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MEMORANDUM
BUDGET AND FINANCE COMMITTEE
SAN FRANCISCO BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

TO: | Supervisor Mark Farrell, Chair

Budget and Finance Committee
FROM:; " Victor Young, Committee Clerk Zy 7/%
DATE: December 16, 2013

SUBJECT: COMMITTEE REPORT, BOARD MEETING
Tuesday, December 17, 2013

The following files should be presented as a COMMITTEE REPORT at the Board
meeting, Tuesday, December 17, 2013. These items were acted upon at the Budget
and Finance Committee meeting on Monday, December 16, 2013, at

10:00 a.m., by the votes indicated.

item No. 30 File No. 130463

Resolution approving a Mills Act historical property contract, under Administrative Code,
Chapter 71, between John Moran the owner of 1772 Vallejo Street (Burr Mansion), and
the City and County of San Francisco; and authorizing the Planning Director and
Assessor to execute the Mills Act historical property contract. (Planning Department)

RECOMMENDED AS AMENDED AS A COMMITTEE REPORT

Vote: Supervisor Farrell - Aye
Supervisor Avalos - Aye
Supervisor Mar - Excused
Supervisor Wiener - Aye



item No. 31 File No. 130479

Resolution approving a Mills Act historical property contract, under Administrative Code,
Chapter 71, between Pacific Heights, LLC, the owners of 2550 Webster Street, and the

City and County of San Francisco; and authorizing the Planning Director and Assessor

to execute the Mills Act historical property contract. : '

RECOMMENDED AS AMENDED AS A COMMITTEE REPORT

Vote: Supervisor Farrell - Aye
Supervisor Avalos - Aye
Supervisor Mar - Excused
Supervisor Wiener - Aye

Item No. 32 File No. 130506

Resolution approving a Mills Act historical property contract, under Administrative Code,
Chapter 71, between 1019 Market St. Properties, LLC, the owners of 1019 Market
Street, and the City and County of San Francisco; and authorizing the Planning Director
and Assessor to execute the Mills Act historical property contract.

RECOMMENDED AS AMENDED AS A COMMITTEE REPORT

Vote: Supervisor Farrell - Aye
Supervisor Avalos - Aye
Supervisor Mar - Excused
Supervisor Wiener - Aye

Item No. 33 File No. 130521

Resolution approving a Mills Act historical property contract, under Administrative Code,
Chapter 71, between Brian Jackson and Thomas Ranese, the owners of 3769 20th
Street, and the City and County of San Francisco; and authorizing the Planning Director
and Assessor to execute the Mills Act historical property contract.

RECOMMENDED AS AMENDED AS A COMMITTEE REPORT

Vote: Supervisor Farrell - Aye -
Supervisor Avalos - Aye
Supervisor Mar - Excused
Supervisor Wiener - Aye



Item No. 34 File No. 130522

Resolution approving a Mills Act historical property contract, under Administrative Code,
Chapter 71, between Adam Spiegel and Guillemette Brouliliat-Spiegel, the owners of 50
Carmelita Street, and the City and County of San Francisco; and authorizing the
Planning Director and Assessor to execute the Mills Act historical property contract.

RECOMMENDED AS AMENDED AS A COMMITTEE REPORT

Vote: Supervisor Farrell - Aye
Supervisor Avalos - Aye
Supervisor Mar - Excused
Supervisor Wiener - Aye

Item No. 35 File No. 130577

Resolution approving a Mills Act historical property contract, under Administrative Code,
Chapter 71, between Amy Hockman and Brian Bone, the owners of 66 Carmelita Street,
and the City and County of San Francisco; and authorizing the Planning Director and
Assessor to execute the Mills Act historical property contract.

RECOMMENDED AS AMENDED AS A COMMITTEE REPORT

Vote: Supervisor Farrell - Aye
Supervisor Avalos - Aye
Supervisor Mar - Excused
Supervisor Wiener - Aye

Item No. 36 " File No. 130640

Resolution approving a Mills Act historical property contract, under Administrative Code,
Chapter 71, between Elise Sommerville, the owner of 70 Carmelita Street, and the City

-and County of San Francisco; and authorizing the Planning Dlrector and Assessor to
execute the Mills Act historical property contract.

TABLED

Vote: Supervisor Farrell - Aye
‘Supervisor Avalos - Aye
Supervisor Mar - Excused
Supervisor Wiener - Aye



ltem No. 37 File No. 131157

Resolution approving a Mills Act historical property contract, under Administrative Code,
Chapter 71, between Adam Wilson and Quyen Nguyen, the owners of 56 Pierce Street,
and the City and County of San Francisco; and authorizing the Planning Director and
Assessor to execute the Mills Act historical property contract.

RECOMMENDED AS AMENDED AS A COMMITTEE REPORT

Vote: Supervisor Farrell - Aye
Supervisor Avalos - Aye
Supervisor Mar - Excused
Supervisor Wiener - Aye

Item No. 38 File No. 131158

Resolution approving a Mills Act historical property contract, under Administrative Code,
Chapter 71, between Jean Paul and Ann Balajadia, the owners of 64 Pierce Street, and
the City and County of San Francisco; and authorizing the Planning Director and
Assessor to execute the Mills Act historical property contract.

RECOMMENDED AS AMENDED AS A COMMITTEE REPORT

Vote: Supervisor Farrell - Aye
Supervisor Avalos - Aye
Supervisor Mar - Excused
Supervisor Wiener - Aye

Item No. 39 File No. 131159

Resolution approving a Mills Act historical property contract, under Administrative Code,
Chapter 71, between Karli Sager and Jason Monberg, the owners of 56 Potomac
Street, and the City and County of San Francisco; and authorizing the Planning Director
and Assessor to execute the Mills Act historical property contract.

RECOMMENDED AS AMENDED AS A COMMITTEE REPORT

Vote: Supervisor Farrell - Aye
Supervisor Avalos - Aye
Supervisor Mar - Excused
Supervisor Wiener - Aye -



Item No. 40 File No. 131160

Resolution approving a Mills Act historical property contract, under Administrative Code,
Chapter 71, between Adam Wilson and Quyen Nguyen, the owners of 66 Potomac
Street, and the City and County of San Francisco; and authorizing the Planning Director
and Assessor to execute the Mills Act historical property contract.

RECOMMENDED AS AMENDED AS A COMMITTEE REPORT

. Vote: Supervisor Farrell - Aye
Supervisor Avalos - Aye
Supervisor Mar - Excused
Supervisor Wiener - Aye

c: Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board
Jon Givner, Deputy City Attorney
Rick Caldeira, Legislative Deputy Director
Binder Copy
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AMENDED IN COMMITTEE
12/16/13
FILE NO. 130521 - RESOLUTION NO.

[Historical Property Contract - 3769-20th Street]

Resolution approving an historical property contract, under Administrative Code,
Chapter 71, between Brian Jackson and Thomas Ranese, the owners of 3769-20th
Street, and the City and County of San Francisco; authorizing the Planning Director

and the Assessor to execute the historical properfy contract.

WHEREAS, The California Mills Act (Government Code Section 50280 et seq.)
authorizes local governments to enter into a contract with the owners of a qualified historical
property who agree to rehabilitate, restore, preserve, and maintain the property in return for
property tax reductions under the California Revenue and Taxation Code; and |

WHEREAS, San Francisco contains many historic buildings that add to its character
and international reputation and that have not been adequately maintained, may be
structurally deficient, or may need rehabilitation, and the costs of properly rehabilitating,
restoring, and preserving these historic buildings may be prohibitive for property owners; and

WHEREAS, Chapter 71 of the San Francisco Administrative Code was adopted to
implement thé provisions of the Mills Act and to preserve these historic buildings; and

WHEREAS, 3769-20" Street is a contributor the Liberty-Hill Landmark District under
Article 10 of the Planning Code and thus qualifies as an historical property as defined in
Administrative Code Section 71.2; and \

WHEREAS, A Mills Act application for an historical property contract has been

submitted by Brian Jackson and Thomas Ranese, the owners of 3769-20™ Street, detailing

completed rehabilitation work and proposing a maintenance plan for the property; and

Supervisor Wiener :
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WHEREAS, As required by Administrative Code Section 71.4(a), the application for the
historical property contract for 3769-20" Street was reviewed by the Assessor’s Office and the
Historic Preservation Commission; and

WHEREAS, The Assessor has reviewed the historical property contract and has
provided the Board of Supervisors with an estimate of the property tax calculations and the
difference in property tax assessments under the different valuation methods permitted by the

Mills Act in its report transmitted to the Board of Supervisors on December 10, 2013, which

report is on file with the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors in File No. 130521 and is hereby

declared to be a part of this motion as if set forth fully herein; and

WHEREAS, The Historic Preservation Commission recommended approval of the
historical property contract in its Resolution No. 716, which Resolution is on file with the Clerk
of the Board of Supervisors in File No. 130521 and is hereby declared to be a part of this
resolution as if set forth fully herein; and

WHEREAS, The draft historical property contract between Brian Jackson and Thomas
Ranese, the owners of 3769-20th Street, and the City and County of San Francisco is on file
with the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors in File No. 130521 and is hereby declared to be a
part of this resolution as if set forth fully herein; and

WHEREAS, The Board of Supervisors has conducted a public hearing pursuant to
Administrative Code Section 71.4(d) to review the Historic Preservation Commission’s
recommendation and the information provided by the Assessor’s Office in order to determine
whether the City should execute the historical property contract for 3769 20" Street; and

WHEREAS, The Board of Supervisors has balanced the benefits of the Mills Act to the
owner of 3769 20" Street with the cost to the City of providing the property tax reductions
authorized by the Mills Act, as well as the historical value of 3769-20" Street and the resultant

property tax reductions; now, therefore, be it

Supervisor Wiener
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RESOLVED, That the Board of‘Supervisors hereby approves the historical propérty '
contract between Brian Jackson and Thomas Ranese the owners of 3769-20" Street, and the
City and County of San Francisco; and, be it _ |

FURTHER RESOLVED, That the Board of Supervisors hereby authorizes the Planning
Director and the Assessor to execute the historical property contract; and, be it

FURTHER RESQOLVED, That the Planning Department and the Assessor-Recorder's

Office will submit an annual report, to the Board of Supervisors, Mayor, Controller, and the

Budget and Legislative Analyst, that details for each property with an existing historic property

agreement: 1) the original date of approval of the agreement by the Board of Supervisors; 2)

the annual property tax amount under the historic property agreement; 3) the percent

reduction in the annual property tax amount due to the historic property agreement; 4) the

reduction in annual property tax revenues to the City: and 5) conformance of the property to

the provision of the historic property agreement; and, be it

FURTHER RESOLVED, That within thirty (30) days of the contract being fully executed

by all parties, the Director of Planning shall provide the final contract to the Clerk of the Board

for inclusion into the official file.

Supervisor Wiener
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS Page 3
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BUDGET AND FINANCE COMMITTEE MEETING DECEMBER 16, 2013

Department:
Planning Department
Assessor/Recorder’s Office

Items 2 through 12 ,
Files 13-0463 through 13-1160

The Mills Act, codified in State Government Code Section 50280, authorizes local governments
to enter into historic property agreements with owners of qualified historic properties, in which
local governments reduce the assessed value of the property according to a formula
established in the Mills Act, thereby reducing property taxes payable by the property owner to
the City, provided that owners rehabilitate, restore, preserve, and maintain their qualified
historic properties.

The proposed resolutions would approve 11 new historic property agreements in accordance
with the Mills Act for ten residential properties and one commercial property in which the
property owners agree to rehabilitate and maintain their properties to specific historic
preservation standards and recéiye a reduced property assessment, resulting in reduced
property tax payments to the City. The following table shows the 11 properties and the
assessed property values with and without an historic property agreement.

Table: Proposed 11 Historic Property Agreements and the Assessed Property Values with and
' without an Historic Property (Mills Act) Agreement

Assessed
Value Assessed

without Mills Value with Reduction in

Property Act Mills Act Assessed

ltem File Property Type Designation Designation Value -
2 13-0463 | 1772 Vallejo Street Single Family $6,250,000 $2,220,625 $4,029,375
3 13-0479 | 2550 Webster Street | Single Family 2,924,570 2,523,438 401,132
4 13-0506 | 1019 Market Street Commercial 17,500,000 16,540,000 960,000
5 13-0521 | 3769 Zch Street Single Family 1,785,000 932,783 852,217
6 13-0522 | 50 Carmelita Street Single Family 2,620,582 970,000 1,650,582
7 13-0577 ' | 66 Carmelita Street Single Family 1,999,993 720,000 1,279,993
8 13-0640 | 70 Carmelita Street Single Family 635,263 780,000 n/a
9 13-1157 | 56 Pierce Street Single Family 1,535,568 910,000 625,568
10 13-1158 | 64 Pierce Street Single Family 2,526,192 950,000 1,576,192
11 13-1159 | 56 Potomac Street Single Family 1,064,403 630,000 434,403
12 13-1160 | 66 Potomac Street 3 Unit Rental 1,895,874 900,000 995,874
Total $40,737,445 $28,076,846 $12,805,336

Under the 11 proposed historic property agreements, total estimated rehabilitation,
renovation, and maintenance costs over the initial 10-year term of the agreements are

$10,811,283, as shown in the following table.

SAN FRANCISCO BOARD OF SUPERVISORS BUDGET AND LEGISLATIVE ANALYST
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DecemBer 16, 2013

Table: Rehabilitation and Renovation and Maintenance Costs under the 11 Proposed Historic

Property Agreements
Total

Rehabilitation,

Estimated Renovation,

Costs of Estimated and
Rehabilitation Costs of Maintenance
Property and Maintenance Cost over 10
ltem File Address Type Renovation over 10 Years Years

2 13-0463 | 1772 Vallejo Street Single Family $621,000 $990,000 $1,611,000
3 13-0479 | 2550 Webster Street | Single Family 1,539,000 370,000 1,909,000
4 13-0506 | 1019 Market Street | Commercial 5,412,783 225,000 5,637,783
5 13-0521 | 3769 20th Street Single Family 101,000 50,000 151,000
6 13-0522 | 50 Carmelita Street Single Family 0 411,000 411,000
7 13-0577 | 66 Carmelita Street Single Family 192,000 25,000 217,000
8 13-0640 | 70 Carmelita Street Single Family 43,000 12,000 55,000
9 13-1157 | 56 Pierce Street Single Family 0 227,000 227,000
10 13-1158 | 64 Pierce Street Single Family 141,000 92,000 233,000
11 '13—1159‘ 56 Potomac Street Single Family 25,000 32,500 57,500
12 13-1160 | 66 Potomac Street 3 Unit Rental 189,000 113,000 302,000
Total $8,263,783 $2,547,500 $10,811,283

Approval of the proposed historic property agreements for the 11 properties would result in
reduced property tax revenues to the City in 2014 of $152,129, as shown in the table below,

and over the initial 10-year period of approximately $1,521,290.

Table: Estimated Reduction in Property Tax Revenues to the City

No Historic Estimated
Property Historic Reduction
Agreement Property First Year Percent Over 10
Item File Address (Estimated) | Agreement Reduction | Reduction Years

2 13-0463 | 1772 Vallejo Street $74,250 $26,381 $47,869 64% - $478,690
3 13-0479 | 2550 Webster Street 34,744 29,978 4,766 14% 47,660
4 13-0506 | 1019 Market Street 207,900 196,495 11,405 5% 114,050
5 13-0521 | 3769 20th Street 21,206 11,081 10,125 48% 101,250
6 13-0522 | 50 Carmelita Street 31,133 11,524 19,609 63% 196,090
7 13-0577 | 66 Carmelita Street 23,760 8,554 15,206 64% 152,060
8 13-0640 | 70 Carmelita Street 7,547 7,547 0 0% 0
9 13-1157 | 56 Pierce Street 18,243 10,811 7,432 41% 74,320
10 13-1158 | 64 Pierce Street 30,011 11,286 18,725 62% 187,250
11 13-1159 | 56 Potomac Street 12,645 7,484 5,161 41% 51,610
12 13-1160 | 66 Potomac Street - 22,523 10,692 11,831 53% 118,310
] Total $483,962 $331,833 $152,129 $1,521,290

SAN FRANCISCO BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

BUDGET AND LEGISLATIVE ANALYST
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The City currently has six historic property agreements, which were approved by the Board of
Supervisors from 2002 through 2013. The estimated annual reduction in property tax revenues
to the City due to the existing historical property agreements is $702,740, as shown in the
following table.

