee Fewer,
Matt Haney, Rafael Mandelman Gordon Mar, Aaron Peskin, Dean Preston,

Hillary Ronen

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 'Supervis)ors:

. 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 Commission. Attached are supplemental materials supporting the appeal

This is apparently a self—developed project by Mr. Mandel which is of concern to -
members of the Parkside 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 in San Francisco are the highest in the world, according to the New

" York Times and Mr. Mandel's current property 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

1..
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would expect it 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 Mr. 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 contrest the March 12, 2020 letter from Mike Buhler, President & CEO of SF .
Heritage states (see Exhlblt 1: Letter from Mike Buhler, SF Heritage attached
hereto and incorporated by reference) :

“As one of the first houses built by Hugh C. Keenan for the
Parkside Distiict R Realty Comipany, 1420 Taraval (built in-
is one of a small number of properties connecte

creatlon and early development.”

&
Q.
~
Q
T e
(1}
=
n
~

Further, Mike Buhler of SF Heritage’s letter states:
“1420 Taraval 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
landﬂlls 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. Mandel'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 lnadequate and
ques’tlonable -

Reply to Planning Department Appeal Response

The Planning Department Response fails to specifically address the negatlve impact of
- demolition of this historic building on the look, feel and character of the Parkside district

1446



“or the lack of compliahc'e with Planning Code Section 101.1(b) (2) which requires
General Plan consistency and implementation and states:

“That existing housing and neighborhood bharacter 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.project-was 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 results in a net increase in affordable housi ing.

(Note: no units meeting the definition of “affordable” are part of the 1420 Taraval 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. a : ' ’

The Planning Department’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 Department’s Response states that “the Planning Department and
Commission 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 least 3 tenants are living cooperatively in a 3-story structure with 2,176
square feet of living space (725 square feet per person). In 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.

3 -
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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.” (Planning Department Response, p. 7, Response 4) Yet, the Planning
Department’'s Response again concludes that the subject property does not retain
mtegrlty due to altera’uons :

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

~ Attached are supplemental appeel 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
Interior images of 1420 Tarava! a 3-story, 2,176 square foot hlstorlc 1907 house, from
Apartments.com '

. Exh|b|t4
Project Application 3lgned under penalty of perjury by project sponsor 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.” ‘ ' '

; Exhlblt 5

. Pre—Apphca‘uon Meetmg 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 small
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 meetmg but the sworn affidavit includes no
concerns Whatsoever

Exhibit 6

All permits on file with the Department of Building Inspec’uon for work done on 1420
Taraval. 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 fo the letter from

.
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‘ Mike Buhler of SF Heritage (Exhibit 1), a simple change such as replacing windows
should not be the threshold for determining loss of integrity. -

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

‘ Exhlblt 8

Statement of Appeal with Exhlblts as follows:

Exhibit A: SF General Plan-Housing Element Summary of Objectlves and Policies
Exhibit B: SF Planning Code Section 101.1(b)

Exhibit C: Planning Preseryation Team Review Form °

Exhibit D: Letter from local historian Woody LaBounty dated February 24, 2020

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

Sincerely,

'.@Q&\M

Eileen Boken -
- President
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"2007 FRANKLIN STREET ° g E’ L

wiesssf heritage.ney SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94109 3000

March 12, 2020

Board of Supervisors
1 Carlton B. Goodlett Place
" San Francisco, CA 894102

RE: Appeal of Conditional Use Authorization - 1420 Taraval Street
"Dear Supervisors:

| 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 ot historic properties. Haiting 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 culturalland 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 number of properties connected to-the district's creation and early
development. As recognized by Planning Department staff, the properﬁy is significant under evaluation
guidelines for state historical resources under Criteria 1 and 3, Heritage disagrees with the subsequent CEQA
categorical exemption determination claxmmg 1420 Taraval Iaoked sufﬂcnent 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 .
woulid reinforce a perception that only civic structures and residences of the wealthy elite are worthy of
recognitioni and proteotlon

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 Hentage encourages examining the feaSIblllty of
addmg an Accessory Dwelling Unit in the backyard

Sincerely,

MGl

Mike Buhler
President & CEQO
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San Francisco
2 o)§-ongoyerers

Q-.’\. .

PROJECT APPLICATION (PRJ)

Project Address: 1420 Taraval Street

Block/Lot(s): 2353/010

Name: Peter Mandel - : : - A ‘ 2]

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

Address:

| Telephone: 510 300 7500

DSameasabove

"Name: WﬂhamPashelmsky
_ Compary/Organ.izat'J'on:

nddress, 1937 Hayes Street, San Francisco, Ca. 94117  Email Address: biflpash@gmail com
-. . Telephone: 415 R06 3464
Please Select Billing Contact: m Ownee Aok i & on or details)

Please Select Primary Project Contact: [ Cwner ] Applicant {1 sitling

Related Buﬂdmg Permit Apphmtms

O wa

Building Pemit Apdrcan'ohs Nofs): 2018-08-08-6753

Mﬁeﬁm&fy Preject Assessments {Pﬁ%}
O wa

PPA Application Nofs): . . : PPA Letter Date:

Exhibit 4
10f 8

PAGEZ | PLAMRING APPLICATION - PROJECT APPLICATION . V.05.07.2018 SAN FRANCISCD PLANRIREG DEPARTIMENT
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C ‘ ‘e

Project Description:

Please provide a narrative project description that summarizes the pro;ect and its purpose. Please fist any spec:d
authonzatxonsorchangestoﬂref’ianmrg Code or Zoning Maps if applicable.

Pmndmhemﬁmgsmﬂcﬁmﬁbn%ﬁmmcmﬂnmmﬁmnnm¥3mm&mﬂdummawngnmmdkmﬂaxmmumd

Project Details: - _
1 Change of Use 421 New Construction 1 Demlition [ Facade Alterations 1 ROW Improvements
[ Additions [ Legistative/Zoning Changes L1 Lot Line Adjustment-Subdivision L Other

Residential: [ Senior Housing [1100% Affordable [T Student Housing [TDwelling Unit Legalization. |
Clinclusionary Housing Required L] State Density Bonus L] Accessory Dwetling Unit
Indicate whether the project proposes rertal or ownership units: 11 Rental Units [10wnership Units []Dont Know

HNon-Residential: [ formulaRetail a Medrca!&mmbfsofspensary {1 Tebacco Paraphernatia Establishment

D H a 'S - D Massage Estabﬁshm em m Oﬁm: Tnkows
: , Exhibit 4 .
. 3 . $1,000,000 )
Es;gmated Construction Co;t. . 2 of 8
PAGE 3 | PLANRING APPUCATION - PROJECT APPLICATION . VY. 03.07.2018 SIANFRANQSCDM DEPARTMENT
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, Residential GSF |1 921 4812
ig Retail/Commercial GSF | 117731
.:g . OfficeGSF |g o
§ | k»dush‘ial-PDRl 0 o
Er Medical GSF g 0
2 » Visitos GSF o 0
3 CIE (Cuttural, Institutional, Educational) | 0
- Useable Open Space GSF 949 1392
Public Open Space G5F | ] ‘
! " Dwelling Units - Affordable- [0 0
‘  Dwelling Units- Market Rate. |y g
Dwelling Units - Total ¢ 3
§ Hotel Rooms Ob Q0
2| Number of Bullding(s) {1 1
%' ‘Number of Stories |3 4
f% Parkdng Spaces 10 o
a Loading Spaces |g 0
 Bicyde Spaces [0 3
Car Share Spaces g 0
|| Other
Studio Units |0 0
dneBed:oomUnits. 0 0
| E Two Bedroom Units |1 0
'§’ Three Bedroom (or -+ Unts |q 1
B ' Group Housing-Rooms |0 0
e'; Group Housing - Beds {( ¢
SRO Units '|g 0
MicroUn'its 0 0
For AU, et A A e s it . | 0 Exhibit 4
e e fotoge e o ench i 30f8
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A e

Frvis. form wilt determine if further environmental review is required.
‘ .

i you are submitting a Building Permit Appiication only, please 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 will contact you with further

instructions.

_ Ifyouare submming an application for entitlement, please submit the required supplemental applications, technical stud;es
or other information indicated below along with this Pm)ectApmcat:on. o

Envirenmenial Yopic Tnformation Applicebleto HotesMegulremesls
‘ Pmposaéhoject? A ,
1 1a. General Estimated construction duration (months): N/A
Th. Ceneral Does the project involve replacementor | L[] Yes ¢ No
repair of 3 building foundation? if yes,
please provide the foundation design type
{e.g, mat foundation, spread footings,
drilled piers, etc)
{2, Tramsportation Does the project involve a child carefadifity | [1 Yés ¢ No | ifyes, submit an Environmental
. . or school with 30 or more students, ora . Supplemental- School and Child Care.
{ocation 1,500 sqguare feet or greaters? . Drop-Off & Pick-Up Management Plan.
3. Shadow | Would the project resultin any - I Yes- ¢ No |Ifyes an nitial review by a shadow
- construction over 40 feet in height? expert, induding a recormmendation
’ . . as to whether a shadaw analysis is
Treeded, may be required, as-determined
byPtannmgstaﬁ‘ (I the project
" | already underwent Prefiminary Project
_ | Assessment, refer to the shadow
An additlonalfeeforashadowreﬂew
_ may be requived.
4. Blskegicel Bersproes Doesﬁxepm;ectmcﬁ:detheremovalor [JYes ¢ No |Hyes
. gdﬁxﬁonof:;:?son,over,orad}acentto of existing on, oves, or
proj adiacent to.the project site:
Number of existing tre&son,ovet,. :
Ww&emﬂ&&a\tmﬂdbe
removed by the project:
Number of trees on, over, or adjacent to
ﬁtepm;ectsmﬁxatwnddbeaddwby
the praject:
5a. Histeric @ | Would the project involve changes to the 7 Yes ] No |lfyes, submitacomplete Historic
- Preservation | front facade or an addition visible from the . Resource Determination Supplemental
public right-of-way of a structure built 45 Application. fniclude all materials required
wmyaasagombmedmahmc in the application, induding a-complete
district? recmd(vﬁ&mpﬁs)ofaﬂh&ﬁidmg
5b, Histeric Would the project involve demalition of ¥ Yes [] No |Ifyes,abhistoric resource evaluation (HRE) -
Presarvation. a structure constructed 45 of more years " | report will be requited. The scope of the
agooa'astmcturetocatedwfthmahtstonc HRE will be determined In consultation
dlstrict7 v with CPC-HRE@sfgov.org. :
Exhibit 4
4 of 8
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information

change of use from-an industrial use to a
residential of institutional use?

Applicable to
[5. Archaology (D | Would the project result in soil ¢ Yes [ No |IfYes,provide depﬂuofexcavaﬁonl
disturbance/modification greater than two : disturbance below grade (in feet™:
(2) feet below grade in an archeclogically
sensitive area or eight {8) feet below grade
na mdﬁdmﬂy serysitive area?
X eeeaogyu-seas@ lsmepm)ect!ocatedthhmaundsﬂde [ Yes ¢ No |Ageotechnical report prepared ~
v Hazard Zone, Liquefaction Zone or on a fat qualified professional must be submrtted
mﬁ\anavemgesbpeufm%orgreatef? if ona of the-follrwing thresholds apply
to the project:
__________________________ | ® The project rvolves:
.feeﬂ ) cwbec yamk of soid, of
O  building expansion greater
than 1,000 squswe feet cutside
Amount of excavation (in cubic vards): of the exdsting buflding
footprint.
8. RirQuadity @ | Would the projectadd newsensitive . | [ Yes ¢ No -
: receptors {specifically, schools, day care: o
and senlor-care fadlities) within an Alr Information is found here.
Pollutant Exposure Zone? .
9a. Haxasdous Would the project involve work on a site {1 Yes & #io | Hyes, subiit a Phase | Environmental
Maverials with ant existing ar former gas station, . Site Assessmert prepated by a qualified
parking fot, auto repair, dry cleaners, or 1 consultant.
heavy manufacturing use, or a site with
urrdergroand storage tanks?
9b. Hazardess - (D | Is the project site located within the [JYes « No |!fyes submitacopyoftheMaher
Hateriak ' Maher area and would it involve ground - | Application Form to the Department
disturbance of at least 50 cubic yards or a of Public Health. Aisosubm:tarecerpt

Exhibit 4
50of 8
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,,Pl'é'a‘\se" state how the projeit is consistent or inconsisieht with each policy, or state that the'policy is not appliéable: -

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

See attachment "A"

2. Thatexisting housmg and neighborhood characterbe conserved and pmtected inorder to presarve the cuhural and
economic diversity of our netghborhoods,

4 See Attachment AR

| 3. Thatthe Gity's supply of affordable housing be preserved and enhanced;
See attachment "A" ' .

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

5. That a diverse economic base be maintained by protecting our mdus’mai -and service sectors from displacement due
tocmmaaoﬁ&dwopmmhammatﬁnwempmmaﬁnmmtambwn&tmdmshmmm
sectors be enhanced;

See Attachment "A"

6. That the City achieve the greatest possible preparedness to protect against injury and ioss of fife in an eanhquake
SﬁC Attaohment "A" ‘

7. That landmarks and historic buildings be preserved; and
See Attachment "A"

8. That our parks and open space and thefr accéss to sunlight and vistas be protected from development.

See Attachment "A"
\ Exhibit 4
6of8
FGET | ﬁ.araaﬁaﬁmuma-mxcrmm‘# : ) V.08.07.2078 mmmnmmmw
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Under penalty of perjury the following declarations are made:
a) The undersigned is the owner or authorized agent of the owner of this property.
b) The information presented is true and correct to the best of my knowledge,

e Oﬁsemxﬁofmatmorapp%matmmaybemqwfed
d} }herby authorize City and County of San Francisco Planning staff to conduct a site visit of this propertyas part aﬂhe(itys

review of this apphication, makinga&poﬂlmwcﬁhehﬁabvmdemmxmswemmwmmmdcmmmm

in response nitoring of an condition of approval :
| / % - William Pashelinsky
N ) . - ’ ’b.“'e (‘ Ii ItECa

Architect 415806 3464 billpash@gmail.com

Refationship fo Project , Phone Enail

.(i.e.Owner.&fdmtd, etc)
FeDepermast sy , S Exhibit 4
Application received by Planning Department: S 7 of 8
By: ‘ Date:
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William Pashelinsky

Architect

1937 Hayes Street

San Francisco, California 941 17
(415) 379 3676

Email: bilipash@gmail com

EXHIBIT A -
Prop M Findings

1)..
2).

“The project will not impact any neighborhood retail use. |
There will be no impact to the economic and cultural dii/ersity. .
The project will add to the Gity's supply of affordable hQUsSIan

Commuter traffic wdt not be impacted. -
The broiect will not impact the industrial or service sectors,

The project will meet all current seismic and structural codes.

The project will not impact any landmark or historic buildings.

The pmject'wﬂi not impact any parks.

1465
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Affidavit of ﬂﬁﬁéucimg y Pre-Application ﬁﬂeezm@
Bign-in Sheet and Issues/Responses submittal
|  William Pashelinsky
Qp&tﬁﬁﬁame) :

« Sohrsoby dedire ag foliows

i P hiave oorednoted 3 ?a'v»&gsphcaimn Weziing for the proposed ngwr construchon or alteration
“prior fo submitiing any entitlorment (Building Fermit Varence, Comditional Use, e} in
argprdande wilk Plenning Cotieaiaion Pee-Application Poficy.
2 The Teetng was comduciod of }f%o:rﬂqrs\./q! ﬂstr?.ev Jf, e e e Sleentindad dress]
.. 41218 : .
ar1 . v‘a%‘tm 6-7 pm {Hmed,
5 | bave facluded the ma;lmg list, mecting initiation, sign-in sheet, ;:we!uspnwsa suzemasy, and
radoced s sl the enftlement Applicstion, 1 asdenstond that § s e ﬁt,*’%ﬂi‘h. for the
ascprasy of Hhis information and Hal errniecis fnforoation may fead ftc}&.uﬁr#n;ﬂm e eNnctio
of e pormit ‘ '
4 ihmtépr‘cpamd Houme maderads in good fai t}mnd fer the best of sy ability.
¥ declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the Stale of Califomia that the rarspoing 15 true and
CORTRLE, ‘ ' '
v Ty ey TG (s JUNE 18Th ' —
EXBCUTED CN THIS DAY, 019 N SAN FRANCISCO

Witliam Padée&W

e A

Wliham Pashelmsky

f’wmu {fypeor pf‘mj

__Architect
"e‘.*‘i'=&30'1 hip to T‘m}cc{ r:.,';q Crermer, A gent

{if &gent, g e business nama and professicng

14ZQ Taraval Street

P LR e
TLARMID DETARTIERT
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 Pre-Application Meeting Sign-in Sheet

Mevting Urazer__ 4/12/18

P v sk e TN e 1 T AR T b KNS S Ll s e Tat TS Rithy ae ek 3 Mot Ko slarn becmem ket

KSFORES 1 T 6pm

Meeling: Adldris__ 1420 Taraval Street -,

Fraject Address;_ 1420 Taraval Street

Froperty Cwner Name: Peter Mandel

£

Profect Sponsor/Represeniative; | William Pashelinsky

¢ priad vouy oane Selne simte your sdddess andior affilibbon with # neiphboesfood group, and

provide your phane number. Froviding your nante ek doss not repeessnt suppart oF spposilion fo fhe

project; 1 s Tor dotmmintadion jrirposes anly.

THORGANIZATION .- ADDRESS THONES . EMAIL __ SENT FLANS
Eileen Boken Sunset Parkside : '

~ ) . aeboken@gmail.éom
L. Education and action Committee e

=

Tony Lee ‘ ) ' lee.prop@yahoo .com

sl

o oo

o
1.

¢
4
¥

ol )
[}

|

1 L - . 1

* et s et oo

kT ' ' . . o i ,H..”{l

Lk (R , .

PLARKISG CHECRITTHENT
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Summary of discussion from the Pre-Application Meeting

Bleeting Date: 4/12/18

Mesling Address: 1420 Taraval Street
Project Address: 1420 Taraval Street

Froperty Chwner Nimu: . Peter qudel _ . _
Froject Sponsor/Represenativer___ William Pashleinsky - :

Aeeting Time Gpm . - L .

Flaase seanmarize the questionsicomments and your response from the Pre-Applcation meeting to the
space beltw, Flente shate iflhow the pmject bias been madified in response to any concerns, A

PO T I 10 HUTE. ST { P
THAT LT EIGRIFTING BT ()

CroertionfUorrerin #1 by (wames st comovmead nedy

- (%eneml discussion’of plans .
Fregject Sprians Reapanss _ | | - — ._i | M
ﬁ‘-*f‘—‘:‘?['“'"h"(ff.r»ﬁ‘ixfr:1 53 ' e e et e —.
??if)iiiil‘{ S}X,}i1;,:r_gr E’;‘ﬁpoﬁ:ﬂ:' : ‘ | - MM:;:;W: | | : ;; o —
QuestionCone o 8 ) e
Feajuet 5,""3‘-5"‘4"‘}”'Flf-‘:»‘;fre-‘n::c:: _ . _ . g ~
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L Puh.ir- “Works,
rgjlu of Bldg. l‘n‘pr—,(l"an 30, 2

. Hbplicant must indicade jn, mk corrcetly and dmhucﬂy 61t the Jack of this sheet, 5 diagran of thie Jor with
r} EF / |" T \(, r [\l i a@q_ allays, locetion of existing buildings on the fot, if auy, and location and dmwmmm of proposed buildings.
s and Bpecificalions mus Te fastened together. .

A400 ﬁlv;ou:xg

. APPLICATION FOR BUILDING PERMIT
FRAME BUILD]NG

) Apphcatlon is hcrcb) made to the Board of Public W'orks of the City and County of San I‘ranmsco for perm:ssmn to
' -bmH pai o fess ‘s {::w o7 or the Iot situated.#21 }fl et v'z?/ e e /‘}»d,f”r

s

at f .
Rl Nl AR

in accbrdance with the plans and: s‘becificat'ions submittcd berewith.

AU provisions of the bullding lmy 'ull be. complicd wil o the ergrtfon ufwu[hm!zmur, whethr speetflod horeis or

T4

i not, Est\mated cost of bm!chng $. A Bu;ldmg to be ocmpmd 5. F‘y Mo f‘nmliu%
szg of Lot ) &0 . fect, I)’nnf 2L fect rear, s renmmeniGEL dleep, )
o ,.'ASizc‘_Of p_r'@posé'd 'm;imapg i et hy CA ft. Txireme height bf building NP |
Height in cléar ;:f' cellar....-.53.. o - «,,‘.u.,.,,-Ichght in cléar of first $10ty... frad r{ :

* Height in clear of second story. g m Height in clear of third story.

“" . Height in clear of fourth -stbrv " Height i clear of fifth. story:

-{nehes

thickness, ool

v Size t’o’éhmf'< /’,? inches, (reatest halgit s st ot e e ot
' Size; of studs in’ basement a2 by ¢ - inches. .. 24 ‘;nrhgs on: centers.
; - Size of studs in first story. 3 £ Bym,,",,,;;‘/ moiniches LG jnches on centers.
-Bize of studs ih sceond stosy. 2 by, r. M8 L 0CHES 0T COMIERNE,
- Size of studs in third story.. _. ) by. inches..- inches on centers.
' Size of s.mds in fourth story, . ) llyn.,;.... . inches, inches on centers,
Size of studs in fith story. et DY dHPIES . aediclics oo centers.
" Wall cov"eri'ng to'be of -2 ftk s f ;'7’ ot L Seend .
First floor- oists, ] inches.. .,.,,_in,ches/én centers, Fongest span between supports < 2 _ft
Second floot Io;sh. . ..;by..‘i{'_._inchcs.,{ig Jinches on cefiters, Longest span. betweee supports..4.2.4t
) Thxrd fldor joists e 3Y. Ji2ehes .o mnndtiches on centers. L-ongeét span between supports.....£t,
Fourth ﬂoor )owf: - lw. inches inche on cenfers. Longcst span’ bebween supports_._.,m.;ft,-
Tifth ﬂoor 30:5*’: ) inches. mthcs on centers. Lougest span between supports.——..it,

P

T RASS oo N 2 dnclicsi 4. inches on conters T.ongrest apan bctwcen SApPErta.Lofo-ft,

Roof coveted. with.._u.c"z A 5 Steep orEtatd
v . P . .
Styds {n bearing parhhﬂn* B o ipmiinchies. ol &._.inches on' ‘centers. . Bearing partitions
. . ' mitst 16 sama ax
Chlmueys OF i Lt T ‘”mt‘d wﬂh ; ; plastered.. “outslde ohes.
' Any‘ g5 Grates 2o ADY patint ﬂues S Is the building to be heated, antl HOW Zune. e e v lr mitimmccinar

 Any opening fo basement. in s;dcwalk?_”___ﬁ__.,_,_.-,,_.-Any elevator, freight-passage or dumb P o

pR—

“‘Thcxe arg TG B e AT WA Lt iitwide Tocated. . R Tt .
: 1 hercby agree o save, indémiffy and keep harmless the City and (Lmrty 6f $as Pravotseo ffraingt all anf_ulmw, .
. judgments, costs and expénses which may in anywxsc agerue agnmst said city and county i consequence of the granting

of this permity or fr oim the use or grcdpancy of any sidewalk, street or snb-mdc“ Ak placed By vittne thercof, and will

m dl uuugs siricily comply with the conditions of this permit.

* Nane of Atchitect : . ] \
.‘ R o R . . - -If;':‘.ﬂ;vﬂtr
~L Addiess., ¢ ’ . s e s R \ .

t N‘:\x‘né of Builrery: ¢ Address....

A(‘l’]’l"!'(k

20f14
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u'eau_of Fire Prevention and Investigation

Construct a.nd msta.ll on bulldmg to satlsfac-
m of Bureau of Fire Prevention the following

Approved:

:e protection eqmpment and appliances:

Superintendent Bureau of Building Inspection

Zoning:

Approved

D.. (Dry) Standpmpq

<

J/éﬂ Z;/.s

et Sfa'n ﬂ’nmpq 3 :

City Planning Commls glon -

oge F:}Ph ; ; -

: : : Appfc'»ired: :
N RS SR PUEE Y
GwiL Pi'pes i e : ! EE
-utoma(uc Fire Pump SIS, e x

. :f,Di;rector of Public Health

utoma‘tlc Sprmkler System

LLY L

ater Servme Connection

round Floor Plpe Cas qmcrq

Approw/:ed ;.

efmgera‘rmn .
o I " . S
Lcmfarator * Department of Electricity
: ' Approved: , :
f . Pl
F ’ Bureau of Engineering.
PPROVED ‘. 'j o

) FRANK P. KEHELY Cluef
Division of Fire Prevenhon a,nd Invesﬁgatlon

P/%

~ ‘

Apprioved:

1 40¢
9 1!C1!HXE{ s

Art Commission

pnses

ki

R sovim

e

!

1

AdOD TIVIOIIHO

w{Q Lo

Sy "»}*

= =

2 N -

[ hee .-—-——"’_ ™

{ray =

P P >

HaZ[=™ . Z

sym ot Ty T

BLDG FORM‘ AR 0] Le!
. E < ¥ -

x " - ‘-

~d
& % TAVE
APPLIOAr DEE T

i Workmens Compensation Insurance *

Permlt Burcﬂu N T D k

i

Polxcy or Cemﬁcate ﬁled vmh Ceutml

No Workmens Compensacmn Insur- -

ange Pohcy or Certificate on ﬁle for |,

= reason of exclusw—x chcdccd

A
(a) No onc “to be employed , ‘ - ID‘

-

(b)—-C'a.sual labor only tovbe -

M ie
P . {

employed A I |

{c} Setvxcm' or labor-to be pexformed

.3 in.return. for aid or sustenance
only,. received from any, religious, *

charitable ox relief organization D

4

Approved

FOR PERMI’I‘ TO MAK]] .
ADDITIONS, ALTERATIONS or REPAIBS
‘ . TO BUILDING

v o e
o WSRO A

1“[“‘/‘ (IS

\\L\ ‘2

3/;/

JUN 12 1948

Penmt No

1

_I's‘sm‘aﬂ




SATF sa ANET :cséﬂjn@'émxr suREAY i o, 39  Write in Tuk Tl Two Coples
o s l OITY AND COUNTY OF.SAN FRANCISCO
] \ DEP‘ TMENT OF mmme WORKS GEN‘IRAL PERMIT BUREAU

' _BLDg FORM St
DEP/PH\/I‘NI OF

A4OO TvIDl40

AI’PLICATION F(m BUILDING PER K‘\‘{}E ‘{X
BUILDING Lr«JSszCﬂo»ﬁ : e ALTE&TION @L“M@ o\ 104
= : i \ﬁ 501046 1

P ra

unty of San Fran-

Application is hereby made tu the Department of Puhhc Works
ed herewith and ac-

cisco for permission to build in aecordance with the plans and spec"
. cording to the description and for the purpjymaﬁer set fort]

1. Iﬂcatlom,/ Q,,Zﬁ
(2) 'Present use of bmldmg%
(3) Use of building hereafter.

© (4) Total Cost affro,__ ' o S .
) Descnp’clon of Work to be dona_.ﬁ",%fd&. MQN ...... - S -2

//—-

~

(6) APPIJCANT MUST FI]'_L OU’I‘ MPENSATION INSURANCE ‘A. ON REVERSH SIDE.

(1) Supervmton of construchon by, _Z%W o E
Adaress_. [ 70{/&(2,«/&/6

1 hereby certxfy and agree, if 3 permlt ig issue t all the prowsxons of the BUILDING LAW,

THE BUIEDING ZONE ORDINANCES, SET-BAC] REQUIREMENTS AND THH FIRE ORDL-

© -NANCES OF THE CITY AND COUNTY. OF SAN FRANCISCO zxd the STATE HOUSING ACT.OF
. CALIFORNIA will be complied with, whether herein specified or not; and I hereby agree to save, in-
demnify and keep harmless, the C1ty and County- of San Frauncisco agamst all liahilities, judgments,
costs and expenses ‘which may in anywise accrue against said city snd county in consequence of the

granting of this permit, or from the use or occupancy of any sidewalk, street or sub-srdewa.lk placed by

virtue thereof, and will in all thmgs strictly comply with the cond1t1ons of this permit.

(8 'Architect.. '

Certificafe No...- | 4 License Nn
© State of California : -+ City and County of San Francisco
, Address.. :

(€] Enginepr ;
Certificate No, i . : : TLicense No ) .
State of California . NCity and County of San Francisco
Address

(10) Plans and. specxﬁcatmns prepared by -
Other than. Archltect or Engmﬂar W

(1) Contractor_m z ?’ W//

Address

TLicense No. /:52 3. : " License No 1257

State of Cahforma : . City and County of San Francisco

Address. /%5 ,?’ fr BT ‘
(12) Ownmer.. ﬁ,&/,( "794 /MM

address. [ FLD T e 2~

@zi ]/\ - MM/K/J
-Owner's Authorized Agent.
B DEPARTMENT WILL CALL UP TELEPHONE NO. J. czdonira REET

. IF ANY ALTER.ATIONS OR CHANGES ARE NECESSARY ON 'I‘HE PLA.NS SUBMITTED.