Table: Estimated Annual Reduction in Property Tax Revenues to the City under the Six
Existing Mills Act Historical Property Agreements .

2013-2014 Property Tax Payment to the City

Board of Historical No Historical
Supervisors Property Property Percent
Approval Date Address Agreement Agreement Reduction Reduction
May 13, 2002 460 Bush Street $24,472 $44,519 $20,047 45%
May 15, 2007 1080 Haight Street 32,453 82,415 49,962 61%
August 7, 2007 1735 Franklin Street 23,853 35,708 11,856 33%
November'18, 2008 | 690 Market Street 1,282,186 1,807,186 525,000 29%
December 3, 2010 | 1818 California 28,504 112,791 | 84,287 75%
July 30,2013 201 Buchanan Street 19,465 31,052 11,588 37%
Total $1,410,932 $2,113,672 $702,740

The total reduction in annual property tax revenues to the City will be $854,869, including
$702,740 for the existing six historical property agreements and $152,129 for the proposed 11
historic property agreements.

) Exemptions from the Mills Act Property Program Requirements
"Eligibility for Mills Act historical property agreements is limited to sites, buildings, or structures
with an assessed valuation, as of December 31 of the year before the application is made, of
$3,000,000 or less for single-family dwellings and $5,000,000 or less for multi-unit residential,
commercial,. or industrial buildings, unless the Board of Supervisors grants an exemption. Two
of the proposed properties have assessed values that exceed these limits:

e 1772 Vallejo Street is currently valued by the Assessor’s Office at $6,250,000 or
$3,250,000 more than the eligibility limit of $3,000,000 established by the Mills Act for a
single family residence. According to Mr. Tim Frye, Planning Department Preservation
Coordinator, the single family residence at 1772 Vallejo qualifies for an exemption as it
is a City Landmark under Article 10 of the Planning Code. ,

e 1019 Market Street is currently valued by the Assessor’s Office at $17,500,000, or
$12,500,000 more than the eligibility limit of $5,000,000 established by the Mills Act for
a commercial property. According to Mr. Frye, the commercial property at 1019 Market
Street qualifies for an exemption as it is listed on the National Register of Historic Places
and is a contributor to the National Register-listed Market Street Theater and Loft
District.

SAN FRANCISCO BOARD OF SUPERVISORS BUDGET AND LEGISLATIVE ANALYST
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Reporting on the Mills Act Historic Propérty Program

Administrative ~ Code Section 71.7 requires that the Planning Department and
Assessor/Recorder’s Office submit a joint report to the Board of Supervisors and the Historic
Preservation Commission on March 31, 2013 and every three years thereafter providing the
Departments’ analysis of the historical property agreement (Mills Act) program. Such report
has not been submitted to the Board of Supervisors.

Because, according to Mr. Tim Frye, Planning Department Preservation Coordinator, the Board
of Supervisors will not receive an analysis of the historical property agreement program
required by Administrative Code Section 71.7 until approximately March 31, 2016, the Budget
and Legislative Analyst recommends amending each of the 11 proposed resolutions to request
the Director of Planning to submit an annual report to the Board of Supervisors, Mayor,
Controller, and Budget and Legislative Analyst that details for each of the 17 properties (11
proposed and six existing) with an historic property agreement (1) the original date of approval
by the Board of Supervisors of the agreement; (2) the annual property tax amount under the
historic property agreement; (3) the percent reduction in the annual property tax amount due
to the historic property agreement; (4) the reduction in annual property tax revenues to the
City; and (5) conformance of the property to the provisions of the historic property agreement.

RECOMMENDATIONS

e Amend Resolution 13-0463 to specify that approval of the proposed historical property
agreement authorizes an exemption to the Mills Act historical property agreement eligibility
limit of $3,000,000 for a single family residence.

e Amend Resolution 13-0506 to specify that approval of the proposed historical property
agreement authorizes an eXémption to the Mills Act historical property agreement eligibility
limit of $5,000,000 for a commercial property. ‘

e Amend each of the 11 proposed resolutions to request the Director of Planning submit an
annual report to the Board of Supervisors, Mayor, Controller, and Budget and Legislative
Analyst that details for each property with an existing historic property agreement (1) the
original date of approval by the Board of Supervisors of the agreement; (2) the annual
property tax.amount under the historic property agreement; (3) the percent reduction in
the annual property tax amount due to the historic property agreement; (4) the reduction
in annual property tax revenues to the City; and (5) conformance of the property to the
provisions of the historic property agreement.

e Approval of the proposed 11 resolutions, as amended, is a policy matter for the Board of
Supervisors.

SAN FRANCISCO BOARD OF SUPERVISORS BUDGET AND LEGISLATIVE ANALYST
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MANDATE STATEMENT/BACKGROUND

Mandate Statement

The Mills Act, codified in State Government Code Section 50280, authorizes local governments
to enter into historic property agreements with owners of qualified historic properties, in which
local -governments reduce the assessed value of the property according to a formula
established in the Mills Act, thereby reducing property taxes payable by the property owner to
the City, provided that owners rehabilitate, restore, preserve, and maintain their qualified
historic properties. '

The City’s Administrative Code® specifies (a) required qualifications for properties to allow for
approval of a Mills Act historic property agreement, (b) the Mills Act historic property
application and approval processes, and (c) the terms and fees for individual property owners
to apply for Mills Act historic property agreements with the City in order to receive such Mills
Act Property Tax reductions, subject to Board of Supervisors approval.

Background

In order for a Mills Act historic property agreement to be'épprovedz, the property must be
designated a qualified historic property by being listed or designated in one of the following
ways on or before December 31 of the year before the application is made:

e Individually listed in the Nafional Register of Historic Places or the California Register of
Historical Resources;

e Listed as a contributor to a historic district included on the National Register of Historic
Places or the California Register of Historical Resources;

e Listed as a City landmark pursuant to Planning Code Article 10;

e Designated as contributory to a historic district; or

e Designated as significant3 (Categories | and Il) or contributory* (Categories Il or IV).

* Administrative Code Chapter 71

? Administrative Code Section 71.2

* planning Code Section 1102(a) designates a building as Category 1 significant if it is (1) at least 40 years old, (2)
judged to be a building of individual importance, and (3) is rated excellent in architectural design or as very good in
both architectural design and relationship to the environment. Planning Code Section 1102(b) designates a
building as Category [l significant if it (1) meets the standards in Section 1102(a) and (2) if it is feasible to add
different and higher replacement structures or additions to the height at the rear of the structure without affecting
the architectural quality or relationship to the environment and without affecting the appearance of the retained
portions as a separate structure when viewing the principal facade. ,
* Planning Code Section 1102(c) designates a building as Category Ill contributory if it is (1) located outside a
designated conservation district, (2) is at least 40 years old, (3) judged to be a building of individual importance,
and (4) is rated either Very Good in architectural design or excelient or very good in relationship to the
environment. Planning Code Section 1102(d) designates a building as Category IV contributory if it is (1) located in
a designated conservation district, (2) judged to be a building of individual importance, (3) judged to be a building

SAN FRANCISCO BOARD OF SUPERVISORS . BUDGET AND LEGISLATIVE ANALYST
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In addition, eligibility for Mills Act historic property agreements is limited to sites, buildings, or
structures with an assessed valuation, as of December 31 of the year before the application is
made, of $3,000,000 or less for single-family dwellings and $5,000,000 or less for multi-unit
residential, commercial, or industrial buildings, unless the Board of Supervisors grants an
exemption.

Once the Mills Act historic property agreement has been enacted, the initial term is for 10
years, which is automatically extended each year on the anniversary date of the agreement”.
Therefore, the historic property agreement and reduced property taxes continue into
perpetuity.

Either the property owner or the Board of Supervisors may file a notice of nonrenewal to not
automatically extend the term of the agreement.® Once the notice of nonrenewal has been
filled, the final term of the h|stor|c property agreement is for ten years and is no longer
automatically extended each year.”

DETAILS OF PROPOSED LEGISLATION

File 13-0463 is a resolution (a) approving a Mills Act historic property agreement with John
Moran, the owner of the residential property located at 1772 Vallejo Street, and (b) authorizing
the Director of Planning and the Assessor to execute the subject historic property agreement.

File 13-0479 is a resolution (a) approving a Mills Act historic property agreement with Pacific
Heights, LLC, the owners of the residential property located at 2550 Webster Street, and (b)
authorizing the Director of Planning and the Assessor to execute the subject historic property
agreement.

File 13-0506 is a resolution (a) approving a Mills Act historic property agreement with 1019
Market St. Properties, LLC, the owners of the commercial property located at 1019 Market
Street, and (b) authorizing the Director of Planning and the Assessor to execute the subject
historic property agreement.

File 13-0521 is a resolution (a) approving a Mills Act historic property agreement with Brian
Jackson and Thomas Ranese, the owners of the residential property located at 3769 20" Street,
and (b) authorizing the Director of Planning and the Assessor to execute the subject historic
property agreement. '

of contextual importance, and (4) is rated either Very Good in archltectural design or excellent or very good in
relatlonshlp to the environment.

Accordmg to State Government Code Section 50282
® The City must submit a nonrenewal notice 60 days prior to the date of renewal and the owners must submit a
nonrenewal notice 90 days prior to the date of renewal.
7 The City must submit a nonrenewal notice 60 days prior to the date of renewal and the owners must submit a
nonrenewal notice 90 days prior to the date of renewal.

SAN FRANCISCO BOARD OF SUPERVISORS BUDGET AND LEGISLATIVE ANALYST
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File 13-0522 is a resolution (a) approving a Mills Act historic property agreement with Adam
Spiegel and Guillemette Broulliat-Spiegel, the owners of the residential property located at 50
Carmelita Street, and (b) authorizing the Director of Planning and the Assessor to execute the
subject historic property agreement. '

File 13-0577 is a resolution (a) approving a Mills Act historic property agreement with Amy
. Hockman and Brian Bone, the owners of the residential property located at 66 Carmelita Street,
and (b) authorizing the Director of Planning and the Assessor to execute the subject historic

property agreement.

File 13-0640 is a resolution (a) approving a Mills Act historic property agreement with Elise
Sommerville, the owner of the residential property located at 70 Carmelita Street, and (b)
authorizing the Director of Planning and the Assessor to execute the subject historic property

agreement.

File 13-1157 is a resolution (a) approving a Mills Act historic property agreement with Adam
Wilson and Quyen Nguyen, the owners of the residential property located at 56 Pierce Street,
and (b) authorizing the Director of Planning and the Assessor to execute the subject historic

property agreement.

File 13-1158 is a resolution (a) approving a Mills Act historic property agreement with Jean Paul-
and Ann Balajadia, the owners of the residential property located at 64 Pierce Street, and (b)
authorizing the Director of Planning and the Assessor to execute the subject historic property

agreement.

File 13-1159 is a resolution (a) approving a Mills Act historic property agreement with Karli
Sager and Jason Monberg, the owners of the residential property located at 56 Potomac Street,
and (b) authorizing the Director of Planning and the Assessor to execute the subject historic
property agreement.

File 13-1160 is a resolution (a) a‘pproving a Mills Act historic property agreement with Adam
Wilson and Quyen Nguyen, the owners of the residential property located at 66 Potomac
Street, and (b) authorizing the Director of Planning and the Assessor to execute the subject

historic property agreement.
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Item 2 — File 13-0463

Applicant: John Moran
Property Address: 1772 Vallejo Street

Date of Historical Landmark Designation by the Board of Supervisors: March 30, 1970

Board of Supervisors Ordinance Number: Ordinance 'No. 103-70 designated the Burr House
located at 1772 Vallejo Street as a landmark pursuant to Article 10 of San Francisco Planning
Code and thus qualifies as a historic property. o

Date of Historic Preservation Commission Approval: December 4, 2013

The subject property located at 1772 Vallejo Street is currently valued by the Assessor’s Office
at $6,250,000 or $3,250,000 more than the eligibility fimit of $3,000,000 established by the
Mills Act for a single family residence. According to Mr. Tim Frye, Planning Department
Preservation Coordinator, the single family residence at 1772 Vallejo qualifies for an exemption
as it is a City Landmark under Article 10 of the Planning Code. A required Historic Structures
Report by the Planning Department determined that granting the exemption would assist in the
preservation of a property that might otherwise be in danger of demolition or substantial
alterations. Because Board of Supervisors’ approval of proposed historic property agreement
for the property at 1772 Vallejo Street would grant the exemption, Resolution 13-0463 should
be amended to specify that approval of the proposed historic property agreement authorizes
an exemption to the Mills Act historic property agreement eligibility limit of $3,000,000 for a
single family residence.

Property Description

According to the Planning Department’s Mills Act Agreement Case Report for 1772 Vallejo
Street, the subject property is located on the north side of Vallejo Street between Gough and
Franklin Streets. Assessor’s Block 0522, Lot 029. It is located in a RH-2 (Residential- House, Two
Family) Zoning District and a 40-X Height and Bulk District. The property was designated under
Article 10 as City Landmark #31. The three-story-over-basement house was de5|gned primarily
in the Italianate style with French Second Empire influences.
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Exhibit 1: 1772 Vallejo Street

Proposed Property Rehabilitation and Renovation Program

According to the Planning Départment’s Mills Act Agreement Case Report for 1772 Vallejo
Street, the property owners propose to begin rehabilitation efforts and the proposed
rehabilitation program involves and includes the following components:

Evaluating the structural soundness of unreinforced masonry foundation;

Removing interior unreinforced chimney (not visible from street);

Improving the landscape drainage to redirect water flow from the house; work to
rehabilitate the historic garden setting;

Completing a feasibility study for upgrading the unreinforced foundation of the rear
cottage, '

Repairing the historic windows at the cottage;

Repairing and reinforcing the fireplace and chimney of the cottage;

Replacing the roofing, and any damaged rafters as needed, of the cottage;

Completing a feasibility study for demolishing the non-historic garage to restore the
historic character of the property; k
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= Repairing and replacing historic wood windows as necessary;
®  Repairing deteriorated wood siding and millwork in-kind;

= Repainting the exterior for historic accurate paint colors; and
= Replacing the roof.

The proposed rehabilitation and renovations are currently estimated to cost $621,000.

Proposed Property Maintenance Plan

In addition to the historic renovation discussed above, the property owners have agreed to a
maintenance plan with annual inspections for maintenance which needs to be done on an
ongoing basis, and includes the following components: '

®  Care of the garden;

= Wood siding, windows/glazing, roof, millwork and ornamentation;

= Gutters, downspouts and drainage; and

= The attic and foundation.
Inspections would be conducted by (a) the Historic Preservation Commission, (b) the Office of
the Assessor-Recorder, (c) the Department of Building Inspection, (d) the Planning Departrnent,
(e) the Office of the Historic Preservation of the California Department of Parks and Recreation,
and (f) the State Board of Equalization with 72 hours advance notice to ensure compliance with
the proposed historic property agreement. In additioh, the Planning Department will administer
an inspection program to monitor the provisions of the agreement and will involve a yearly
affidavit issued by the property owner verifying compliance with the approved maintenance
and rehabilitation plans as well as a cyclical 5-year site inspection.

Ongoing maintenance is currently estimated to cost $89,000 per year.
Impact on Property Taxes

Table 1 below reflects the estimated assessed value of 1772 Vallejo Street both with and
without the requested Mills Act Historical Property agreement, after the proposed
improvements are completed.

SAN FRANCISCO BOARD OF SUPERVISORS BUDGET AND LEGISLATIVE ANALYST
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Table 1: Summary of Assessed Value of 1772 Vallejo Street and Estimated Reduction in
Property Taxes Over 10 Years

Without a Estimated
Mills Act With a Mills Reduction in
Historic Act Historic Property
Property Property First Year Percent Taxes Over 10
Agreement Agreement Reduction Reduction Years
Estimated Assessed ‘ ' 9
Property Value $6,250,000 $2,220,625 $4,029,375 64% n/a
Estimated Property Taxes X $478,690
. , , , 64%
Payable to the City $74 250 $26,381 $47,869 %

Source: Assessor/Recorder’s Office

The Budget and Legislative Analyst notes that estimated property tax savings over 10 years is a
calculation of the possible impact of the Mills' Act Historic Property agreement. Under the
provisions of the Mills Act Historic Property agreement the property must be revalued each
January 1st to determine the taxable Mills Act value for that year, and the estimated property
tax savings over 10 years will change based on adjusted assessed property value and property
tax rates. Therefore, the estimated property tax reduction to the City over 10 years could be
greater or less than $478,690 shown in the table above.

Mr. Michael Jine, Office of the Assessor-Recorder, advises that since property tax rates have not
been finalized for FY 2014-15, the estimated property taxes assessed are based on the FY 2013-
14 property tax rate of 1.188 percent of assessed value.

Over the initial 10-year Mills Act Historical Property agreement, the property owner will invest
an estimated $1,611,000 in property renovation and maintenance and save an estimated
$478,690 in property taxes, for net costs to the property owner bf $1,132,310 in historic
renovations and main'tenance, as shown in Table 2 below.

Table 2: Estimated Net Historic Renovation and Maintenance Costs to Property Owner

Property Owner C'osts v

Estimated Historic Renovation Costs ‘ $621,000
Estimated Annual Maintenance Costs Over 10 Years 890,000
Estimated Periodic Maintenance Costs Over 10 Years 100,000
Total Costs to Property Owner 1,611,000
Property Tax Savings Over 10 Years $478,690
Net Costs to Property Owner $1,132,310

According to Mr. Greg Kato, Treasurer/Tax Collector’s Office, all property taxes assessed to
1772 Vallejo Street have been paid to the City, through FY 2012-13, with no remaining balance
outstanding.
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Item 3 — File 13-0479

Applicant: Pacific Heights, LLC
Property Address: 2550 Webster Street

Date of Historical Landmark Designation by the Board of Supervisors: March 1, 1971

Board of Supervisors Ordinance Number: Ordinance No. 51-71 designated the Bourn Mansion
located at 2550 Webster Street as a landmark pursuant to Article 10 of San Francisco Planning
Code and thus qualifies as a historic property.

Date of Historic Preservation Commission Approval: October 16, 2013

Property Description ,

. According to the Planning Department’s Mills Act Agreement Case Report for 2550 Webster
Street, the subject property is located on the east side of Market Street between Broadway and
Pacific Streets. Assessor’s Block 0580, Lot 013. It is located in a RH-2 (Residential-House, Two
Family) Zoning District and a 40-X Height and Bulk District. The property was designated under
Article 10 as City Landmark #38. The three-story-over-basement, masonry residence was built
in 1896 by William Bourne, President of the Spring Valley Water Company and designed by
architect Willis Polk in the classical revival style.

Exhibit 2: 2550 Webster Street

SAN FRANCISCO BOARD OF SUPERVISORS . BUDGET AND LEGISLATIVE ANALYST
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Proposed Property Rehabilitation and Renovation Program

According to the Planning Department’s Mills Act Agreement Case Report 2550 Webster Street,
the property owners proposed rehabilitation program involves exterior work to the Bourn
Mansion and includes the following components: " ‘

= Repairing and in-kind replacing of the historic slate roofing, including structural framing
and reinforcement; '
® Repairing the historic windows; and
= Restoring the conservatory roof and leaded glass windows.
The propdsed rehabilitation and renovations are currently estimated to cost $1,539,000.

Proposed Property Maintenance Plan

In addition to the historic renovation discussed above, the property owners have agreed to a
maintenance plan with annual inspections for maintenance which needs to be done on an
ongoing basis, and includes the following components: -

= Care of the roof chimneys, masonry, millwork and ornamentation;

» ‘Sheet metal; and

=  Windows and doors.
Inspections would be conducted by (a) the Historic Preservation Commission, {b) the Office of
the Assessor-Recorder, (c) the Department of Building Inspection, (d) the Planning Department,
(e) the Office of the Historic Preservation of the California Department of Parks and Recreation,
and (f) the State Board of Equalization with 72 hours advance notice to ensure compliance with
the proposed historic property agreement. In addition, the Planning Department will administer
an inspection program to monitor the provisions of the agreement and will involve a yearly
affidavit issued by the property owner verifying compliance with the approved maintenance
and rehabilitation plans as well as a cyclical 5-year site inspection.

Ongoing maintenance is currently estimated to cost $37,000 per year.
Impact on Property Taxes

Table 3 below reflects the estimated assessed value of 2550 Webster Street both with and
without the requested Mills Act Historical Property agreement, after the proposed
improvements are completed.
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Table 3: Summary of Assessed Value of 2550 Webster Street and Estimated Reduction in

Property Taxes Over 10 Years
Without a Estimated
Mills Act With a Mills Reduction in
Historic Act Historic Property
Property Property First Year Percent Taxes Over 10
Agreement Agreement Reduction Reduction Years
Estimated Assessed :
2,924 52,5234 401,132 149
Property Value $2,924,570 $2,523,438 $401,13 4% n/a
Estimated Property Taxes
9 47,66
Payable to the City $34,744 $29,978 $4,766 14% $47,660

Source: Assessor/Recorder’s Office

The Budget and Legislative Analyst notes that estimated property tax savings over 10 years is a
calculation: of the possible impact of the Mills Act Historic Property agreement. Under the
provisions of the Mills Act Historic Property agreement the property must be revalued each

- January 1st to determine the taxable Mills Act value for that year, and the estimated property
tax savings over 10 years will change based on adjusteci assessed property value and property
tax rates. Therefore, the estimated property tax reduction to the City over 10 years could be
greater or less than $47,660 shown in the table above.

Mr. Jine advises that since property tax rates have not been finalized for FY 2014-15 and the
estimated property taxes assessed are based on the FY 2013-14 property tax rate of 1.188
percent of assessed value.

Over the initial 10-year Mills Act Historical Property agreement, the property owner will invest
an estimated $1,909,000 in property renoVation and maintenance and save an estimated
$47,660 in property taxes, for net costs to the property owner of $1,861,340 in historic
renovations and maintenance, as shown in Table 4 below. '

Table 4: Estimated Net Historic Renovation and Maintenance Costs to Property Owner

Property Owner Costs

‘| Estimated Historic Renovation Costs $1,539,000
Estimated Annual Maintenance Costs Over 10 Years 370,000
Estimated Periodic Maintenance Costs Over 10 Years 0
Total Costs to Property Owner 1,909,000
Property Tax Savings Over 10 Years 47,660
Net Costs to Property Owner $1,861,340

According to Mr. Kato, all property taxes assessed to 2550 Webster Street have been paid to
‘the City, through FY 2012-13, with no remaining balance outstanding.

SAN FRANCISCO BOARD OF SUPERVISORS BUDGET AND LEGISLATIVE ANALYST

14



BUDGET AND FINANCE COMMITTEE MEETING DECEMBER 16, 2013

Item 4 — File 13-0506

Applicant: 1019 Market St. Properties, LLC
Property Address: 1019 Market Street

Date of Historical Landmark Designation by the Board of Supervisors: N/A
Board of Supervisors Ordinance Number: N/A

The property at 1019 Market Street is eligible for a Mills Act agreement because it is listed on
the National Register of Historic Places and is designated under Article 11 of the Planning Code
as a Category |l building.

Date of Historic Preservation Commission Approval: October 16, 2013

The subject property located at 1019 Market Street is currently valued by the Assessor’s Office
at $17,500,000, or $12,500,000 more than the eligibility limit of $5,000,000 established by the
Mills Act for a commercial property. According to Mr. Frye, the commercial property at 1019
Market Street qualifies for an exemption as it is listed on the National Register of Historic Places
as it is designated under Article 11 of the Planning Code as a Category 1l building and is a
contributor to the National Register-listed Market Street Theater and Loft District. A required
Historic Structures Report by the Planning Department determined that granting the exemption
would assist in the preservation of a property that might otherwise be in danger of demolition
or substantial alterations. Because Board of Supervisors’ approval of proposed historic property
agreement for the property at 1019 Market Street would grant the exemption, Resolution 13-
0506 should be amended to specify that appfoval of the proposed historic property agreement
authorizes an exemption to the Mills Act historic property agreement eligibility limit of
$5,000,000 for a commercial property. ' ‘

Property Description _

According to the Planning Department’s Mills Act Agreement Case Report for 1019 Market
Street, the subject property is located on the east side of Market Street between 6th and 7th
Streets. Assessor’s Block 3703, Lot 076. It is located in a C-3-G (Downtown General) Zoning
District and a 120-X Height and Bulk District. The property was designated under Article 11 as
Category [l building. It is also listed on the National Register as a contributor to the Market
Street Theater Loft District, the UMB survey, and the Planning Department 1976 Architectural
Survey. The seven-story-over-basement, unreinforced masonry loft was built in 1909 by the
McDonough Estate Company, and designed by architect George Applegarth, to house the

SAN FRANCISCO BOARD OF SUPERVISORS ’ BUDGET AND LEGISLATIVE ANALYST
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Eastern Outfitting Cdmpany, which sold furniture, carpets, stoves and bedding through the
1930s. The interior and ground floor were remodeled in 1937 and the building was renovated
'again in 1970. The primary facade faces Market Street and is comprised of three sections: the
ground floor storefront, the Chicago style bay window flanked by giant terra cotta Corinthian
columns, and capped with a large decorative sheet metal cornice.

Exhibit 3: 1019 Market Street

Proposed Property Rehabilitation and Renovation Program

According to the Planning Department’s Mills Act Agreement Case Report 1019 Market Street,
the property owners proposed to continue rehabilitation efforts approved administratively
under a Minor Permit to Alter® by Planning Department Staff on July 2, 2013. The proposed
rehabilitation program involves the following components:

& A Permit to Alter is the entitlement required to alter Article 11 of the Planning Code designated Significant or
Contributory buildings or any building within a conservation district. A Permit to Alter is required for any
construction, addition, major alteration, relocation, removal, or demolition of a structure, object or feature. A
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= Repairing of the exterior including a new ground floor storefront;
= Repairing the upper story bays and terra cotta columns;

®  Restoring the sheet metal cornice; and

® Re-glazing all existing historic windows.

The proposed rehabilitation and renovations are currently estimated to cost $5,412,783.

Proposed Property Maintenance Plan

In addition to the historic renovation discussed above, the property owners have agreed to a
maintenance plan with annual inspections for maintenance which needs to be done on an
ongoing basis, and includes care of the roof, sheet metal, terra cotta, wood window sashes,
sheet metal window mullions, and the parged concrete walls.

Inspections would be conducted by (a) the Historic Preservation Commission, (b) the Office of
the Assessor-Recorder, (c) the Department of Building Inspection, (d) the Planning Department,
(e) the Office of the Historic Preservation of the California Department of Parks and Recreation,
and (f) the State Board of Equalization with 72 hours advance notice to ensure compliance with
the proposed historic property agreement. In addition, the Planning Department will administer
an inspection program to monitor the provisions of the agreement and will involve a yearly
affidavit issued by the property owner verifying compliance with the approved maintenance
and rehabilitation plans as well as a cyclical 5-year site inspection.

Ongoing maintenance is currently estimated to cost $20,000 per year.

Impact on Property Taxes

Table 5 below reflects the estimated assessed value of 1019 Market Street both with and
without the requested Mills Act Historical Property agreement, after the proposed

improvements are completed.

Minor Permit to Alter can be approved by Planning Department Staff; however, a Major Permit to Alter must be
approved by Historic Preservation Commission.
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Table 5: Summary of Assessed Value of 1019 Market Street and Estimated Reduction in
Property Taxes Over 10 Years

Without a Estimated
Mills Act With a Mills Reduction in
Historic Act Historic " Property
Property Property First Year Percent Taxes Over 10
Agreement Agreement Reduction Reduction Years
Estimated Assessed ) '
7 0 o,
Property Value $17,500,000 $16,540,000 $960,00 5% n/a
Estimated Property Taxes 0
Payable to the City $207,900 $196,495 $11,405 5% $114,050

Source: Assessor/Recorder’s Office

The Budget and Legislative Analyst notes that estimated property tax savings over 10 years is a
calculation of the possible impact of the Mills Act Historic Property agreement. Under the
provisions of the Mills Act Historic Property agreement the property must be revalued each
January 1st to determine the taxable Mills Act value for that year, and the estimated property
tax savings over 10 years will change based on adjusted assessed property value and property
tax rates. Therefore, the estimated property.tax reduction to the City over 10 years could be
greater or less than $114,050 shown in the table above.

Mr. Jine advises that since property tax rates have not been finalized for FY 2014-15 and the
estimated property taxes assessed are based on the FY 2013-14 property tax rate of 1 188
percent of assessed value.

Over the initial 10-year Mills Act Historical Property agreement, the property owner will invest
an estimated $5,637,738 in property‘renovation and maintenance and save an estimated
$114,050 in property taxes, for net costs to the property owner of $5 523,688 in historic
renovations and maintenance, as shown in Table 6 below.

Table 6: Estimated Net Historic Renovation and Maintenance Costs to Property Owner

Property Owner Costs

Estimated Historic Renovation Costs $5,412,783
Estimated Annual Maintenance Costs Over 10 Years 200,000
Estimated Cyclical Maintenance Costs Over 10 Years 25,000
Total Costs to Property Owner . 5,637,738
Property Tax Savings Over 10 Years 114,050
Net Costs to Property Owner $5,523,688

According to Mr. Kato, all property taxes assessed to 1019 Market Street have been paid to the
City, through FY 2012-13, with no remaining balance outstanding.
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Item 5 ~ File 13-0521

Applicant: Brian Jackson and Thomas Ranese -
Property Address: 3769 20" Street

Date of Historical Landmark Designation by the Board of Supervisors: October 15, 1985

Board of Supervisors Ordinance Number: Ordinance No. 757-85 designated the Liberty-Hill
Historic District, and the property at 3769 20" Street is a contributor to the Liberty-Hill Historic
District pursuant to Article 10 of San Francisco Planning Code and thus qualifies as a historic

property.
Date of Historic Preservation Commission Approval: October 16, 2013

Property Description

According to the Planning Department’s Mills Act Agreement Case Report for 3769 20th Street,
the subject property is located on the south side of 20th Street between Dolores and Guerrero
Streets. Assessor’s Block 3607, Lot 062. It is located in a RH-2 (Residential-House, Two Family)
Zoning District and a 40-X Height and Bulk District. The property was designated under Article
10 of the Planning Code as a contributor to the Liberty-Hill Historic District. The two-story-over-
basement, frame residence was built in 1871 in the Italianate style.

Exhibit 4: 3769 20th Street
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Proposed Property Rehabilitation and Renovation Program

Brian Jackson and Thomas Ranese received a Certificate of Appropriateness’ from the Historic
Preservation Commission on November 21, 2012, which approved a rehabilitation program that
involves in-kind replacement of historic elements and seismic improvements to the historic
portions of the house. To date, the property owner has spent $69,000 in rehabilitation and
renovation costs, and the Mills Act historic property agreement includes an additional $32,000
in proposed rehabilitation and renovation work, for a total of $101,000 in rehabilitation and
renovation costs included in the historic preservation.

Proposed Property Maintenance Plan .
In addition to the historic renovation discussed above, the property owners have agreed to a
maintenance plan with annual inspections for maintenance which needs to be done on an
ongoing basis, and includes the following components:

*  Wood siding, windows/glazing, roof, millwork and ornamentation;

= Gutters, downspouts and drainage; and

®*  The foundation.
Inspections would be conducted by (a) the Historic Preservation Commission, (b) the Office of
the Assessor-Recorder, (c) the Department of Building Inspection, (d) the Planning Department,
(e) the Office of the Historic Preservation of the California Department of Parks and Recreation,
and (f) the State Board of Equalization with 72 hours advance notice to ensure compliance with
the proposed historic property agreement. In addition, the Planning Department will administer
an inspection program to monitor the provisions of the agreement and will involve a yearly
affidavit issued by the property owner verifying compliance with the approved maintenance
and rehabilitation plans as well as a cyclical 5-year site inspection.