1472
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5AN FRAN l_)f 0
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DEPARTMENT OF
BUILDING IMIPECTION
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L [ Cozy - - -w -

QF BETC fm%ﬁ:& .

o ﬁﬁ*f;:a catere
. - MENT, 6F PEBELC: WORES S

R a&m:s:&f OF BEIEDENG: INSPECTION - - o :
CERTIFICATE O OF FINAL €&§%§£§£‘ﬂm

891 35

Fm.* w&m& W’M i bmfﬁ’xzz;: psmt: m&rxﬁw ﬁmﬁét__m

AT e iy St

Wmmhmtﬁwmmaw:@m&wwmwammpﬁﬁgmmmm‘.
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vLyl

[

%
. 3 0V
Approved: vy gs W,
X8
30

Apprtrvec'l:

* Department of Public Heslth

5
A . Approved: -
O S
o
Iz,e partinent of Q‘tyx Department of EIéctrid,lY f
Approved: Ap_pruved:
Appraved:
Burean of Fire Prevention & Fablic Safety Boiler n‘mpem,r "
Approved: . . Approved:”
. . A., N . e k»,
% _Redevelopment Agency
AU S Approveds- -
_Civil Engineer, B '/'{-anﬂ,dinx' pecti I
: - Parking Authority

- No portion of buxldmg or stmcture o seaf-

folding used .during™ consbrietion to be

- cloger than 6°0” foany wire containing more -
th.-m 50 voits. See Sec. 385 Cnhfozma Lo

"BEFER T0: - ' g

Bureau of Engineering - ... . -
BBI Struct. Engineer . . . . . .
Botler Inspector ¢ . . . . . . .
Art Commission . . . . . . ...
‘Dept. of Public Health - .- . . . .+
‘Dept. of Blectricity . . . . . - "
Redevelopment Ag-em:s e e e s
Parking Authority . e 4 s

Approved - ef S 195‘ z
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| Appl. #
ancisco, CA 94102 Address

FOTICE TO APPLICANTS

Licensed Contractbe's Declaration B

Pursuant to the Businéag and Professiens Code See. T031.5, I
hereby affirm that I am ljcensed wnder the provisions of
Chapter 9 (commencing with“Ssc. T000) of Division 3 of the

" 'Business and Professions Code,end that my license is in fulil
force and effect. ‘ R o

 License Iicense m{ ‘
Date : Contractor (primt) |

(54 gnatore)

Ourier-Bullder Declaration

I hereby affirm that I am exempt from the Contractor's License
Law, Business and Professions Code (Sec. 7031.5). (Mark the"

. appropriate box below.)

. i I, as owney of the property, or my employees with woges
as their sole campensation will do the work, and the
structure is not intended or offered for sale (Sec., TOH4).
I further acknowledge that I vnderstand and agree that in
the event that any work is commenced eontrary to the
representations eontained herein, that the Permit herein
applied for shall be deemed camncelled. :

3

/F,rchitect _

I, asflovner am contracting with licensed contractors %o
construct this project (Sec. 7034). I certify that at

the time such comtractors are selected I will have them

file a copy of this form (Licensed Contractors Declaration)
prior to the commencement of any work. T further .
acknouledge that I understand and sgree that, in the event
that said contractors fail to file a copy of the Declaration
with the Central Pexrmit Bureau, that the Permit herein
applied for shall be deemed cancelled.

[0 1 en exempt under Business end Professions Code Sec.

Reason :

L R S .
Pase Sfﬁf/é’?/ Oumer (primt) ‘l’[ll ﬁ{éfﬁf‘;@}& S
o (ssgnature)__ V- L ]

HOTICE: "Any vielaticn of the Bus. & Prof. Code Sec. TOIL.5 by
eny permit spplicant shall be subject to a civil penalty of not
gors then five hundred dollars ($500).% Bus. & Prof. Code See. T031.5

€rz .3




CERTIFICATION OF AUTBORIZED AGEET

I hereby certz.fy that for the purpose of filing an
gpplication for a building or other permit with the
Central Permit Buresu, or completion of any form related -
to the S.F. Building Code, or to City and County oxrdin-
. ances and regulations, or to State laws and codes, T am
the agent of the owner and am authorized to sign all
documents coxmected with this application or pemt, .

I declare under penalty of perjury that the i‘oregomg

is true and correct.

Appllcant ‘s Slgnature ' v

MR OEL
ﬁpe or Print Kame

0799262

. Tdentification (Drivers Lic. No.; etc.)

Exhibit 6
11.0f 14
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I hereby certify that for the purpose of filing an
application for a building or other permit with the
Central Permit Bureau, or completion of any form related
to the S5.F. Building Code, or to City and County ordin- -
ances and regulations, or te State laws and codes, I am
the agent of the owrer and am authorized to sign all

documents connected wi’ch thig applicatian or permit.

I declare under penalty of perjury that/ the fgf\egonng

is true and ﬂﬁrrect,

Ipplicant's Signature ‘

MR 0EL
Type or Print Neme

HO799252

Identlflcatlon (Dnvers Iic. No.s e1:<:° )

: -  Exhibité
S . 120f14
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DEPARTMENT OF

! BUILDING IN5PECTION

. ances and regulations, or to State laws and codes; I am

¢rR-17

CER’I‘IFICA-‘I’:ION OF AUTHORIZED AGENT —

I hereby certify that for the purpose of filing am ) : -
application for a bullding or other permit with the . : £
Central Permit Buremu, or completion of any form zelated ' i
to the 8.F. Building Code, or to City and County ordin=

the agent of the owner and am authorized to sign all
documents connected with thls appllcatlcn or permlt

I declare under ‘penalty of perjury that the foreg01ng
is true and correct.

/AR VAN
Applicant's Bignature

A%%%Aﬁg@¢g%4w/

Type or Print Name 7 .

E2o 8 0/ D2

Tdentilication {Drivers Lic. No., ebtc.}

LEgEs
Uwner/Leggee

s ) S5l
Date / /

Exhibit 6
13 of_ 14
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Density Without Demolition
Stephanie Meeks June 11, 2017

Tearing down old buildings won’t make our cities more aff‘erdable or inviting. It's
time to make better use of the buildings and spaces we already have.

As anyone who’s tried to find an apartment lately can tell you firsthand, many of -
America’s biggést cities are in the midst of a full-blown affordability crisis. All over the
country, as young job-seekers and empty nesters both ook to enjoya more urban daily
experience than offered by the previous suburban ideal, neighborhoods are strugghng
with skyrocketing housrng and rental costs and surglng development pressure

We face some tough challenges in trying to navigate these pressures, but creating a
false dichotomy between affordable housing and historic preservation should not be one
of them. Creating affordable housing and retaining urban character are not at all .
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 threatens to weaken historic protections and, in so doing, foster
a wave of demolition that only threatens to further raise the cost of homes there.* Last
November, San Francrsco voters rejected a hotly contested housing moratorium
targeting the Mission District, a traditionally Latino nelghborhood that has become the,
favorite of workers in the region’s burgeoning tech sector. In Los Angeles, meanwhile,
residents argued sharply over Measure S, a voter initiative that would have restricted
any large-scale construction that did not conform to the city’s planning gurdehnes

* Even in our most densely populated crtles parking takes up rnordrnate amounrs 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 yéars 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, perforrhed 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 the American urban landscape,
areas of older, smaller buildings and mixed-age blocks boast 33 percent more new
business jobs, 46 percent more small busmess jobs, and 60 percent more women- and
minority-owned businesses. '

They are also denser than newer areas. As anywhere from Boston’s North End to
Miami’s Little Havana can attest 'relaﬁ\leiy low-siung, human- sua»e neighborhoods with
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. Almost
anywhere you look, there are opportunities for sensitive and compatible infill that can
enrich urban character rather than diminish it.
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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 6 pages)

aLSet forth the part(s) of the decrsron the appeal is taken

from:

Paragraph 9 (pages 10-11). General Plan Compliance. Housmg Element
Objectlves and Policies

Paragraph 10 (pages 15- 16) .
Planning Code Section 101.1(b) establishes elght prlonty-plannlng policies and
requires review of permits for consistency with said policies.

Paragraph 8 (pages 7-10)

_ lii. 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 housmg 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 housrng, - ‘
ix. Whether the project protects the relatrve affordabrlrty of existing housrng,

Paragraph 7 (p 5-6)
A. Compatlbllrty with the neighborhood or commumty 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

1
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by reference) and several policies of the San Franmsoo General Plan
Housmg Element. These include: '

Poliey 2.1 Discourage the demolition of sound existing housing .
unless the demolition results in a net increase in affordable housing.

The 1420 Taraval p'roj‘ect would replace naturally-affordable housing -
with market~rate housing and therefore is not consistent with Policy 2.1.

Pollcy 3.1 Preserve rental unlts espemally rent controlled unlts,

- to meet the Gity’s aff@rdabie housing needs

1420 Taraval is subject to the Residential Rent Stablhzatlon 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. A

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 Sah
Francisco Planning Code Section 101.1(b) which provides for general
plan consistency ahd'implemen’t_aﬁon 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 charactér be conserved and
protected in order to preserve the cultural and economic diversity of our
neighborhoods.”
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“That the C/tys 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- Slzed
apartment of 747 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 (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 famlly room and sitting room. '

3) Dlsplaces 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 housmg available in San

- Francisco. '

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

3
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~ 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 twentleth century reSIdentlaI architecture in the
Parkside.” ‘

" However, the subjectlv review concludes that the property “does not retam '

LY L

integrity due to significai t erations.”

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 “entirely revérsible"f 'Further, '

L. aBounty 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

~ 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 arare 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 negatlve environmental consequences of demolishing
the exnstlng 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 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 iife for existing OCCUpanIS or 1414 Taraval -
Street next door to the prOJect

For all of the above reas.ons,'the S_unset—Parkeide Education Action
Committee (SPEAK) respectfully requests that the Board of Supervisors
exercise its over3|ght authority for the 1420 Taraval Street demolition and
pro;ect
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SUMMARY OF OBJECTIVES & POL

ISSUE 1:
ADEQUATE SITES

OBJECTIVE

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..

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 and
size of units within established bullding
envelopes in community based planning
processes, especially if it can increase the
number of affordable units in mutti-family
structures.,

POLICY 1.7

Cdnsider public health objectives when -
designating and promoting housing
development sites.

!.:‘OLlCY 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 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 majonty of

. daily trips.

ISSUE 2:
CONSERVE AND IMPROVE

SR 1 TR
EXIBTING GTCCK

OBJECTIVE 2

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.

POLICY 2.2

Retain existing housing by controlling the
merger of residential units, except where a

- merger clearly credtes new family housing.

POLICY 2.3

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.

POLICY 2.5
Encourage and support the seismic

retrofitting of the existing housing stock,

POLICY 2.6

Ensure housing supply is not converted
to de facto commercial use through shor-
term rentals,

1490

ICIES

OBJECTIVE 3

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

POLICY 8.1

Preserve rental units, especially rent
controlied units, to meet the City’s
affordable housing needs,

POLICY 3,2

Promote voluntary housing acquisition and
rehabilitation to protect affordability for

- existing occupants.

POLICY'3.3

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.

POLICY 3.5

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 RES!-
DENTS ACROSS LIFECYCLES.

POLICY 4.1

Develop new housing, and encourage the
rémodeling 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 rehabllltated
housing units.
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San Francisco Planning Code
SEC. 101.1. GENERAL PLAN CONSISTENCY AN]) 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 Prlonty Policies are hereby established. They shall be mcluded 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 mdustrlal 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) That the City achieve the greatest possible preparedness to protect agamst mjury
and loss of life in an earthquake; _

(7) That landmarks and historic buildings be preserved; and,

(8) That our parks and open space and the1r 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 ordmance 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 or 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_ Flle No 150871, App
11/4/2015, Eff. 12/4/2015) .

Exhibit B
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SAN FRANCISCO
PLANN!N@ BEPARTMEN“E’

PRESER;\VATIO‘N TEAM REVIEW FORM

1650 Mission St.
. : — - : - Suite 400
Preservation Team Meeting D'ate:] o JADaté of Form Completion l 6/6/2019 San Francisco,
' : = : S CA 94103-2479
PROJECT lNFORMATION o Reception:
Planner 0 Addressi e o : | 415.558.6378
Stephanie Clsneros/Melame BlShOp 1420 Taraval Street o . Fax:
T vt L RN ~ ’ 415,558.6409
BIock/Lot S <+ .| Cross Streets: - - A_ . : :
2353/010 Taraval & 24th - : | Planning
—— ————— e — - —— - : — - - Information:
CEQA Category: . SHA10MT U ‘BPA/CaseNo.. .0 oo 415.558.6377
B, N/A ) 2018-011904ENV
PURPOSE OF'REV_l‘EW:‘ ST ERE PROJECT DESCRIPTION: . -
(=:CEQA (" Article 10/11 } (" Prefiminary/PiC C Alteration (5 Demo/New Construction
DATE OF PLANS UNDER REVIEW: |N/A
'PROJECT ISSUES:
[Xl | 1s the subject Property an eligible historic resource?
[] | i so, are the proposed‘changes a signiﬁcéht impact?
Additional Notes:
Submitted: Historic Resource Evaluation Part 1 prepared by Tim Kelley Consultmg, LLC
(November 2017).
PRESERVATION TEAM REVIEW: - - - R e
Category: - o IR CA OB [ @cC
Individual C ~ Historic District/Context
Property is individually eligible for inclusionina _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:
Criterfon 1-Event: . Yes (e:No Criterion 1 - Event: (" Yes (eNo
Criterion 2 -Persons: “(CYes (e:No Criterion 2 -Persons: (" Yes (s:No
Criterion 3 - Architecture: ("Yes (@No | Criterion 3 - Architecture: “{:Yes (e:No
Criterion 4 - Info. Potential; (Yes {s;No | Criterion 4- Info. Potential: (", Yes e No
Period of Significance: x » ‘ Period of Significance: L J o
_ : Exhibit C
(> Contributor (. Non-Contributor 10of3 .
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Complies with the Secretary's Sta'ndar(jS/Art"10/Art 1 1:" _ b O Yeés ‘ CiNo (E N/A
"CEQA Ma_terjal lmeairrrrerrtfco th‘e‘indi\'/ridga_l historic resOurce: : CiYes CiNo . '
CEQA_I\/v!‘therial Impairmerrt-te the.his;to"ric district: . . OYes | (No
Req’u’_iréé Des_'ig,n I-Re:\‘(isio’r’rs‘:-,"' oL e T o (O Yes CNo
DefertblRes_ide_rrﬁalDesig'nT'eam:'_.' R ' e O Yes C:No

PRESERVATION TEAM COMMENTS

Accordmg to the Historic Resource Evaluatlon Part 1 prepared by Tlm Kelley Consultmg,
LLC (November 2017) and information found in the Planning Department files, the subjéct
property at 1420 Taraval Street contains a three-story over raised basement, single-family
residence. Accerding 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 Ashbury and 459 Ashbury. 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 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 (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. 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 of Taraval, which was primarily residential,

A historical photo from 1914 included in the Historic Resource Evaluation Part | 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 constructlon company was -
responsible for the construction of several streets and block gradmg 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 prospectrve residents.

(contmued) :

Signature of a Senior Preservation Planner / Preservation Coordinator:  [Date: - :

. ; . Digitally sighed by Allison K, Vanderslice
AI l Ison K' Va n d ers I l C_e Date: 2019.06.07 11:08:07 -07'00'

| OEAH Fﬁa.r‘z{li*"i;l .
FLAMRMIG EER
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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 propefty 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
development in the Parkside 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
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
commercial space which is no longer in use. The subject building is not eligible for Iiéting in the California
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 d.eVElopment of Parkside and
Criterion 3 as a rare example of eafly twentieth century residential architecture in the Parkside.

Exhibit C
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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:

| am the founder of Western Néighborhoods Project, a twenty-year-old rionprofit 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.

[ 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 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, ina
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 dlrector of the firm
responsible for the district’s creation, the Parkside Realty Company

The gmdelmes 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.” | 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 lntegrlty Please take a close look at the emstmg
. facade.

Members‘of the Planning Commission, rightly concerned 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 uhits 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 | and only two of them have not been radically modified. This

. - ExhibitD
' . 10of3
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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 Parkside gets closer to'a form of anonymity. When these handsome early homes are gohe
they're gone forever. ‘ :

Despite the project architect claiming at the last hearing that there had beén“not oné objection” to the
demolition of this historic house, a number of neighbors have worked with staff to try and stop its
destruction since last luly. As a last resort, we ask you to step in and save this building for the Parkside.

' Sincerely,

oty

Woody LaBounty

1420 Taraval Streef, ’;aken on January 1, 2020.

Exhibit D
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Lew, Lisa (BOS)

rrom: BOS Legislation, (BOS)

Sent: . Monday, March 16, 2020 11:46 AM .
To: BOS Legislation, (BOS)

Subject: FW: PLANNING DEPARTMENT APPEAL RESPONSE: Appeal of Conditional Use
: ' : Authorization - 1420 Taraval Street - Appeal Hearing on March 24, 2020

: Categories: 200261

From: BOS Legislation, (BOS)
Sent: Monday, March 16, 2020 11:41 AM
To: aeboken@gmail.com; speaksanfranCIsco@yahoo com; pmandel@mgremedlatlon com; blllpash@gmarl com; Justm
A. Zucker <jzucker@reubenlaw.com> '
Cc: Storrs, Bruce (DPW) <bruce.storrs@sfdpw.org>; Tse, Bernie (DPW) <bernie.tse@sfdpw.org>; Rivera, Jav1er (DPW)
<javier.rivera@sfdpw.org>; Duran, Vanessa (DPW) <vanessa.duran@sfdpw.org>; Wong, Jason {DPW)
<jason.c.wongl@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. 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) A
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-supervisors @sfgov.org>; BOS-Legislative Aides <bos-
legislative_aides@sfgov.org>; Calvillo, Angela (BOS) <angela.calvillo@sfgov.org>; Somera, Alisa (BOS)
<alisa.somera@sfgov.org>; er@somc net; Andrew Junius <ajun|us@reubenlaw com>; Jennica Dandan
<jdandan@reubenlaw.com>
Subject: PLANNING DEPARTMENT APPEAL RESPONSE Appeal of Condltlonal 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 Mérch 24,2020,

| 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 | F: 415.554.5163
jocelyn.wong@sfgov.org | www.sfbos.org

&% Click here to complete a Board of Supervisors Customer Service Satisfaction form

The Legislative Research Center provides 24-hour access to Board of Supervisors legisfation, and archfved matters since August 1998.

Disclosures: Personal information that is provided in communications to the Board of Superviscrs is subject to disclosure under the California Public Records Act and
the Sah 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 ntumbers, 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 Superwsors website or in other public documents that members
of the public may inspect or copy.
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SAN FRANGISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMIENT

Conditional Use Authorization Appeal
1420 Taraval Street |

DATE: March 16, 2020
TO: : Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board of Supemsors _
FROM: Rich Hillis, Planning Director — Planning Department (415) 558-6411 _

o Linda Ajello Hoagland, Case Planner — Planming Department (415) 575-6823
RE: Board File No. 200261, Planning Case No. 2018-011904CUA.

c " Appeal of Conditional Use Authonza’aon for 1420 Taraval Street

HEARING DATE: March 24, 2020
PROJECT SPONSOR:  William Pashelinsky, 1937 Hayes Street, San Francisco, CA 94117
APPELLANTS: Tileen Bokenon, for Sunset Parkside Edueation Action Committee (SPEAK), 1329

-7& Avenue, San Francisco, CA 94122

INTRODUCTION

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 app]ication
for Conditional Use Authorization under Planning Department Case Number 2018-011904CUA pursdant
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 C’oﬁmﬁssion’s

1650 Mission St.
Suite 400

- San Francisco,

CA 94103-2479

Reception:
415.558.6378

Fax:

. 415558.6400

" Planning

Information:”

. 415.558.6377

approval of an application for Conditional Use Authorization to demolish an existing single-family home

and 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 Taraval Street Neighborhood Commezcial 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 squaze foot,

three-story, single-family home constructed circa 1900. The structure is currently used as a rental property
. with the current lease set to expire prior-to the start of construction. There is no off-street parking for the

. propefty.

www.sfplanning.org
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C‘onditional Use Authorization Appeal ‘ Board File No. 200261

Hearing Date: March 24, 2020 - Plannmg Case No. 2018-011904CUA
- 1420 Taraval Street

. SURROUNDING PROPERTIES AND NEIGHBORHOOD

- The subject property is in the Parkside neighborhood. Parcels within the immediate vicinity consist of two-

to three-story single- and multi-family dwellings, single- and two~story commercial buildings and two- to
four-story mixed-use buildings of varied design and construction dates. The block-face is charactérized 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 three-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-1.
(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 existing 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 includés 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 Pashehnsky filed an application with the Planning Department for ‘a
'Conditional Use Authorization to demolish an existing three-story single-family dwelling and construct a
new four-story, 45-ft tall, mlxed—use buﬂdmg 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 submltted revised plans providing the following additional information and
amendments

1. Printing errors from the last packet of mformatlon were resolved makmg 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 rearyard roof deck was setback 5-feet from the eastern property line and planters were added
along the north and east sides; .
‘Planters were added on the north and south sides of the roof deck;
The location of elevator has been shifted further toward the rear of the buﬂdmg,
The width of the storefront display area was increased;
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.

Nooy @
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Conditional Use Authorization Appeal ' Board File No. 200261
Hearing Date: March 24, 2020 : Plannmg Case No. 2018-011904CUA
) SR : 1420 Taraval Street

No changes were made to the total buﬂding 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 apprové the project with conditions.

CONDITIONAL USE AUTHORIZATION REQUIREMENTS

Planning 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 intensity contemplated and at the proposed
location, will provide a development that is necessary or desirable {or, and compatible with, the
neighborhood or the community; and

2. That such use or feature as proposed will not be detrimental to the health, safety, convenience or

" general welfare 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
lnmted to the following:

a." The nature of the proposed: sfce, mcludlng 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 apphcable prov151ons of this Code and
will not adversely affect the General Plan.

4. That suchuse or feature as proposed will provide development that is in conformlty with the stated -
purpose of the applicable Use District.

In addition, Planning Code Section 317 sets forth the following the following addiﬁonal criteria that the
Planning Commission shall consider in the review of applications for Residential Demolition:

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

- Whether the housing has been maintained in a decent, safe, and sanitary condition;
Whether the property is an "historical resource” under CEQA; :
Whether the removal of the resource will have a substantial adverse i IIHP act under CEQA
Whether the project converts rental housing to other forms of tenure or occupancy;

* 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; '

S R S N
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Conditional Use Authorization Appeal o Board File No. 200261
Hearing Date; March 24, 2020 Planning Case No. 2018-011904GUA

10.

11.
12,
13.
14.

15.
" 16.
17.
18.

1420 Taraval Street

.. Whether the project conserves neighborhood character to preserve nelghborhood cul’cural and

economic diversity;

Whether the project protects the relative affordability of existing housmg,

Whether the project increases the number of permanently affordable units as governed by
Section 415;

“Whether the project locates in-fill housing on appropriate sites in estabhshed neighborhoods;

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

Whether the project creates new supportive housing;

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

Whether the project increases the number of on-site Dwelling Units;

Whether the project increases the rumber of on-site bedrooms;

Whether or not the replacement project would maximize density on the sub]ect lot; and

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 Taraval project is not consistent with Objectives 2 and 3 and several poh'cies 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 housmg with market-rate housmg and .
therefore is not consistent with Policy 2.1. - '

Policy 3.1 Preserve rental units, especially rent controﬂed 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 umt) have naturally
affordable rent. Therefore, the pro;ect 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
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

SAN FRANCISCO ’ 4
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_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 projectisnotin compliance with the San Francisco Planniing 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 ourneighborhoods." ’

"That the City's supply of affordable housing be preserved and enhanced.”

RESPONSE 1: On balance, the Planning Commlssmn found that the proposed project was consisterit
th’i the \:rl:ﬂtlal Plaii. .

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, 114, 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 mdude an increase of two new dwelling units, and a net
addition 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 San Francisco is $3,688 for an average-sized apartment of 747 square
feet, according to RentCafe. '

The proposed pro]ect 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 livirig 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.

SAN FRANCISCO . 5
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RESPONSE 2: The Planning Commission found that proposed project’s benefits outwe1ghed negative
impacts assoc1ated with the loss of enstmg 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 housing.

- 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
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. ,

RESPONSE 3: 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
Department assumes that the subject unit is subject to the Rent Stabilization and Arbitration 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, arid 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 rémaining house in a row built by Hugh Keenan who also buili 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 Dlsmct 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 prop erty does not retain historic integrity and appeals of the Planmng Department’ o
historic determination are adjudicated through the CEQA appeal process.

The appropriate way to appeal a historic determination is through the CEQA appeal process and not the
CU appeal process because the historic determination is done as part of environmental review.

' The.subject property was found to be significant under Criterion 1 as part of the early residential
development of Parkside and the later evolution to accommodate commercial 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 ehg1b1e for listing in the

. California Register as part of a historic district. To contrast, the property at-1409 Taraval 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 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. ~

RESPONSE 5: San Francisco has strong cons&ucﬁon 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 minitnum 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 SEE
before the Department of Building Inspection will issue a Full Demolition Permit. The Plarming
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.

- SAN FRANCISCO B ) 7
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The 1420 Taraval project would cover up the side winddws of the small apartinent building next door at
1414 Taraval Street built in 19367 This will substantially impact the quality of life for existing occupants of
1414 Taraval Street next door to the project.

RESPONSE 6: Side w1ndows arenot protected under the Residential Design Guidelines orthe Planmng
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 window 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 structuré where exposure to the 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 historic determination made by the Planning Department, tenant rights, or the City’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 existing
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 Géneral Plan.

CONCLUSION

For the reasons stated in this document in the attached Resolution, and in the Planning Department case
file, the Planmning Departmeént recommends that the Board uphold the Planning Commission’s decision in
approving the Conditional Use authorization to demolish an existing single-family home and replace it-
with mixed-use building comprised of three residential umits over a commercial space, and deny the
requests from Appellants to overturn or modify the Commission’s decision.

SAN FRANCISCO ' 8
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Lew, Lisa (BOS)

crom: ' BOS Legislation, (BOS)

Sent: Friday, March 13, 2020 1219 PM~

To: v BOS Legislation, (BOS); aeboken@gmail.com; speaksanfrancisco@yahoo.com;

: , pmandel@mgremediation.com; billpash@gmail.com; Justin A. Zucker

Cc: : 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, AnMarie
(fZPC); Navarrete, Joy (CPC); Lynch, Laura (CPC); TevagUe, Corey (CPC); Sanchez, Scott
(CPQ); Sider, Dan (CPC); Starr, Aaron (CPC); lonin, Jonas (CPC); Ajello Hoagland, Linda
(CPQC); Rosenberg, Julie (BOA); Sullivan, Katy (BOA); Longaway, Alec (BOA); BOS-
Supemsors BOS-Legislative Aides; CaIVIIlo Angela (BOS); Somera Alisa (BOS);
er@sonic.net; Andrew Junius; Jennica Dandan

Subject: : : APPEAL BRIEF AND SUPPLEMENTAL MATERIAL: Appeal of Conditional Use

o " Authorization - 1420 Taraval Street - Appeal Hearing on March 24, 2020

Categories: : 200261

Good afternoon,

Please find linked below an appeal response brief from Justin Zucker of Reuben, Junius and Rose, LLP, répresenting the
Project Sponsor, and supplemental appeal materials from Evan Rosen, on behalf of the Appellants, received by the
ffice of the Clerk of the Board regarding the Condltlonal Use Authorization Appeal for the proposed project at 1420
(araval Street. :

Pro]ect Sponsor - Appeal Response Brief - March 13, 2020

Appellants - SupplementalAppeal Materials - March 13, 2020

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

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

Board of Supervisors File No. 200261

Regards,

Brent Jalipa

Board of Supervisors - Clerk's Office

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco, CA 94102

(415) 554-7712 | Fax: (415) 554-5163
brent.jalipa@sfgov.org | www.sfbos.org

g . ‘ ‘ ‘
£%  Click here to complete a Board of Supervisors Customer Service Satisfaction forim

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 redatt any information from these submissions. This means that
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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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REUBEN. JUNIUS & ROSE »

Justin A. Zucker
jzucker@reubenlaw.com

. March 13, 2020

Delivered Via Messenger and E-Mail (bos.legislation@sfgov.org)

President Norman Yee and Supervisors
San Francisco Board of Supervisors

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place

. City Hall, Room 244

San Francisco, CA 94102

Re: 1420 Taraval Street, Block 2353, 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 Yee and Supervisoré:

‘Our office represents Peter Mandel the owner of the property at 1420 Taraval 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 reéquired pursuant to Planning Code Sections 303

and 317 for the demolition the existing dwelling to permit the construction of the new mixed-tise
~ 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 authorization 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 development 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 Dffice I Oakland Office {
One Bush Street, Suite 600, San Francisco, CA 94104 827 Broadway, 2 Floor, Oakland, CA 94607
" tel: 415-567-9000 | fax: 415-399-9480 tel: 510-527-5589 www.reubenlaw.com
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A.  PROJECT DESCRIPTION AND PROJECT SITE

. The Property is improved with a 3-story, 2-bedroom, 2,176 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 Hlstorre Resource Present.!