Ongoing maintenance is currently estimated to cost $5,000 per year.
Impact on Property Taxes

Table 7 below reflects the estimated assessed value of 3769 20th Street both with and without
the requested Mills Act Historical Property agreement, after the proposed improvements are
completed.

® A Certificate of Appropriateness is the entitlement required to alter an individual landmark and any property
within a landmark district. '
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Table 7: Summary of Assessed Value of 3769 20th Street and Estimated Reduction in Property
Taxes Over 10 Years

Estimated
Without a Mills With aMills Reduction in
Act Historic Act Historic Property
Property Property First Year Percent Taxes Over 10
Agreement Agreement Reduction Reduction Years
Estimated Assessed 0
Property Value $1,785,000 $932,783 $852,217 48% n/a
Estimated Property Taxes o
Payable to the City $21,206 $11,081 $10,125 48% $101,250

Source: Assessor/ Recorder’ s Office

The Budget and Legislative Analyst notes that estlmated property tax savings over 10 years is a
calculation of the pOSSIbIe impact of the Mills Act Historic Property agreement. Under the
provisions of the Mills Act Historic Property agreement the property must be revalued each
January 1st to determine the taxable Mills Act value for that year, and the estimated property
tax savings over 10 years will change based on adjusted assessed property value and property
tax rates. Therefore, the estimated property tax reduction to the City over 10 years could be
greater or less than $101,250 shown in the table above.

Mr. Jine advises that since property tax rates have not been finalized for FY 2014-15 and the
estimated property taxes assessed are based on the FY 2013-14 property tax rate of 1.188
percent of assessed value.

Over the initial 10-year Mills Act Historical Property agreement, the property owner will invest
an estimated $151,000 in property renovation and maintenance and save an estimated
$101,250 in property taxes, for net costs to the property owner of $49,750 in historic
renovations and maintenance, as shown in Table 8 below.

Table 8: Estimated Net Historic Renovation and Maintenance Costs to Property Owner

Property Owner Costs

Estimated Historic Renovation Costs . $101,000

Estimated Annual Maintenance Costs Over 10 Years 50,000

Estimated Periodic Maintenance Costs Over 10 Years 0

Total Costs to Property Owner 151,000

Property Tax Savings Over 10 Years 101,250
- Net Costs to Property Owner $49,750

According to Mr. Kato, all property taxes assessed to 3769 20th Street have been paid to the
City, through FY 2012-13, with no remaining balance outstanding.
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Duboce Park Historic District

The foliowing seven properties are in the Duboce Park Historic District:

Item File Property

6 ‘ 13-0522 50 Carmelita Street
7 13-0577 66 Carmelita Street
8 13-0640 70 Carmelita Street
9 13-1157 56 Pierce Street

10 13-1158 64 Pierce Street

11 13-1159 56 Potomac Street
12 13-1160 66 Potomac Street

On June 4, 2013, the Board of Supervisors approved Ordinance No. 107-13 to create the
Duboce Park Historic District located in the Duboce Triangle Neighborhood in San Francisco.™®
The Duboce Park Historic District includes 87 properties and the three interior block park
entrances at Carmelita, Pierce, and Potomac Streets, as shown in the map below. This historic
district designation was initiated by the Historic Preservation Committee and recommended for
approval by the Planning Commission pursuant to its authority under the City’s Charter to
recommend approval, disapproval, or modification of landmark and historic district
designations under the Planning Code to the Board of Supervisors.

Exhibit 5: Duboce Park Historic District

Landmark District

10 Article 10, Section 1004 of the Planning Code authorizes the Board of Supervisors to designate individual
structures or groups of structures that have special character or special historic, architectural or aesthetic interest
or values as a City landmarks or a districts.
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Under Article 10 of the Planning Code, following the designation of a structure or a group of
~ structures as a landmark or a district, any construction, alteration, removal or demolition for
which a City permit is required and that may affect the character-defining features of the
landmark or district necessitates a Certificate of Appropriateness from the Historic Preservation

-Commission.

The following seven properties are located in the Duboce Park Historic District.
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Item 6 - File 13-0522
Applicant: Adam Spiegel and Guillemette Broulliat-Spiege
Property Address: 50 Carmelita Street

Date of Historical Landmark Designation by the Board of Supervisors: June 4, 2013

Board of Supervisors Ordinance Number: Ordinance No. 107-13 designated the Duboce Park
Historic District and the property at 50 Carmelita Street is a contributor to the Duboce Park
Historic District pursuant to Article 10 of San Francisco Planning Code and thus qualifies as a
historic property.

Date of Historic Preservation Commission Approval: December 4, 2013

Property Description

According to the Planning Departmeht’s Mills Act Agreement Case Report for 50 Carmelita
Street, also known as the “Patrick and Carolina Reedy House,” the subject property is located
on the east side of Carmelita Street between Waller and Duboce Streets, the lot is adjacent to
Duboce Park. Assessor’'s Block 0864, Lot 011. It is located in a RH-2 (Residential House, Two
Family) Zoning District and a 40-X Height and Bulk District. The property was designated under
‘Article 10 of the Planning Code as a contributor to the Duboce Park Landmark District. The 2
1/2 story frame house was built in 1899 in a combination of the Queen Anne and Shingle styles.

Exhibit 6: 50 Carmelita Street
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Proposed Property Rehabilitation and Renovation Program
The property was fully rehabilitated at the time of purchase two years ago.

Proposed Property Maintenance Plan
The property owners have agreed to a maintenance plan with annual inspections for
maintenance which needs to be done on an ongoing basis, and includes the following

components:

= Painting and repairing the historic shingled siding and wood trim as needed,

= |nspecting the roof, flashing and vents regularly and replacing elements or the entire
roof when needed,

* |Inspection of the gutters, downspouts, grading to ensure there is no damage to the
foundation, '

= Maintenance of the exterior doors, stairways, balustrades, and decking for dry rot; and

® Routine inspections of the historic wood windows and non-historic skylights checking
for dry rot, damage, or leaks, and repairing any démage found according to best

practices.

Inspections would be conducted by (a) the Historic Preservation Commission, (b) the Office of
the Assessor-Recorder, (c) the Department of Building Inspection, (d) the Planning Department,
(e) the Office of the Historic Preservation of the California Department of Parks and Recreation,
and (f) the State Board of Equalization with 72 hours advance notice to ensure compliance with
the proposed historic property agreement. In addition, the Planning Department will administer
an inspection program to monitor the provisions of the agreement and will involve a yearly
affidavit issued by the property owner verifying compliance with the approved maintenance
and rehabilitation plans as well as a cyclical 5-year site inspection.

Ongoing maintenance is currently estimated to cost $23,000 per year.
Impact on Property Taxes

Table 9 below reflects the estimated assessed value of 50 Carmelita Street both with and
without the requested Mills Act Historical Property agreement, after the proposed
improvements are completed.
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Table 9: Summary of Assessed Value of 50 Carmelita Street and Estimated Reduction in

Property Taxes Over 10 Years

Without a
Mills Act With a Mills Estimated
Historic Act Historic ‘ Reduction in
Property Property First Year Percent Property Taxes
Agreement Agreement Reduction Reduction Over 10 Years
Estimated Assessed o
Property Value $2,620,58_2 $970,000 $1,650,582 63% n/a
Estimated Property Taxes o
Payable to the City $31,133 $11,524 $19,609 63% $196,090

Source: Assessor/Recorder’s Office

The Budget and Legislative Analyst notes that estimated property tax savings over 10 years is a
calculation of the possible impact of the Mills Act Historic Property agreement. Under the
provisions of the Mills Act Historic Property agreement the property must be revalued each
January 1st to determine the taxable Mills Act value for that year, and the estimated property
tax savings over 10 years will change based on adjusted assessed property value and property
tax rates. Therefore, the estimated property tax reduction to the City over 10 years could be
greater or less than $196,090 shown in the table above.

Mr. Jine advises that since property tax rates have not been finalized for FY 2014-15 and the
estimated property taxes assessed are based on the FY 2013-14 property tax rate of 1.188
percent of assessed value.

- Over the initial 10-year Mills Act Historical Property agreement, the property owner will invest
an estimated $411,000 in property renovation and maintenance and save an estimated
$196,090 in property taxes, for net costs to the property owner of $214,910 in historic
renovations and maintenance, as shown in Table 10 below. ‘

Table 10: Estimated Net Historic Renovation and Mainte_nance Costs to Property Owner

Property Owner Costs

Estimated Historic Renovation Costs : SO
Estimated Annual Maintenance Costs Over 10 Years 230,000
Estimated Periodic Maintenance Costs Over 10 Years 181,000
Total Costs to Property Owner ‘ 411,000
Property Tax Savings Over 10 Years 196,090
Net Costs to Property Owner $214,910

According to Mr. Kato, all property taxes assessed to 50 Carmelita Street have been paid to the
City, through FY 2012-13, with no remaining balance outstanding.
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ltem 7 - File 13-0577
Applicant: Amy Hockman and Brian Bone
Property Address: 66 Carmelita Street

Date of Historical Landmark Designation by the Board of Supervisors: June 4, 2013

- Board of Supervisors Ordinance Number: Ordinance No. 107-13 designated the Duboce Park
Historic District and the property at 66 Carmelita Street is a contributor to the Duboce Park
Historic District pursuant to Article 10 of San Francisco Planning Code and thus qualifies as a

historic property.
Date of Historic Preservation Commission Approval: December 4, 2013

Property Description

According to the Planning Department’s Mills Act Agreement Case Report for 66 Carmelita

. Street, The subject property is located on the east side of Carmelita Street between Waller and
Duboce Streets. Assessor’s Block 0864, Lot 015. It is located in a RH-2 (Residential-House, Two
Family) Zoning District and a 40-X Height and Bulk District. The property was designated under
Article 10 of the Planning Code as a contributor to the Duboce Park Historic District. The 1 %
story-over-basement frame house was built in 1900 by master builder Fernando Nelson in the

Queen Anne style.

Exhibit 7: 66 Carmelita Street

SAN FRANCISCO BOARD OF SUPERVISORS BUDGET AND LEGISLATIVE ANALYST
27



BUDGET AND FINANCE COMMITTEE MEETING DECEMBER 16, 2013

Proposed Property Rehabilitation and Renovation Program

According to the Planning Department’s Mills Act Agreement Case Report for 66 Carmelita
Street, the property owner proposes to continue rehabilitation efforts and the proposed
rehabilitation program involves the following components:

* Replacing historic elements with in-kind customs, including rotted entry stairs,
balustrades and porch decking; '

= Repainting of the stairs and porch;

= Repairing (or replacing, if needed) non-functional double hung windows at the front bay
on main floor and rear parlor;

= Replacing the roof;

= Replacing deteriorated non-historic skylights and resealing others;

= Repairing and repainting of historic siding; and

= Completing repairs based on structural engineers inspection to the brick foundation

The proposed rehabilitation and renovations are currently estimated to cost $192,000.

Proposed Property Maintenance Plan

In addition to the historic renovation discussed above, the property owners have agreed to a
maintenance plan with annual inspections for maintenance which needs to be done on an
ongoing basis, and includes the foIIowihg components:

= Wood siding, windows/glazing, roof, millwork and ornamentation;

®  Gutters, downspouts and drainage; and

=  The foundation. _
Inspections would be conducted by (a) the Historic Preservation Commission, (b) the Office of
the Assessor-Recorder, (c) the Department of Building Inspection, (d) the Planning Department,
(e) the Office of the Historic Preservation of the California Department of Parks and Recreation,
and (f) the State Board of Equalization with 72 hours advance notice to ensure compliance with
the proposed historic property agreement. In addition, the Planning Department will administer
an inspection program to monitor the provisions of the agreement and will involve a yearly
affidavit issued by the property owner verifying compliance with the approved maintenance
and rehabilitation plans as well as a cyclical 5-year site inspection.

Ongoing maintenance is currently estimated to cost $2,500 per year.
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Table 11 below reflects the estimated assessed value of 66 Carmelita Street both with_ and
without the requested Mills Act Historical

improvements are completed.

Property agreement, after the proposed

Table 11: Summary of Assessed Value of 66 Carmelita Street and Estimated Reduction in
' Property Taxes Over 10 Years

Without a
Mills Act With a Mills Estimated
Historic Act Historic Reduction in
Property Property First Year Percent Property Taxes
Agreement Agreement Reduction Reduction Over 10 Years
Estimated A dP )
V;'L:';a ed Assessed Property $1,999,993 $720,000 $1,279,993 64% n/a
Estimated Property Taxes o
Payable to the City $23,760 $8,554 $15,206 64%. $152,060

Source: Assessor/Recorder’s Office

The Budget and Legislative Analyst notes that estimated property tax savings over 10 years is a
calculation of the possible impact of the Mills Act Historic Property agreement. Under the
provisions of the Mills Act Historic Property agreement the property must be revalued each ‘
January 1st to determine the taxable Mills Act value for that year, and the estimated property
tax savings over 10 years will change based on adjusted assessed property value and property
tax rates. Therefore, the estimated property tax reduction to the City over 10 years could be
greatér or less than $152,060 shown in the table above.

Mr. Jine advises that since property tax rates have not been finalized for FY 2014-15 and the
estimated property taxes assessed are based on the FY 2013-14 property tax rate of 1.188
percent of assessed value.

Over the initial 10-year Mills Act Historical Property agreement, the property owner will invest
an estimated $217,000 in property renovation and maintenance and save an estimated
- $152,060 in property taxes, for net costs to the property owner of $64,940 in historic
renovations and maintenance, as shown in Table 12 below.
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Table 12: Estimated Net Historic Renovation and Maintenance Costs to Property Owner

Property Owner Costs

Estimated Historic Renovation Costs $192,000
Estimated Annual Maintenance Costs Over 10 Years 25,000
Estimated Periodic Maintenance Costs Over 10 Years . . 0
Total Costs to Property Owner 217,000
Property Tax Savings Over 10 Years 152,060
Net Costs to Property Owner $64,940

According to Mr. Kato, all property taxes assessed to 66 Carmelita Street have been paid to the
City, through FY 2012-13, with no remaining balance outstanding.
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Item 8 - File 13-0640
Applicant: Elise Sommerville
Property Address: 70 Carmelita Street

Date of Historical Landmark Designation by the Board of Supervisors: June 4, 2013

Board of Sdpervisors Ordinance Number: Ordinance No. 107-13 designated the Duboce Park
Historic District and the property at 70 Carmelita Street is a contributor to the Duboce Park
Historic District pursuant to Article 10 of San Francisco Planning Code and thus qualifies as a

historic property.
Date of Historic Preservation Commission Approval: December 4, 2013

Property Description

According to the Planning Department’s Mills Act Agreement Case Report for 70 Carmelita
Street, the subject property is located on the east side of Carmelita Street between Waller and
Duboce Streets. Assessor’s Block 0864, Lot 016. It is located in a RH-2 (Residential-House, Two
Family) Zoning District and a 40-X Height and Bulk District. The property was designated under
Article 10 as a contributor to the Duboce Park Landmark District. The 1 ¥ story-over-basement
frame house was built in 1900 by master builder Fernando Nelson in the Queeh Anne style.

Exhibit 8: 70 Carmelita Street
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Proposed Property Rehabilitation and Renovation Program

According to the P'Ianning Department’s Mills Act Agreement Case Report for 70 Carmelita
Street, the property owner proposes to continue rehabilitation efforts and the proposed
rehabilitation program involves the following components:

= Replacing or repairing historic wood siding and millwork;

= Reroofing and installing a Dutch gutter on the south side of roof (shared with 66
Carmelita St.; and _

* Installing a trench drain to remediate water run-off that is flooding the basement and
damaging the foundation, and walls.

The proposed rehabilitation and renovations are currently estimated to cost $43,000.