The Property is located in the Taraval Street Neighborhood Commer01a1 Dlstnet along a
transit corridor. The Property is located on north side of Taraval Street between 24™ and 25%
Avenue 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 characterized 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 dwelling units,
1,731 square feet of ground-floor commercial use, and 1,392 square feet of open space.? 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 makes 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. Mandel first lived at the property with some
high 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 notice three (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.?

- B. CONDITIONAL USE AUTHORIZATION REQUIREMENTS
When considering demolition of an existing dwelling, the Planning Commission shall

approve the application and authorize Conditional Use if the facts presented establish the findings
set forth in Planning Code Section 317(g)(5). Pursuant to Planning Code 303, the Planning

' November 27, 2019 CEQA Categorical Exemptlon 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 (“Motlon No. 20643”) attached as Exhibit B.
¥Motion No. 20643, p. 20.

I\R&A\164201\BOS Appeal\1420 Taraval - BOS CUA Appeal 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 findings set forth in subsection (c).

The Planning Comm1ssmn considered all of the criteria findings set forth in Planning Code
Sections 303(c) and 317(g)(5).* The Project meets and is consistent with the Conditional Use
criteria set forth in Planning Code Section 303(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
convenience factors; the nature of the proposed site, including the project size, shape and
arrangement; accessibility, traffic, and adequacy of off-street parking and loading; and any
relevant design guidelines, area plans, or elements of the General Plan. Based on the evidence
presented, the Commission concluded that the Pro_]ect is both necessary and desirable, and
compatible with the neighborhood in that it will create a new mixed-used infill development within
the Parkside 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
determmatmn

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
made in support of its appeal

1. Project Inconsistency'with General Plan and Priority Polici'es ‘

Appellant’s Concern: “Not consistent with the San Francisco General Plan Housing -
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 mot inconsistent with the Section 101.1(b) Priority Policies. The
Commiission 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.”® Policy

. “Motion No. 20643, p. 5-10.
5 Motion No. 20643, p. 5-7.
¢ Motion No. 20643, p. 7.

L\R&A\1164201\BOS Appeal\1420 Teraval - BOS CUA Appeal Opp. Brief (2020.03.13).docx
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‘consistency determinations are made by the C1ty s.decision-making bodies, including the Plannmg

- 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 that the Project, on balance,
is generally consistent with the objectives and policies of the General Plan and the Code’s Priority
Policies.” The Appellant’s claims are baseless and this appeal should be dismissed.

2. Decreases Nafurally 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 units. The Planning Commission found that the “existing single-family dwelling is not
.designated as affordable housing.”® Though older homes are gerierally 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 dwellings are modestly 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 corridor furthers the Planning Department’s goals set forth in its March
2020 Housing ‘Affordability Strategies report.” The Comm1ss1on s approval of the Project’s
Conditional Use authorlzauon 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.!® 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 are now month-to-month with 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
Park81de nelghborhood

7 Motion No. 20643, p 10-16
8 Motion No. 20643, p. 15.

° March 2020, San Francisco Housing Affordablhty Strateg1es attached as Exhibit C.
10 Motion No. 20643, p. 2.

T\R&A\1164201\BOS Appeal\1420 Taraval - BOS CUA Appeal Opp. Brief (2020.03.13).docx.

1513



San Francisco Board of Superv1sors
March 13, 2020 ’
Page 5 of 8

4. Existing Home a Historic Resource and Project Incompatible with
Neighborhood '

Appellant’s Concern: “Destroys a rare hlstoncal resource and negatively 1mpacts the
look, feel and character of the Parkside district.”

Mr. Mandel’s Response: The Planning Depaftment has determined that the existing home
is not a historic resource and the Plannlng Commission found the Project consistent with the
neighborhood.

i The Existing Home is not a Historic Resource — It is Category C

The existing home hés been determined to not be historic and is classified as a Category C
— No Historic Resource Present.!! Extensive alterations have been made to the existing home,
including front addition, replacement of shingie roofing with composiié roofing, window
feplacement, 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 much 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 departnient 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 include.the 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.'? (emphasis added)

In addition, Tim Kelly Consulting “detérmined that 1420 Taraval Street is not eligible for
individual listing in the California Register and is not located within a potential historic district.”®
Based on the Planning Department’s determination, as well as Tim Kelly Consulting, LLC’s, the
existing home is not a hlstonc resource. It has lost its integrity and need not be preserved.

1 CatEx., p. 4.
12 Cat.Ex., p. 8.
B November 2017, Historic Resource Evaluation Part 1 1420 Taraval Street attached as Exhibit D.

I\R&A\116420 1\BOS ‘Appeal\1420 Taraval - BOS CUA Appeal Opp. Brief (2020.03.13).docx
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ii. ‘The Planning Commission Found the Project Consistent with
the Nelghborhood

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.!* The sitting of the new bulldmg will be in conformity with the requirements of the Planning
Code and consistent with the 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.!* In
addition, the Commission found that the Project’s rear setbacks “help to sculpt the building to
minimize impacts and remain compatible with the neighborhood’s two- to four-story buildings.”'®
The Project is not incompatible with the neighborhood.

N . ’
5. Negative Environmental Impact
-Appellant’s Concern: “Demolition of the existing structure has a negative environmental

-impact . . . hauling all of the debrls to the dump is bad for climate change among many other-
envuonmental impacts.”

Mr. Mandel’s Response: The existing home 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 Bu11d1ng 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 impacts. !’

. -6. Covering Adjacent Building’s Property Line Windows

Appellant’s Concern: “Proposed pr0Ject would cover up side windows of occupant
apartments of small apartment bulldlng 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 minimum standards of the Residential

14 Motion No. 20643, p. 6.
13 Motion No. 20643, p. 7.
16 Motion No. 20643, p. 6.

p. 6-

17 Motion No. 20643, 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 adjacent 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. CONCLUSI(_)N

The Planning Commission correctly granted Conditional Use authorization for the Project.
The findings and facts support the determination. The création of three (3) family-sized 3-bedroom
dwelling units will add two (2) net new units to the City’s housing stock along a transit corridor.
‘The Project’s ground-flocr commercial use adds neighborhood-seiving uscs in the Taraval Street
Neighborhood Commercial District, activating the streetscape. Overall, the Project meets a range
of the General Plan policies and goals and the Priority Policies under Planning Code Sectlon
101.1(b).

An increase in the housing stock has been a longstanding priority policy of the City and
the State. The Commission properly balanced the competing interests of housing versus
preservation of a building found to net 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 of this Project.

| Very truly yours,

REUBEN, JUNIUS & ROSE, LLP

{[ELAALFES W‘«"
P0r

Justin A. Zucker

Enclosures: »
- Exhibit A — ;November 27, 2019, CEQA Categoncal Exemption Determmatlon and
' September 20, 2019, Preservation Team Review Form
Exhibit B—  January 30, 2020, Planning Commission Motion No. 20643
Exhibit C—~  March 2020, San Francisco Housing Affordability Strategies
Exhibit D— November 2017, Historic Resource Evaluation Part 1 1420 Taraval Street

cc:  Supervisor Sandra Lee Fewer
Supervisor Catherine Stefani
Supervisor Aaron Peskin

IAR&AN1 16420 1\BOS Appeal\1420 Taraval - BOS CUA Appeal Opp. Brief (2020.03.13).docx
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Supervisor Gordon Mar
Supervisor Dean Prestori
Supervisor Matt Haney
Supervisor Rafael Mandelman
. Supervisor Hillary Ronen
Supervisor Shamann 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 Categorlcal Exemptlon Determination
PROPERTY INFORMATIONIPROJECT DESCRIPTIQN

Project Address : BlockiLot(s)
1420 TARAVAL ST - . 2353010
Case No. ' : Permit No.
2018-011904ENV : _ ' 201808086753
B Addition/ i B pemolition (requires HRE for i Bl 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 Quallty
Act (CEQA).

B Class 1 - Existing Facnhtles lnterlor and 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 extensnons change of use under 10,000 sq. ft. if principally
: permitted or with a CU.

[7]| 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 deS|gnatlon and all applicable general plan
policies as well as with applicable zoning designation and regulations.

(b) The proposed development occurs within city [imits on a prOjeCtSlte of no more than 5 acres
substantially surrounded by urban uses.

{c) The project site has no value as habitat 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) The site can be adequately served by all required utilities and public services.

FOR ENVIRONMENTAL PLANNING USE ONLY

D Class

EP:Z“@F?EE 415.575.9010
. Para mformauon en Espanol Iamar &l 415 575.9010
Parasa impormasyor sa Tagalog tumawag sa: 415.575.9121

SAN FRANCISCO -
PLANNING DEPARTM ENT

A e




STEP 2: CEQA IMPACTS
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

O

- Air Quality: Would the project add new sensitive receptors (specifically, schools, day care facilities,”

hospitals, residential dwellings, and senior-care facilities within an Air Pollution Exposure Zone? Does the
project have the potential to emit substantial pollutant concentrations (e.g., backup diesel generators,

heavy industry, diesel trucks, etc.)? (fefer fo EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Air Poliufion
Exposure Zone)

Hazardous Materials: If the project site is located on the Maher map or is suspected of containing
hazardous materials (based on a previous use such as gas station, auto repair, dry cleaners, or heavy
manufacturing, or a site with underground storage tanks): Would the project involve 50 cubic yards or
more of soil disturbance - or a change of use.from industrial to residential?

if the applicant presents documentation of enroliment 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 1,500 sq. ft. or greater? Does the project have the potential to adversely affect transit, pedestrian
and/or bicycle safety (hazards) or the adequacy of nearby transit, pedestrian and/or bicycle facilities?

Archeoiogicai Resources: Would the project result in soil disturbance/modification greater than two

(2) feet below grade iri an archeological sensitive area or eight (8) feet in a non -archeological sensitive

area? If yes, archeo review is requried (refer fo EP, ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers >
Archeological Sensitive Area)

Subdivision/Lot Line Adjustment: Does the project site involve a subdivision or lot line adjustment
on a lot with a slope average of 20% or more? (refer fo EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers >
Topography). \f yes, Environmental Planning must issue the exemption.

Slope = or > 25%: Does the prbject 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 fo EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Defermination 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
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 is required and Environmental Planning must issue the exemption.

O

Selsmic Liquefaction Zone: 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_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers >
Seismic Hazard Zones) If box is checked, a geotechnucal report will hkely 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

| YRR 415.575.9010
Para informacisn en Espafiol ltamar at: 415.575.9010°
Para sa Impormasyon sa Tagalog fumawag sa: 415.575.9121
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STEP 3: PROPERTY STATUS - HISTORIC RESOURCE
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

PROPERTY IS ONE OF THE FOLLOWING: (refer to Property lnformat/on Map)

n

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

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

O

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.

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

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

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

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

5. Deck, terrace construction, or fences not visible from any immediately adjacent pubiic right-of-way.-

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

Ololololoioo

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

8. Addition(s) that are not visible from any immediately adjacent public right-of-way for 150 feetin each
direction; does not extend vertically beyond the floor level of the top story of the structure or is only a

“single story in height; does not have a footprint that is more than 50% larger than that of the original

building; and does not cause the removal of architectural significant roofing features.

: Project Planner must check box below before proceeding.

Project is not listed. GO TO STEP 5.

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

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

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

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

Check all that apply to the project.

l

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

2. lnteriof alterations to publicly accessible spaces.

3. Window replacement of original/historic windows that are not "m kind” but are consistent with

existing historic character.

4. Fagadelstorefront alterations that do not remove, alter, or obscure character-defining featurgs.

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

D'DDDD'

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

SOGHREEE: 415,575 9010‘

SAN FRANC[SCO o : . ' pam Informacién en Espafiot Hamar al: 415.575.9010

PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Para sa imparmasyon sa Tagalog tumars 'ag sa: 415.575.9121
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7. Addition(s), including mechanical equipment that are minimally visible from a public nght 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 Histon'c
Properties (specify or add comments):

9. Other work that would not materially impair a historic district (specify. or add comments):

(Requires approval by Senior Preservation Planner/Preservation Coordinator)

10. Reciassaf‘ catlon of property status. (Requ:res approval by Senior Preservation

Planner/Preservation
[[] Reclassify to Category A - ' ~ B Reclassify to Category C
a. Per HRER or PTR dated ' (attach HRER or PTR)
b. Other {specify): - 'Per PTR form signed on 6/6/2019; revised on 9/23/2019

Note: If ANY box in STEP 5 above is checked, a Preservation Planner MUST sig'n below.

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 (opftional):

Preservation Planner Signature: Melanie Bishop

STEP 6: CATEGORICAL EXEMPTION DETERMINATION
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

No further environmental review is required. The project is categorically exempt under CEQA.
There are no unusua!l circumstances that would result in a reasonable possibility of a significant
effect.

ProjectbApproval Action: : ’ Signature:
Building Permit : Don Lewis
If Discretionary Review before the Planning Commission is requested, . 1412712019
the Discretionary Review hearing is the Approval Action for the project.

Once signed or stamped and dated, this document constitutes a categorical exemption pursuant fo CEQA Guidelines and Chapter
31of the Administrative Code. .
In accordance with Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code, an appeal of an exemption determination can only be
filed within 30 days of the project receiving the approval action.

Please note that other approval actions may be required for the project. Please contact the assigned planner for these approvals.

HRIEEE: 415.575.9010

"SAN FRANC 18C0" ' -  parainformacién &n Espafiol ttamar ak: 445,575.9010

PLANNMNING DEPARTMENT

Para 5a impormasyon sa Taga og tumawag sa: 415.575.9121
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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 Francisco 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 INFORMATION/PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Project Address (lf different than front page) " | Block/Lot(s) (If different than
. : . " | front page) )
1420 TARAVAL ST ' ' 2353/019
Case No. ' "Previous Building Rermit No. New Building Perimit No.
2018-011604PRS 201808086753
Plans Dated ' . Previous Approval Action. . New Approval Action * ‘
Building Permit '

Modified Project Description: -

' DETERMINATION IF PROJAEC'.I' CONSTITUTES SUBSTANTIAL MODIFICATION

Compared to the approved project, would the modified project:

[1 | Resultin expansion of the building envelope, as defined in the Planning Code;

Result in the change of use that would require public notice under Planning Code
" Sections. 311 or 312;

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 Ionger qualify for the exemption?

]
[J | Resultin demolition as defined under Planning Code Section 317 or 19005(f)?
1

If at Ieast one of the above boxes is checked, further enwronmental review is required.

DETERMINATION OF NO SUBSTANTIAL MODIFICATION.

"1 The propoéed‘ 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 miailed to the applicant, City approving entities, and-anyone requesting written notice. In accordance
with Chapter 31, Sec 31.08j of the San Francisco Administrative Code, an appeal of this determination can be filed within 10
days of posting of this determination.

Planner Name: . .. - | Date:
. U K RREE: 415.576.9010°
SAN FRANCISCO " ) B Para informacion en Espancl famar al; 415.575.9010
PLANNlNG DEPARTMENT ‘Para sa impormasyon sa Tagalog tumawag sa: 415,575.9121
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PRESERVATION TEAM REVIEW FORM

9/20/2019 J

Stephanie Cisneros/Melanie Bishop | 1420 Taraval Street

2353/010 : Taraval & 24th

N/A

2018-011904ENV

"y Article 10/11

(S Preliminary/PIC

e} Demo/New Construction

1 N/A

Is the subject Property an eligible historic resource?

O

If so, are the proposed changes a significant impaét?

Additional Notes:

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

* Individual

Historic District/Context

Property is individually eligib.!e for inclusion in a
California Register under one or more of the
-following Criteria:

Criterion 1 - Event: CiYes & No Criterion 1 - Event: - (3Yes (e3No
Criterion 2 -Persons: Yes &No Criterion 2 -Persons: CYes. 3 No
Criterion 3 - Architecture: Yes {&:No Criterion 3 - Architecture: (>Yes (esNo
Criterion 4 - Info. Potential: (5Yes (eNo Criterion 4 - Info. Potential: CYes (e:No

 Period of Significance: { ' J " Period of Significance: l }

Property is in an eligible California Registet
Historic District/Context under one or more of
the following Criteria: :

(C Contributor Non-Contributor

extil24 6

1650 Missfon 5.
Suite 400

Sai Francised,.
CA'94103-2479,

‘Reception:
415.558.6378:
415.558.640%
Planning
Information:
415.558.6377



s Yes (ONo @ N/A
OYes | ONo '
CYes "ONo

(OYes | (ONo

C}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 (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. !t is likely the latter changes were complefed 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 accommodate the addition of
the commercial structure and the new terrazzo front steps. The first story appears to have
been re-clad as it differs in pattern and size to the shingle at 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 between 1909-1968. The initial residential development
of Parkside occurred in early 1908 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 Parkside District Context Statement). An informal survey
conducted in August 2007 as part of the Parkside Context Statement found that 60 of the
original 62 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 Historic Resource Evaluation Part l 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

Dlgltally signed by Allison K. Vanderslice
Date 2019.09.20 16:10:33-07'00"

By




Preservation Team Review Form ' o 1420 Taraval Street
Continuation Sheet ' '

commercial use ever existed at the site. Many properties Ilke this exist along Taraval but have not been
in use commercially in recent years.

Hugh Keenan 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
Ashbury and 459 Ashbury. The partnership lasted briefly, with Keenan branching out as the sole
proprietor of a construction company, working primarily in the Parkside. Thoughi 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. Hugh Keenan was onthe board of
- directors of the Parkside Reaity Company and his construction company was responsible for the
construction of several streets and block grading in Parkside. In an effort to develdp 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. .

The subject property appeais to be significant under Criterion 1 as part of the early wave of residential

development of the Parkside and under Criterion 3 as a rare examp of early twentieth century
 residential architecture in the Parkside. The subject property was constructed as part of this initial wave
of development and reflects the early development of the subject block of Taraval.

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 p'hysical features of the property that were present during the period of time
associated with its significance (1909). Though the property appears to be significant under Criterion 1
and Criterion 3, the department has determined that much of the historic fabric originai 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), replacerhent
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).

Additionally, the property at 1409 Taraval 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. A

The subject property is not located adjacent to any known hlstorlc resources (Category A propemes)
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 area number of First Bay style
residences in the Park5|de, and such concentrations could be ldentlfled as an hlstonc district, this

property is not located in one of those concentrations.

Therefore, the property is not considered a historic resource for the purposes of CEQA.

! “Syndicate With Capital of Million Behind Project,” San Francisco Chronicle, July 29, 1905.
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Project Address:
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RECORD NO. 2018-014904C0A
4420 Taraval Street
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SAN FRANGISCO L .
PLANFING DERARTHENT 12

extft . o2




ZOB]ECTIVB 24;
TMPROVE THE AMBIENCE OF THE PEDESTI{IAI\ ENVIRONMENT:..

S48 FRAGEISCO ' :
PLANNING DEPAR‘rMEN‘I’ . . 13.

EXH{EIPBY 13



"'jOB]ECTI”VE 1‘

EMPHASIS OF THE CHARACTERISTIC 'ATTER & WH

_'NEIGHBORHOODS AN MAGE
ORIENTATION.:

:Polmy 1 2

rmd f:]ﬂe mzmedm;e nagh i _bad:'chardc&‘er‘

SAN FRANDISS0
PLARNING DEPARTMENT

ExHP 8- 14

904CUA -
al Street

14




'F. That fhe Cxty acliievé hé gleatest posmble Pl eparédness fo protect agambt m;ury ‘and loss of
life in 40 earthquakc

a .
DEPARTMENT - 15



écific purposes of the Code-
d contnbute to the Lharacter:

12:Thé Commission hereby finds that approval of the Condmohal Use uthor}zation would promote
the Health] saféty and Wwelfare of the City:

SANERANCISCE - .
PLANNING DERARTMENT . - 16

Exmgqa- 16



-ADOPTED: Iamlary A0, ,7_,020
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NG DEPARTMENT . . 17
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‘ 1420 Taraval Street

'Exhlblt A of tl'ns Planmng CommlsSton Motlon No. 20643 shall be . -
truchon plans Submltted with the site or building perrmt apphcatxon '
* the construction plans -shall reference to the Conditional Use -
diments or modlflcatlons '

) se, sentence SECthI’l'

Clty codes and reqmrements If any
' i vahdlty shall not "

is for any Teason held’ to b

1y-be’.; .pproVed admmxstratwely by the Zonmg Admmlstrator o
gmfmant changeb and modlﬁcatlons of cond1t10ns shall requn:e Planmng Commxssxon approval ofanew
ditional Use authorlzatlon : :

CISCO ) . .
PING DEPARTMENT . 18

7

‘tences ‘or sectlons of these condmonsv. This- deus:on«conveys, o



Al FRANUIE i
N DEPARTMENT : 19
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nft ; boui ompllancefr-‘contwcf theACase Plarmer, Pluzmu ;

Bri7ty ~17? ARTHHLOTY, - A

ertificate of occupancy - ]
Izznner Plannmq Deparhnent at

. wurw qf vlammsz UJ’?

Al FPA NOISe3 ) .
PLANNKNG DEPARTMEMT . . . ‘ ‘ 20

xR 8. 20



Revocahon due. ':o Vmiaﬁon of: Cond:’rmns
{comp{alnts fmm mtelested plopelt 5,

’ spnuﬁc Lo, i-i'tlons of appmyal for the Prolect a5 bet orth i I‘xhﬁ) £ A of thy; l\’.[otion, ﬂu, Z omx%g

Sa4 FEARTISCS : ' C 4
AR or G ———— 21

EXHF%WQ 21




'Admmlstrator shall refersuch complamts to the’ Comm1551on, aftey, which ‘it may hold a pubhc
hi rmg on the matter to con51der ;evoca'uon of thm authorxzation_‘

et b s-4‘15;~57’5{5863,

wdition in compixance mth
amtenance Standards

1o 1~saance Uf abundmg petr mit ta construct Hh

Rafl FRARDISED
FLANNING DEPARTMENT - ) : 22

ex(u55 6 - 22



1991

GENERAL NOTES:

INTENT OF DOCUMENTS:

It Is the Intent of these Controct Documents

to establish a high quality of materlal and workmanship,

but not necessarlly fo note and call for every st [t2m

of wark o be done. Any ftem not specifically covered

but deemed necessary for satisfactery completion

of the work shall be accomplished by the Conractor

ina menner consistent with the quality of the work

without additional cost to 1he Owner. All materials

o methods af Instaliation shall be In aceardanee

with industry stendards and manufacturers recommendations,

A, All matecials and warkmanship shalf eanform ta the requirements
of the following cades and regulations ond any other Jocel ond state.
lawws and regotatlons: .

San francisco Bullding Code 2016 Editien

San franclscoFire Codg 2034 Editlen .
San francisco Plumbing Code 2014 Edition

San franciseo Electrical Cade. 2016 Edition

S5on francisco Mechanical Code 2015 Editian

Verify all existing condltians and dimenslans ot fhe project site,
Natify $he Archilecs and/ar Engineer of any diserzpancles
before beglrning construction,
8. Prayide odequate and propes shorlng and bracing to maintaln
safe eanditions ot oll fimes, The contractor shall be solely
responsible for providing adequate sharing and bracing as required
for protectlon of Iife and property during the canstructlon of the projecs.
C. At alt times the Cantractor shall be solely and completely respensible
for off conditions at the jabsite, Including safety of persons and property,
and oll necessary Independent engineering reviews of these conditions,
“The Architects Jobsite reviews are not Intendzd nor shall they be
construed 4o lncludz & review of the adequancy of the contractars sufety measires.
D. Unless otherwisz shown or noted, olt typica! detalls shall used where applicable,
€. All details shail be constued typleat at similar condltlans. "
F. All Drawing conflics shall be braught to the attention of the Afchitect
and/or Constlting Engineer for clarification before work proceeds.
6. The Contractor shall supply all labor, materlals, equipment and
services, Inchiding water and power, necessary for the proper executian
of the wark shown on these drawings. Al materials shall be. new
and warkmonship shall bz goad quafity, All workmen end subcantractors
shail be skilled i their trade, Any inspections, special or otherwise, that
are required by the building codes, local builing departments, on these
Plans shalf be dane by on Independent inspectlon company,
. Finishes: Replacs patch, repalr and refinish all existing surfoces
affected by the new worl. All new finishes shall match the adjacent surface.
alt surfaces shall alfgn. .
1. The Genzral Confractar shalf visit the site and fomiliarize themselves
with the existing slte conditions prlor o finallzing of eny proposa) 1o he owner.”
The generaf Cantracter shall be responsibe 1o Inform the amner or Architect
of patenthal existlng conditions that need fo be addressed and or madified
inorder 1o cmplete the work as herein described in these Drawings,
J. The Generol Contractor shail be reponsible for all means and methods
of Zonstruction including but not limited 1o levaling, shimlng, and blocking.
The Genzral Contractor shall make speclfic nate of such Items that can ot
be Known prior $o the commencement of construction.

DRAWING INDEX:

A 101 SITE AND ROOF PLAN, GENERAL NOTES,
AND DRAWING INDEX

A 1D2 SITE AND ROOF PLANS EXISTING
A 201 FLOOR FLANS EXISTING

A 2.02 FLOOR PLANS PROPOSED

A 2,03 FLOOR PLANS PROPOSED

A 203 FLOORPLANS PROPOSED

A 300 EXTERIOR ELEVATIONS

A 3,01 EXTERTOR ELEVATIONS

A 302 EXTERIOR ELEVATIONS

A 3,03 EXTERIOR ELEVATIONS

A 3.04 EXTERIOR ELEVATIONS

A 401 BUILDING SECTION

A 402 BUILDING SECTION .
€-2 GREEN BUILDING FOR SITE PERMIT
CIVIL SURVEY

_ PROJECT INFORMATION:
ZONING: NED TARAVAL NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCTAL DISTRICT
OCCUPANEY R-3
EXISTING USE: 1 FAMILY RESTDENCE
PROPOSED USE: THREE RESIDENTIAL UNITS
OVER COMMERCTAL SPACE
PROPOSED BUILDING HEIGHT: 45'-4"

PROPOSED 4 STORIES . ‘

- ABBREVIATIONS: .

-3 HET/HT. HEISHT

@ CENTERLINE

] DIAMETER OR ROUND INSUL.  INSULATION

(© EXISTING

W

5;? ;‘EEP,_ACE MFG.  MANUFACTURING

. MAX.  MAXIMUM
MTL METAL

MBIN, MINIMUM
AFF ABOVE FINISH FLOOR
O€, | ONCENTER

VIICINITY MAP

. BB BEAM .
CONSTRUCTION TYPE: 3-A 8D, BUILDING PR, PAIR
LT PXT. POCKET
BUILDING 70 BE FIRE SPRENKLERED NFPA-13 R cac CALIFORNIA BUILDING CODE  P.T, PRESSURE TREATED
WORK BY SEPERATE PERMIT ar CLEAR -
. aecs,  CLOSET REF. REFRIGERATOR
BLOCK 2331 LOTOI0 “eone, CONCRETE REQ'D  REQUIRED
REQ'T  REQUIREMENT
SCOPE OF WORK: DECK'S  DECKING RYG, RETATNING
NEW 3 UNIT RESIDENTIAL BUTLDING DET. DETATL R4S  RODAND SHELF
= DIA. DBIAMETER RM. ROOM
DESP.  DISPOSAL
PROJECT STATISTICS bW, DISHWASHER SIM. SIMILAR
DR, DCOOR .
PROPOSED | COMMON | RESIDENTIAL | COMMERCIAY TOTAL oL DOUBLE :: . :gl\f:ngfm —
ISTFLOOR: | 741 §F GSF T7315F ZATESF BN DOWN or Stomace
2D FUOOR: | 241 SF. TZUZ5E (KT T843 BF DRWGS, DRAWINGS STRUET.  STRUETURAL
[3RD FLOOR: | 238 SF 1578 SE O SE 1816 SF IS DRYER el
4THFLOOR: | 238 SF 3632 SF 0 SF 1870 5F
ROGE: 202 SF 0 S DSF 202 SF Ea. EACH TEMR,  TEMPERED
TOTAL - | 11605F | 4812 5F 1731 SF 8,203 S TRANS,  TRAMSPARENT
. ™ TYPICAL
UNIT1 1,602 SF F FAHRENHEIT
UNIT2 1,578 SF FIN FINIS UON,  UNLESS OTHERWISE
UNIT3 1,632 5F . : ER FIRE RATED . NOTED
’ FLR. FLOOR .
FT. FOOTOR FEET RIFY T
“O/F}Eﬁ’é}xté\/\/\/\/\/\/ - FoToR VAF,  VERIFYINFIELD
REQUIRED DPEM SPACE EA UNTT 300 SF FURN.  FURNESH w WASHER
C FURR,  FURRING WH, WATER HEATER
UNITL 558 SF . WP . WATERPROOF
UNIT2 56 SF AT UNIT: REQUIRED UPEN SPACE sa GAVGE WDD,  WINDOW
PROVIDED AT ROOF DECK Bt GLAZING w/ WITH
UNIT3 0 SF AT UNIT: OPEN SPACE PROVIDED R o GYPSUM wo. wooD
» ATROOFDECK : GYRBD.  GYPSUM BOARD
ROOF 778 SF: DECK OPEN TO UNJT 2 AND 3
BIKE PARKING
o .
3 CLASS A SPACES PROVIDED DRAWINE SYMBOLS
SEE A 202 15T FLOOR PLAN

BOCR NUMBER
WINDOW NUMBER

@ SKYLIGHT NUMBER
/A\ DRAWING REVISION

DETATL NUMBER AND
DRAWING REFERENGE
E NOTE/STEM NUMBER
N2 srade
=Pl =~ PROPERTY LINE

ELEVNO,
DRAWING REFERENCE

EXHIBIT
B

TR

WILLIAM PASHELINSKY
ARCHITECT

1837 HAVEA STREET

SAN FTANCISCO, CAS4IT
Aiza78 3678
bmassh@gmatcom

NEW 3 UNIT RESIDENCE
OVER COMMERCIAL
PACE

120 TARAUAL 3T
R TR

20

ALLIDEAS. DESIGHE ANRANGEMENTS AND PLANS
AS DIGICATED R REPRERENTED BY THS
DRAWING ARE OVWNED B¥ AND ARE THE.
PROPERTY OF WILLIAM PASHELMSKY ARCHITECT
AND WERE GREATEO. EVOLVED AND DEVELOPED
FOR USE OK, At 1% CONNECTION WTH Th
SPECIFIC PROJECT, NONE OF THESE I0EAS,
DESIGNS, ARRARGEUENTS OF PLANS SHALL DE
USED 8Y OR GISCLOSED 0 ANY PEASON, NiAk,
OR CORPGRATION FOR ANY PURRGSE

WHAT 50 EVER WITHOUT THE WRTTTEN
PERMISBION OF WILLAM PAGHELINSKY ARCHITECT

ND, DATE DESCRIPTIN
2T/ PLANNINE 3V

|

PROJECT NO, 2017.03
SHEET

- A-1.01
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ARCHITECT
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418371 3678
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NEW 3 UNIT RESIDENCE
OVER COMMERCIAL
SPACE

3420 TARAVAL STREET
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AT 0 EVER WITHOUT THE WRITTEN
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38 . e c e o
T - H
STATRWELL #2 k¢ Roof i
THIS AREA OF DECK FORUNIT 2 - i ‘
- o K i i
3
e i e -
ROGF
£t THES ANEA GF THE RODF T BE 0 :
O] C} SOLAR FANI
g 113 AREA OFLECK FOR UNIT 2 ,
3
43 .
weo
L en| T~
* 246 5 z A
TATRWELL # R d :
- {4 % -
| : il
T
g [ e 2087 o
+
. ROO ROQF 1,: 1870 5.F. K

1/4%=1"07

STAIR PENTHOUSES: 206 SF,
ALLOWABLE 1,B70X.27 374 SF.

PER BETTER ROOF ORDINANCE

SOLAR PANELS-TO BE PROVIDED
1,870X35= 280 5F,

ENRTR-2

WILLIAM P@SHELINSKY

my wwss
AN mmctsco CAsayT
Samwicom

NEW 3 UNIT RESIDENCE
OVER COMMERCIAL
SPACE

1420 TARAVAL STREET
SAN FRANCISCD, CA.

MLIDERS DESIONS ANRANGEENTS AND PLANT
‘AL INDICATED GRREPRESENTED 0¥ THIS
ORAWIG ARE GWNED BY AND ARE THE
SISTENIY OF WAL PASHEUNIIY AqCHTEST
AND WERE CREATED, EVDLVED AND DEVELGPES
£08 USE art Ak l:nunscmn TR TS
SPECIFC PROJECT. NONE OF THESE I0EAS,
OESIGNS, ARRANGEMENTS OF PLANS STALL 0T
USED 6 ON DICLOSED 10 ANY PERSON, N,
GR CORPORATION IOR ANY FUAPOSE
AT S0 SVER WIIEUT THE WITTCR

IGN OF Wi HELNSRY AncHrEeT
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i T | WiLLIAM PASHELINSKY
e ARCHITECT
ARCHITEC
e
IS
. . L
P4
:v[ '
- 120"
200, * e*r )
) NEW 3 UNIT RESIDENCE
o OVER COMMERGIAL
e . SPACE
e SPACE osee
h " SAN FRANCISCO, A,
cemsarrIaTING
FILER CMENT
FEATHAR 258" Ja'
v
NOTE: ALL WINDOWS
TO 3E DARX. ANGD
H
FE.IRD-FLR a8 oy
o
3
-
Blo
3 1]
s
btk
- TR, FE.EN0 BA L
L il
- ’ ¥
L4
il TARAVAL STREET
I EELSTELA : Wv'ﬁ 1
= Lzt

ALLIDEAS, DESIGNS ARPANGEMENTS AND PLANS
AS TNDIEAYED O AEFRESENTED BY TMIS
‘ORAWMIAARE OWNED 0¥ AND ARE THE
PROTERTY OF WM PASHELINSKY ARCMITERT
AHD WERE CREATES. EVOLVED AND GEVELOPED
FOR USE ON, AND N CONNEGTION WTH THIS
SPECIFIC PROJECT, RONE GF THESE IOEAS,
DESIGNT ANAANQEVENTS OF PUANS SHALL nE _
UIED DY OA DISCLOSED 70 ANY PERICN, FIRM,
G CONPCRATION FORANY PURFGSE

‘VENAT SO EVER WITHOUT THE WRITTEN
PERMISION OF WRAM PASHELINSKY ARCHITECT

No. OESCRIPTION
PLANNING REV.
PLANING REV
FLANNINE REV

WD TRIA e

(D TYP WINDOW DET DBL HUNG
MARVIM ALUM
CLAB WINDOW
TYP AT FRONT

NQTE: ALL WINDOWS AT FRONT ELEVATION -
And WESTTO ME ALUR CLAD . b

PROJECT Mo, 201732
SHEET
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FYE
. sranx
aiss . PENTIGUSE WILLIAM PASHELINSKY
RATLING . ARCHITECT
L .2 SR S e
perey
- RoOFbEK Shprindgrstcom
. RO, hi%d @ —
- f
N 1] ”
NEW 3 UNIT RESIDENCE
OVER COMMERCIAL .
H SPACE
. T sneer
. UNIT 3 protines it
FEAMAR 35
A%
¥
k-
UNIT2
Fr3m AR
) g 3l
i : : UNIT1 2 e §
. R . 2
: e i
5 . . .
n . ROOF bECK . . FEINDFLR 180 .
- @
- H
. b
. . . . =
COMMERCIAL SPACE COMMERCIAL SPACE
. ‘TARAVAL STREET
stepwaLk
e

SECTION A-A (N)

17a%1'-0%

ALLIDEAT, DESK AARCEMENTE AND MANS
ASINICATED DR REPRESENTED BV Ttk
-DRAVIID ARE DWNED B AND AR

FOR GEE O, AND I EONNECTION WK TS
SPECIFIE FRCLECY, NONE OF THESE IDEAS.
DESICNE, ARRANGEVIENTS OF FLAKS SIALLDE
USENNYOR GSCLOTEN 10 ANY PERSDN, FIAM,
OR CORPORATION FUR ANY PURPOSE
WHAT S0 EVER WInGUT THE WAITTER

ERMISIGH OF WAL IHEUNSKY ARCHITECT

DATE ¢ %+ OESCRIFTION.
FLANNING REY

T3
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" EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The Housing Affordability Strategies (HAS) analyze
how the City of San Francisco can improve housing
affordability over the next 30 years, particularly for
Jow- 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 5,000 new housing
units per year, at least one third of which should

be permanently affordable at low and moderate

. incomes. In additjon, 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 itform the 2022 Housing Element update.,

Led by the San Francisco Planning Department
(Planning), the HAS also incorporates input from |
other City agencies, including the Mayor's Office of
Housing and Community Development (MOHCD), *
San Francisco Office of Housing Delivery, and the
Office of Economic and Workforce Development
(OEWD), and was informed by feedback from the
community, advocates, researchers, and policy
experts, '

Key Challenges

¢ Housing prices and rents have soared and
are increasingly out of reach for many residents,
except for higher-income households. ‘

e Populations of people with low- and moderate-
incomes, people of color, and families with
children are declining as housing costs increase.

‘= People experiencing homelessness are-
increasing in both the city and region.

« Housing preservé’cion and tenant proteciion
policies are strong but not sufficient.

s Demand for housing near jobs, services, 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,

e [ack of regional investmerit 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 stability 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 o 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 pursue one of
these conoepts alone or combine all three 1o expand
housing choices. An equitable approach will require

" planning with communities, particularly communities

of color and low income communities along with a
focus on desegregation and access to opportunity.

o East Side: Expand housing capacity around
Downtown and in light industrial areas.

& Transit Corridors: Expand housing capaéity
along transit corridprs on the west, south, and
north sides of the city.

& Residential Districts: Relax density restrictions in
residential districts without changing height limits.

IG5
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Each of the concepts for hdusing development will
require investment in infrastructure (fransit, utilities,
schools, parks, cultural resources) in targeted areas.

2. Streamline approvals and pérmitting and
reduce construction costs

- e Simplify-and shorten development approvals and
permitting to increase certainty and lower risk.

Faciﬁtate the use of new construction materials
{i.e. Cross-laminated-timber) and new technology
(i.e. modular housmg) to lower costs

P

Grow the pool of skilled labor by expanding
construction apprentioeship programs and.tempo-

oot fnmy aerken

rary nousin ie} for construction workers.

3. Expand and sustain funding to produce 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 lnvestment

New market rate units

New Inclusionary affordable units S 640

- City investment (in.cludes'OClI/ Redevelopment funding)

Existing p(armanently affordable units rehablhtated 700

¢ The City would need an average of $517 million
(in' 2020 dollars) per year to produce 1,000 city-
funded affordable units and preserve 1,100 afford-
able units. The City is projected {o nearly meet that
funding need in FY19/20 but has fallen short in the
past, and will need to expand fundmg in the future
fo meet the target.

o Potential future funding saurces to bridge the
gap between annual need of $517 million and
projected $200 million could come from various
sources: Future housing bonds; Gross Receipis
tax (pending); Regional funding sources. Specific.
funding proposals will need to be developed by
policy makers through a community process.

o Maximizing use of public and nonprofit-owned
land for affordable housing could help lower costs.

Relative to Estunated Need (in Mil

;.2019-2020.
~ Projected

4, Pfotect vuinerable residents and stabili"ze'and

* preserve existing affordable housing

e . Expand tenant services including iegél services,
counseling, and public education.

¢ Expand rental assistance programs.

+ Expand housing services and outreach to
the Black community and other historically

- discriminated groups to support repatriation and
increased opportunity.

s Focus housing investments to implement Cu!mral'
Districts and preserve and rehabilitate housing
serving vulnerable residents, for example SROs.

SanFrancisco 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.

Pohoy issues related to the strategies above are
further explored in four sections of this report; (1)
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.

EXHHT Q6
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The Housing Affordability Strategies (HAS) analyze

how San Francisco can improve housing affordability;
particularly for low- and moderate-income households,*
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 1o 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) projett in coordination with a consultant {eam
with expertise in affordable housing policy, land use plan-
ning, housing market and financlal 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 (MOHCD),
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. ' ‘
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INTRODUGCTION

Key Challenges : - KeyQuestions

Perhaps no issue facing San Francisco today is - Working with fellow City agencies and the consultant

more pressing than rising housing costs and lack of team, and by listening to feedback from the public

housing affordable at low- and moderate-incomes. - and a cross-section of housing policy advocates,

Housing affordability challenges take many forms in Planning developed key guestions to guide the

the city and region including: analysis of the HAS report:

e Housing prices and rents have soared and - e What would it take to achieve 5,000 units with at *
are increasingly out of reach for many residents, least one third affordable per year and increased
except for higher-income households. community stability over the next 30 years?

- ¢ Populations of people with low- and moderate- ¢ How much dees the City invest in affordable.
incomes, people of color, and families with housing production and preservation for low- and
- children are declining as housing costs increase. moderate-income people and how can the City do
more?
¢ People experiencing homelessness are . ’ : ‘ .
increasing in both the city and region. e Where have. different types of housing been built in
o . : the past and what kind of housing could be added
¢ Housing preservation and tenant protection in the future?

policies are strong but not sufficient.
- : ¢ What are the policy and investment choices that

e Demand for housing near jobs, services, and can support new housing capacity?
* transit Is increasing while supply is lacking in
those locations. - & How can the City simplify the development
. : ’ o approval process to support community goals and
@ Housing construction has not kept up with job increase affordability?

and population growth in the region.

- & How can-we better protect residents at risk of .
o Lack of regional investment in affordable displacement and stabilize low- and moderate-

housing has aggravated affordability in income households in housing that they can -

- 8an Francisco. aﬁord'?

These challenges are shaped by niajor national -
policies. Unlike other countries, housing is not
recognized as a right in.the United States. In addi-
tion, federal and state government fundxng is not
sufficient to provide quahty affordable housing to all
regardless of income. 2 Furthermore, federal funding .
has declined for decades, as housing needs have
increased.®
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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‘poh‘oy_ 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
analysi$ of 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, Produotion,. and
Preservation ’

4. Tenant Protections, Housing Stabilization,
and Homeless Services

Conclusion and community inpui. This section

provides a synthesis of the analysis and prelimi-

nary 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:

¢ Community Forums and Focus Groups. December
2018 through February 2019, Planning partnered
with the MOHCD and the Office of Economic and
Workforce Development (OEWD) to hold 10 commiu-
nity forums in neighborhoods around the city to hear
feedback on housing and community development
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 Berkeley 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 2018, consul-
“tants conducted a series’of interviews with a cross-
section of these organizations representing diverse
-perspectives. These interviews 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 January 2020, Planning had three sessions to
discuss preliminary findings.

EXIgIT ¢-10



San Francisco Housmg
Context

San Francisco's housing landscape has been
changing since the Ohlone people first settled the
"peninstla and has continued through the city’s many
eras: the Spanish-Mexican mission and presidio that
began the colonization of the city, the Gold Rush
that sparked massive population 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 20th Century, 1950s and 1960s urban renewal
that demolished thousands of homies in Black and
working class neighborhoods, renewed population

growth since the 1980s, and recent waves of profes-

sional and high-income: job growth since the 19903
have all transformed the city.

In 2018, San Francisco had 400,730 homes and
883,305" residents and in January 2019, 8,011
people were experiencing homelessness.®

The city is majority renter households (65%) and
a majority of renters live in rent-controlled (60%),
multn‘amx!y buildings while a ma;orlty of home-
owners live in single family homes.®

Permanently affordable housing represents
8.5% of all homes (33,000 units), mostly located on
the city’s east side.” For context as of 2015, there
were about 105,000 low-income renter households

INTRODUSTION /.

(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).2

The city’s housing production was low for
decades up until 2000; afier 2000, production in
ihe city increased, but declined in the region.

¢ From 1960 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 1990 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.®

& 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.

e From 1990 to 1999, affordable housing production

" in San Francisco averaged 334 homes (35% of the
total) peryear, from 2000 to 2009 average produc-
tion doubled to 623 homes per year, and from
2010 to 2019 it averaged 692 homes per year.™

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 economic cycles- in the case of afford-
able because of higher city revenue/ funding.

:e to Lowor.
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HoméVaigé Index,, :
996-2019- - .-

San Francisco -

Sé'n i%rén{:jscé_Metro'v

Median rents and home prices have soared since
the economic recovery that began in 2011.and

are affordable only to higher income people.
Though mediian rents have stabilized and dropped
since 2015, a household would need to earn about
$169,000 per vear to afford the median rent in 2019.
Home prices have nearly doubled since 2010 and
more than guadrupled since the 1990s. A homebuyer
‘would need {o eamn over $307,000 per year to afford a
‘home with a median price of $1,387,278.

ExtiBI? 6- 12



Racial and Social Eqﬁity
Context

Sustaining San Francisce's racial, social, and
economic diversity depends on the affordability and
stability of housing. Growth of high wage industries,
such as technology and proféessional 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.™ Low-income households
experienced the highest percentage of out-migration

(4%) of any other income category between 2006 and

2015.12 '

INTRODUCTION

Photo: MOHCD

.o

Racial, Social, and Income Inequity and
Housing

The following key findings illustrate the city's history
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.'®

o

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-controlied housing.'*

- EXIgy §-13
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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.%¢

» Lower income renters face higher incidence of
eviction and housing instability and fewer housing
options than higher income households.*®

Lower income households face a range of
housing challenges.

¥

& Low-income renters make up the vast majority

(82%) of the estimated 82,000 cost-burdened
rentere \paymg more than 30% of income in
rent).* »

& About half of cost-burdened renters (over 38,000)

are severely burdened {paying more than 50% of

income for rent)

& 96% of severely burdened renters are low-income

‘with the majority extremely low-income {earning
less than 30% of AMID. ™,

o There are more than 33,000 cost-burdened
owners spread among all income groups *®

=)

Ove:crowdmg mostly affec’ts Iow—mcome
households

Biack, Latino, and Asian/Pacific Islander commu-

- nities face greater housing challenges linked to

income inequality and discrimination.??

& Approximately 10% of the city's extremely low-
income households are Black, while in 2015 Black
people only comprised 5% of residents.**

& Residents of color are far more likely to be
low- or moderate-income than white residents **
Segregated white neighborhoods have more than
double the incomes of segregated Black and
L atino neighborhoods.*

&

Residents of color have higher cost burdens and '

more overcrowding.

» Black and Latmo communities have a hscher rate
of renting.*

@ Residents of color face greater likelinood of evic-
tion threats and housing instability.® -

Historic and Current Inequity in Housing

- Policy and Planning *®

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 oppor-
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 tg lower wealth, health, and
educational outcomes for people of color today. City
agencies share responsibility to address this history
with state and federal govermniments and private orga-
nizations. Discriminatory housing policies include: .

¢ 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 pattem 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 milions of white Americans, limiting

homeownership and home improvement for.
people of color until the late 20th 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 fo rent, sell, or
even show property®®, directing people of color to
certain nsighborhoods, 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 peopie of color and lower income
renters for demolition, displacing thousands and
damaging communitiss. Urban renewal’s biggest

g



impact in San Francisco was in the Western
Addition and South of Market. o

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 requirerents for
large lots or large yards for single-family homes.
In San Francisce a majority of residential land
is zoned for single-family or tweo-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
JIncluding housing choice vouchers and low-
income housing tax credits.®

Addressing Historical Inequities

The City of San Francisco established thé 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, and resource allocation.

The HAS report is an effort to address historical ineg-
uities by outlining concepts and 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 framewaork 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

Racial and Social Equity Indicators for

Improvement

The City could measure its progress towards stability,
increased opportunity, and access to affordable

~ housing for vulnerable communities through key indi-

cators. The indicators below have been adapted from
Planning's 2018 Community Stabilization Report:

San Francisco's vulnerable populations are gaining in

stability when the following occurs:
e The Black population is increased.

» The populations of other racial groups that have
been decreasing over time are increased (Native
American/American Indian, Filipino, Samoan, and
Vielnamese).

o Resources are maintained or increased to’
support housing needs of seniors, people living
with disabilities, low-income households, people
experiencing homelessness, youth, immigrants,
LGBTQ+, refugees, linguistically isolated house-
holds, justice-involved individuals, and veterans.

¢ Income, health, and educational inequality is
reduced between racial groups.

o Families with Chi!drén, especially low- 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. '

® The number and types of evictions, including
ilegal evictions and buyouts is decreased.

e Income diversily within areas that are predomi-
nantly higher incoms is increassd.

& The number of affordable housing units for low-
and moderate-income residents is increased.

EXH?!gT?CQ- 15
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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
mest these targets. These targets may shift based
on future forecasts of regional population and job
growih, assessment of critical needs, as well as the
priorities established by residents and elecied 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 yeat,
adding 150,000 additional homes by 2050 . Mayor
London Breed, along with former Mayor Edwin Lee,
set a target o 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 were 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 stch 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 10 2018 and 87% above the average from 200

to 2018. . :

Produce an annual average of at least 1,667

- homes affordable at very low-, low-, 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 voters in 2014, This
number would not mest 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 for 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 1,667 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
significantly more public investment, incentives,

cost 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 Cily's portiofio 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 of Housing:
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 annually 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 owner
move-in evictions. After an eviction, these units will no
longer be affordable to low- and moderate-income
renters. Acquisition can help preserve niore housing
as permanently affordable and stabilizes residents.
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The three concepts presented in this section offer
different ways the City could meet the housing
production 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, and required
infrastructure to serve current and future residents.
Future policy could combine elements from each of
these concepts. The three concepts are:

East Side Focus: New homes would be
added in taller, multifamily buildings near Downtown
and in fight industrial areas, intensilying recent growth
patterns in'the city's eastern neighborhoods.

Transit Corridors-Focus: New homes
would be added in mid-rise multifamily buildings

“along transit lines that-will receive major fransit -

improvements.

Residential Disirict Focus: New homes

‘ wou!d be added throughout the city’s residential

neighborhoods and neighborhood commercial

corridors without major changes fo heights.

Potential changes in land use controls were analyzed
using an econometric model to estimate the amount
of housing likely to be produced in each concept.
The model uses data on past housing development
and on current housing prices and construction
costs {see Appendix for methodology) to predict

the effects of potential land use changes and other
policy changes on future housing production (New
Multifamily Production — Model Estimate).

Each concept also includes nearly 40,000 units in
large projects/development agreements that have
been approved by the 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 ﬁmding needed for aﬁordéble homes

~ were developed based on recent affordable
" housing production and preservation costs, current

inclusionary housing policy, and the number of inclu- - '
sionary units likely in new market-rate buildings.

Protections for existing multifamily rental housing
and historic structures apply to all of the congepts,
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 low- 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

By

TABLE 1.
HAS Baseline®* Estlmate and Concept Targets for Future
Housing Development by 2050

New Muttitamily Production — Model Estimate

Market-rate

Inclusionary Affordable

Large Projects/ Development Agreements

Market-rate

29,000 29,000
 Inclusionary Affordable 6200 6,200
OCHH-funded unitst 2500 2500

City Funded — 100% Affordable ?0,580 28,300

Accessory Dwelling Units (ADUsj 6,000 6,000

. Total Units ’ . 101,080 150,000

- Total Affordable 27,580 50,000

' 9% Affordable? S 27% 33%

TOCII will fund affordable units committed to as part of the enforce-
able obligations of the former Redeveloprnent Agency before
disolution of Redevelopment.

2The Baseline affordable percentage of 27% is based on the recent
historical average.
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In this concept the vast majority of new homes would
be built in neighboerhoods on the east side of the
city close to Downtown, in light industrial areas, and
neighborhoods near the eastern waterfront (light
orange on map). This-concept would expand the
- growth that has happened or is already planned 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 a few large projects like Park Merced.
Some homeowners would likely take advantage of
the City's ADU program to add apartments 1o existing
residential buildings. There would also be some

new residential buildings added on neighborhood
commercial streets but change would be limited in
most west side neighborhoods.

Photo: Serglo |

In this concept new homies would be added via
taller buildings, including towers of 10 to 24 stories
in locations closest to jobs and transit as well as
rid-rise buildings of five to eight stories built in less
central areas farther from the Downtown 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 dense
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.

EXH;FBST& 19
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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
required to financially support more inclusionary
units. 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 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. While this
concept-would generate more affordable housing,
the associated growth would also require increased
investments, services, and programs 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.
Atthe same time, intensified residential development
could strengthen neighborhood businesses and bring
new jobs in local services to neighborhoods where
new development occurs,

Transportation and Greenhouse Gas (“GHG”)
Reduction: This concept would put more residents
in proximity to jobs and services encouraging use
of existing transit as well as more walking and

CONCEPYTS FOR FUTURE HOUSING DEVELOPMENT AND AFFORDABILITY

biking, lower vehicle miles traveled, and lower GHG

© emissions.

Infrastructure Improvement: Concentrated develop-
ment in a few areas of the east side of the city would
require additional parks, playgréunds, and schools as
well as transit and sireet improvements. New, large .

~ residential development in concentrated areas could

generate significant funding for community benefits
including new parks and playgrounds and improved
streets and sidewalks to enhance the streetscape
and public spaces in these neighborhoods. 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 many 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 concemns o west side amenities.

EXRE 21
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In this concept, more new homes would be built

" along major fransit lines and these lines would

receive significant investments to accommodate
additional ridership. Growth would be spread in major
transit comridors 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 Yan Ness Avenue, along
Van Ness Avenue and Polk Street, along Mission and
Valencia streets, along Third Street in Dogpatch and -
Bayview, and along Ocean Avenue near City College.

As with the other concepts, there wauid 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

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 would be allowed in the
blocks along upgraded transit corridors, mostly in
midrise buildings of five o 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
maijor 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 with larger
residential buildings.

EXHIBITC-22
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Impacts

Affordable Ho&sing: While new buildings in this

- scenario would generaity be shorter than the east

side concept, the fransit corridor concept would.

still likely generate significant inclusionary housing.
Higher inclusionary production could lower the public
funding needed to meet affordable housing fargets
by tens of millions of doliars annually. -

Equity Concerns: This concept would distribute
development over a larger area of the city than it has

.beenin the recent past, which could recdluce 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 setving 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 commercial
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-
hoods with more concentrated local services within

walking distance, reducing the need to drive and

. lowering vehicle miles traveled and GHG emissions.

infrastructure Improvement: This concept would

be centered around existing transit lines that will
receive significant investment and improved service.
Concentrated development near transit would also
generate impact fees o improve streets, public
spaces, parks, and transit itself. While there will be
more residents overall, existing residents could enjoy
improved services and 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.

B8 24



In this concept, San Francisco would allow more
homes to be added in neighborhoods where the -
number of homes allowed is currently very limited.
These changes would allow more homes on the
majority of the city's residential land currently zoned
to allow just one single-family home (RH-1) or two-
family homes (RH-2) per lot. More homes would also
be allowed in zoning districts such as residential
mixed (RM) and neighborhood commercial (NC)
" that allow 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-bedroon units.

In this concept there would be no change to limits on
building height, but density limits would be removed.

Phoeto: Sergio Rulz, SPUR

As with the transit oorridorboncept, there would still
be significant development on major streets and
commercial corridors because larger lots in these
areas are attractive for development. In 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 Octavig, and Eastern Neighborhoods {dark
orange rings on map). There would also be large
projects like Park Merced on the western side of the
cily. Property owners in 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 sidss 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
height limits. On commercial corridors, multifamily
buildings would include ground floor commercial
space with 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

of single-family homes in San Francisco could make

fransformation of these homes unlikely. The resuliing

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 muitiple generations
or add new rental units to increase family income.
However, transformation of small lots and single-
family homes could 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 coneept, 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 concentrated neighborhood change.
Displacement pressures are widespread in the city

_ and additional protection and stabilization policies

could still be needed 1o help stabllize existing renters |

and multifamily housing.

CONCEPTS FOR FUTURE HGUSING DEVELCPMENT AND AFFORDABRIE

Local Business.and Jobs: In this concept a large
portion of residential development would still be in
neighborhood.commercial corridors so some corti-
dors could see more residents and activity. However,
the more dispersed nature of development in this
concept would not result in the same concentration
of local businesses, jobs, and services as the other

~concepts.

Transportation and GHG Reduction: This concept -

" could more widely distribute new housing around

the city and residents could be farther from transit or

~neighborhood services. As a result, residents might’

rely more on cars generatmg more trafﬂc and GHG
emissions.