Proposed Property Maintenance Plan

In addition to the historic renovation discussed above, the property owners have agreed to a
maintenance plan with annual inspections for maintenance which needs to be done on an
ongoing basis, and includes the following components: '

»  Wood siding, windows/glazing, roof, millwork and ornamentation;

= Gutters, downspouts and drainage; and

»  The foundation.
Inspections would be conducted by (a) the Historic Preservation Commission, (b) the Office of
the Assessor-Recorder, (c) the Department of Building Inspection, (d) the Planning Department,
(e) the Office of the Historic Preservation of the California Department of Parks and Recreation,
and (f) the State Board of Equa'lization with 72 hours advance notice to ensure compliance with
the proposed historic property agreement. In addition, the Planning Department will administer
an inspection program to monitor the provisions of the agreement and will involve a yearly
affidavit issued by the property owner verifying compliance with the approved maintenance
and rehabilitation pians as well as a cyclical 5-year site inspection.

Ongoing maintenance is currently estimated to cost $1,200 per year.
Impact on Property Taxes

Table 13 below reflects the estimated assessed value of 70 Carmelita Street both with and
without the requested Mills Act Historical Property agreement, after the proposed
improvements are completed.
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Table 13: Summary of Assessed Value of 70 Carmelita Street and Estimated Reduction in
Property Taxes Over 10 Years

Without a Estimated
Mills Act With a Mills Reduction in
Historic Act Historic Property
~ Property Property First Year Percent Taxes Over 10
Agreement Apreement Reduction Reduction Years
Estimated Assessed . ' o
Property Value $635,263 $780,000 i) 0% n/a
Estimated Property Taxes o
Payable to the City 57,547 57,547 20 0% >0

Source: Assessor/Recorder’s Office

Because the current assessed value of the property with a historic property agreement is higher
than the assessed value without this agreement, the property owner would not receive a
reduction in property taxes in FY 2014-15. Over the initial 10-year Mills Act Historical Property
agreement, the property owner will invest an estimated $55,000 in property renovation and
maintenance, as show in Table 14 below. Property tax savings may be realized in later years of
the ten-year agreement due to changes in assessed value that cannot be estimated at this time.

Table 14: Estimated Net Historic Renovation and Maintenance Costs to Property Owner

Property Owner Costs

Estimated Historic Renovation Costs $43,000
Estimated Annual Maintenance Costs Over 10 Years 12,000
Estimated Periodic Maintenance Costs Over 10 Years 0
Total Costs to Property Owner 55,000
Property Tax Savings Over 10 Years 0
Net Costs to Property Owner $55,000

According to Mr. Kato, all property taxes assessed to 70 Carmelita Street have been paid to the

City, through FY 2012-13, with no remaining balance outstanding.
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Item 9 - File 13-1157
Applicant: Adam Wilson and Quyen Nguyen
Property Address: 56 Pierce Street

Date of Historical Landmark Designation by the Board of Supervisors: June 4, 2013

Board of Supervisors Ordinance Number: Ordinance No. 107-13 designated the Duboce Park
Historic District and the property at 56 Pierce Street is a contributor to the Duboce Park Historic
District pursuant to Article 10 of San Francisco Planning Code and thus qualifies as a historic
property.

Date of Historic Preservation Commission Approval: December 4, 2013

Property Description | .

According to the Planning Department’s Mills Act Agreement Case Report for 56 Pierce Street,
he subject property is located on the east side of Pierce Street between Waller and Duboce
Streets. Assessor’s Block 0865, Lot 013. It is located in a RH-2 (Residential- House, Two Family)
Zoning District and a 40-X Height and Bulk District. The property was designated under Article
10 of the Planning Code as a contributor to the Duboce Park Historic District. The 2 1/2 story-
over-basement frame house was built ¢. 1905 by master builder Fernando Nelson in the Queen
Anne style and features applied stick work reminiscent of the Tudor style.

Exhibit 9: 56 Pierce Street

SAN FRANCISCO BOARD OF SUPERVISORS ' BUDGET AND LEGISLATIVE ANALYST
34



BUDGET AND FINANCE COMMITTEE MEETING DEcemMBER 16, 2013

Proposed Property Rehabilitation and Renovation Program

According to the Planning Department’s Mills Act Agreement Case Report for 56 Pierce Street,
the property was fully rehabilitated prior to the Mills Act historic property agreement
application and as such, the property owners do not propose rehabilitation effort only the
maintenance plan discussed below.

Proposed Property Maintenance Plan

The property owners have agreed to a maintenance plan with annual inspections for
maintenance which needs to be done on an ongoing basis, and includes the following
components:

= Wood siding, windows/glazing, roof, millwork and ornamentation;

= Gutters, downspouts and drainage; and

»  The foundation.
Inspections would be conducted by (a) the Historic Preservation Commission, (b) the Office of
the Assessor-Recorder, (c) the Department of Building Inspection, (d) the Planning Department,
(e) the Office of the Historic Preservation of the California Department of Parks and Recreation,
and (f) the State Board of Equalization with 72 hours advance notice to ensure compliance with
the proposed historic property agreement. In addition, the Planning Department will administer
an inspection program to monitor the provisions of the agreement and will involve a yearly
affidavit issued by the property owner verifying compliance with the approved maintenance
and rehabilitation plans as well as a cyclical 5-year site inspection. '

Ongoing maintenance is currently estimated to cost $11,700 per year.

Impact on Property Taxes

Table 15 below reflects the estimated assessed value of 56 Pierce Street both with and without
_the requested Mills Act Historical Property agreement, after the proposed improvements are

completed.

Table 15: Summary of Assessed Value of 56 Pierce Street and Estimated Reduction in Property
Taxes Over 10 Years

Without a ‘ Estimated
Mills Act With a Mills Reduction in
Historic Act Historic Property
Property Property First Year Percent Taxes Over 10
) Agreement Agreement Reduction Reduction Years
Estimated Assessed $1,535,568 $910,000 $625,568 41% n/a
Property Value
Estimated Property Taxes
. 18,24 X , 41% 74,320
Payable to the City »18,243 310,811 57,432 0 ?

Source: Assessor/Recorder’s Office
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The Budget and Legislative Analyst notes that estimated.property tax savings over 10 years is a
calculation of the possible impact of the Mills Act Historic Property agreement. Under the
provisions of the Mills Act Historic Property agreement the property must be revalued each
January 1st to determine the taxable Mills Act value for that year, and the estimated property
tax savings over 10 years will change based on adjusted assessed property value and property
tax rates. Therefore, the estimated property tax reduction to the City over 10 years could be
greater or less than $74,320 shown in the table above.

Mr. Jine advises that property tax rates have not been finalized for FY 2014-15 and the
estimated property taxes assessed are based on the FY 2013-14 property tax rate of 1.188
percent of assessed value.

Over the initial 10-year Mills Act Historical Property agreement, the property owner will invest
an estimated $227,000 in property maintenance and save an estimated $74,320 in property
taxes, for net costs to the property owner of $152,680 in historic renovations and maintenance,
as shown in Table 16 below. |

Table 16: Estimated Net Historic Renovation and Maintenance Costs to Property Owner

Property Owner Costs

Estimated Historic Renovation Costs S0
Estimated Annual Maintenance Costs Over 10 Years 117,000
Estimated Periodic Maintenance Costs Over 10 Years 110,000
Total Costs to Property Owner 227,000
Property Tax Savings Over 10 Years 74,320
Net Costs to Property Owner $152,680

According to Mr. Kato, all property taxes assessed to 56 Pierce Street have been paid to the
City, through FY 2012-13, with no remaining balance outstanding.
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Item 10 - File 13-1158
Applicant: Jean Paul and Ann Balajadia
Property Address: 64 Pierce Street

Date of Historical Landmark Designation by the Board of Supervisors: June 4, 2013

Board of Supervisors Ordinance Number: Ordinance No. 107-13 designated the Duboce Park
Historic District and the property at 64 Pierce Street is a contributor to the Duboce Park Historic
District pursuant to Article 10 of San Francisco Planning Code and thus qualifies as a historic

property.
Date of Historic Preservation Commission Approval: December 4, 2013

Property Descriptiori

According to the Planning Department’s Mills Act Agreement Case Report for 64 Pierce Street,
the subject property is located on the east side of Pierce Street between Waller and Duboce
Streets. Assessor’s Block 0865, Lot 015. It is located in a RH-2 (Residential- House, Two Family)
Zoning District and a 40-X Height and Bulk District. The property was designated under Article
10 of the Planning Code as a contributor to the Duboce Park Historic District. The 2 1/2 story-
over-basement frame house was built c. 1905 by master builder Fernando Nelson in the Queen
Anne style and features applied stick work reminiscent of the Tudor style.

Exhibit 10: 64 Pierc_e Street
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Proposed Property Rehabilitation and Renovation Program

According to the Planning Department’s Mills Act Agreement Case Report for 64 Pierce Street,
the property owners propose to continue rehabilitation efforts and the proposed rehabilitation
program involves the following components:

= Repairing and painting historic wood siding;

= Repairing and replacing, as needed, historic millwork including wood trim and corbels;

= Repairing the leaded glass windows and transoms;

= Repairing the historic front door;

= Repairing or replacing all windows at the front of the house;

» Restoring the front entry, including flooring, lighting and removing non-historic
detailing;

» Replacing railings at the front entry stairs to be code compliant and historically accurate;

» Encasing the deteriorated brick foundation in concrete, adding structural steel beams,
comment frames, sheer walls and steel framing throughout the house to meet seismic
standards;

= Leveling the house to improve drainage at grade; removed concrete slabs at front yard

~and replaced with planter areas and borders (to improve the property);

» Remediating water pooling at the exterior of house by re-grading and installing trench
drain repaired existing roof drains; installed new roof drains to correct drainage issues
from neighboring houses.

The proposed rehabilitation and renovations are currently estimated to cost $141,000.

Proposed Property Maintenance Plan

In addition to the historic renovation discussed above, the property owners have agreed to a
maintenance plan with annual inspections for maintenance which needs to be done on an
ongoing basis, and includes the following components:

»  Wood siding, windows/glazing, roof, millwork and ornamentation;

= Gutters, downspouts and drainage; and

= The foundation. :
Inspections would be conducted by (a) the Historic Preservation Commission, (b) the Office of
the Assessor-Recorder, (c) the Department of Building Inspection, (d) the Planning Department,
(e) the Office of the Historic Preservation of the California Department of Parks and Recreation,
and (f) the State Board of Equalization with 72 hours advance notice to ensure compliance with
the proposed historic property agreement. In addition, the Planning Department will administer -
an inspection program to monitor the provisions of the agreement and will involve a yearly
affidavit issued by the property owner verifying compliance with the approved maintenance
and rehabilitation plans as well as a cyclical 5-year site inspection.

Ongoing maintenance is currently estimated to cost $6,500 per year.
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Impact on Property Taxes

Table 17 below reflects the estimated assessed value of 64 Pierce Street both with and without
the requested Mills Act Historical Property agreement, after the proposed improvements are

completed.

Table 17: Summary of Assessed Value of 64 Pierce Street and Estimated Reduction in Property
Taxes Over 10 Years

Without a ] Estimated
Mills Act With a Mills Reduction in
Historic Act Historic Property
Property Property First Year Percent Taxes Over 10
Agreement Agreement Reduction Reduction Years
Estimated Assessed o
Property Value $2,526,192 $950,000 $1,576,192 62% n/a
Estimated Property Taxes o
Payable to the City $30,011 $11,286 $18,725 62() $187,250

Source: Assessor/Recorder’s Office

The Budget and Legislative Analyst notes that estimated property tax savings over 10 years is a
calculation” of the possible impact of the Mills Act Historic Property agreement. Under the
provisions of the Mills Act Historic Property agreement the property must be revalued each
January 1st to determine the taxable Mills Act value for that year, and the estimated property
tax savings over 10 years will change based on adjusted assessed property value and property
tax rates. Therefore, the estimated property tax reduction to the City over 10 years could be
greater or less than $187,250 shown in the table above.

Mr. Jine advises that since property tax rates have not been finalized for FY 2014-15 and the
estimated property taxes assessed are based on the FY 2013-14 property tax rate of 1.188
percent of assessed value. :

Over the initial 10-year Mills Act Historical Property agreement, the property owner will invest
an estimated $233,000 in property renovation and maintenance and save an estimated
$187,250 in property taxes, for net costs to the property owner of $45,750 in historic
renovations and maintenance, as shown in Table 18 below.
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Table 18: Estimated Net Historic Renovation and Maintenance Costs to Property Owner

Property Owner Costs

Estimated Historic Renovation Costs $141,000
Estimated Annual Maintenance Costs Over 10 Years 65,000
Estimated Periodic Maintenance Costs Over 10 Years 27,000
Total Costs to Property Owner C 233,000
Property Tax Savings Over 10 Years 187,250
Net Costs to Property Owner $45,750

According to Mr. Kato, all property taxes assessed to 64 Pierce Street have been paid to the
City, through FY 2012-13, with no remaining balance outstanding.
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Item 11 - File 13-1159
Applicant: Karli Sager and Jason Monberg
Property Address: 56 Potomac Street

Date of Historical Landmark Designation by the Board of Supervisors: June 4, 2013

Board of Supervisors Ordinance Number: Ordinance No. 107-13 designated the Duboce Park
Historic District and the property at 56 Potomac Street is a contributor to the Duboce Park
Historic District pursuant to Article 10 of San Francisco Planning Code and thus qualifies as a

historic property.
Date of Historic Preservation Commission Approval: December 4, 2013

Property Description _ :

According to the Planning Department’s Mills Act Agreement Case Report for 56 Potomac
Street, the subject property is located on the east side of Potomac Street between Waller and
Duboce Streets. Assessor’s Block 0866, Lot 012. It is located in a RH-2 (Residential- House, Two
Family) Zoning District and a 40-X Height and Bulk District. The property was designated under
Article 10 of the Planning Code as a contributor to the Duboce Park Historic District. The 1.1/2
‘'story-over basement frame house was built in 1899 by neighborhood builders George Moore &
Charles Olinger in the Queen Anne style. This property was the informal sales office and home
of George Moore and his family. '

' Exhibit 11: 56 Potomac Street

pazsipiaLy
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Proposed Property Rehabilitation and Renovation Program

According to the Planning Department’s Mills Act Agreement Case Report for 56 Potomac, the
property owners propose to begin rehabilitation efforts and the proposed rehabilitation
program involves reconstructing and completing structural repairs to the historic front stairs
and porch based on historic photographs.

The proposed rehabilitation and renovations are currently estimated to cost $25,000.

Proposed Property Maintenance Plan

In addition to the historic renovation discussed above, the property owners have agreed to a
maintenance plan with annual inspections for maintenance which needs to be done on an
ongoing basis, and includes the following components:

= Wood siding, windows/glazing, roof, millwork and ornamentation;

»  Gutters, downspouts and drainage; and

= The foundation.
Inspections would be conducted by (a) the Historic Preservation Commission, (b) the Office of
the Assessor-Recorder, (c) the Department of Building Inspection, (d) the Planning Department,
(e) the Office of the Historic Preservation of the California Department of Parks and Recreation,
and (f) the State Board of Equalization with 72 hours advance notice to ensure compliance with
the proposed historic property agreement. In addition, the Planning Department will administer
an inspection program to monitor the provisions of the agreement and will involve a yearly
affidavit issued by the property owner verifying compliance with the approved maintenance
and rehabilitation plans as well as a cyclical 5-year site inspection.

Ongoing maintenance is currently estimated to cost $3,250 per year.
Impact on Property Taxes

Table 19 below reflects the estimated assessed value of 56 Potomac Street both with and
without the requested Mills Act Historical Property agreement, after the proposed
improvements are completed.
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Table 19: Summary of Assessed Value of 56 Potomac Street and Estimated Reduction in
Property Taxes Over 10 Years

Without a Estimated
Mills Act With a Mills Reduction in
Historic Act Historic Property
Property Property First Year Percent Taxes Over 10
Agreement Agreement Reduction Reduction Years
Estimated Assessed o
Property Value $1,064,403 $630,000 $434,403 41% n/a
Estimated Property Taxes o
Payable to the City $12,645 $7,484 $5,161 ‘ 41% $51,6;0

Source: Assessor/Recorder’s Office

The Budget and Legislative Analyst notes that estimated property tax savings over 10 yearsisa
calculation of the possible impact of the Mills Act Historic Property agreement. Under the
provisions of the Mills Act Historic Property agreement the property must be revalued each
January 1st to determine the taxable Mills Act value for that year, and the estimated property
tax savings over 10 years will change based on adjusted assessed property value and property
tax rates. Therefore, the estimated property tax reduction to the City over 10 years could be
greater or less than $51,610 shown in the table above.