Infrastructure Improvement: Because development
would be more dispersed.in 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: lnvestments 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.

exiiBi9d - 27
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Each of the concepts for housing development could potentially accommodate significantly more housing than -
. we have today, including substantially more affordable housing. However, the impacts on different neighbor-
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 Housmg in Eastern 1/3 of City 75% 50% 50%
Share of 50,000 Affordable Units From mciusmnary'

Percentage Increase in Public Funds Needed for Affordable Housmg

150’000 Units Likellyut"qnl?:e I?rqqyced ........ | ‘ M”\.(.es Yes - Depe’::%sa??z,cyt{';g Icoovg -
Over 40,000 Units in Large Projects ‘ o K Yes Yes Yes
Need for New Transit Investments ' YOS Yes. ves
Access to Existing Job Centers ) ' ....... Yeg'mm ........... Yes ...........................................
. Aecess to Existing Community Facilites keparks . .. cetES Yes
Change in Scale and Appearance of Buildings . Yes Yes ' Possibly

The three concepts illustrate that San Francisco could add 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 fransit, 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 policies and negative outcomes for communities of color and lower income San Franciscans.
Segregated housing pattérns can only be addressed by concerted 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 housing in
those neighborhoods. Specific investments will be needed to help communities that have been leaving the Cxty
such as the Black community, fo remain and return to San Francisco.

The foiiowing sections of the report leck more in depth at key policy issues that will need to be acldressed 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 vulnerable residents.

CEXHIBIT C-28
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This section addresses core policy issues that need

" 1o 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 hlghhghts key
community stabmty 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 and technologles that cou\d
lower costs.

Regulation of Housing Development reviews
how San Francisco has guided housing develop-
‘ment over time with various rules, zoning regula-
fions, and processes. The section also looks at
how San Francisco could potentially encourage
more multifamily housing, especially affordable

. housing, through changes 1o its housing plan-
ning, approvals, and permitting process. ‘

&3 Affordable Housing Funding, Production, -
and Preservation analysis presenis 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.

E)GI_‘]%TQC 4-. 30

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 ori extensive research and analysis
included in the Community Stabilization Initiative
(C8l) 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 on sustained development
of both privately financed, market-rate 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 financial 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 hkehhood of new housmg
production citywide. :

Financial Feasxhlh’cy of Prlvately Flnanced
Housing

Private real estate developers rely on a combination
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
safisfied that the development project is at low

enough risk of default. Lenders will only underwrite

loans that meet certain financial performanoe
benohmarks

¢ Equity investors. Equily 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 busmesses
or stocks.

= Landowners. After factoring in project revenues
and costs, a real estate project must still generate
enough "residual land value” o purchase the land
at a price that is aftractive {o the property owner.

POLICY IZSUES

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 their development costs.
The expected return varies depending on the risks
associated with securing entitlements, compleX|ty

‘market conditions, and schedule.

‘ Development Costs -

Development costs include the followmg 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, whereas
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.%* Construction
industry experts are projecting continued cost infla-
tion of between 4.5 and 7.0 % in San Francisco in
2020,%

According 1o interviews with developers and contrac-
tors, and a review of recent reports on construction
costs, some of the factors that are affecting construc-

tion costs include:

© e Ashortage of experiénced construction workers,

combined with a booming construction market,
with many major projects in the pipeline.®®

= Lack of competition from subcontractors, especially
in specialized trades (electrical, plumbing, etc.), is
driving up bids for new development projects. -

EXEF%’% 31
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» The impact of tariffs on the price of building
materials, and uncertainty regarding future trade
policies.*” ’

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.*® There are two types of technologies that
have been explored for this strategy:

¢ Modular construction, which 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 overall
construction costs and time by 15 to 30%.

o Mass timber, 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 tha next five to ten years, as building
codes are updated, and the production of the
malerial 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%.%¢

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 astaxes, insurance, planning and
permitting fees charged by the City, and the cost of
financing. ' C

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 neighborhood,
as many areas have imposed additional fees or
special taxes for affordable housing, neighborhood
infrastructure, or other community facilities. The
City's Inclusionary Affordable Housing policy requires
private housing development to provide affordable
units either onsite or offsite, or to pay in-lieu fees.*®

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 from $200 to more than $1,000 per square

foot, depending on the location and the density
permitted by zoning.*! ‘

B



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 parking leases, and commercial
lease revenues in mixed use developments.

Location matters a great 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.

"’ San Francisco Renta

" Senclist

. Goltlen Gate Park

Market Sirength; Ranked. .-~ -

e~ Munii Metra Lines

e Muni Répideus Lines

Frashdio X
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Tier 1 Downtown Core submarkets include the
northeastern section of San Francisco where new
development activity is strong, including high-rise
housing projects. The rents are highest in these
areas due 1o the proximity fo dmenities, major fransit
cerridors, 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
projects. ‘

‘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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Feasﬂnhty of Residential Development in
San Francisco Today

@ Despite 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, which has prevented production.

& Under curtent markst conditions and development -

costs, taller high-rises (more than 20 stories)

are génerally 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 been completed in San Francisco,
especially in Tier 2 submarkets, but developers
have reported that these building types are.more
challenging to finance now with the current devel-
opment cost structure.*®

-(24 stories):

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 infill projects in lower
density neighborhoods.

Update regulations 1o 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 15 to 30%, accerding to estimates from
developers and contractars. The cost reduction could

significantly improve the financial feasibility of housing.

The City of San Francisco can put policies in place to
facilitate the transition 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
technclogies to be nmplemented at a larger soaw.
sspecially for taller buildings.
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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, in order

.o spur the addition of new market-rate and afford-
able housing in these areas. '

Encourage “small-scale infill” development in
single-family neighborhoods. Many of the lower
density neighborhoods in San Francisco have very

~ small parcels, making it difficult o assemble the land-
required for larger projects. Rezoning those neighbor-
hoods where currently single-family homes predomi-
nate could create significant 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
to zoning, helghts, design guidelines, and other
development regulations are created for a whole

© POLICY ISSHES

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 and regulations to support the development
of housing see the following policy summary 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 built.
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 development regulations, developed over

time to serve the changing context of a growing,
diverse, and unigue city. After a brief history 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 inciudes 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 rule. The first residential areas were comipact and
restricted geographically by limited transportation
routes. By the early 1900s, 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 vibrant, walkable communities.
Many of San Francisco’s quintessential neighbor-
hoods feature a range of residential buildings with a
remarkable 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 resporise, cities began to enact formal
development regulations. In 1921, San Francisco -

.passed its first true Zoning Ordinance, focused

on the avoidance of nuisance and other conflicts
resulting from proximate incompatible uses.*® The
ordinance was limited in 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, and vpen space
requirements.’

Developmen;c 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 1870 Cubic Air
Ordinance imposed fines and jail time on landlords
and renters who lived in rooming houses primarily
found in Chinatown that did not meet requirements of
500 cubic feet of air per person.** 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 (most laundries 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 estate, and development
practices, divided thé city spatially; pushing. low-
income communities and communities of color to
older, more-central neighborhoods, and middie

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 limits*® 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.*

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 11B, 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 relatively 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. Compiletion of this housing 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
guide the City's evolution and growth over time. The
General Plan providés 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.*® A

" The Planning Code: While regulations aﬁ‘ebting

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 cily for the benefit of its A
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.*® While San Francisco’s system of develop-
ment regulations 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
Land Uses within 207 zoning and Special Use
Districts (some limited to a single lot).5® Moreover,
the Code is frequently amended, creating additional
administrative challenges for timely project review
and approval ¥ Procedural requirements add time
{o the davelopment process and, since time costs
money, further drive up the cost of housing produc-
tion, which impacts housing affordability..

~Key types of development regulation, established by

the Planning Code, include zoning contfols, design
guidelines, process for project review and approval,
and the appilication of required fees.

Zoning Controls: The most common and widely
recognized category of development regulations are
the prescriptive, codified controls known as zoning
controls.® In San Francisco, zoning specifies how
land can be utilized, the conditions for use allowed
or required, and any limitations which apply. For
example, zoning regulation controls:®

| o
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& determine how land'is allotted in use zones and
_what types of uses are allowed within each zone;

e limit the inténsity 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; »

& require accommodations for access and service
such as bicycle parking spaces, or loading;

& designate certain structures or districts as histori-
cally or culturally relevant and invoke standards for
retention of resources. :

60% of land in San Francisco is zoned fo allow resi-

~ dential uses. 33% of the total land area is reserved

~ for public uses including open space (such as parks
and playgrounds) and 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

_for single-family homes (RH-1) while 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 zonihg districts.

_As aresult of the City's zoning controls, 90% of all
new housing and 80% of affordable housing buiit
since 2005 has been added in 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 & 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 devel-
opment agreements that allow multifamily housing to

- be built. Figure 13 shows 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 contexiual
controls that supplement the zoning standards.
Guidelines implement the Urban Design policies

of the City by reinforcing compatibility with local
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oharécter, placemaking, livability, and sustainability

based on 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 for consis-
tency, clarity, and predictability over time. -

Process and Fees: 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
guideline 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 mast 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 further requires that .

all discretionary projects receive CEQA review. The
reliance on discretion for'all San Francisco plarning
review, resulits in the application of CEQAto 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 costof a
housing development project as well.%*

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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Project Intake, Environmental Review & Approval P:focess |

This flowchart provides an overview of Planning Department's project review and approval procedures for projects with two or more housing units.

60 DAYS
Preliminary Project Assessment

F Fites PPA application, pays fees.

Conducts preliminary plan check,
SDAT, UDAT, manages the overall PPA
process, consolidates and issues PFPA
letter.

PPAfintake planner assigned,
conducts environmental screening,
completes EP PPA Checklist,

CP Planner Tech issues PPA letter.

b3

e

Closeout Actions

Finalizes updates to project
description and data tables in
SFPermit per final action. Emails -
sponsor with upcoming major
milestones (required now, site permit,
each addendum).

Prepares FEIR, if needed, closes out
ENV record.

 Veislon I Movamber 28,2018

30 0AYS ™
Project Application Acceptance

Files Project Application, pays fees,
submits additional materials, and hires
environmental 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 {V, and creates SFPermit record
with ‘submitted’ status.

PPA/intake planner reviews
environmental materials for
completeness.

CP Planner Tech'issues NIA letter, if
additional materials are needed.

P>

P>

Sponsor submits additional materials.

If GP Blanner Tech deems application

complete, status changed ta ‘accepted’ i
in SFPermit and status emailed to U
SpONsor. . J

Hearing Preparation Tasks

Finalizes staff report, CEQA findings
(if required), conducts required
noticing, attends entittement hearing.

Prepares for and attends EIR
Certification hearing, if applicable.

Posslble Hearlngs
+ Rec Park Capital Committaa/Full Commission
* Historic Preservation Commission

+ Other Commissians (Port, MTA, etc.}

+ BOS Land Use Committes/Full Board A

90 DAYS
Preliminary Application Review

Provides additional information, as
needsd.

Current planner assigned. Conducts

comprehensive plan check, including
SDAT, UDAT, and RDAT. Coordinates

Plan Checl Letter with' 2R,

Environmental coordinator and
supervisor assigned. Environmental
coordinator confirms rieed for
technical studies, techrical planners
are assignsd, SOWs for soms- .
technical topics are reviewed and
approved. .

CP Planner issues Plan Check Letter
based on preliminary review.

>4

LA

2 Process Milestone  EIR - environmental impact report
| Curent Planning

Erviermental
Planning

,_a Project Sponsor

™,

NIA - Notice of incomplete Application
PD - project description

PPA - preliminary projact assessment
SOW - scope of work

SDAT - streets design advisory teem
HOAT - residential design advisory team
UDAT - urban design advisory team

>

 SFPermit.

30 DAYS .
Proposed Project Refinement

Refines project based on Plan Check
Letter(s).

Confirms comments from Plan
Check Letter(s) have been
incorporated,

Confirms comments from Plan
Check Letter(s) have been
incarporated.

EP and CP planners deem project
description stable. EP planner inputs
type of environmental document; CP
planner consults with Commission
Affairs for target hearing date and
inputs target hearing date into

670 22 MONTHS
" Project Analysis

+ Conducts :
detailed plan
check, design :
review, starts :
drafting staff
report.*

!+ Conducts scoping of
envirenmental review

i+ Conduts environmental
» Ensures public  §  noficing.
. o :
. g:gﬁiﬁ:zﬂ&ed i * Manages preparation and
T -1 review cycles of technical
studies and environmentai

* Keeps interested i
documats.

partles abreast of
project status.

f *Iftha PD changes, hearing achatule may change,

" Could it altar impac: it
* Does itrequire a new spviranmental technical study?
* Waultd it regulra a pew entitlement”
* Doas [t result in signilicant radesiga of massing?

Go ta Projact Coordination 1o confirm hoaring date changs,

s

: » Reviews aroject description®

dacumerd, technical studies,

* Manages publication
draft environmental
dovurnent and public
comment process (it
applicabie).

» For EIRs, prepares and &
attends hearing oh draft

EIR &nd manages

preparation and reyiew

cycles of rasponse to

comments doeeument.

+ Confirms all

environmental fees are

paid

39 ProjectIs ready for El
certification andjor
approval hearings.

o i CPand EP planners goordinate
on the following:

+ project descriplion changes,
including updates to SFPermit

H data

+ Section 148 (Wind)

+ Saction 285 (Shadow)

+ Scheduls/confirm hearhng date
with Commission Affaits

+ Projact team changes
(internalexternal)

* Newly ldantified impacts

* Racord reguesty

* Pre-approval hearings (l.e.,
Recroation and Park
Department; Historic
Preservation Commission;
Architactural Raview Committee)

R
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The California State Density Bonus Law (passed in
the 1970s but now seeing more frequent use), the
Housing Accountability Act, and the Housing Crisis -
Act of 2019 (SB-330). These state laws offer the only
true ministerial approval paths for developmentin .

San Francisco. Within local authority, San Francisco

has updated its local Inclusionary Affordable
Housing Program, introduced bonuses for increased
affordability with HOME-SF, embraced ADUs, and
implemented ministerial approval for 100% Affordable
Housing projects. Following the issuance of Mayor
Edwin Lee’s Executive Directive 17-02, Planning
undertook a comprehensive process improvement

. effort®® to_enhance regulatory and development
review functions anu streamline the approval of
housing prOJects

. Patential Regulatnry Reformsto 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 supply,
- improve mobility, support production, and speed/
ease project approval processes. Such changes
would be necessary to implement all or part of the
" concepts for future housing development explored

* earlier in the report. Potential strategies include:’

e 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 pohoy approaohes include:

~» Prioritize desegregatxon and expansion of
housing opportunities throughout the city.

» Emphasize community stabilization along with
creation of new housing in land use planning
and housing policy in neighborhoods with -
cmoehtraﬂons of people of color and people
with lower incomes.

»  Continue to expand input from communities of

- color and low- and moderate-income people in -

land use planning and housing policy making.

POLICY ISSUES

% [ncrease zoned housing capacity thrdugh changes
to zoning controls, for example:

» Area plans with programmaiic EIRs and/
or expansion of existing bonus programs
to increase housing Capacﬁy in low-density
neighborhoods.

» Shift from unit—based to form-based density
. controls citywide.

» Condition future institutional growth on housing
production as part of Institutional Master Plans
(IMPs) for large institutions like universities.

& Streamline and simplify the project approval
process, with an emphasis on additional stream-
lining for projects that provide affordable housing:.

» Modemize the Planning Code;®”

»  Expand administrative/ministerial review and
approval;

» Reform Discretionary Review.

By continuing to innovate San Francisco’s system of
development regulations, the City can more effec-
tively address housing affordability while protecting
health, welfare, environmental sustainability and
resiliency, and other key city priorities.

exalil] 4
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Affordable Housing
Funding, Production, and
Preservation

-San Francisco currenily 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 1,667
units and preserve 1,100 units each year through
various policies and investments. Key topics include:

P
e

rve housing.

# Production trends in affordable housing including
both publicly subsidized affordable housing and
inclusionary housing leveraged through market-
rate clevelopment.

e Preservation of affordable housing and d‘ifferent
- types of preservation investments.

@ Production of ADUs which are more hkely fo be
affordable due to size and lower construction
costs but are not required to be affordable at a
particular income level.

- The section closes with pol’icies {o produce more
~ affordable housing- in particular the need for

sustained, substantial funding.

Affordable Housing Funding

"Producing and préserving 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 for 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 housing

development and rehabilitation, offering a federal tax ~
credit in exchange for private equity mvestment in
afrordab!e 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 5%

State funding has increased with the 2017 and 2019
housing packages and veter approval of a state
affordable housing bond that funds local affordable
housing development,

Local funding is crucial {o leverage state and-
federal funding sources, which typically do not cover
all development costs. San Francisco has various
sources of local funding including:

¢ Affordable housing bonds approved by voters; -

¢. General Fund révenue invested per voter
mandates and allocations by elected officials;

e Development impact fees, including in-liéu
fees paid by housing developers through the
Inclusionary Housing Program, jobs-housing
linkage fees paid by developers of commercial -

* space, and area fees collected in special zomng’
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 (OCIHI).

Historically, San Francisco's annual affordable
housing funding has fluctuated from a low of $33
million to a high of nearly $200 million recently,
varying based on economic and political conditions.

San Francisco will need approximately $517
million in annual funding in today's dollars to
produce 1,867 affordable units per year and
preserve 1,100 -more units. See the Technical

Appendix for more on affordable housing costs.
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s 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
preservation, 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
funding for affordable housing looks strong through
2022 to 2023 thanks to various sourcas of funding.
However, funding will drop far below the amount
necessary to achieve housing targets after 2023
without the creation of additional funding sources.

Hoﬁ Funding Comes Together for Deed-
Restricted, 100% Affordahle 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 about $693,000 per unit.*® Major funding
comes from various sources: '

¢ Federal sodrces, especially LIHTC, are the largest
funding source for affordable housing at 41%.

e Recen’cAﬁordableH U

- Federd -+ -
State &

City 6f:Sdn Fréndscq o

Conventional Loans
and Section 8 Loans -

Other

=

San Francisco’s local funding was $257,000
per affordable unit or 37% of total costs. Local
funding as a share of total sources is higher in”
San Francisco than other Bay Ared cities..

State sources such as the Affordable Housing
and Sustainable Communities program 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 the
sites where new affordable development occurred
from 2017 to 2019 were owned by MOHCD or
MOHCD provided anacquisition loan. Acquiring
privately-owned sites for affordable housing .
development would add a cost of approximately
$100,000 per unit. Maximizing use of public land 0
support afforctable 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.

10



Affordable Housing Prudui:tion Trends

New affordable housmg is produced in two main
ways! :

1. 100% ;aﬁ"ordable houéing projects, funded by
combining various pubhc subsidies {(as described
above) and

2. Inclusionary affordable units produped by pnvate
housing deve!opments

From 2006 1o 2018, San Francisco produced
8,425 affordable housing units, which represented

about 24% of all new housing production from
20086 to 2018.5¢

¢ On average 436 homes in 100% affordable build-
ings were built per year, about 2/3 of the total.

¢ Private development produced on average 210
Inclusionary affordable units per year though
private development also produced 100% afford-
able units through in-lieu fees paid.

& Affordable housing production, both 100% afford-
able and inclusionary, increased as the economy
recovered after 2011 and more funding was
provided and private investment increased.

. Moderate lncome g
] 81—120%AMI)* .
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The majority of affordable 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-incorne households.
43% of new affordable homes are affordable at very
low incomes, and 30% are affordable at low incomes.
ELI and moderate-income units represented 9% and
17% of new homes, respectively.

Permanent Supportive Housing (PSH) serves
people exiting homelessness 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 social services, The City of San Francisco's
Local Operating Subsidy Program (LOSP) helps
address the operating funding gap by providing
additional operating subsidy for PSH units in 100%
affordable housing. The City invested about $9.2
million in 2018 to 2019 from the General Fund in
LOSP, or $7,900 per unit.** 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.

: 2007. 2008

2009

2010 2011 -3012 2013. 2014 2015 2016 2017 :

g
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San Francisco’s Inclusionary 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 an 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 produced 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
Inclusionary Housing Program has produced
hundreds of inclusionary units and contiibuted
in-lieu. fee revenues. However, as the requirements
are escalating, and development costs continue

to increase, the financial feasibility of market-rate
development may be challenged (see Development
Feas:bmty and Costs Section).

Preservation of Affordable Houéing

From 2006 to 2018, San Francisco preserved about
5,100 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.

"¢ 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 Fousing units have been rehabilitated
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 Sunnydale,
which include multiple buildings and hundreds of .
units spread over several acres, will be rebuilt in
coming vears through the locally funded HOPE SF
program. Current residents will remain on-site as
buildings are built, avoiding dispidcement caused
by earlier public housing rebuilding. Because-

both sites require major infrastructure investment,

POLICY ISSUES

estlmated per unit local funding will be hxgher at
$3399,000.

s 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 C

local public investment to maintain these units
over the long term. Per unit costs for preservation
of HUD and MOHCD portfolio units are estimated
at an average of $110,000 per unit,

& MOHCD portfolio preservation helps to maintain
or rehabilitate existing affordable housing builtin
prior decades. MOHCD oversees an extensive
portfolio of aver 25,000 units including buildings it
hasfunded 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 apartiment buildings serving
lower income renters from 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 renteré 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 .
preseived for very low- and low-income renters.%*
SSP units have been concentrated in the Tendetloin,
Mission/Bernal Heights, and Excelsior. SSP activities
could expand to more neighborhoods in the city's
west side (Districts 1, 4, and 7).%%

While total development costs for SSP are lower than
for new 100% affordable housing units (approxi-
mately $487,000 per unit), the City's local funding
contribution is higher.®* The local funding was about
$339,000 per unit, or 80 percent of fotal development
costs.®® 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. '

PO £3Y

45



46

ADUs

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 ADUs, 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;%® '

From 2006 to 2018, nearly 800 ADUs were produced -

-or iegalized citywide, equivalent to about 60 ADUs

produced or legalized annually. The last few years
have seen an upward frend in ADU production or
legalization, due to recent efforts at the state and
local leve! to facilitate ADU production and legaliza- .
tion from a regulatory and financial perspective.

Policies to Sustain and Expand Aﬁordéble
Housing Production and Preseryation

Sustained funding for affordable housing is key
to achieving the City's production and preservation
targets. Specific funding proposals will need to be
developed by policy makers through a community
process. For example, the City could meet funding
needs with approaches such as:

o 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).

& 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.

= Continue to place affordable housing bonhds 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 infrastruciure, a
prerequisite o be part of the regular bond cycle).

San Francisco could consider funding sources used
in other cities to fund affordable housing.

» 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. o

o 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 helps 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 1o state law fo allow tax abatements or a
local income tax'to fund affordable housing.

¢ 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 discussed and studied in other cities.®”

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.

Continue to advocates 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.

ALY



- Tenant Protection,
Housing Stabilization and
Homelessne‘ss Services

. While new housing development and production
and preservation of permanently affordable housing
are essential long term approaches to improving
affordability, San 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
instability for our most vulnerable 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
mclude services, subsidies, and data reporting and
analysxs 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, design, 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 and policy priorities from the Department of
Homelessness and Supportive Housing (HSH) 5-year
Strategic Framework that guides the City’s efforts o

" 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 dlsadvantaged
communities.

Rent Control and Just Cause Eviction: Most rental
housing in San Francisco is subject o rent control,
provxdmg relative affordability and stability to a

large share of the city's low- and moderate-income
households.®® In general, the City’s Rent Control
Ordinance applies to buildings that have two or more

units and were certified for occupancy prior to June

13th, 1979. 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 example 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 1,685
eviction notices filed at the Rent Board over 2017 and

2018. Of these, 570 were no-fault (capital improve-
-ment, condo conversion, demalition, owner move-in,.
~ or Ellis Act) eviction notices in 2017.%° 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-controlied housing -
and protect current residents including demolition

. confrols, condominium conversion controls, Short-
. Term Rental regulation and enforcement, Single-

Room Occupancy (SRO) proteo’nons and the Small
Sites Program.

Potential Protection and Stahilization Pohcms
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 pbli—

cles and programs were 1dentxﬁed in the Community
Stabilization Initiative.

Tenant Protections and Services -

A Housing Inventory or Registry would provide

- information about each housing unit's rental status,

owner, tenani(s}, vacancy, property management,
rent amount, unit and property characteristics, rental
terms and-conditions, and annual registration fee.”®
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. 1

Tenant Services Expansion could help more
tenants in need through the following: legal defense;-
counseling, educaticn, 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
sither severely rent burdened, 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 with 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
UBUs, adjusting existing codes and programs,
exploring financing tools, and expanding data
sources may stem the loss of illegal units. The City
could support a loan program to assist low-income -
homeowners to bring illegal units up to code.

ADU programs could help 1o incentivize the addition

- of housing units o existing single family homes.

ADUs provide more homes of smaller sizes and lower
construction costs. While the number of ADUs is
growing, lack of financing options can make it difficuit
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 Singie Resident Occupancy Hotels
{SROs) and other housing types serving lower
income renters through preservation acquisitions,

. tentant and owner outreach, as well as enforcement,

Expand housing development options to support
intergenerational and growing household needs,
including multifamily housing and density adjust-
ments. (See the residential growth:concept and
housing feasibility and. development regulation
sections for related mfo;matlon)

Stabilizing and Supporting Communities

Expand Quireach 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 1o 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 displacernent, for example renters in pubiic

~ and affordable housing and rent-controlled housing.

b 16,



The Cultural Districts initiative aims fo bring
resources to stabilize communities facing displace-
ment, and to preserve, 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 move towards implementation. There is
an opportunity to build program capacity to do more
in existing districts and-potentially expand to areas
where the program might be needed in the future,
Affardable housing investments can also be coordi-
nated to strengthen cultural disstrict communities.

AL AT AL 22

- Housing Programs

Hgmelnecnn« Services and Suppartive

In 2018, 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 Framework™ which includes

HSHFY 2018~19 and FY 2019‘ 20°

- General Fund

State Grants
Local Subsxdy (ERAF md Prop )

Expenditures by Type .
',.Temporary She

" Health Services:
Coordinated Entry

: P.rob[e‘r_n'Sbvl_viq‘gﬂ.u

metric-driven goals:
e End family homelessness by | December 2022

&

Reduce chronic homelessness 50% by December
. 2022

e Reduce youth homelessness 50% by December
2022

¢ Addi, OOO Permanent Supportive Housmg (PSH)
units from 2019 fo 2021

¢ Add 700 temporary shelter bede 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 10 2019 and $368 million in 2019 to 2020.
Federal and state funding provide approximately a

- FY.2019-20:
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- 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
2019-2020. A majority of HSH funding is dedicated

1o ongoing housing subsidies and the operation of

permanent supportive housing for formerly home-
less households. Expansion of affordable housing
development, as described in the HAS, would also
help expand permanent supportive housing and help
more people exit homelessness.

The City’s core programs 1o prevent homelessness

-"and provide suppartive housing include:

% 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-funded affordable developments
through the LOSP program, subsidizing opera-
tions and services for formerly homeless people. .

s ‘Rapid Rehousing program (RRH) is-designed -
for a wide variety of individuals and families.
It provides fime-limited rental assistance and
services for people leaving homelessness.
The goals arg to help people obtain housing
quickly, increase self-sufficiency, and remain
housed. Rapid Rehousing includes housing
identification, temporary rent assistance, and case
rmanagement,

¢ Temporary shelter: Navigation Centers and
existing shelters provide temporary shelter for
homeless individuals and families on the street.
HEH has opened sight Navigation Centers since
- 2015, 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 10 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 alsq
access a walk-in Behavior Health Access Center

and Treatment Access Program. The Healthy
Streets Operation Centef (HSOC) collaborates
with other City depariments to address conditions
of living on the streets and includes the outreach-
focused Encampment Resolution Team (ERT).

e 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 people 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.

o Coordinated entry organizes the Homelessness
Response System with a common population
specific assessment that directs people to appro-
priate services based on three categories 1) length
of time homeless, 2) vulherability, and 3} barriers
to housing. . -

¢ Problem solving addresses and prevents home-
lessness by helping people to: return immediately
to housing without having to enter temporary
shelter or a housing program and utilizes safe
and available permanent and temporary housing
opfions. It may offer a range of one-time assis-
tance, including.eviction prevention, legal services,
relocation programs (Homeward Bound), family

 reunification, mediation, move in assistance,

and flexible grants to address issues related to
housing and employment. ’

¢ The Housing ladder offers opportunities for-
residents of PSH or RRH to.move outside of the -

- Homelessness Response. System (e.g. the Moving
On Initiative).

In addition 1o the above programs, HSH also works
with other City agencies, such as DPH and the Fire
Depariment, to offer programs for homeless persons

. and/jor families. For more information on affordable
-housing and LOSP, see the Affordable Housing

Funding, Production, and Preservation section.
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SAN TRANCISCO HOUSH

Y STRATEEIES

The HAS project offers a comprehensive approach
fo 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 third
affordable and preserving 1,100 existing units as
permanently affordable housing annually for the
next 30 years. Increased housing production and
sustained investment in affordable housing produc-
tion and preservation are essential ways to improve
housing affordability over the long term. At the same
time, protection and stabilization programs and
hnmegesg services are essantial fo assist our most
vulnerable residents with the pressing housmg 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
palicy 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 concept to
select land use policies that achieve the city’s overall
housing targets while addressing community needs.
Each land use concept would reguire 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 fom new
private investment to deliver the targeted housing
units.