Mr. Jine advises that since property tax rates have not been finalized for FY 2014-15 and the
estimated property taxes assessed are based on the FY 2013-14 property tax rate of 1.188
percent of assessed value.

Over the initial 10—yeér Mills Act Historical Property agreement, the property owner will invest
an estimated $57,500 in property renovation and maintenance and save an estimated $51,610
in property taxes, for net costs to the property owner of $5,890 in historic renovations and
maintenance, as shown in Table 20 below.

Table 20: Estimated Net Historic Renovation and Maintenance Costs to Property Owner

Property Owner Costs :

Estimated Historic Renovation Costs $25,000
Estimated Annual Maintenance Costs Over 10 Years 32,500
Estimated Periodic Maintenance Costs Over 10 Years 0
Total Costs to Property Owner ' 57,500
Property Tax Savings Over 10 Years 51,610
Net Costs to Property Owner $5,890

According to Mr. Kato, all property taxes assessed to 56 Potomac Street have been paid to the
-City, through FY 2012-13, with no remaining balance outstanding.
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Item 12 - File 13-1160
Applicant: with Adam Wilson and Quyen Nguyen
Property Address: 66 Potomac Street

Date of Historical Landmark Designation by the Board of Supervisors: June 4, 2013

Board of Supervisors Ordinance Number: Ordinance No. 107-13 designated the Duboce Park
Historic District and the property at 66 Potomac Street is a contributor to the Duboce Park
Historic District pursuant to Article 10 of San Francisco Planning Code and thus qualifies as a
historic property. ' '

Date of Historic Preservation Commission Approval: December 4, 2013

Property Description

According to the Planning Department’s Mills Act Agreement Case Report for 66 Potomac
Street, the subject property is located on the east side of Potomac Street between Waller and
Duboce Streets. Assessor’'s Block 0866, Lot 015. It is located in a RH-2 (Reéidential— House, Two
Family) Zoning District and a 40-X Height and Bulk District. The property was designated under
Article 10 of the Plannihg Code as a contributor to the Duboce Park Historic District. The 1 %
story-over basement frame house was built in 1899 by neighborhood builders George Moore &
Charles Olinger in the Queen Anne style.
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Exhibit 12: 66 Potomac Street

Proposed Property Rehabilitation and Renovation Program

According to the Planning Department’s Mills Act Agreement Case Report for 66 Potomac, the
property owners propose to continue rehabilitation efforts and the proposed rehabilitation

program involves and includes the following components:

Repairing and repainting the historic wood siding for historically accuracy;

Repairing and replacing, as needed, the historic millwork, including the decorative
shingles at the front pediment, existing dentils and corbeling;

Reroofing and installing moisture and thermal protection;

nstalling new wood windows at the rear of the house;

Repairing all windows at the front of the house;

Rebuilding all sashes, as needed;

Replacing the entire compromised brick foundation with a concrete foundation to meet
seismic standards;

Adding structural steel and leveling the house to improve drainage at grade;

Patching and repairing stucco at front facade; and

Rebuilding decks; railings and balconies.

The proposed rehabilitation and renovations are currently estimated to cost $189,000.
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Proposed Property Maintenance Plan

In addition to the historic renovation discussed above, the property owners have agreed to a
maintenance plan with annual inspections for maintenance which needs to be done on an
ongoing basis.

Inspections would be conducted by (a) the Historic Preservation Commission, (b) the Office of
the Assessor-Recorder, (c) the Department of Building Inspection, (d) the Planning Department,
(e) the Office of the Historic Preservation of the California Department of Parks and Recreation,
and (f) the State Board of Equalization with 72 hours advance notice to ensure compliance with
the proposed historic property agreement. In addition, the Planning Department will administer
an inspection program to monitor the provisions of the agreement and will involve a yearly
affidavit issued by the property owner verifying compliance with the approved maintenance
and rehabilitation plans as well as a cyclical 5-year site inspection.

The proposed property maintenance plan does not include annual maintenance cost, but Ms.
Susan Parks, Planning Department, estimates periodic maintenance over the ten years to total
$113,000.

Impact on Property Taxes

Table 21 below reflects the estimated assessed value of 66 Potomac Street both with and
without the requested Mills Act Historical Property agreement, after the proposed
improvements are completed.

Table 21: Summary of Assessed Value of 66 Potomac Street and Estimated Reduction in
Property Taxes Over 10 Years

Without a Estimated
Mitls Act With a Mills Reduction in
Historic Act Historic Property
Property " Property First Year Percent Taxes Over 10
Agreement Agreement Reduction Reduction Years
Estimated Assessed o
Property Value $1,895,874 $900,000 $995,874 53% n/a
Estimated Property Taxes :
. - » » 2 s % /]
payable to the City $22,523 $10,69 $11,831 53% $118,310

Source: Assessor/Recorder’s Office

The Budget and Legislative Analyst notes that estimated property tax savings over 10 years is a
calculation of the possible impact of the Mills Act Historic Property agreement. Under the
provisions of the Mills Act Historic Property agreement the property must be revalued each
January 1st to determine the taxable Mills Act value for that year, and the estimated property
tax savings over 10 years will change based on adjusted assessed property value and property
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tax rates. Therefore, the estimated property tax reduction to the City over 10 years could be
greater or less than $118,310 shown in the table above.

Mr. Jine advises that since property tax rates have not been finalized for FY 2014-15 and the
estimated property taxes assessed are based on the FY 2013-14 property tax rate of 1.188
percent of assessed value.

Over the initial 10-year Mills Act Historical Property agreement, the property owner will invest
an estimated $302,000 in property renovation and maintenance and save an estimated
$118,310 in property taxes,i for net costs to the property owner of $183,690 in historic
renovations and maintenance, as shown in Table 22 below.

Table 22: Estimated Net Historic Renovation and Maintenance Costs to Property Owner

Property Owner Costs

Estimated Historic Renovation Costs $189,000
Estimated Annual Maintenance Costs Over 10 Years 0
Estimated Periodic Maintenance Costs Over 10 Years 113,000
Total Costs to Property Owner 302,000
Property Tax Savings Over 10 Years 118,310
Net Costs to Property Owner $183,690

According to Mr. Kato, all property taxes assessed to 66 Potomac Street have been paid to the
City, through FY 2012-13, with no remaining balance outstanding.
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FiscAL IMPACT

Approval of the proposed historic property agreements for the 11 properties would result in
estimated reduced property tax revenues to the City in 2014 of $152,129 and estimated
reduced property tax revenues to the City over the initial 10-year period of $1,521,290, as

shown in the Table 23 below.'

Table 23: Estimated Reduction in Property Tax Revenues to the City in 2014

2014-2015 Reduced Property Tax Revenues to the City

Without a With a Estimated
Historic Historic . Reduction
Property Property First Year Percent Over 10
Item File Address Agreement | Agreement Reduction | Reduction Years

2 13-0463 | 1772 Vallejo Street $74,250 $26,381 $47,869 64% $478,690
3 13-0479 | 2550 Webster Street 34,744 29,978 4,766 14% 47,660
4 13-0506 | 1019 Market Street 207,900 196,495 11,405 5% 114,050
5 13-0521 | 3769 20th Street 21,206 11,081 10,125 48% - 101,250
6 13-0522 | 50 Carmelita Street 31,133 11,524 19,609 63% 196,090
7 13-0577 | 66 Carmelita Street 23,760 8,554 15,206 64% 152,060
8 13-0640 | 70 Carmelita Street 7,547 7,547 0 0% 0
9 13-1157 | 56 Pierce Street 18,243 10,811 7,432 41% 74,320
10 13-1158 | 64 Pierce Street 30,011 11,286 18,725 62% 187,250
11 13-1159 | 56 Potomac Street 12,645 7,484 5,161 41% 51,610
12 13-1160 | 66 Potomac Street - 22,523 10,692 11,831 53% 118,310
Total $483,962 $331,833 $152,129 $1,521,290

The Budget and Legislative Analyst notes that estimated property tax savings over 10 years is a
calculation of the possible impact of the Mills Act Historic Property agreement. Under the
provisions of the Mills Act Historic Property agreement the property must be revalued each
January 1st to determine the taxable Mills Act value for that year, and the estimated property
tax savings over 10 years will change based on adjusted assessed property value and property
tax rates. Therefore, the estimated property tax reduction to the City over 10 years could be
gfeater or less than $1,521,290 shown in the table above.

Mr. Jine advises that since property tax rates have not been finalized for FY 2014-15 and the
estimated property taxes assessed are based on the FY 2013-14 property tax rate of 1.188

percent of assessed value.
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PoLicYy CONSIDERATION

Approval of the 11 Proposed Historic Property Agreements , Together with the Six Previously
Approved Historic Property Agreements, Would Result in Estimated Reduced Property Taxes
' ~ to the City of $854,869 in FY 2014-15

The Mills Act was established in 1976 as an incentive to property owners. to improve their
properties to historic standards. The City currently has six historic property agreements, which
were approved by the Board of Supervisors from 2002 through 2013 The estimated annual
reduction in property tax revenues to the City due to the existing historic property agreements
is $702,740, as shown in the following table.

Table 24: Estimated Annual Reduction in Property Tax Revenues to the City under the Six
Existing Mills Act Historical Property Agreements

Without With
Board of Historical Historical Estimated

Supervisors Property Property Reduction in Percent
Approval Date Address Agreement Agreement | Property Tax | Reduction
May 13, 2002 460 Bush Street 44,519 24,472 20,047 45%
May 15, 2007 1080 Haight Street 82,415 32,453 49,962 61%
August 7, 2007 1735 Franklin Street 35,708 23,853 11,856 33%
November 18, 2008 | 690 Market Street - 1,807,186 1,282,186 525,000 29%
December 3, 2010 1818 California 112,791 28,504 84,287 75%
July 30, 2013 201 Buchanan Street 31,052 19,465 11,588 37%

Total ‘ 2,113,672 1,410,932 702,740

The total estimated reduction in property tax revenues to the City in FY 2014-15 will be
$854,869, including $702,740 for the existing six historic property agreements and $152,129 for
the proposed 11 historic property agreements, as shown in Table 23 above.

The Historic Property Agreements Are Extended Annually into Perpetuity Unless the Property
Owner or the Board of Supervisors Terminates the Agreement

Administrative Code Chapter 71 provides for the Board of Supervisors “full discretion to
determine whether it is in the public interest to enter into a historic properfy agreement
regarding a particular qualified historic property. The Board of Supervisors may approve,
disapprove, or modify and approve the terms of the historic property agreement”‘. Therefore,
approval of the 11 proposed historic property agreements is a policy decision for the Board of
Supervisors.

™ The Board of Supervisors previously rejected a Mills Act application (File 09-0263), and capped the property tax
reduction for another Mills Act applicant (690 Market Street, File 08-0953).
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Once the Mills Act historic property agreement has been enacted, the initial term is for ten
years, which is automatically extended each year on the anniversary date of the agreement.
The historic property agreement continues into perpetuity unless the property owner or the
Board of Supervisors files a notice of nonrenewal; once the notice of nonrenewal has been
filed, the term of the historical property agreement extends for a final 10 year term and is no
longer automatically extended each year.

Administrative Code Section 71.7 requires that the ' Planning Department and
Assessor/Recorder’s Office submit a joint report to the Board of Supervisors and the Historic
Preservation Commission on March 31, 2013 and every three years thereafter providing the
Departments’ analysis of the historical property agreement (Mills Act) program. Such report
has not been submitted to the Board of Supervisors.

Because, according to Mr. Tim Frye, Planning Department Preservation Coordinator, the Board
of Supervisors will not receive an analysis of the historical property agreement program
required by Administrative Code Section 71.7 until approximately March 31, 2016, the Budget
and Legislative Analyst recommends amending each of the 11 proposed resolutions to request
the Director of Planning to submit an annual report to the Board of Supervisors, Mayor,
Controller, and Budget and Legislative Analyst that details for each of the 17 properties (11
proposed and six existing) with an historic property agreement (1) the original date of approval
by the Board of Supervisors of the agreement; (2) the annual property tax amount under the
. historic property agreement; (3) the percent reduction in the annual property tax amount due
to the historic property agreement; (4) the reduction in annual property tax revenues to the
City; and (5) conformance of the property to the provisions of the historic property agreement.

RECOMMENDATIONS

1. Amend Resolution 13-0463 to specify that approval of the proposed historic property
agreement authorizes an exemption to the Mills Act historic property agreement eligibility
limit of $3,000,000 for a single family residence.

2. Amend Resolution 13-0506 to specify that approval of the proposed historic property
agreement authorizes an exemption to the Mills Act historic property agreement eligibility
limit of $5,000,000 for a commercial property.

3. Amend each of the 11 proposed resolutions to request the Director of Planning submit an
annual report to the Board of Supervisors, Mayor, Controller, and Budget and Legislative
Analyst that details for each property with an existing historic property agreement (1) the
original date of approval by the Board of Supervisors of the agreement; (2) the annual
property tax amount under the historic property agreement; (3) the percent reduction in
the annual property tax amount due to the historic property agreement; (4) the reduction
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in annual property tax revenues to the City; and (5) conformance of the property to the
provisions of the historic property agreement.

4. Approval of the proposed 11 resolutions, as amended, is a policy matter for the Board of
Supervisors.
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SAN FRANCISCO

CARMEN CHU
OFFICE OF THE ASSESSOR-RECORDER

ASSESSOR-RECORDER

MEMORANDUM

Date: December 12, 2013

To: Victor Young, Board of Supervisors
From: Michael Jine, Assessor-Recorder
Subject: Mills Act Values

Victor:-

Attached is a spreadsheet of the estimated Mills Act value _and property tax savings for the
following properties:

1019 Market
3769 20"
2550 Webster
1772 Vallejo
50 Carmelita
56 Pierce

56 Potomoc
64 Pierce

. 66 Carmelita
10. 66 Potomoc
11. 70 Carmelita

PNV A WNR

Remarks:

(a} The original values for #1 (1019 Market), #2 (3769 20™), and #4 (1772 Vallejo) have been
revised due to a change in the tax rate to 1.188% from 1.1691%.
(b) The original value for #3 (2550 Webster) has been revised due to a change in the tax rate to
. 1.188% from 1.1691% and a change in the use to owner occupied from non-owner

occupied.

City Hail Office: 1 Dr. Carfion B. Goodiett Piace
Room 190, San Francisco, CA 94102-4698
Tel: (415) 554-5596 Fax: {415) 654-7151

www . sfassessor.org
" e-mail: assessor@sfgov.org
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p.1

OFFICE OF THE ASSESSOR / RECORDER - CITY & COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO
"MILLS ACT' PROPERTY VALUATION

APN:  3607-062 SF Landmark# NA
Type of Property Single Family Residential Year: 2013 Date Filed: 6/1/2013
Property Location: 3769 20th Street Date of Sale: 2/10/2012

Applicant's Name: Brian Jackson Sale Price: $1,750,000

Agt./Tax Rep./Atty: none

Applicant supplied appraisal? No

1/1/2013

e Cor

S R

Land $559,670 |Land $1,249,500 {Land $1,068,000
Imps. . $373,113 [Imps. $535,500 |Imps. $712,000
Total $932,783 |Total $1.785,000 Total $1,780,000

1. Property Description

Land_Area: 2848 sq. ft. Present Use: Owner Occupied Zoning: RH-2

Year Built; unk Imp. Area (NRA) 2,350 Stories/Units: 3

Neighborhood: Eureka Valley Class Code: D
II. Issue(s): Historical Property - "Mills Act" valuation as of lien date (51/01/2013 :

Ill. Contents of Attached Valuation:

Cover Sheet p. 1
Income Valuation p. 2
Rental Information p.-3

Market Valuation p.4

V. Conclusions and Recommendations:
Based on the three-way comparison, the lowest of the three values is the restricted value. Therefore,

a reduction to the restricted value is recommended.