- Housing development also réquires public invest-

ments in infrastructure, including schoals, 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.

Gi\fen onaoinq dispiaqement pressures in San

Fra , the ity will need continuing investrent

in tenant serwces, 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.

" Reaching 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 of construction costs. Increasing certainty

and lowering risk through the entitiement process
improvements can support private investment,
particularly for small multifamily buildings. Local and
regional economic stratégies to expand the construc-
tion workforce and introduce new construction '

- technology can reduce construction costs to make

more housing constructxon and rehabmtatlon projects
viable. ‘

The implementation of any combination of land use
concepts and housing strategies depends on the -
ability of our various communities, housing leaders,
and policy makers to support an exira effort to bring
the policy changes and public and private résources
that can allow San Francisco to address houising
affordability at a comprehensive scale and over the
long term.,
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APPENDIX

ey Take-Aways and Emerging Themes

As part of the Housing Affordability Strategies process, the San Francisco Planning Department

. (SF Planning) secured the services of InterEthnica (IE), a multicultural marketing and research firm,

_ to conduct a series of 5 non-traditional focus groups with participangs representative of the City’s
diverse residents. Our discussions gauged to understand participants’ reactions, opinions, and
perspectives of the three Housing Affordability Strategy 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, permanentlv
affordable at low and moderate incomes.

|E recruited residents from all demographics, including persons with limited English Proficiency -
(LEP), and low, moderate, and middle-income levels. Every group included representation from a
variety of housing circumstances ranging from unhoused, couch surfing, SROs, housing projects,
subsidized housing, senior housing, co-ops, apartments, condos, 1o single-family homes. Robust
outreach was conducted, ensuring the focus group participants represented a diversity of age,
length of resxdency, ethnicity, gender, sexual orientation, household sizes, and family structures.

A total of 167 mterested par’ucnpants were interviewed, and 60 people
1 67 I were selected for the 50 available seats. We moderated a total of five focus-
INTERVIEWEES groups, including one in Chinese, one in Spanish, and three in English. A ‘
ST 1 total of 48 people participated in the groups, and each received a stipend.
The focus groups took place during the early evenings and on Saturdays to

4 © 7 accommodate participants’ schedules. -
PARTICIPANTS ¢ This summary highlights the key observations that emerged during this

qualitative phase of the research. It includes quotes and commentaries and
L : ! describes the observed emotions of individuals and the group as a whole as -
3 -1 they participated in this hot topic discussion and shared their feelings and
et see © 4 comments about the Housing Affordability Strategy Concepts. The feedback
LANGUAGES | . . .
.70 T0 1 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 With OUr graw mg
that while most participants expressed a deep sense of pride in PO, f'zsg@ézw? it makes sense lo

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 and the City N
itself. A few participants shared that they have already decided to Haeve fromes using less space.
leave. Stated reasons for leaving are not only related to cost, but Oceaniiew Resldent

specifically the loss of people of color, sense of community, and

cultural flavor.

me to build taller ! *zmc&;zg;
1 farway more people will



SUMMARIES OF COMMUNITY INFUT 55

Some participants expressed fear, sadness, and frustration o

. . I H“E s £ .
about changes they see and experience in the City, such as 1 way radsed in a s~
increasing numbers of homeless people and decreasing numbers bedroom Victorian ow wed
of communities qf‘color, human feces on the SIde_walkg, and by my parents. The Fillmore
‘the closure of neighborhood restaurants and shops. Still, other

participants maintain hope for what the future of San Francisco wes /3@1313;]‘ il &{Ck then, and
holds in store for them, their friends, families, and members ! s pri oud to live there.
of their communities. United by the topic, these groups of ‘ e neighbors all knew one

people unknown to one another, faughed, cried, comforted,
and encouraged each other as they discussed their housing
experiences. Some participants shared stories that conveyeda .
longing for what the Cify use to be, while others shared ideas on o Year 29215’37;2’[’;@ Porks senfor
‘how affordable housing could positively impact the City. - .

anvther, andwe worked
together as & community.”

» Group #1- When: o "+ Wednesday, January 29, 2020, 4:00 pm—6:00 pm

Location: 60 Rdusch Street

* Participants: ~ 11 (6 male and 5 female)
Language: Chinese
Age range: 23-67 . ‘
Neighborhoods: Tenderloin, Sunset, Richmond, Chinatown, Visitation Valley, Oceanview,

‘ SoMa, Outer Mission, Mission, Sunnyside '

Length of Residency: 2-21 years .

~ Families with Children under 18: 4 :
Housing Status: 5 own, 4 rent (one in an SRO), 2 living with relatives
Income levels; 4: <25K, 3: 25K-50K, 1: 50k-75k, 3:75K-100K
All born in: _ China

" One person living with a disability

Group#2 | When: " Wednesday, January 30, 2020,.6:30 pm—8 30 pm
» Location: - 60 Rausch Street _

Participants: 10 (6 male and 4 female)
Language: - Spanish
Age range: 23-67

* Neighborhoods: Lower Haight, Cole Valley, Alamo Square, Mission, Excelsior District,

Sunnyvale, Richmond District, Noe Val!ey, North Beach Outer Excelsior

Length of Residency: - 2-29 years
Families with Children under 18: 2

* Housing Status: 2 own, 7 rent, 1 living with relatives
Income levels: " 4<25K, 3:25K-50 K, 2: 50k-75k, 1: 75K~100K
Born in: Mexico, Spain, Peru, and the Dominican Republic
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Group #3 | When: Saturday, February 1, 2020, 3:00 am— -5: 00 pm
o Location: - 60 Rausch Street
Participants;’ " 7(5female and 2 male)
Language: English
Age range: 2075 ,
Neighborhoods: - Bayview and Western Addition
Length of Residency: 20-69 years '
Families with Children under 18: 1 A
Housing Status: ' 1 owns, one couch surfs or stays in shelters, 2 live in co-ops, rent, 1 lives
: in Rosa Parks Senior Housing, relatives 2 live in Low income subsidized
, ' housing (Price Hall)
Income levels: 3: <25K, 1: 25K-50K, 1: 50k-75k, 1: 75K~100K, 1: 100K~150K
One person with a walker ‘ '
Group #4 | When: . Saturday, February 8, 2020, 11:00 am-2:00 pm
o Location: 60 Rausch Street 4
Participants: 10 (6 female and 4 male)
Language: English
Age range: . 23-67
Neighborhoods: SoMa, Parkside, Mission, lnglesxde Bayvtew Richmond District, Pacific
: Heights "
Length of Residency: 6--33 years
Families with Children under 18: 3
Housing Status: "2 own, 7 rent, 1 living with relatives
.Income levels: 11 <25k, 3: 25k~ 0k, 1: 50k-75k, 1: 75k 100k, 1: 100k ~125k
‘ 2: 125k=150k, 1:>150k
Bormin: - US, Turkey, South Korea, and Germany
Group #5 | When: . .Saturday, February 8, 2020, 4:30 pm-6:30 pm
Location: 60 Rausch Street
Participants: - 10 (4 male and 6 female)
Language: English
-Age range: , 23-67
Neighborhoods: Castro, Cathedral Hill, SoMa, Outer Sunset Hayes Valley, Russian Hill,
Twin Peaks, Tenderloin, Portola, Bernal Heights
Length of Residency: 6-50 years
Families with Children under 18: 2~
Housing Status: 1 own, 8 rent, 1 Jiving with relatives
Income levels: , 4 <25K, 2: 25K-50K, 2: 50k-75k, 2: 75K-100K
Born in: US, UK, China, Pery, Argentina, and France

o preserve anonymity, participants’ names havo been removed, and gender- new‘fa/ pronouns are used whenever possible.
Some demographic information is shared, allowing readers the opportunity to find that they share similarities with participants.

...............................................................................................................................................................................................
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Separated by topic are Summary findings gathered across all of the focus groups.

Setting “ﬁ:ne Stage

After an interactive Ice Breaker designed to help people feel relaxed and glve the moderator .
m5|ghts about the participants, we prowded the groups with an overview of the Housing
: Affordability Strategy: the background, purpose,

and goals. We then presented the three concepts
1o 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 livable neighborhoods of the
future. Finally, we asked participants to think about
their preferred concept for the future and share what
is getting in the way of the City achieving this future?

East Side F@ms Discussion

“This concept features many new tall buxldlngs added on the East Side of the City with busy,
walkable neighborhoods filled with services, jobs, and activities.

" Trade-off discussed: Some areas of the Fast Side currently do not allow residential development
or restrict height to four or five stories. Allowing taller buildings in more areas will create”
opportunities to build far more affordable homes.

Initially, people in most groups reacted positively to the Fast Side focus concept, with many'stating
that they were willing to support height increase policy changes so the community could benefit
from more housmg units.

e 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
e [fitis faster and less expensive to bu|ld on the East Side

But after further discussion the reaction to the East Side Concept included:
_e Public transportation is already overcrowded, slow, and unsafe in that area

e Landfilled area susceptible to earthquakes
e [ssues related to toxins in the envirohment
e Unsafe area
e Sea-level rise may affect the East Side
o More buildings will make if feel like New York not San Francisco
= Tall buildings will ruin the Skyline



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 earthquakes. Alternatively, people who identified as
. African American or Black, or had lived for a long time in the City were most!y against towers.

One participant stated “They (the City) tried that before and failed. (Refemng to.the Tovvers in
Visitacion Valley)
* t does not seem like an equitable solution, pumng all of the low-income people in the same
area with toxins and lousy transportation.
= |f 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 maintendnce and safety need to be inclusive 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 coler, 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

. Age diversity Other:
Families - Economic | Racial/Ethnic | Family-Owned | (seniors, youth, | Other; LGBTC‘J
Diversity ; Diversity Businesses middle-aged | Accessibility Diversi
s iversity
residents)
i Chinese” :
I Language 5 6 0 ' 0 0 0 , 0
Group ' o
Spanish . . A
Llanguage 3 3 0 2 2 ) o 0
Group . ) '
English
Group. 0 } :
Western . 2 2 2 -0 1 0 0
Addition
Focus
1 1 (easy access 10
English . ) : fransportation
Group 1. 3 -4 -0 1 -and accessibility 0
Morning : , ' | for persons with
4 ' ~ : disabilities)
English , ‘ S
Group 2 5 2 ' 0 o -1 1
Afternoon ‘ ' '
Physical Priority Choices
A Community : Retail Corridor
Transit Outdoor Service Private Open | Access to Local Jobs,
 (Public, - Space (Parks, | Centers (Senior | Space (Patios, | Local Shops, Local
Sidewalks & | Trees & - | services, Clinics, | Courtyards & | Restaurants (Ethnic),
| Bike lanes) | Parklets) - Community Rooftops) Grocery Stores,
' e Centers) Farmer's Markets
Chinese language 3 : ' ' o 4
Group ,
Spanish Language 3 7 7 0 3
Group
English Group 4 ‘
| Western Addition 1 o2 C2 o 1
rocus : '
Enghs_h Group 3 7 3 0 5
Morning
English Group
Afternoon 3 1 3 0 3
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Coneept 2: Next Stop Home (20 minutes)

Visual support for Concept 2: Includes a generalized map of transit line from SF Planning alongside
an activated small neighborhood street, with mid-height buildings, restaurants with outdoor

seating, and a variety of people including those with strollers, a dog on a leash, and !aptop
computers. / ‘

Potential Benefits

This concept was We]l~recerv§d by 'mosﬁ part|c1panf[s‘; it made sense I realhr want to move ont
to them to build along transit corridors. Most participants do not " f}i?' ;Q'/?;U"A home. bt
.own cars and depend only on the bikes, public transit, walking, K ) 3—3/[‘ I RO "’Z'
and rideshare. However, many participants shared their concern ‘2{‘3‘? zwantio leave the Lity.
about public transportation still needing a tremendous amount of Affordable howsing coudd be
" improvements to meet the demands of the ridership. Comparisons /}1;%»5;’3@ gggﬁggj!5/~,;;z@ »
were made to other cities around the world where public transit is ’ T
: . . . ., Resfdent fiving on the West 5ide in Ay
considerably faster, cleaner, safer, and on-time. Many participants parents’ house -
responded well to disbursement of the new buildings to areas
beyond the East Side. People liked the idea of the use of mid-rise
. buildings to provide affordable housing options.

Most participants saw many beneﬁts to building along major transit corridors 4including:

e More income for small local restaurants and shops that are already located along the transit
corridors

e An opportunity for families to rent affordable units and stay in the City

‘e The ability to live near parents

* More job opportunities outside of the downtown areas

e Access to a variety of housing stock

¢ 'Possibility of increasing the value of current housing stock

It woudd be so nice to go
i the beacl and have

« More diversity . something to do, places to
e With 40% of affordable units being 23 bedrooms many eat, shop, and hang ot with
expressed hope that felt this affordable housing concept your friends and families. ”

would give them the opportunity to stay in the City
e |ess people would need to drive cars

Resident living In the Sunset

- Potential Barriers

Some homebwners 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. '

e Transit system will need to improve :

= Racial diversity scares some of the older community membexs who want to knep 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 socme
ground-level floor space. Maintains neighborhood characteristics with a bit more density than

for which 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.

“Thank you so much  for

Approximately 60% said they were not interested in paying mor . . -
bproximately 57 /o saic ey es1en In paying frore this opportunity to speak.

taxes and hoped the City would be able 1o find funds to support

this approach. However, a surprisingly high number of participants 7 ”50‘75’”?‘5‘5'{?’50 move ol
said they believe in taxes but have a distrust in government and of San Francisco before
would want a high level of transparency. , . this discussion. Fmnow

re-thinfing my position
knowing that SF does
care abowt people and
communaty. Im w/*} '

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 the

idea of the housing being spread throughout the City because it g ﬁ{/f‘}" today! iz
gives people the most choice in where they might choose to live. Resident living in the Sunset
Barriers

Three main bamers were discussed: '
 Quantity; Whether this concept could really meet the affordable housmg goals
o 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 se many
individual units.

Conclusion : T don’s know how you

Neérly all of the participants expressed deep desperation for Jor atid mie, '[)m 7 have never
affordable housing regardless of their level of education, income recetved an invdation 1o
level, or current housing situation. Some participants said they were ~ pardicipate in anything
sad and have already given up on the living in the City. Othersfelt " fike tis before. The p{k&ﬁc'

that the concepts are jl.Jst a drop in ’Fhe bucke’e, but nearly all felt meetings in the F¥limore are
the Housing Affordability Strategy was a positive step in the right & Fapbening whe
direction. While reactions to the concepts varied, most participants atways hay )pmsfzz‘ when
stated some combination of the concepts would be a good thing Lam at work, and that

for their communities and the City. . , | makees me thunk they don't

‘ oerlvran s B
Participants offered ideas about what fair and equitable placement ;/jajé. %&jﬂﬁa{wmﬁ?{é }}wf
in the low and moderate-income units would mean to them while . % time youu yieed iy thpul
maintaining the character and diversity of their neighborhoods and orlelp to spread the rews o ,
the City at large. One person described a SF Natives First program members in nyy Communizy,
wherein people from low- income households would get bumped you jast let me knoe.”
up the low-income waitlist. “The city has records of who attended

Rest denw Ang in the Fillmore

T T T S T T T T Y T NN
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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 | have to be number 1,500 on a waitlist for low-income housing,
why can't | get a job and help my family without them losing their place or getting their rent
raised, why? - :

Participahts expressed gratitude for being Ainvite'd 1o participate in the group, and some asked how
they could stay involved with the Housing Affordability 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 inciuded tenant advocacy, real estate
industry organizations, both non-profit and for-profit
real estate developers, and social service orgamza—
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 small 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 summary is intended to highlight some of the.
discussion-points, comments or concerns with the
greatest relevance to the development of the Housing
Strategies report and the ongoing research.

In1t1a1 Pohcy Framing Discussions {J

i
&

o -“r
&

- 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.

Anumber df participants were enthusiastic about
the idea of setting cltywide growth targeLs allocating
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that growth fo specific neighborhoods and allowing'
communities to develop local plans to aooommodate
that growth

There was surprising agreerﬁent among participants

" in the ‘where should housing go' discussion that

the ¢ity 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
bottorn 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 torequire 1/3

in new buildings but to require the maximum that is
feasible through inclusionary zoning and then provide
public subsidy for new construction and preservation

~ with the goal of achieving an oVérail‘téarget of 33%.

There was a suggestion that the project pay particular
attention to the assumptions ahout demolition. There
are some approaches to new 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 multt-famlly 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 housing. -

There was agreement that the sizes (number of
bedrooms) of new units are shrinking and that this

"contributes to the loss of middle-income families.
~ There was a suggestion that poficy changes could

lead to more ‘family sized’ units being built,

DERq-
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Preservation: Participants in the two Preservation
discussions agreed that purchasing and preserving

existing buildings as permanently affordable housing -

offered important benefits that were distinct from the
benetits of new construction. In particular, preserva-
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 more costly or more cost efficient
than new construction but most agreed that rising
costs for 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 cheices. The 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 been identified yet.

Feedback Sessions {Jas

Housing Needs and Challenges. We presented

a selection of the coniext data from'the HAS report
and answered stakeholder guestions. 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 served 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 housmg
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 partlupant said
‘we need more fricks up our sleeve.”

. Concepts for Future Housing Development. We .

presented the three concepts to these stakeholder
groups and asked for feedback. In particular we
asked participants to identify the advantages and
challenges for each approach' to discuss who
would benefit and who would bear any negative
burdens from each approach and to identify specific

resources required for each strategy to succeed. .

East Side Focus

Advaniages

» 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 S|de

o More housing would be built close to jobs
e These areas are already transit rich

More high rise deve{opment offers environmental
benefits

Disadvantages
¢ Others saw this as the approach that has been
failing us for the past several decades

" This approach struck many as less equitable

because it concentrates building in lower income
areas

s Many expressed concern about further
gentrification

& There was a concern about seismic issuas
because much of SCMA 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 .

¢ There was much enthusiasm for this approach
because it was seen as spreading the benefits
and burdens of growth more equitably

» Some felt that the housing built on these corridors
might be more likely to be family serving

» Building on the west side offers improved access
_ to existing parks and schools

# State Cap and Trade funds might be easier to
access if projects are not concentrated

& Reduces sprawl

2 Adds housing in areas where there are existing
small businesses

¢ Supports a greater diversity of housing types

» "Really opéns up the city in a positive way”
Disadvantages
& This approach was seen as having high poh’ncal
risks because of potential community opposition
v to increased density/height.

s This approach would require new re!atidnships
and capacity for community engagement

@ Might drive speculation and drive up costs in
some neighborhoods

e There is a risk that infrastructure investments might
not happen in time to support this strategy

Residential District Growth

Advantages

» Most participants saw this concept as the least
threatening/most politically appealing in terms of
public reaction to density ‘

& Would create a niche for small local homebuilders
.— create an economic development opportunity

& .Because lower density projects have lower per
foot costs, these homes could sellfrent for less
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—though they might not

s [f mighf be easier to sustain this kind of growth in a
“down market :

@ Etiminaﬁng density limits but continuing to limit
height would encourage smaller units -

Di \mdvdni&@es
s There were some concerns about whether this
approach would really produce the projected
- number of new units

» This approach would produce fewer mclus;onary
units

s These projects might be less likely o use union
labor

2 This requires some kind of ongoing organizing
strategy to ensure public ac';ceptanoe

@ There would likely be nexghborhood 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 for housing. Among the

" concepts the Transit Corridors generated the most

enthusiasm..

Infrastructure: Most people agreed that the
proposed level of growth in both fransit 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 adopt a housing
strategy without making the required infrastructure
investment and fall short of the growth targets as a
result.

Displacement: There was disagreement about
which of the concepts would pose the greatest

EXHIBIT C - 69
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displacement.risk. Most agreed that the residential
growth scenario might have the least negative impact
on existing tenants in part because more 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 buiiding 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 observed that we would
need a rental registry to really understand where the
displacement risk was greatest. Everyone agreed that
we need stronger fenant 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 o
produce slightly lower cost market rate units.

Filling the Gap

- We presented projections for the likely market rate
-and affordable development associated with 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. It 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 concemn that the
proposed financial needs seemed very high and
could lead some portions of the public 1o resist

increasing funding because we were not likely 1o
provide 'enough’ money.

There was a widespread concern about voter Tatigue’

limiting the amount of future affordable housing
bond funds, We are investing a lot today but it may
be difficult to sustain this level of public support over
decades. This concern led many to conciude 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 a few other potential sources

for affordable housing funding:

¢ Pubiic bank could reduce costs by replacing
expensive private capital

s Tax abatements (currently prohibited in CA) *

s Reform of the state’s Proposition 13 through a
“Split roli’ property tax system for commercial and
residential property could provide some increase
in tax revenue which could support affordable
housing

e Vacancy tax
% Tax on corporations

e Tax on generators of additional workforce demand

exiti$3 4- 70
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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 Aﬂalysis

In order to estimate the impact of different housing
policies on the extent and location of new 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 information about the character-
istics of each of the approximately 150,000 parcels
in the city together with data on previous housing

" development and market conditions to estimate

the likelihood of multifamily housing 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
sconomic conditions as well as in response to policy

changes that, for example, decrease costs (such as a -

fee reduction) or increase development potential (for .
exampte by allowing for additional building height).

Methbdology

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 (explanatory variables),
including construction 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 fo existing building size). Results of the
regression analysis are presented in Figure 1, which
shows that each of the key explanatory variables was
highly statistically significant. Most importantly, these
results show that changes in construction cost or

X 7



development potential have a statistically significant
association with the likelihood of development,
allowing for use of these variables in developing a

" simulation model 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 inwhichthe
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 -
medeled 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 preduce total unit estimates for each
scenario.

TABLE A1 .
Regression Analysis Results

‘Explanatory Variables - Description:

TECHNICAL APPERDIX

Data Sources

In order to conduct this analysis, data for each of the
more than 150,000 parcels in the City was callected

" 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 land use, zoning, and the potential for future
development (i.e. the ratio of allowable 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 -

information about parcel area, setbacks, density
limits, and maximum allowable building height to
construct the measure used in the regression model.

" In addition, information about housing prices and

construction costs were included in the model data
set for each of the study years.

Intercept

(10.2835)

Parcel has Historic Status (Dummy Variable)

Parcel has Existing Residential Use (Dummy Variable)

'SF Housing Price Index (Zillow), Real

Federal Reserve Multifamily Housing Index, Real

Potential Building Envelope in 1000 sq ft

Potential Building Envelope / Existing sq it

Zoning Dummy Variables:

Zoning = Office/Commercial

Zoning = Density Restricted Multifamily

Zoning = Form Based Multifamily

Zoning = Industrial / Production, Distribution & Repair

. Zoning = Public/Open Space : '

Zoning = Redevelopment Area

Zoning = Residential 2-Family (2 Units per Lot)

Zoning = Residential 3-Family or Residential Mixed-1 (1/800 sqgft) .

0.0000
{0.5213) 0.0000

............... e
....... e

| e

""" 00007 00199
00763 0.96:6‘6'“

""""""""" 32714 00000
27671 0.0000

3.6281 0.0000

............... 2.2291 0.0000
{1.4265) 0.1561

3.6509 0.0000
T %
T qaam 0.0000

Note: Omiited zoning variable is RH1 (Residential Single Family); coefficients shaded in yellow are statistically significant at the 95 percent level.
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'Financial Feasihility

Analys:,s

Strategic Eoonomtcs analyzed the financial feasibility
- of new multi-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
devéiopment projects are likely to move forward

under current (2020) market conditions and develop-

ment costs.

Methodology

Strategic Economics devéioped 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 Francisco:

o Alow-rise building prototype with five stories of
residential area

& A mid-rise building prototype with eightstories of
residential area »

¢ Ahigh-rise building prototype with 14 stories of
residential area

o A high-rise building prototype thh 24 stories of
residential area

~ For the‘ purposes of this analysis, all the building

prototypes were analyzed as rental apartment
developments.

Financial feasibility was fested for each huilding
prototypes using assumptions about revenues and
costs, described below.

Cost Assumptions and Data Sources

To arrive at assumptions about development costs,
Strategic Economics reviewed feasibility studies

completed for the City of San Francisco inthelast 2-3

years:

“Mission-San Jose PDA Housing Feasibility

Study,” Keyser Marston and Associates, 2019

¢ “Inclusionary Housing Feasibility Update,”

Republic Urban, 2019

“Inclusionary Housing Analysis of Divisadero and

Filimore Sireet Rezoning,” Office of the Controller,

City and County of San Francisco, 2018

» “Financial Analysis of Use of State Density Bonus
Provisions in Non-Density Controlled Sites: Florida
Street and Bryant Street Prototypes,” Keyser
Marston Associates, 2018 .

& “30 Oftis Street Historic Alternatives Economic
Analysis,” ALH Utban & Regional Economics,
2018

& “450 O'Farrell Street Development Peas*bmh/
Review and Evaluation,” Environmental and
Planning Systems, 2017

& “Financial Analysis: Eastern Nelghborhoods
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

ks

@

L

These studies included a mixture of low-rise, mid-rise,

~ and high-rise building types. Represéntative cost

assumptions for each building type werée drawn from
these examples and organized into four categories:

¢ Hard costs include the direct cost of constructing
buildings and other onsite improvements such
as landscaping and infrasfructure. Per unit hard
costs vary by building type, reflecting the different
types of construction (e.g., concrete, steel, andfor
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 !ocatton within
San Francisco. -

@

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. Based on

- the review of previous feasibility studies, typical
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soft costs range from $94,000 per unit for low-rise
construction to $109,000 per unit for high-rise
construction, or 15 to 18 percent of total develop-
ment costs, excluding impact fees.

¢ 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 the community at large.
Based on the review of previous feasibility studies,
citywide impact fees were estimated to range
between $21,000 per unit for low-rises to $23,000

, - per unit for high-rises (three to four percent of

' development‘oosts)‘ These amounts exclude
any special district fees or the City's Inclusionary
Affordable Housing requirement. Special district
fees raise costs and can represent an additional
burden on development in areas where they apply.
The Inclusionary Affordable Housing requirement -
was modeled as a reduction in revenues from
satisfying the requirement with affordable units on
site (see next section).

o . Land costs assumptions were determined
by reviewing the above feasibility studies and
comparable land sales in San Francisco, Sirategic
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 depencling on location and building
type. '

The pro forma analysis assumed that all projects
would comply with San Francisco’s Inclusionary
Affordable Housing requirement for 2020, which
requires that private development projects citywide

TECHNICAL APPENDIX

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 raté (BMR) units would 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 submarket tier. The threshold

return on investment of apartment projects to be
financially feasible in 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:

& Reduction of construction costs through the
use of emerging technologies. Nascent tech-
nologies such as cross-laminated timber (CLT)
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. Citywide 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 Analysis

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 (TCAQC) for 11 affordable housing projects
that received tax credits from 2017 to 2018. The
project-based data was verified through qualitative

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 o the fi (nrhng gap shown above, 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
low and mid-rise development is $450 per square

“footin San Francisco.

i?fr;‘f;z;g:{e:s::ng 1950 Mission Street 157 Non-Targeted

Projectsin 2060 Folsom Family Housing (Casa Adelante) 127 Large Family

San Francisco - 88 Broadway 125 i Non-Targeted
735 Davis 53 ‘ . Seniors
Mission Bay South Block 6 West 152 ’ Non-fargeted
490 South Van Ness Ave 81 Non-Targeted
1990 Folsom 143 ' Non-Targeted
Edidy & Taylor Family Housing 113 Non-Targeted
455 Fell ' 108 Large Family
1150 Third Street (Mission Bay South Block 3 East) 119 ' Special Needs

1296 Shotwell Senior Housing

94 Seniors

ent Low Income

sehiolds inciuding a significant percentage of supporiive housing unit S for peopie
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TABLE A4.

TECHNICAL APPENDIX

LandC "Assumptmns _ -~ _ . - - .

and Cost

: . Number of affordable MOHCD funded units 472 units per year

Assumptions - -

' Gross area per unit 1 1,000, square feet |

Number of residential stories 2 6 stories
Lot coverage 0.75 %oflot
Floor-area-ratio 450 .-

Land area required

104,889 square feet of land per year

Average cost of land 3 © $450 per square foot
landcosis 3 $100,000 perunit
Annual land acquisition costs 3 $47,200,000 per year

1 Inchides non-easable epaes in buliding.
velopments would be in seven-si

ic Economiee

Assuming that most affordable housing projects built
by MOHCD would bé in 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 100% affordable
development. This pattermn 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 acqursstion costs of

" $47.2 miflion 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 $1:10,000 per unit is based on
preliminary estimates from MOHCD for the Capital.
Plan.

ry bulidings with six stories of residential unlts and nonwesidential space on the ground fioor.

Preservation Acquisitions/ Small Siteé

Based on 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, Trekasure 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 o the City is estimated at approximately
$399,000 per unit.

After multiplying the per Qnit 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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30 Year Total MOHCD Funded Affordable Units (includes 2,400 new units in large projects) 28,300
' Annual Average MOHCD Funded Units R 943
Typical Local Gap Unit $ 257,000

* Average Annual Funding Gap for MOHCD Funded New Prodtction

$ 242,436,667

‘LandforNewProduction” , '
Annual Average MOHCD Funded Units 943
Number of MOHCD Units Requiring Land Acquisition 472
Estimated Land Cost per Unit $ 100,000

: Averagé Annual Funding Gap 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 Acquisitions/Small Sites ‘ 12,000
Preservation Local Funding Gap (Per Unit) )
Rebuilt Units in Large Projects {Hope SF, Treasure Island) $ 399,235
Preservation of Exisﬁng Affordable Units $110,000
Preservation Acquisitions/Small Sites $ 339,000
Preservation Local Funding Gap (Annual)
Large Projects (Hope SF, Treasure Island) $ 24,340,033
Preservation of Existing Affordable Units $ 67,580,333
Preservation Acquisiti'ons/SmaIl Sites $ 135,600,000
) Average Annual Funding Gap for Preservation '$ 227,520,367
_ Annual Local Funding Gap - Production + Preservation

$517,123,700 .

sors, Strategic Eoconomics.
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Who livesin affordable housihg?

S

by Househgold Size /
s 1 Person 3 People

Very Low-Income Households :

Eam up to §5% of Area Median income 347,433 S 59,950 .

Low-Income Households ‘

Eam Gp to 80% of Area Medlan Incoms 368,950 883,700

Moderate-Income Households o

Eam up io 110% of Area Median Income . 394,300 3121,950

Middlé-Income Households | o

Eamn up o 130% of Area Median Income 3“2,059 3144,100

Vel fie fighter <

d a childcaré worker.?
withitwo children




B
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MOHCD provides the following 2018 income categories for a
_family of three: very low-income: 0-50% Area Median Incorme
(L\M) or $55,450; low-income: 50-80% AMI or $88,700; moderate-
income: 80-120% AM! or $133,000; above rnoderate-income:
120-180% AMI or $166,300; upper income: 180% AMI+ or
$166,300 :

According to analysis by the Center on Budget and Policy
Prioriies (CBPP) only a quarter of very low income househoids
that income qualify receive federal housing assistance and federal
housing funding has stagnated or declined in recent years,
hitp://apps.cbpp.org/shareables_housing_unmet/chart.himl

Rice, D., (2016). “Chart Book: Cus in Federal Assistance Have
_ Exacerbated Famifies’ Struggles to Afford Housing By Center
~on Budget and Policy Pricrifies.” Center on Budgst and Policy
Priorities. Online: hittps://www.copp.org/sites/default/files/atoms/
files/4-12-16hous-chartbock.pdf '

ACS 2018 1 Year estimates of Units in Structure and Total
Population

City and County of San Francisco Planning Department,
February 2020, Online: San Francisco Point in Time Count,
January 2019, Online; http://hsh.sfgov.org/research-reports/
san-francisco-homeless-point-in-time-count-reports/

Housing Nesds and Trends Report (2018). San Francisco
Planning Department Online: hitps://defauit.sfplanning. org/

oublicaticris_reports/Housing-Needs-and-Trends-Report-2018.pdf .

Ihid
San Francisco Planning Dépaﬁment analysis of JPUMS-USA data

San Francisco housing production data 1990-2018 from annual
Housing Inventory Reports published by the San Francisco
Planning Department

 Affordable housing production data 1980-2019 from annual
Housing Inventory Reports pubhshed by the San Francisco
Planning Departrment

Housing Needs and Trends Report (90i8 ). San Francisco
Planning Department. Note: In compaﬂson the Bay Area’s overall
Black popu!a’uon had been 8 percent in 1980 and had decreased
to 6 percent over the next 15 years

> 1bid, Note: Mgr tion rate is defined as the number of dexduals
who moved in or out of San Francisco in a given year, as a

- percentage of the number of people in that income group in that -

year, The rate is calculated as an annual average over the 10-year
period 2006 10 2015

Ibid. Note: Census data shows additional housing units were
added over this period apparently not captured in C‘HCiai data
but sl fail tens of thousands of units short of increase in higher
income households. Analysis of the 2010-2017 period by the
Board of Supervisors Leglslatlve Anaiyst shows similar trend in
increase in higher income households. Policy Analysis Report:
Jobs-Housing Fit. (2019). Budget and Legislative Analyst's
Office. Online:hitps://sfbos.org/skes/defavit/files/BLA.Jobs%20
Housing. 101619.pdfhttps://stbos.org/sites/defauli/iles/BLA.
Jobs%20Housing. 101618.pdf -

¢ Housing Needs and Trends Report. (2018). San Francisco
Planning Department

Ibid

.E}fi

el
33

ibid

1% Planning F‘epartment ana,yms of IPUMS USA and Census ACS
data

1% Planning Depariment analysis of ACS Data
8’ Planning Department analysis of IPUMS USA data
26 bid '

2% Housing Needs and Trends Report. {2018). San Francisco
Planning Department

22 ibid

23 Ibid

24 ibid

28 in the Bay Area, segregated white neig hborhoods have more than
double the household incomes {$123,701 v. $48,843) and home
values {$899,765v. $440,620) of highly segregated Black aﬂd/o*
Latino neighborhcods.

26 ibid

27 Housing Needs and Trends Report. (2018). San Francisco
Planning Department

22 Ibid

28 For additicnal reading about the history of San Francisce's
inequity in housing policy, refer to: African American Citywide
Historic Context Statement, January 2016. Online: htips://
default.sfplanning.org/Preservation/african_american_HCS/

fricanAmericanHistoricContextStatement_Draft_Jan2016.pdf
and Report of the San Francisco Mayor’s Task Foroe on African-
American Out-Migration, 2009. Onfine: htip://bayviewmagic.org/
wp—content,’uploads/sites/ 4/2010/02/AA-CutMigration-TF-1.pdf

3% 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: hitp: e mtstdelands of of
swb.php .

&1 Center on Budget and Policy Priorities. Chart
Book:Federal Housing Spending is Poorly Matched
io Need. https://www.cbpp.org/research/housing/
chart-book-federal-housing-spending-is-poarty-mafched-to-heed

32 The baseline of fikely futture 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 ceveloped by the Planning Department.

33 international Constructxon Market Survey.,. (2019). Turner and
Townsend

$4 TBD index, 2019

35 2020 Annual Infrastructure Construction Cost Inflation Estimate.”
(2019). Office of Resilience and Capital Pianning.
Online: Ht‘ps //onesanifancisco.org/sites/defauit/files/2019-10/
' Agenda%20liem36207%20-%202020%20Annual %20
infrastruciure?%20Construction%20Cost%20inilation%20Estimate. .
pdif

3% Barry E Stern, Ph.D. "Addressing the Worforce Skills Gap in
Construction and CRE-related Trades."July 2019 Reid, C & Raetz,
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H., (2018). and "Perspectives: Practitioners Weigh in on Drivers
of Rising Housing Construction Costs in San Francisco.” Terner
Center for Houshg innovation. Onfine: hitp://ternercenter.berkeley.
edu/uploads/San_Francisco Constmctlon Cost_Brief - Tefner_
Center_January 3018, pdf

National Multifarrily Housing Council, Quarterly Survey of
9 Turner and
Townsend, International Construction Market Survey, 2019

Galante, C., Draper-Zivetz, S., & Stein, A., (2017). "Building
Affordebility by Building Affordably: Exploring the Benefits,
Barriers, and Breakthroughs Nesded to Scale Off-Site Multifamily
Construction.” Terner Center for Housing Innovation. Online: htip://
ternercenter.berkeley.edu/uploads/offsite_construction.pdf

Macht, W., (2018). "A Mass Timber tower Rises in Portland.”

*Urban Land Magazine. Online: htips://urbanland.uli.org/

sustainability/a-mass-timber-fower-rises-in-portland -
San Francisco Planning Code Section 415
Costar Group, 2019

Dineen., J.K., (2018). "SF's boom.in home building to-slowin
2019." San Francisco Chronicle,

Online: htips://www.sfchronicle.comybayarea/article/SF-s-boom-
in-home-buiiding-to-slow-in-2018-13497817.php.

San Francisco Planning Commission:; Centennial Celebration.
{2017). San Francisco Planning Department.

Oniine: https://defauit.sfplanning.org/publications_ reports/
SF_Planring_Centennial_Brochure.pdf

Yang, J. 8., (2009). “The Anti-Chinese Cubic Air Ordinance,
American Journal of Public Health.” American Journal of Public
Health. Online: https:/www.ncbhi.nim.nin.gov/pmc/articles/
PMC2661442/

"The Strange Case of the qur;ese Laundry” webisode. THIRTEEN.
Ondine; (htth I thirteen,org/wn et/hlstoryofus/weboal
segment6_p.htm

Notable downzoning legistation in 1960, 1964, and 1978 reduced .

housing capacity of the City's-Outer Neighborhoods

San Francisco Planning Department Analysis of existing residential
buildings relative to current zoning shows that San Francisco

has approximately 12,600 buildings in which the number of units
exceeds the allowed residential density of the underlying zoning.
Such buildings are present throughout the ci‘y and contain an
estimated 125,000 upits (nearly 1/3 of afl units in SF).

San Francisco City & County Chartef Section 4.105.- hitp: //hbra:y
amlegal.com/nxi/gateway.dll/California/charter_sf/articleivexecu-
tivebranch- boardscommissio?i=templates$fn=default. him33. O$vu
d=amlegal:sanfrancisco_ca$anc=JD_4.105 .

City and County of San Francisco, Planning Code § 101,
Purposes

Planning cede word count does not include the Code
Interpretations and 33 Guidelines Documents that supplement the
Planning Code.

i San Francisco's Pianning Code has been amended 24 times per

year in each in 2019 and 2018.

Other classes of empirical controls related to construction,
such as Building and Fire Codes are beyond the scope of this
summary.

Zoning regulations are generally covered in Planning Code § 1, 2,
and 6-12

G4
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Procedural requirements and development fees are generally
covered in Planning Code § 3-4.

Executive Directive 17-02. (2017). Office of the Mayor. Online:

_ http//simayor. org/amcle/exacutwe-durec‘xve-1 7-02

88
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San Francisco Planning Department Process !mprovements Plan
(2017). San Francisco Planning Deparirnent.

Online: hitps://sfplanning.org/sites/default/files/documents/admin/
ExecutiveDirective17-02_ProcessimprovementsPlan.pdf.

Other cities have undertaken modernization of their Planning
Cods. For example re:code L Ais a comorehens.ve revision of tl"e
City of Los Angeles’ Zoning Code

Fishcer, Will. "Rental Assistance Cuts Homelessness and Poverty,
But Doesnt Reach Most Who Need it." 2018, Center on Budget
and Policy Priorities. Online: https://www.cbpp.org/blog/rental-.
assistance-cuts-homelessness:-and-poverty- but- donsnt-reach-
most-who-need-it

California Tax Credit Aliocation Committes, 2017-2019,

Affordable housing pfouL.ction datar20086-2018 from annuat
Houung Inventory Reports published by the San Frar'c,sco
Pianning Department

Mayor's Office of Housing and Community Development, 2018

San Francisco Planning Department, June 2019, Draft

San Francisco Community Stabilization Strategy, October 2018.
Online: https://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpepackets/2017-
000565CWP 101719.pdf
Small Sites Program Notice of Funding Availability, September
2019, available at:

hitps://sfmohed org/2019-small-sites-program-nofa

3 Based on dafa as of January 2018, provided by the San Francisco

Planning Department and the Mayor's Office of Housing and -
Community Development. .

‘Based 6n data as of January 2019, provided by the San Francisco

Planning Department and the Mayor's Office of Housing and
Cornmunity Development.

San Francisco Planning Department data

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, hitps://ctkrep.lacity.org/
onlinedocs/2017/17-0831_rpt CLA 02-26-201 8,pdf

Housing Needs and Trends Report 2018. San Francisco Planning

Department

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 with the Rent Board, and not all evictions are
done lawfully

The Rent Board Fee.” 2019, San Francisco Rent Beard. Online:
hitps://sfrb.org/topic-no-013-rent-board-fee.
Online: hitpsi//sfrb.org/topic-no-G13-rent-board-fee

“Creating a Rental Registry in San Francisco.” (2019). Budget and
Legislative Analyst. Online: hitps://sfbos.org/sites/default/files/
BLA. Reﬂta%Regisizry.Oﬂ 619.pdf

Five-Year Strategic Framework. 2017, Department of

Homelessness and Supportive Housing. Online: hitp://hsh.sfgov.
orghwp-content/uploads/2017/10/HSH-Executive-Summary-
Strateglu—Framework pdf .
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HisTorRICAL RESOURECE EVALUATION 1420 TARAVAL STREET SAN FraNcisco, CALIFORNIA

I. INTRODUCTION

Tim Kelley Consulting (TKC) was engaged to conduct a Historical Resource Evaluation (HRE)
for 1420 Taraval Street, a three story over basement single-family residence cdnstructed in
1909 iﬁ the Parkside neighborhood. A scoping discussion with Stephanie Cisneros of the
Planning Department'on October 10, 2017 identified an ar.eé to be visually examined in the
vicinity of the subject property, specifically Taraval Street between 24" and 25‘“'Avenues. TKC
élso used draft survey findings from the San Francisco Planning Department’'s Commercial
Corridors Survey to évaluate 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.

Il. 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.

[H. CURRENT HISTORIC STATUS
On November 3, 2017 TKC consulted the San Francisco Planning Department Property
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 TARAVAL ST

Planning Dept. Historic Resource Status: B - Unknown / 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:

NovemBer 2017 . TiMm KELLEY CONSULTING
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HisToricAlL RESOURGE EVALUATION 1 420 TARAVAL STREET SAN FRANECISCO, CALIFORNIA
None

ARTICLE 11 PRESERVATION DESIGNATION:
None ‘

NATIONAL REGISTER HISTORIC DISTRICTS:
None

CALIFORNIA REGISTER HISTORIC DISTRICTS: )
None ’

HISTORIC RESOQURCE E\/ALUATION RESPONSES:
None ’ :

HISTORIC SURVEYS:
ane

HISTORIC CONTEXT STATEMENTS:
None

LEGACY BUSINESS REGISTRY: o Lo
None '

ARCHITECTURE:
Unknown

[V. DESCRIPTION
A. Site

1420 Taraval Street sits on the north side of the Taraval between 24" and 25" Avenues. The
street and the parcel both slope down \/ery slightly fo the west The éubjeot building is set back
~ slightly from the front lot line, with a basement level projecting volume sn?tmg at the right side lot
line and extendmg to the sidewalk. There is a metal securlty gate to the left of the projecting
-volume. The building abuts its 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.

Novemeger 2017 7 ' ’ - TiM KELLEY DONSULTING
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HISTORICAL RESOUREE.EVALUATION 1420 TARAVAL STREET SAN FRANé:scD, DALIFORNIA

Figure 1: 1240 Taraval Street

B. Exterior

- 1420 Taraval Street is é three story over basement si'ngle family residence clad in stucco at the_
basement level and Won Shi-ngleé at all other levels _ahd capped with a Compoung gable roof.
The'builyding i's. roughly rectangular in plan, with a cut ouf 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

NOVEMBER 2017 ’ TimM KELLEY DONSULTING
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HISTORICAL RESOURGE EVALUATION 1420 TARAVAL STREET SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA

encloses the flat roof of the projecting volume. A shed roof supported by square posts projects’
from the priméry building, creating a covered porch across the front of the fagade. At the
center of this fagade; theréf is a square bay window with three wood sash windows. At the right,
the primary entrénce is in the cutout, which is shaded by the projecting sﬁed overhang (Figure
4). Tbe second story features at center a shallow canted bay with a large vinyi saéh fixed
window flanked by smaller vinyl sash double Hung windows, all with false muntins. The canted
bayis topped with a shed roof 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 llower oor‘ners. At the right, there is a wood sash double hung.
window on the séoond story of the cutout (Figure 5). The roof shape,"visiblé from the_street'
and from aerial views, features two large gabled dormers near the front, a shed roof dqymer

behind on the left, and a hip roof section at the rear.

Figure 2: Basement level

NovemBer 201 7 ' M KeELLEY CONSULTING
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HisTORICAL RESOURCE EVALUATION 1420 TARAVAL STREET SAN FrRaNCiscOo, DALIFORNIA

'Fig ure 4: First story : .
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HisTORICAL RESOURGE EVALUATION 1420 TARAVAL STREET ‘5AN FRANGISCO, DALIFORNIA

Figure 5: Upper stories

V. HiSTORIC CONTEXT
A. Nejghborhood

The Parkside neighborhood, a sub-section of the larger Sunset district, is bounded by.Rivera
and Quintara streets to the north, 14" Avenue to the east Wawona Street and Sloat Boulevard

to the south, and the Paoxflo 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 Iargé troot of Iahd into a residential neighborhood, including-
providing the neoesoary sewer lines, street and block grading, and establishing gas, electric,
water, and transportation services. To seil'loté and homes, the company also had to overcome
public perception that the area was a distant wilderness. The lack of streetcar access was the
.maijor hurdle to the Parkside subdivision’s suocesé. The Parkside Transit Comipany was
inoorporateo in late 1905, with. the intent of brinoihg a streetcar line to the neighborhood.

Before the line could be built, however, the whole city of San Francisco was met with disaster.‘
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The Parkside District wasn't materially affected by the 1906 earthquake and fire, but building
plans had to be delayed while all resources, planning decisions, utility installation and repéir,
and construction materials went ;[o 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 homes to former renters. Indeed, districts such as the Richmond, "Sun'nyside- and
Outer Mission, located outside the fire line that catered to these buyers and had reliable mass
transportation, experienced a boom in pojpuiation in the decade after the disaster. For the
Parkside Realty Company, it was a matter of getting the resources 'to build the coftages before

prospective buyers moved to Oakland,' Berkeley, or other San Frahcisco 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 faid in June 1908. It ran south on '
20th Avenue from H Street to T Street, then turned west, reaching 33rd Avenue befofe 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 éarly 1908, the Parkside Realty Company finally began construction. It used two marketing
strategies, selling speculative land to inveétors, while simultaneously constructing homes for
residents. The company étarted erecting 62 cottageé 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 Ulloa and Vicente had groups of three to seven houses
facing each other across graded but4unpaved streets. This sp'rinkling 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 oottageé came in six varieties of fagade styles wfth 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 Parkside Realty

Company'’s favor. Privately constructed homes joined the cottages and by the summer of 1908
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HisTORICAL RESOURCE EVALUATION 1420 TARAVAL STREET . SAN FrRANGISCO, CALIFORNIA

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 Corhpany appealrs o have
stbpped construction of their own buildings, instead allowing other home-building dperations
and small-scale construction companies to buy and build on its lots. The Lang Realty
Company emerged as the major builder in the Parkside at this time, ereotiﬁg over 200 homes
- in 1926 and 1927. Many smaller building companies, such as F.M. Biggam, Jas. Arnott and
Sons, and othe}s became active in the Parkside at this time, usually focusing on no more than
four to eight homes at a timé. Stucco facades with one—story—ovér—garage floor pléns emerged

as the dorhinant'architectural style in this era.

Duriﬁg the home;bgildiﬁg boom of the late 1920s, the Sunset and Parkside districts were the
focus of renewed interest from real estate firms and construction companies, particularly after
the opening of the Sunsét Tunnel fn April'192'5. Prominent dévélopers of the Parkside and
Sunset from~ the 1920s to 1950s were the Gellerts (Sunstream Homes ahd Standard Building -
Company), Henry Doelger, Ray Galli, Lang Realty Campany, Chris McKeon (Happy Homes
Building Company), and-the Meyer brothers. These merchant builders were often family-run
businesses concerned with building affordab!e homes quickly on the sta'nd,érd city gridina
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 whichA.ﬂoor plans and facade ‘Styles were selling best.

- Before World War |, 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 homes 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 area for the P.arkside extended from 17th Avenue to 24th
Avenue. Stores and businesses sprang up more or less spontaneously along the L streétcar
line during the 1920s to serve the growing population, a typioai pattern in the Bay Area. A

subsidiary shopping ‘area also grew along Vicente Street between 22° and 24th Avenues.

NovemsBer 2017 Tim KELLEY CONSULTING
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HiISTORICAL RESOURCE EVALUATION 1420 TARAVAL BTREET SaN FrRaNcisco, DALIFORNIA

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 lrish and other western
Europeans during the 1920s through the 1940s. The creation of the Federal Housing
Administration in 1934 helped encouraged home QWhership with low down payments and long
term mortgages, during the economic down‘tUm of the Depression era. This greatly spurred
the construction and sales of single-family homes in the Sunset/Parkside, , with the

construction and establishmeént of businesses, flats, and apartment structures lagging behind.

© Single-family homes make up the vast majority of the housing in the Parkside District. Most

were originally built in the 1920s and 1930s as onén_story over garage with floor plans o

=

five to
six rooms, designed for small families. The smaller cottages built by the Parkside Realty
Company in 1908 have almost all been raised to accompany basement garages. Larger family
hoﬁes of Craftsmen and Edwardian styles built in the 19108 and early 1920s have front ‘
setbacks from 8-15 feet, and a few feature a.garage as a side or back-of-lot structure. Flats
and small apartment buildings/complexes, most dating from the 1940s and 1950s, 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 commérciai structures are limited to Taraval Street; 19th Avenue, and
small sectjons of Vicente Street. Single sfory retail buildings are intermixed with tw"o"— to four-
story structures that feature housing or 6fﬂce space over ground floor retail. Some larger
commerciél 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
-Moderne. Lérger commercial buildings originally created as automotive garages Aand food
markets, have.in many cases been repurpoéed as offices or housing. The former Parkside

Theater on Taraval near 19th Avenue, for instance, is now used as condominiums and a

childcare center.

NoOVEMBER 2017 . Tim KELLEY DONSULTING
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HisToRICAL RESRQURCE EVALUATION 1420 TARAVAL STREET SAN FRANGISGCO, CALIFORNIA

" B. Project Site History

The first Sanborn m'ap for this area was published in 1915 (Figure ‘6). The subject block is
vacant apart from the subject building and fo'u_r other buildings with identical or very simitar
footprints. The subject building is illustrated as a two story single family residence. The
bu'ilding is roughly rectangular in plan, with a cutout on the front right corner and a srﬁall.one

story projection at the rear. A porch spans the front of the building, including the cutout. There
is a small one story structure at the rear of the parcel.
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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 subjeof
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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HisTORICAL RESOURBE EVALUATION 1420 TARAVAL STREET . SaAN FrRaNCISCO, CALIFORNIA

. Figure 8: 1938 aerial photograph 1420 Taraval Street noted with arrow.

The 1950 Sanborn Map reveals the nature of the new development seen on the 1938
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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Figure 9: 1950 Sanborn Map with 1420 Taravé\ Street noted with arrow.

The 1990s Sénbdm Map shows the area completely infilled (Figuré 10). The subject building
now. has the front addition. Otherwise it retains the same footprintv as seen-on‘the 1928 Sanborn
' map, although the front one story porch is incorrectly illustraﬁed as encloséd. The rear addition,
which spanned the entire rear fagade, is illustrated as only spénning part of the facade, as .
seen in the earlier maps. The new front projecting addition is illustrated as’a one sto'ry 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 subjeotlbuilding _in the previous méps, have been reblaced

with multi-family housing.
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Flgure 10: 1990s'Sanborn Map with 1420 Taraval Street noted with arrow.

C. Construction Chronology

According to the original construction permit, 1420 Taraval was constructed in 1909 by Hugh '
Keenan. Alterations to the building include: modern winddWS' reoonstructed front stepS" '
remodeled front porch lncluding railings and posts; and the ground level one-story garage,

which Currently has a pedestrlan door but not a garage door.

Hugh Keenan Construction Company

Hugh Keenan emigrated from Ireland and began his career as a bwlder as early as 1880." In
the 1890s, he partnered with architect Robert Dickie Cranston and constructed Victorians in.
the Haight Ashb‘u'ry neighborhood. Notable examples of these designs include‘7‘10 Ashbury

and 459 Ashbury. The partnership was short lived, and Keenan resumedvhis work as a sole

" United States Census 1880, San Francisco County, Enumeration District 216

.Novemaer 2017 TiM KeLLEY CONSULTING
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HISTORICAL RESOURCE EVALUATION 1420 TARAVAL STREET. : SaN FraNcisco, QALIFORNIA

propriétor construction company. Keenan died in 1934.% No historic resources were located

constructed by Keenan after his partnership‘wfth Cranston.

Baséd upon the historic photos seen below (Figures 11 and 12), it éppears that Keenan most -
likely constructed six homes similar o the subject building on this block. The subject building

and 1409 Taraval are the only two remaining.

Figure 11: Taraval St ooking West circa 1914. Subject building noted with a.rrow

Source: San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency Historic Photos Collection’

2 California Death Index 1905-1939
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HisToRrRIGAL RESOURCE EVALUATION 1420 TARAVAL STREET SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA

0225 [araigl S f-SKde £ F 25N Ge. - =
Figure 12: Taraval St looking east circa 1923. Subject property noted with ‘arrow.
Source: OpenSFHistory.org, wnp36.03101 ‘

D. Permit Record A
The following permits were found in Departmént of Building Inspection files for the subject
property: ‘ ‘ o '
o Permit #24242, June 25, 1909 — To build a two-story single family building
s Permit #8316‘}, May 23,1946 — Store under the existing building 18’ x 20'. (Note: This
probably refers to Construcfion of the front addition, but there are no listings for a
commercial use at the address. A Certificate of Completion dated Qctober 1, 1946 for a
different pérmit number mentions only reconstruction of the front porch and stairs.)
e Permit #355770, April 12, 1968 — Underpin west foundation wall .
° Per'mit #481398, May 11, 1982 — Replacement of guttérs (east/west) and leaders

NDVEMBER 2017 . . - Tim KELLEY CONSULTING
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Copies of the permits are in the Appendix to this report.

E. Architectural Slyle '

The subjeot property can be best described as vernacular with Shmgle elements. Unlike formal

styles of architecture, vemacular 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 harrow city lots. Pepular from 1880-1915, the Shingle style dispensed with the
comelex building surfaces of the Queen Anne style and used simple shingles for all surfaces.
‘ "-Thes'e buildings are characterized by symmetry wifh bulges, incieions and cavities enshrouded
by a “skin” of pat’temed shingles. Usually featuring restrained, small-scale ornafnentetion,

Shingle buildings often feature decorative details such as Palladian windows.®

_ F. Owners and Occupants

The first owners, Thomas Morris and C. Henry Forsland, did not reside at the property. .
Emmanuel, Alexander Gustave, and George Sta&rou were brothers. They inftially used the
subject property as 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 190§ —2/27/1913 Contractor

'{ Thomas Carroll Morris 2/27/1913 - 7/8/1914 PUrehasing Agent ‘
Vivian Morris 7/8/1914 - 5/15/1915 Wife of Thomas
C. Henry Forsland 1 5/18/1915 - 5/16/1916 Secretary
Nann M. Forsland 5/16/1916 - 3/20[1918 | Wite of C. Henry
Hugh Keenan 3/20/1918 — 8/5/1918 Contractor

® San Francisco Preservation Bulletin No. 18: Residential and Commermal Architectural Penods and Sty!es in San

Francisco -
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John J. and Gertrude Enright

8/5/1918 — 8/16/1924

Boiler maker

Emmanuel, Alexanider, and

George Stavrou

18/16/1924 — 6/19/1932

Emmanuel — cook; Alexander
- cook; confectioner; George

- waiter

Emmanuel Stavrou

8/16/1932 — 5/13/1939

Cook

Gustav, Alexander, and George

Stavrou, Elaine Riga

5/13/1939 - 9/11/1939

Gustav — Restaurant worker;
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
Mandel .

9/15/1976 — 1/3/1977 - -

George- waiter

Helmut- Insurance Agent

Helmut Mandel

T4/3/1977 — 1/13/2005

Insurance Agent

Peter and Paula Mandel

1/13/2005 - current

Table 2: Occupants of 1420 Taraval Street

Name

Date Océupation
1916 - 1919 Robert N. Powers Pastor Parkside Pres.Church
'1920 —1924 John Enrfght A Boilermaker
1930 , Alice Ledonas Teacher
1938 - 1959 . Alexander Stavrou Cook
.1 1938 - 1981 George Stavrou Waiter, cook
1982 ' Octavia Mandel ‘| Nurse

V1. EVALUATION 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 Registér is an authoritative guide to significant architectural, archaeological and

Novemeer 2017
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HisTorRIcAL RESOURGE EVALUATION 1420 TARAVAL STREET SAN FRANGISCO, CALIFORNIA

historical resources in the State of California. Resources can be listed in the California Register
through a numbef of methods. State Historical Landmarks and National Register—eligible_
properties (both listed and formal determinations of eligibility) are automatically listed.
Properties can also be nominated to the California Register by local governments, private
organiza‘tions or citizens. This includes proberties 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 detérmining 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 b!road patterns of local or regional history, or the cultural heritage of

California or the United State_é.