Gatherine Saul 08/22/13 : , Kim Kitano
Appraiser Date : Principal Appraiser
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Income Approach

APN 3607-062
3769 20" Street

Mills Aet
Lien Date 01/01/13
“Potential Gross Income ,
Rental Income 2350sq. ft. @ $48.51 $114,000
Less Vacancy & Collection Loss @ 5% -$5.700
Effective Gross Income $108,300
Less Operating Expenses -$15.600
Net Operating Income ‘ $92.700
Restricted Capitalization Rate
Rate Components:
Interest Rate per SBE @ 3.750%
Risk @ 4.000%
Property Tax Rate @ 1.188%
Amortization (40-year @ 2.500%
Remaining economic - 11.438%
Life; improvements)
Capitalization Rate Summation
Land: 3.750% Imps: 3.750%
4.000% ‘ 4.000%
1.188% 1.188%
8.938% 2.500%
’ 11.438%
Weighted Capitalization Rate:
Land: 8.938% X 06 = 5.3628%
Imps: 11.438% X 04 = 4.5752%
9.938%

Restricted Value @ $92,700 / 9.938% = $932,783

Taxable Value ~ Three-Way Comparison

1 Restricted Value $932,783
2 Factored Base Year Value $1,785,000

3 Market Value $1,780,000
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SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Historic Preservation Commission
Resolution No. 716
HEARING DATE OCTOBER 16, 2013
Hearing Date: October 16, 2013
Filing Date: May 1, 2013
Case No.: 2013.0582U
Project Address: 3769 20% Street
Landmark District: Libérty-Hill Landmark District
Zoning: RH-2 (Residential House, Two Family)
40-X Height and Bulk District
Block/Lot: 3607/062 |
Applicant: Brian Jackson &
Thomas Ranese
3769 20th Street
San Francisco, CA 94110
Staff Contact Susan Parks — (415) 575-9101
susan.parks@sfgov.org
Reviewed By Tim Frye — (415) 575-6822

tim.frye@sfgov.org

ADOPTING FINDINGS RECOMMENDING TO THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS APPROVAL OF
THE MILLS ACT HISTORICAL PROPERTY CONTRACT, REHABILITATION PROGRAM, AND
MAINTENANCE PLAN FOR 1019 MARKET:

WHEREAS, in accordance with Article 1.9 (commencing with Section 439) of Chapter 3 of Part 2 of
Division 1 of the California Revenue and Taxation Code, the City and County of San Francisco may
provide certain property tax reductions, such as the Mills Act; and

WHEREAS, the Mills Act authorizes local governments to enter into contracts with owners of private
historical property who assure the rehabilitation, restoration, preservation and maintenance of a qualified
historical property; and

WHEREAS, Ordinance No. 191-96 amended the San Francisco Administrative Code by adding Chapter
71 to implement California Mills Act, California Government Code Sections 50280 et seq.; and

WHEREAS, the existing building located at 3769 20% Street and is " a contributor to the Liberty-Hill

Landmark District pursuant to Article 10 of San Francisco Planning Code and thus qualifies as a historic
property; and

www.sfplanning.org

1650 Mission St.
Suite 400

San Francisco,
CA 94103-2479

Reception:
415.558.6378

Fax:
415.558.6409

Planning
Information:
415.558.6377



Resolution 0716 CASE NO. 2013.0582U
October 16, 2013 | 2769 20" Street

WHEREAS, the Planning Department has reviewed the Mills Act application, historical property
contract, rehabilitation program, and maintenance plan for 3769 20t Street, which are located in Case
Docket No. 2013.0582U. The Planning Department recommends approval of the Mills Act historical -
property.contract, rehabilitation program, and maintenarice plan; and

WHEREAS, the Historic Preservation Commission (HPC) recognizes the historic building at 1019 Market
Street as an historical resource and believes the rehabilitation program and maintenance plan are

appropriate for the property; and

WHEREAS, at a duly noticed public hearing held on October 16, 2013, the Historic Preservation
‘Commission reviewed documents, correspondence and heard oral testimony on the Mills Act
application, historical property contract, rehabilitation program, and maintenance plan for 3769 20%
Street, which are located in Case Docket No. 2013.0582U. The Historic Preservation Commission
recommends approval of the Mills Act historical property ‘contract, rehabilitation program, and

maintenance plan.

THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the Historic Preservation Commission hereby recommends that the
Board of Supervisors approve the Mills Act historical property contract, rehabilitation program, and
‘maintenance plan for the historic building located at 3769 20th Street.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Historic Preservation Commission hereby directs its Commission
Secretary to transmit this Resolution, the Mills Act historical property contract, rehabilitation program,
and maintenance plan for 3769 20th Street, and other pertinent materials in the case file 2013.0582U to the

Board of Supervisors.

I hereby certify that the foregoing Resolution was ADOPTED by the Historic Preservation Commission
on October 16, 2013. ‘I\

. §
s —
Jonas P. Ionin &/@*—v\

Acting Commission Secretary

™~

AYES: Hasz, Wolfram, Hyland, Johnck, Mastuda, Peariman .
NOES:
ABSENT: Johns

ADOPTED: 6-0

SAN FRANGISCD : 2
PLANNING DEPARTMENT
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PLANNING DEPARTMENT

December 4, 2013

Ms. Angela Calvillo, Clerk
Board of Supervisors

City and County of San Francisco
City Hall, Room 244

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

Re: Transmlttal of Planning Department Case Number 2013, 0582U.
Mills Act Historical Property Contract Apphcglon Lo
3769 20 Street (Contributor to the Liberty-Hill Landxhark Dlstnct)

BOS File No: (pending)

- Historic Preservation Commission Recommendation: Approval

Dear Ms. Calvillo,

On October 16, 2013 the San Francisco Historic Preservation Commission (hereinafter
“Commission”) conducted a duly noticed public hearing at a regularly scheduled meeting to
consider the proposed Mills Act Historical Property Contract Application;

At the October 16, 2013 hearing, the Historic Preservation Commission voted to approve the

proposed Resolution.

The Resolution recommends that the Board of Supervisors approve the Mills Act Historical
Property Contract, rehabilitation program and maintenance plan for the property at 3769 20%
Street, a contributor to the Liberty-Hill Landmark District.

Please note that the Project Sponsor submitted the Mills Act application on May 1, 2013. The

project sponsor completed the following scopes of work under a Certificate of Appropriateness

that was issued in November 2012.
The following components of the rehabilitation program have been completed over the past year:

»  Seismic improvements to historic portions of the house

The maintenance plan involves a cycle of annual inspections and maintenance and a longer-term
maintenance cycle to bé performed as necessary. It addresses the following components:

* wood siding,

*  windows/glazing,

= roof,

= millwork and ornamentation;

* gutters, downspouts and drainage; and
= the foundation

www . sfpianning.org

1650 Mission St.
Suite 400 .
San Francisco,

- CA94103-2479

Reception:
41 5.558.6378

Fax:
415.558.6409

Planning

Information;
. 415.558.6377
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Transmital Materials ' _ CASE NO. 2013.0582U
. Mills Act Historical Property Contract

The attached draft historical properfy contract will help the Project Sponsor mitigate these
expenditures and will enable the Project Sponsor to maintain the property in excellent condition
in the future. - :

As detailed in the Mills Act application, the Project Sponsor has committed to a maintenance plan '

~ that will include both annual and cyclical inspections. Furthermore, the Planning Department will
administer an inspection program to monitor the provisions of the contract. This program will
involve a yearly affidavit issued by the property owner verifying compliance with the approved
maintenance and rehabilitation plans as well as a cyclical 5-year site inspection.

Please find attached documents relating to the Commission’s action. If you have any questions or
require further information please do not hesitate to contact me.

Since

- AnMarie Rodgers for.
Manager of Legislative Affairs

Attachments:

Historic Preservation Commission Resolution No. 0716
Mills Act Contract Case Report, dated October 16, 2013, mcludmg the followmg
Exhibit A: Mills Act Historical Property Contract
Exhibit B: Rehabilitation & Maintenance Plan
Exhibit C: Market Analysis and Income Approach provided by the Assessor’s Office
Exhibit D: Mills Act Application
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Mills Act Contracts Case Report

Hearing Date: October 16, 2013

a. Filing Dates:
Case No.:
Project Address:

Conservation District:

Article 11 Category:

May 1, 2013
2013.0576U
1019 Market St.
N/A

I (Significant)

National Register Listing: Market Street Theater and Loft District

Zoning: C-3-G (Downtown General)
120-X Height and Bulk District
Block/Lot: 3703/076 )
b. Filing Date: May 25, 2012
Case No.: 2012.0679U0
Project Address: 2550 Webster St.
Historic Landmark: Landmark #38, Bourn Mansion
Zoning: RH-2 (Residential House, Two Family)
40-X Height and Bulk District
Block/Lot: 0580/013
Applicant: Gregory McCandless
Pacific Heights, LLC
PO Box 1962
Los Altos, CA 94023
c. Filing Date: May 1, 2013
Case No.: 2013.0582U
Filing Date: May 1, 2013
Project Address: 3769 20t Street
Landmark District: Liberty-Hill Landmark District
Zoning: RH-2 (Residential House, Two Family)
40-X Height and Bulk District
Block/Lot: 3607/062
Applicant: Brian Jackson & Thomas Ranese
3769 20th Street
San Francisco, CA 94110
Staff Contact Susan Parks - (415) 575-9101
susan.parks@sfgov.org
Reviewed By Tim Frye — (415) 575-6822

tim.frve@sfgov.org

wany sSlanning org

1650 Missfon St.
Suite 400

San Francisco,
CA 94103-2479

Reception:
415,558.6378

Fax
415.558.6409

Planning
Information:
415.556.6377



Mill Act Applications v 2013.0576U; 2012.0679U; 2013.0582U
October 16, 2013 1019 Market St.; 2550 Webster St.; 3769 20t St.

PROPERTY DESCRIPTION

a. 1019 Market St: The subject property is located on the east side of Market Street between 6% and
7t Streets. Assessor’s Block 3703, Lot 076. It is located in a C-3-G (Downtown General) Zoning
District and a 120-X Height and Bulk District. The property was designated under Article 11 as

~ Category I building. It is also listed on the National Register as a contributor to the Market Street
Theater Loft District, the UMB survey, and the Planning Department 1976 Architectural Survey.
The seven-story-over-basement, unreinforced masonry loft was built in 1909 by the McDonough
Estate Company, and designed by architect George Applegarth, to house the Eastern Outfitting
Company, which sold furniture, carpets, stoves and bedding through the 1930s. The interior and
ground floor were remodeled in 1937 and the building was renovated again in 1970. The primary
facade faces Market Street and is comprised of three sections: the ground floor storefront, the
Chicago style bay window flanked by giant terra cotta Corinthian columns, and capped with-a .
large decorative sheet metal cornice.

2250 Webster St.: The subject property is located on the east side of Market Street between
Broadway and Pacific Streets. Assessor’s Block 0580, Lot 013. It is located in a RH-2 (Residential-
House, Two Family) Zoning District and a 40-X Height and Bulk District. The property was
designated under Article 10 as City Landmark #38. It is also lvisted’in Here Today (page 24) and the
Planning Department 1976 Architectural Survey. The three-story-over-basement, masonry
residence was built in 1896 by William Bourne, President of the Spring Valley Water Company
and designed by architect Willis Polk in the classical revival style.

="

3769 20 St.: The subject property is located on the south side of 20th Street between Dolores and
Guerrero Streets. Assessor’s Block 3607, Lot 062. It is located in a RH-2 (Residential-House, Two
Family) Zoning District and a 40-X Height and Bulk District. The property was designated under
Article 10 as a contributor to the Liberty Hill Landmark District. It is also listed in Here Today
(page 299) and the Plarning Department 1976 Architectural Survey. The two-story-over-basement,
frame residence was built in 1871 in the Italianate style.

o]

PROJECT DESCRIPTION
This project is a Mills Act Historical Property Contract application.

MILLS ACT REVIEW PROCESS

- Once a Mills Act application is received, the matter is referred to the Historic Preservation Commission
(HPC) for review and recommendation on the historical property contract, proposed rehabilitation
program, and proposed maintenance plan. The Historic Preservation Commission shall conduct a public
hearing on the Mills Act application and contract and make a recommendation for approval or
disapproval to the Board of Supervisors.

The Board of Supervisors will hold a public hearing to review and approve or disapprove the Mills Act
application and contract. The Board of Supervisors shall conduct a public hearing to review the Historic
Preservation Commission recommendation, information provided by the Assessor’s Office, and any other
information the Board requires in order to determine whether the City should execute a historical
property contract for the subject property. ‘ '

SAN FRANCISCT ) 2
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Mill Act Applications ’ 2013.0576U; 2012.0679U; 2013.0582U
October 16, 2013 ' 1019 Market St.; 2550 Webster St.; 3769 20t St.

The Board of Supervisors shall have full discretion to determine whether it is in the public interest to
enter into a Mills Act contract and may approve, disapprove, or modify and approve the terms of the
contract. Upon approval, the Board of Supervisors shall authorize the Director of Plannmg and the
Assessor’s Office to execute the historical property contract.

MILLS ACT REVIEW PROCEDURES

The Historic Preservation Commission is requested to review each and make to recommendation on the
following;:

¢  The draft Mills Act Historical Property Contract between the property owner and the City and
County of San Francisco.
¢  The proposed rehabilitation program and maintenance plan.

The Historic Preservation Commission may also comment in making a determination as to whether the
public benefit gained through restoration, continued maintenance, and preservation-of the. property is
sufficient to eutweigh the subsequent loss of property taxes to the City.

APPLICABLE PRESERVATION STANDARDS.

Ordinance No. 191-96 amended the San Francisco Administrative Code by adding Chapter 71 to
implement the California Mills Act, California Government Code Sections 50280 ¢t seq. The Mills Act
authorizes local governments to enter into contracts with private property owners who will rehabilitate,
restore, preserve, and maintain a “qualified historical property.” In return, the property owner enjoys a
reduction in property taxes for a given period. The property tax reductions must be made i accordance
with Article 1.9 (commencing with Section 439) of Chapter 3 of Part 2 of Division 1 of the California
Revenue and Taxation Code.

TERM
Mills Act contracts must be made for a minimum term of ten years. The ten-year period is automatically
renewed by one year annually to create a rolling ten-year term. One year is added automatically to the
initial term of the coniract on the anniversary date of the contract, unless notice of nonrenewal is given or
the contract is terminated. If the City issues a notice of nonrenewal, then one year will no longer be added-

to the term of the contract on its anniversary date and the contract will only remain in effect for the
remainder of its term. The City must monitor the provisions of the contract until its  expiration and may

terminate the Mills Act contract at any time if it determines that the owner is not complying Wfﬂ1 t'he;i S

terms of the contract or the legislation. Termination due to default immediately ends the contract term.. .
Mills Act contracts remain in force when a property is sold.

ELIGIBILITY

San Francisco Administrative Code Chapter 71, Section 71.2, defines a “qualified historic property” as
one that is not exempt from property taxation and that is one of the following:

(a) Individually listed in the National Register of Historic Places;
(b) Listed as a contributor to an historic district included on the National Register of Historic Places;

SAT FRANCISCO 3
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Mill Act Applications 2013.0576U; 2012.0679U; 2013.0582U
October 16, 2013 _ 1019 Market St.; 2550 Webster St.; 3769 20t St.

(c) Designated as a City landmark pursuant to San Francisco Planning Code Article 10;

(d) Designated as contributory to an historic district designated pursuant to San Francisco Planning
Code Article 10; or ‘

(e) Designated as significant (Categories I or II) or contributory (Categories Il or IV) to a
conservation district designated pursuant to San Francisco Planning Code Article 11.

All properties that are eligible under the criteria listed above must also meet a tax assessment value to be
eligible for a Mills Act Contract. The tax assessment limits are listed below:

Residential Buildings
Eligibility is limited to a property tax assessment value of not more than $3,000,000.

Commercial, Industrial or Mixed Use Buildings
Eligibility is limited to a property tax assessment value of not more than $5,000,000.