Criterion 2 (Person): Resources that are associated with the lives of persons important to

local, California, or national history.

~ Criterfon 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 .

1

- high artistic values.

" Criterion 4 (Information Pofential); Resources dr sites that have yielded or have the potential
to yield information important to the prehistory or history of the local area, California or the

nation.

The following section examines the subject property’s eligibility for listing in the California

Registér under those criteria:

A. Individual Eligibility

o Criterion 1 (Events) .

NoveEMBER 2017 ’ Tim KELLEY DONSULTING
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HISTORICAL RESOURCE EVALUATION 1420 TARAVAL STREET SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA

1420 Taraval Street is not eligible for individual listing in the California Register under Criterion
1. It was constructed ih 1909 during the early residential development of the area. The area
was later predomiﬁantly developed for commercial use, and many of the earlier residential
buildings were replaove(.:l. 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 regiqﬁal history, ér the cultural heritage of California. Thus the property is

not eligible for listing in the California Register under Criterion 1.
‘e . 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
Cal'n‘o_rnia, as none of the owners or occupanis was listed in the San Francisco Biography
Collection or newspaper indexes of otherwise indicated to be important to the history of San-
Francisco or the State of California. Thus the property is not eligible for listihg 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. 4
1420 Taraval was constructed by contractor Hugh Keenan. He is not considered a master
builder. This building does not erﬁbody distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region, or
method of construction, represent the wdrk of a master, or possess high artistic values. Thus

the prdperty is not eligible for listing in the California Register under any aspect of Criterion 3.
e  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 t¢ a
historic district. Guidelines define a district as an area that “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.”“ To be Ifsted on the Califdmia Register, the -
district itself rﬁust be eligible under the criteria already discussed. The documentation of the:
district must enumerate all properties within it, identifying each as a contributor or non-
contributor. The district itself; as well as each of its contributors, then become historical

resources.

The éubjeot block is not formally identified at present as a historic district. To investigate .
whether a historic district potentially exists fn the area, TKC conducted a search of nearby
HRERs and visually examined the sufrounding buildings. Per the scopingj agreement of
October 10, 20, the examined area includes Taraval Street between 24th and 25" Avenues.
Additipnally, TKC reviewed the draft survey findings from the Neighborhood Corridor Survey

provided by the Planning Department to evaluate this area as a potentiai district.

The area confains 16 propérties constructed between 1909 and 1992 and ranging in height
from one to three stories (contextual photographs are available in the Appendix). Curfen’;ly,
there are ne HRERSs in the vicinity. The following table lists the property address, parcél
nurnber, construction date (per the Assessor’s Office) and use. The subject property is in-

italics.

Table 3: Builaings located on Taraval between 24" and 25" Avenues

Address Parcel Number | Construction Date | Building Use

1400-08 Taraval 2353/008 1928 o Multiple~family/obmmeroial‘
1414 Taraval "| 2353/009 -] 1936 ‘ Apartment

7420 Taraval | 2355010 [ 1908 Single-family

1430-34 Taraval ' 2353/011 . 1968 Commercial

1440 Taraval 23012 |97 Apartment

1442 Taraval 2353/013 - 19é2 ’ Single-family

1424 Taraval 2353014 | 1951 Commeroial

24071 24" Ave 2401/001 1923 Apartment

1409 Taraval { 2401/043 1912 . . Commercial

4 Office of Historic Preservation, 1995.
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1415-19 Taravél "1 2401/042 1948 : Multiple-family/commercial -
1421-25 Taraval 2401/041 1924 : Multiple-family

1427-29 Taraval - 2401/040 1933 Multiple-family

1433-35 Taraval 2401/039 1925 | Commercial -

1 489 Taraval 2401/038 1925 | Commercial
~1445.—47 Taraval 2401/037. 1900 - | Multiple-family/cormmercial
1455 Taraval 2401/036 ‘ 1954 Commercial 4

No HRERs were found in the area.

Findings:

The adjacent neighborhood Contain§ a mix of commercial and residential buildings. The
earliest development in this block and blbck face consisted of six residential building similar to
~the subject building. In the 1920s, most of these buildings were replaced with oommeroialvand
multiple-family buildihgs. 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 121
througH 46" Avenues contains mostly commercial and/or mixed-use buildings. A ’
reconnaissance survey of this area was conducted during the research of the "Neighborhood
Commeroial Buildings, 1865-1965, Historic Con’text S-tatemgnt." A small section of the area was
found to contain a potential commercial historic district (2109-2201 Taraval) and a féw
buildings were determined fo be eligible as individual resources.® The block examined for this
report was not found to be a potential hiétorio district, and this report concurs with those

findings.

, VI'I. INTEGRITY

- In addition to being determined eligible under at least one of thé four California Register
criteria, a property deemed 1o be significant must also retain sufficient historical integrity. The
Conoépi of integrity»is essential to identifying the important physical characteristics of histdrioal

resources and hence, evéluating adverse change. For the purposes of the California Register,

® “Taraval-Street Neighborhood Commercial District (NC-2) 12" Avenue — 46" Avenue,” San Francisco Planning
‘Department, Undated. - .

NovemBer 2017 . Tim KELLEY CONSULTING
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integrity ié defined as the authenticity of an historical resource's physical identity evidenced by
the survival of Characteriétics that existed during the resource’s period of significance.
Historical resources eligible for 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. “® Integrity is evaluated With regard to the retention of location, design, “
setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, and association.” . These aspects, which are based
closely on the National Register, are location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling
and association.. National Heg/sz‘er Bulletin 15, How to Apply the National Register Criteria for

Evaluation defines these seven characteristics:

e _ [ocafionis the place where the historic property was constructed.

e Desigriis the combination of elements that create the form, plans, épace,
structure and style of the property.

e Setfing addresses the physicél environment of the historic property inclusive of
the landscape and spatial relationships of the building/s.

o 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. :

e Workmanship is the physical evidence of the crafts of a particular culture or
people during any given period in history.

e Feelingis the property’s expression of the aesthetic or historic sense of a
particular period of time.

o 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'Qalifornia Code of Regulations Title 14, Chapter 11.5
7 ibid
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VIIl. CONCLUSION ,
1420 Taraval Street is not individually eligiblé for listing in the California Register of Historical

Resources. The property is not located in a potential historic district. ..
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X. APPENDIX

NORTH SIDE OF TARAVAL BETWEEN 24™ AND 25™ AVENUES
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SOUTH SIDE OF TARAVAL BETWEEN 24™ AND 25™ AVENUES
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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:

| write in support of the Sunset—,Parksidé 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 wOuId 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 comer 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 dlversny of our nenghborhoods " (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 number 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 Taraval lacked sufficient physical integrity to be

. considered a historic resource.

The Secretary of Interior’s Standards for Treatment of Hlstorlc Properties specifically Contemplate—and
provide guidance for reversmg—mmor 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 workihg 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 presetving 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. o

Sincerely,

’Y ok G

Mike Buhler
President & CEO
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Statement of Appeal to Board of Supervisors of Ccnditional 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 dems:on the appeal is taken

from:

Paragraph 9 (pages 10-11). General Plan Comphance Housing Element
Objectives and Policies

Paragraph 10 (pages 15-16)
Planning Code Section 101.1(b) establishes eight priority-planning policies and
requires review of permlts 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 substantlal adverse effect under
CEQA

v. Whether the project converts rental housmg 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 affordablllty of exxstmg housing;

Paragraph 7 (p.5-6)
A. Compatibility with the nelghborhood or communlty per SF Plannlng Code 303

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

- - District, according to the CUA appllcatlon 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 Objectlves and Policies attached herefo and mcorporated

1
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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, espéciaiiy rent controiled units,
to meet the City’s affordable housing needs : |
1420 Taraval is subjéct to the Residential Rent Stabilization and

Arbitration Ordinance. T'hree tenants who comprise three separate
househoids (in that théy are not a family unit) have naturaily 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. o
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.” | |

1690



“That the City’s supply of affordable housmg be preserved ahd
enhanced i '

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- s:zed

' apartment of 747 square feet, accordmg 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, 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 avatlable in San
Francisco. '

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

3
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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 “entirely reversible.” Further,
LaBounty states “This proposed project would destroy one of the Iast best,
early buxldlngs on the Parkside Dlstrlct’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 rare examiple 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 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 buiif 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 authorlty for the 1420 Taraval Street demolltlon and
project. - '
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. SUMMARY 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.

POLICY 1.1

Plan for the full %ange 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 [sland, 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 o generate changes
toland 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 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.

POLIGY.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.

POLICY 1.9

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 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

OBJECTIVE 2

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.

POLICY 2.2

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

POLICY 2.3

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.

POLICY 2.5
Encourage and support the seismic
retrofitting of the existing housing stock.

POLICY 2.8

Ensure housing supply is not converted
1o de facto commercial use through short-
term rentals. :

1694

OBJECTIVE 3

PROTECT THE AFFORDABILITY OF
THE EXISTING HOUSING STOCK,

ESPECIALLY RENTAL UNITS.

. POLICY 3.1

Preserve rental units, especially rent
controlled units, o meet the City’s
affordable housing needs. -

POLICY 8.2

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

POLICY 3.3

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,

POLICY 3.5

Retain permanently affordable residential
hotels and single room cccupancy (SRO)
units, . -

ISSUE 3:
EQUAL HOUSING
OPPCRTUNITIES

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
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.
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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: o
' (1) That existing neighborhood-serving retail uses be preserved and enhanced and

future opportunities for resident employment in and ownership of such busmesses
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 proteetmg our industtial and
service sectors from displacement due to commercil 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 agamst injury
and loss of life in an earthquake;

(7) That landmarks and historic buﬂdmgs be preserved; and,

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

(¢) 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 adoptmg any leglslatlon 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 or 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
11/4/2015, Eff. 12/4/2015)
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AN FRANCISCO |
PLANNING DEPARTVIENT

'PRESERVATION TEAM REVIEW FORM

1650 Mission St.

_ - Suite 400
Preservation Team Meeting Date: I . LD'ate of Form Completion ; 6/6/2019 San Francisco,

— - — CA 94103-2479
PROJECTINFORMATION e e e acepion
Planner: U Addresss . s A15.558.6878
StephanleClsneros/MelameBlshop 1420 Taraval Street . . - Fax:

T R ' 415.558.6409
Block/Lot oo CrossStreets Lo o Cn s
2353/010 , Taraval & 24th . ' Planning
T T e T T T =1 |nformation:”
CEQA Category: i - B Art 10/11 : oD BPA/CaseNox - < 0o L 415.558.6377
B N/A . 2018-011904ENV
PURPOSEOFREVIEW: .~ - | PROJECT DESCRIPTION: . - AT
(s CEQA . Article 10/11 [ (C Preliminary/PIC (" Alteration (s Demo/New Construction
DATE OF PLANS UNDER REVIEW: |N/A
PROJECT ISSUES: L _
B |lsthe subject Property an ehglble historic resource?
[} | f so, are the proposed changes a significant impact?
Additional Notes:
Submitted: Historic Resource Evaluation Part 1 prepared by Tim Kelley Consultmg, LLC
A (November 2017).
PRESERVATION TEAM REVIEW _ T T T TR T c
Category o J CA [ CB l s-C
Individual : Historic District/Context
Property is individually_eligible forinclusionin 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: i} ("Yes (¢ No Criterion 1 - Event: (" Yes (e-No
"Criterion 2 -Persons: ("Yes (No. Criterion 2 -Persons: (. Yes & No
Criterion 3 - Architecture: © (. Yes (¢No - Criterion 3 - Architecture: (" Yes (& No
Criterion 4 - Info. Potential: (:Yes (s No Criterion 4 - Info. Potential: (" Yes (s No
: Period of Significance: . J Period of Significance: l .
‘ : ' ‘ — Exhibit C
1B6GBtributor " Non-Contributor Tof3




- Complies wrth the Secretary s Standards/Art 10/Art 1 1 [N C Yes (C No (& N/A

, CEQA Matenal lmparrment to the mdnvrdual hrstonc resource; (> Yes (iNo
" CEQA Matenal Imparrment to the hrstorlc drstrrct SR (" Yes (No
. Requrres Desrgn Revrsrons ey (Yes | (ONo .

(> Yes (No

'VDeferto Resrdentlal DesrgnTeam TR Ledee e B

PRESERVATION TEAM COMMENTS

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 Ashbury and. 459 Ashbury The partnership lasted

oriefly, with Keenan branching out as the sole proprietor of a construction company,
working primarily in the Parkside. Though it is not known exactly when the partnershrp

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. = v '
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 subjéct property
is located within the Parkside neighborhood on a block that includes residences
constructed between 1909-1968. The initial residential development of Parkside occurred
betweeri 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 of Taraval, which was primarily residential..
A historical photo from 1914 included in the Historic Resource Evaluation Part [ 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

sister agency, the Parkside Transit Company, a private corporation that assisted in
bringing public transit to the area and therefore, more prospective residents.
(continued)

According to the Historic Resource Evaluatron Part 1 prepared by Trm Kelley Consultlng,

between Cranston and Keenan dissolved, Hugh Keenan Construction.Company appears in. |
newspaper articles and city directories after-1900. Extensive alterations have been made to-

effort to develop the area and attract residents, the Parkside Realty Company also formed a '

Signature of a Senior Preservation Planner / Preservation Coordinator: . |Date:

Digitally signed by Allison K. Vanderslice

Allison K. VanderSIlce‘Date:2m9.06.o7 11:08:07 0700

SN ERBMNISED
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The subject block was primarily residential and largely undeveloped aside from the six properties

* constructed by Keenan until approximatély 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
development in the Parkside 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 -
Parkside and the later evolution to accommodate commercial uses and under Criterion 3 as a rare
example of early twentieth centixry residential architecture in the Parkside. However, the subject
property does not retain integrity due to significant alterations over time including alterations to the
commetrcial 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
repr'esentétive 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 Parkside.

Exhibit C
30f3
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February 24, 2020

Board of Supervisors
1 Carlton B. Goodlett Place
San Francisco, CA94102 -

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

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.

| have great respect for Planning’s preservation staff, and since last summer have tried to work with
them in récognizing 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 residence in the heighborhood."
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 distinctivé Arts and Crafis 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. Keénan; a director of the firm
responsible for the district’s creation, the Parkside 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.” | 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 pbrch 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
facade.

Members of the Planning Commission, rightly concerned 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 olynamics.mc the real estate and. rental market,
and will not be in the financial reach'of' our teachers, fixed-income seniors, struggling farhilies, 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 | and only two of them have not been radically modified. This

1 - Exhibit D
. » 10f3
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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 neighbofhoods. The Parkéidefs development and character
was and is different than the rest of the gré’ater Sunset District but each time we lose one of these early
buildings, the Parkside gets closertoa form of anonymity. When these handsome early homes are gone
they're gone forever. : : : :

Despi"ce 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.

Sincerely,

e

1420 Taraval Street, taken on January 1, 2020.

Exhibit D
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From: . ' BOS Legislation, (BOS)

Sent: . Friday, March 13, 2020 3:51 PM

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

Cc: Storrs, Bruce (DPW); Tse, Bernie (DPW) Rivera, Javier (DPW); Duran, Vanessa (DPW); Wong,lason

(DPW); PEARSON, ANNE (CAT); STACY, KATE (CAT); JENSEN, KRISTEN (CAT); 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 (CPQ); lonin, Jonas (CPQ);
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; Jeninica Dandan; BOS Leglslatlon (BOS)

Subject: * "HEARING NOTICE: 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 for Special Order before the Board of Supervisors on March
24, 2020, at 3:00 p.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, Room 244

~ San Francisco, CA 94102°

T: 415.554.7702 | F: 415.554.5163
jocelyn.wong@sfgov.org | www.sfbos.org

&@  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 legisiation 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, addres:es and similar information that a
member of the public elects to submit to the Board and its committees— may appear on the Board of Supervzsors 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 2447
San Erancisco 94102-4689
Tel. No. 554-5184
Fax No. 554-5163
TDD/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 lnterested partles may

attend and be heard:

Date :

Time:

-Location:

Subject:

Tuesday, March 24, 2020
3:00 p.m.

Legislative Chamber, City Hall, Room 250
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett, Place, San Francisco, CA 94102

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 -
1,731 square feet of ground floor commercial within the Taraval Street

" Neighborhood Commercial (NCD) Zoning District and a 65-A Height

and Bulk District. (District 4) (Appellant: Eileen Boken, on behalf of the.
Sunset-Parkside Education and Action Commlttee) (Flled March 2,
2020)
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Hearing Notice - Conditional Use Authorization Appeal
1420 Taraval Sireet .
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 of the Board, City Hall, 1 Dr.
Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244, San Francisco, CA, 94102. Information relatmg o
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. :

9 QA_Q\!LAJL_;

Angela Calvillo
Clerk of the Board
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: 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

BOARD of SUPERVISORS

PROOF OF MAILING

Legislative File No. 200261

Description of ltems: 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
Sealnr‘] Htame with tha llnﬂ'ed Sta*oc ~Dr\e‘Fa| Qar\vlice (USPS) \vl\vli*h tha n'nstage fu”y

i\ A R R L) VviLltL . L) I AL [Swie) I Uowl I i LhINs r.I\J

prepaid as follows:

Date: _March 13, 2020
Time: © 345
USP’S Location: . Repro Pick-up Box in the Clerk of the Boérd's Office (Rm 244) -

MailboX/Mailslot Pick_—Up Times (if applicable): N/A.

Signature: %
: /

Instructions: Upon completion, original miust be filed in the above referenced file. |
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Lew, Lisa (BOS)

Jom: . BOS Legislation, (BOS)
Sent: Wednesday, March 11, 2020 8:26 AM
To: } - Ko, Yvonne {CPC)
Cc: BOS-Operations; BOS Legislation, (BOS)
Subject: APPEAL CHECK PICKUP: Appeal of Conditional Use Authorization - 1420 Taraval Street - .

Appeal Hearing on March 24, 2620

Categories: a 200261

Good morning,

A check for the appeal filing fee for the Conditional Use Authorization appeal of the propoéed project at 1420 Taraval
Street is ready to be picked up here in the Clerk’s Office, weekdays from 8:00 a.m. through 5:00 p.m. A fee waiver was
not filed for this appeal. ~

Best regards,
Jocelyn Wong .
San Francisco Board of Supervisors
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco, CA 94102
T:415.554.7702 | F: 415.554.5163
incelyn.wong@sfgov.org | 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, lavier (DPW) -
<Javier.Rivera@sfdpw.org>; Duran, Vanessa (DPW). <vanessa.duran@sfdpw.org>; Wong, lason (DPW)
<jason.c.wongl@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) B
<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.orgs; 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-supervisors@sfgov.org>; BOS-Legislative Aides <bos-
legislative_aides@sfgov.org>; Calvillo, Angela (BOS) <angela.calvillo@sfgov.org>; Somera, Alisa (BOS)
<alisa.somera@sfgov.org>; BOS 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 schedu!ed a hearing for Special Order before the Board of Supervisors on March
24, 2020, at 3:00 p.m. Please find lmked below a letter of appeal filed regarding the proposed prOJect at 1420 Taraval
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Street, as well as direct links to the City Su‘rveyor'As 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 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
1 Dr. Cariton B. Goodlett Piace, Room 244 ~ ‘ o .
San Francisco, CA 94102 ’ ‘
(415) 554-7712 | Fax: (415) 554-5163
brent.ialjpa@sfgov.org | www.sfbos.org

9 o :

#8%  Click here to complete a Board of Supervisors Customer Service Satisfaction form

Disclosures: Personal information that is provided in communications to the Board of Supervisors is subject to disclosure under the California Public
Records Act and the San Francisco Sunshine Ordinance. Personal information provided will not be redacted. Members of the public are not required
to provide personal identifying information when they communicate with the Board of Supervisors and its committees. All written or oral
communications that members of the public submit to the Clerk’s Office regarding pending legislation or hearings will be made available to all
members of the public for inspection and copying. The Clerk's Office does not redact any information from these submissions, This means that
personal information—including names, phone numbers, addresses and similar information that a member of the public elects to submit to the
Board and its committees—may appear on the Board of Supervisors' website or in other public documents that members of the public may inspect
or copy. .
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. 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 -

BOARD of SUPERVISORS

" March 11, 2020

File Nos. 200261-200264 -
Planning Case No. 2018-011904CUA

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 Eileen Boken for the appeal of
the-Conditional Use Authorization for the proposed 1420 Taraval
Street PrOJect , -

Planning Department: |
By: :

"o Y ﬁleﬁwn ¢
Prlnt N?&P)\e

/% 5/(\/20

ﬁ(nature ind Date
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Lew, Lisa (BOS)

From: . BOS Legislation, (BOS)

- Sent: © Tuesday, March 10, 2020 4:57 PM A
To: . aeboken@gmail.com; speaksanfrancisco@yahoo.com; pmandel@mgremediation.com;
o billpash@gmail.com
Cc: ' ' 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, AnMarie
(CPC); Navarrete, Joy (CPC); Lynch, Laura (CPC); Teague, Corey (CPC); Sanchez, Scott
(CPC); Sider, Dan (CPC); Starr, Aaron (CPC); [onin, Jonas (CPC); Ajello Hoagland, Linda
(CRC); Rosenberg, Julie (BOA); Sullivan, Katy (BOA); Longaway, Alec (BOA); BOS-
Supervisors; BOS-Legislative Aides; Calvillo, Angela (BOS) Somera, Alisa (BOS); BOS

~ Legislation, (BOS); er@sonic.net

Subject: " . Appeal of Conditional Use Authorization - 1420 Taraval Street - Appeal Hearmg on
. March 24, 2020

Categories: 200261

Good afternoon,

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 3:00 p.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 sngnatures 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

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

Board of Sup_ervisbrs File No. 200261 '

Please note that the hearing date is swiftly approaching. Our office must notice this appeal hearing ¢n 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 - '

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244

San Francisco, CA 94102

(415) 554-7712 | Fax: (415) 554-5163

brent.jalipa@sfgov.org | www.sfbos.org

&

&% Click here to complete a Board of Supervisors Customer Service Satisfaction form
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Disclosures: Personal information that is provided in communications to the Board of Supervisors is subject to disclosure under the California Public
Records Act and the San Francisco Sunshine Ordinance. Personal information provided will not be redacted. Members of the public are not required
to provide personal identifying information when they communicate with the Board of Supervisors and its committees. All written or oral

mmunications that members of the public submit to the Clerk's Office regarding pending legislation or hearings will be made available to all
..iembers 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 jts committees—may appear on the Board of Supervisors' website or in other public documents that members of the public may inspect
or copy.

17210



City Hall
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco, CA 94102-4689
Tel. No. 554-5184
Fax No. 554-5163
TDD/TTY No. 554-5227

BOARD of SUPERVISORS -

March 10, 2020

Eileen Boken
Sunset-Parkside Education and Action Commlttee
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 Supervisors 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 sufﬁment for an appeal

Pursuant to Planning Code, Section 308.1, a hearing date has been scheduléd 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 Legrslatlve Chamber, Room 250, San Francisco, CA
94102. .

- Please provide to the Clerk’s Office by noon:

12 days prior to the hearing: names and addresses of interested 'parties to be
- : notified of the hearing, in spreadsheet format; and .

11 days priof to the hearing: - 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 (sentto . -
bos.legislation@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
Page 2

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. ‘

I you have any quéstions, please feel free to contact Legislative Clerks, Brent Jalipa, at
(415) 554-7712, Lisa Lew, at (415) 554-7718; or Jocelyn Wong, at (415) 554-7702.

Very truly yours,

IA @-——gn— Ca A L,MZ)
Angela Calvillo

[ Clerk of the Board

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, Depuly City Attorney

Kristen Jensen, Deputy City Attorhey
Lisa Gibson, Planning Department
Devyani Jain, Planning Department
Adam Varat, Planning Department
AnMarie Rodgers, Planning Department
Joy Navarette, Plannirig Department ~
Laura Lynch, Planning Depariment
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

Bruce R, Storrs P.L.S.
City and County Surveyor

Bureau of Street Use & Mapping
1155 Market St., ard floor

San Francisco, CA 94103

tel (415) 554-5827 ‘
Subdivision,Mapping@sfdpw.org

sfpublicworks.org
facebook.com/sfpublicworks
twitter.com/sfpublicworks

March 06, 2020

Ms. Angela Calvillo

Clerk of the Board

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
City Hall — 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 your-March 2, 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 appeal.

Sincerely,

-

i

Bfice R. Storrs,“P.L.S.

City & County Surveyor
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Lew, Lisa (BOS)

From: ' : BOS Legislation, (BOS)
Sent: Tuesday, March 3, 2020 9:26 AM
To: : Storrs, Bruce (DPW) .
Subject: . Appeal of Conditional Use Authorization - Proposed PrOJect at 1420 Taraval Street -
' Verification of Signatures
Attachments: COB Ltr 030320.pdf; Appeal Ltr 030220.pdf
- Categories: o 200261

Good morning Mr. Storrs,

The Office of the Clerk of the Bo.ard is in receipt of an ap
project at 1420 Taraval Street. The appeal was filed by E
Action Committee,-on March 2, 2020.

Please find dL tacne ead
filing, starting on page 3 o

Kindly review for verification of signatdres. Thank you.

Regards,
jrent lalipa
Legislative Clerk
Board of Supervisors - Clerk's Office
. 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco, CA 94102
(415) 554-7712 | Fax: (415) 554-5163-
brent.jalipa@sfgov.org | www.sfbos.org

peal of the Conditional Use Authorizatidn for the proposed
ileen Boken, on behalf of the Sunset-Parkside Educatlon and

r requesting verification of signatures submitted with the appeal
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City Hall . :
1.Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco, CA 94102-4689
Tel. No. 554-5184
~ Fax No. 554-5163
TDD/TTY No. 554-5227

BOARD of SUPERVISORS

Marph 3, 2020

Bruce R. Storrs :

- City and County Surveyor, Public Works"
1155 Market Street, 3rd Floor

San Francisco, CA 94103

Planning Case No. 2018-011904CUA
1420 Taraval Street -~ Conditional Use Authorization Appeal

bDbear 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 commercial (NCD) Zoning District and & 65-
A Height and Bulk District, and adopting findings under the California Environmental Quality Act for a
proposed project located at:

1420 Taraval Street, Aésessor’s Parbel Block No. 2353, Lot No. 010

"By copy of this letter, the City and County Surveyor ié 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 later than 5:00 p.m. on March 6, 2020. - .

Sincerely,

—;_,__Q__g QQO\A !—M\@
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
Scoftt 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

P

Alec Longaway, Board of Appeals
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r Print Form ]

Introduction Form

] By a Member of the Board of Supervisqrs or Mayor

Time stamp
or meeting date

I hereby submit the following item for introduction (select only one):

[ ] 1.For reference to Committee. (An Ordinanée, Resolution, Motion or Charter Amendment).
] 2 Request for next printed agenda Without Reference to Committee.

3. Request for hearing on a subject matter at Committee.

[_] 4. Request for letter beginning :"Supervisor ' : ' inquiries"

[ ] 5. City Attorney Request.

~[] 6. Call File No. ‘ ' from Comm1ttee

[ ] 7.Budget Analyst request (attached written motion).

| D 9. Reactivate File No.

1 1o0. Topic submitted for Mayoral Appearance before the BOS on

Please check the appropriate boxes. The proposed legislation should be forwarded to the following:

[ ]Small Business Commission . [1 Youth Commission” | ]Ethics Commiission
[ ]Planning Commission . [ |Building Inspection Commission’
Note: For the Imperative Agenda (a resolution not on the printed agenda), use the Imperative Form.:

Sponsor(s): |

Clerk of the Board

Subject:

Hearing - Appeal of Cond1t10na1 Use Authonzatlon 1420 Taraval Street

The text is hsted

Hearing of persons interested in or objecting to the certification of Cond1t10nal 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
Motio'h 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 1,731 square feet of ground floor commercial Wlthln the Taraval Street Neighborhood -
Commercial (NCD) Zoning District and a 65-A Height and Bulk District. (District 4) (Appellant: Eileen Boken, on
behalf of the Sunset-Parkside Education and Actlon Committee) (Filed March 2, 2020)

- Signature of Sponsoring Supervisor: Fo=8)

For Clerk's Use Only

i717‘ file No . 20020 |