Properties may be exempt from the tax assessment values if it meets any one of the following criteria:

. o The qualified historic property is an exceptional example of architectural style or represents a
work of a master architect or is associated with the lives of persons important to local or national
history; or

e Granting the exemption will assist in the preservation and rehabﬂltahon of a historic structure
(including unusual and/or excessive maintenance requirements) that would otherwise be in
danger of demolition, deterioration, or abandonment; ‘ :

Properties applying for a valuation exemption must provide evidence that it meets the exemption criteria,
including a historic structure report to substantiate the exceptional circumstances for granting the
exemption. The Historic Preservation Commission shall make specific findings as whether to recommend
to the Board of Supervisors if the valuation exemption shall be approved. Final approval of this
exemption is under the purview of the Board of Supervisors.

PUBLIC/NEIGHBORHOOD INPUT

The Department has not received any public comment regarding the Mills Act Historical Property
Contract.

STAFF ANAYLSIS

The Project Sponsor, Flanning Depaftment Staff, and the Office of the City Attorney have negotiated the
attached draft historical property contracts, which include a draft maintenance plan for the historic
building. Department staff believes that the draft historical property contracts and maintenance plans are
adequate.

a. 1019 Market St: As detailed in the Mills Act application, the Project Sponsor proposes to
continue rehabilitation efforts approved administratively under Minor Permit to Alter in July
2013. Staff determined that the proposed work, detailed in the attached exhibits, is consistent
with Secretary of Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation and for Restoration.

. The subject property is currently valued by the Assessor’s Office as over $5,000,000 (see attached
Market Analysis and Income Approach reports). The subject property qualifies for an exemption

‘hﬂ FRAMCISCO 4
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Mill Act Applications 2013.0576U; 2012.0679U; 2013.0582U
October 16, 2013 - ' 1019 Market St.; 2550 Webster St.; 3769 20t St.

as it is listed on the National Register as it is designated under Article 11 as a Category I building
and is a contributor to the National Register-listed Market Street Theater and Loft District. A
Historic Structures Report was required in order to demonstrate that granting the exemption
would assist in the preservation of a property that might otherwise be in danger of demolition or
substantial alterations. (See attached, 1019 Market St., Exhibit B)

The previously approved work program involves repair of the exterior including a new ground
floor storefront; repair of the upper story bays and terra cotta columns, restoring the sheet metal
cornice; re-glazing all existing historic windows. No changes to the use or configuration of the
building are proposed. Please refer to the attached Rehabilitation Plan for a full descrrptlon of the
proposed work.

The maintenance plan involves a cycle of annual inspections and maintenance and a longer—term_
maintenance cycle to be performed as necessary. The maintenance plan addresses care of the roof,
sheet metal, terra cotta, wood window sashes, sheet metal window mullions, and the parged
concrete walls. The attached draft historical property contract will help the Project Sponsor
mitigate these expenditures and will allow. the Project Sponsor to maintain the property in
excellent condition in the future.

b. 2250 Webster St.; The subject property is currently valued by the Assessor’s Office as under
$3,000,000 (see attached Market Analysis and Income Approach reports). Therefore, the 2550
Webster Street Mills Act application does not require an exemption.

The rehabilitation program involves exterior work to the Bourn Mansion, including repairs, in-
kind replacement of the historic slate roofing, structural framing and reinforcement, and repairs
to historic windows; restoration of the conservatory roof and leaded glass windows. No changes
to the use or configuration of the building are proposed. Please refer to the attached
Rehabilitation Plan for a full description of the proposed work.

The maintenance plan involves a cycle of annual inspections and maintenance and a longer-term
maintenance cycle to be performed as necessary. The maintenance plan addresses care of the roof
chimneys, masonry, millwork and ornamentation; sheet metal; windows and doors. The attached
draft historical property contract will help the Project S}iénéor mitigate these expenditures and
will induce the Project Sponsor to maintain the'property in excellent condition in the future.

Staff determined that the proposed work, detailed in the attached exhibits, is conswtent Wlth
Secretary of Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation and for Restoration.

c. 3769 20% St.: As detailed in the Mills Act application, the Project Sponsor proposes the
rehabilitation efforts approved and completed under Certificate of Appropriateness in November
2012 (Motion No. 0177). Staff determined that the proposed work, detailed in the attached
exhibits, is consistent with Secretary of Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation and for Restoration.

The subject property is currently valued by the Assessor’'s Office as under $3,000,000 (see
attached Market Analysis and Income Approach reports) and does not require an exemption.

SiHl FRAUGISCO : 5
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Mill Act Applications 2013.0576U; 2012.0679U; 2013.0582U
October 16, 2013 1019 Market St.; 2550 Webster St.; 3769 20th St,

The previously approved rehabilitation program involves in-kind replacement of historic
elements and seismic improvements to the historic portions of the house. No changes to the use
are proposed. Please refer to the attached Rehabilitation Plan for a full description of the-

proposed work.

The maintenance plan involves a cycle of annual inspections and maintenance and a longer-term
maintenance cycle to be performed as necessary. The maintenance plan addresses maintenance of
the wood siding, windows/glazing, roof, millwork and ornamentation; gutters, downspouts and
drainage; and the foundation. The attached draft historical property contract will help the Project
Sponsor mitigate these expenditures and will induce the Project Sponsor to maintain the property
in excellent condition in the future.

PLANNING DEPARTMENT RECOMMENDATION

The Planning Department recommends that the Historic Preservation Commission adopt a resolution
- recommending approval of these Mills Act Historical Property Contracts, rehabilitation and maintenance
plans to the Board of Supervisors. ' ' :

ISSUES AND OTHER CONSIDERATIONS

The Assessor and Recorders Office has provided initial review. The Planning Department is continuing to
working with the Assessor and Recorder’s Office to finalize the final property tax valuations and savings.

HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION ACTIONS

Review and adopt a resolution for each property:

1. Recommending to the Board of Supervisors the appfoval of the proposed Mills Act Historical
Property Contract between the property owner and the City and County of San Francisco;

2. - Approving the proposed Mills Act rehabilitation and maintenance plan for each property.

Attachments:
a.1019 Market St.
Draft Resolution .
Exhibit A: Draft Mills Act Historical Property Contract
Exhibit B: Draft Historic Structures Report
Exhibit C: Draft Rehabilitation & Maintenance Plan
Exhibit D: Draft Market Analysis and Income Approach provided by the Assessor’s Office
Exhibit E: Mills Act Application

b. 2550 Webster St.
Draft Resolution
Exhibit A: Draft Mills Act Historical Property Contract
Exhibit B: Draft Rehabilitation & Maintenance Plan
Exhibit C: Draft Market Analysis and Income Approach provided by the Assessor’s Office

S2H FRAMCISCO 6
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Mill Act Applications _ 2013.0576U; 2012,0679U; 2013.0582U
October 16, 2013 1019 Market St.; 2550 Webster St.; 3769 20t St.,

Exhibit D: Mills Act Application

c. 3769 20 St
Draft Resolution ‘
Exhibit A: Draft Mills Act Historical Property Contract
Exhibit B: Draft Rehabilitation & Maintenance Plan

Exhibit C: Draft Market Analysis and Income Approach provided by the Assessor’s Office
Exhibit D: Mills Act Application

SaH FRANCIZCO 7
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Recording Requested by, and

when recorded, send notice fo:
Director of Planning

1650 Mission Street

San Francisco, California 94103-2414

CALIFORNIA MILLS ACT
HISTORIC PROPERTY AGREEMENT
[3769 20th Streei]

"[N/A]")
SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA.

THIS AGREEMENT is entered into by and between the City and County of San Francisco,a -
California municipal corporation (“City”’) and Thomas Ranese and Brian Jackson (“Owner(s)”).

RECITALS

Owners are the owners of the property. located at > 769 20t Street i) San Franc1sco California (Block
*3607, Lot 062). The building located at P Bof e ; is designated as STATE ELIGIBILITY,
EG." City Landmark pursuant to Article 10 of the Planning Code" and is also known as the
“N/A" (“Historic Property”). ’
Owners desire to execute a rehabilitation and ongoing maintenance project for the Historic .
Property. Owners' application calls for the rehabilitation and restoration of the Historic Property
according to established preservation standards, which it estimates will cost approximately One
Hundred One Thousand Dollars ($101,0001). (See Rehabilitation Plan, Exhibit A.) Owners'
application calls for the maintenance of the Historic Property accordmg to established :
preservation standards, which is estimated will cost apprommately F1ve Thousand Dollar ($ 5000
-5) annually (See Maintenance Plan, Exh1b1t B).

The State of California has adopted the “Mills Act” (California Government Code Sections
50280-50290, and California Revenue & Taxation Code, Article 1.9 [Section 439 et seq.])
authorizing local governments to enter into agreements with property Owners to reduce their
property taxes, or to prevent increases in their property taxes, in retun for improvement to and
maintenance of historic properties. The City has adopted enablmg legislation, San Francisco

- Administrative Code Chapter 71, authorizing it to part1c1pate in the Mills Act program.

Owners desire to enter info a Mills Act Agreement (also referred to as a "Historic Property
Agreement") with the City to help mitigate its anticipated expenditures to restore and maintain
the Historic Property. The City is willing to enter into such Agreement to mitigate these
expenditures and to induce Owners to restore and maintain the Hlstorlc Property in excellent
condition in the future.

- NOW, TI-IEREFORE n cons1derat1on of the mutual Obhg&LIOD.S covenants, and conditions
contained herein, the pasties hereto do aglee as follows:

1. Apphcatlon of Millg Act. The beneﬁts pnvﬂeces restrictions and obhgatlons prov1ded
for in the Mills Act shall be applied to the Historic Property during the time that this Agreement
is in effect commencing from the date of recordation of this Agreement.




2. R ehabilitation of the Historic Property. Owners shall undertake and complete the work .
set forth in Exhibit A ("Rehabilitation Plan") attached hereto according 1o certain standards and
requirements. Such standards and requirements shall include, but not be limited to: the Secretary
of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties (“Secretary’s Standards™); the
rules and regulations of the Office of Historic Preservation of the California Department of Parks
- and Recreation (“OHP Rules and Regulations™); the State Historical Building Code as
determined applicable by the City; all applicable building safety standards; and the requirements
of the Historic Preservafion Commission, the Planning Conumission, and the Board of
Supervisors, including but not limited to any Certificates of Appropriateness approved under
_ Planning Code Article 10. The Owners shall proceed diligently in applying for any necessary
permits for the work and shall apply for such permits not less than six (6) months after
recordation of this Agreement, shall commence the work within six(6) months of receipt of
‘necessary permits, and shall complete the work within three (3) years from the date of receipt of
- permits. Upon written request by the Owners, the Zoning Administrator, af his or her discretion,
may grant an extension of the time periods set forth in this paragraph. Owners may apply for an °
extension by a letter to the Zoning Administrator, and the Zoning Administrator may grant the
extension by letter without a hearing. Work shall be deemed complete when the Director of .
Planning determines that the Historic Property has been rehabilitated in accordance with the
standards set forth in this Paragraph. Failure to timely complete the work shall result in

cancellation of this Agreement as set forth in Paragraphs 13 and 14 herein.

3. Maintenance. Owners shall maintain the Historic Property during the time this - ,
Agreement is in effect in accordance with the standards for maintenance set forth in Exhibit B
("Maintenance Plan"), the Secretary’s Standards; the OHP Rules and Regulations; the State

_ Historical Building Code as determined applicable by the City; all applicable building safety
standards; and the requirements of the Historic Preservation Commission, the Planning

Commission, and the Board of Supervisors, including but not limited to any Certificates of
Appropriateness approved under Planning Code Article 10. '

4, Damage. Should the Historic Property incur damage from any cause whatsoever, which
~ damages fifty percent (50%) or less of the Historic Property, Owners shall replace and repair the
damaged area(s) of the Historic Property. For repairs that do not require a permit, Owners shall
commence the repair work within thirty (30) days of incurring the damage and shall diligently
prosecute the repair to completion within a reasonable period of time, as determined by the City.
Where specialized services are required due to the nature of the work and the historic character
of the features damaged, “commence the repair work” within the meaning of this paragraph may - -
include contracting for repair services. For repairs that require a permit(s), Owners shall proceed
diligently in applying for any necessary permits for the work and shall apply for such permits not
‘less than sixty (60) days after the damage has been incurred, commence the repair work within
_ one hundred twenty (120) days of receipt of the required permit(s), and shall diligently prosecute
the repair to completion within a reasonable period of time, as determined by the City. Upon
written request by the Owners, the Zoning Administrator, at his or her discretion, may grant an
extension of the time periods set forth in this paragraph. Owners may apply for an extension by
a letter to the Zoning Administrator, and the Zoning Administrator may grant the extension by
Jetter without a hearing. All repair work shall comply with the design and standards established .
for the Historic Property in Exhibits A and B attached hereto and Paragraph 3 herein. In the case
. of damage to twenty percent (20%) or more of the Historic Property due to a catastrophic event,
such as an earthquake, or in the case of damage from any cause whatsoever that destroys more
than fifty percent (50%) of the Historic Property, the City and Owners may mutually agree to
terminate this Agreement. Upon such termination, Owners shall not be obligated to pay the
cancellation fee set forth in Paragraph 14 of this Agreement. Upon such termination, the City
shall assess the full value of the Historic Property without regard to any restriction imposed upon
the Historic Property by this Agreement and Owners shall pay property taxes to the City based
upon the valuation of the Historic Property as of the date of termination.

2



5.  Insurance. Owners shall secure adequate property insurance to meet Owners' repair and
replacement obligations under this Agreement and shall submit evidence of such insurarice to the
City upon request.

6. Inspections. Owners shall permit penodlc examination of the exterior and interior of the
Historic Property by representatives of the Historic Preservation Commission, the City’s
Assessor, the Department of Building Inspection, the Planning Department, the Office of
Historic Preservation of the Califormia Department of Parks and Recreation, and the State Board
of Equalization, upon seventy-two (72) hours advance notice, to monitor Owners' compliance’
with the terms of this Agreement. Owners shall provide all reasonable information and
documentation about the Historic Property demonstrating compliance with ﬂ]lS Agreement as

~ requested by any of the above-referenced representatives.

7. Term. ThlS Agreemmtshaﬂ be effective upon'the date of its recorda’uon and shallbein
effect for a term of ten years from such date (“Inifial Term™). As provided in Government Code
section 50282, one year shall be added automatically to the Initial Term, on each anniversary
date of this Agreement unless notice of nonrenewal is given as set foﬂh in Paragraph 10 herein.

8. Valuauon. Pursuant to Section 439.4 of the Cahforma Revenue and Taxation _Code, as '
amended from time to time, this Agreement must have been signed, accepted and recorded on or
before the lien date (January 1) for a fiscal year (the following July 1-June 30) for the Historic
Property to be valued under the taxation provisions of the Mills Act for that fiscal year.

9. Termination. In the event Owners terminates this Agreement dunng the Initial Term,
Owners shall pay the Cancellation Fee as set forth in Paragraph 15 herein. In addition, the City
_ Assessor shall determine the fair market value of the Historic Property without regard to any
- restriction imposed on the Historic Property by this Agreement and shall reassess the property
. taxes payable for the fair market value of the Historic Property as of the date of Termination
. without regard to any restrictions imposed on the Historic Property by this Agreement. Such -

reassessment of the property taxes for the Historic Property shall be effective and payable six (6)
months from the date of Termination.

10. Notice of Nonrenewal If in any year after the Initial Term of th13 Agreement has expired
either the Owners or the City desires not to renew this Agreement that party shall serve written

- notice on the other party in advance of the annual renewal date. Unless the Owners serves
written notice to the City at least ninety (90) days prior to the date of renewal or the City serves:
written notice to the Owners sixty (60) days prior to-the date of renewal, one year shall be .
automatically added to the term of the Agreement. The Board of Superv1sors shall make the
City’s determination that this Agreement shall not be renewed and shall send a notice of
nonrenewal to-the Owners. Upon receipt by the Owners of a notice of nonrenewal from the City,
Owners may make a written protest. At any time prior to the renewal date, City may withdraw
its notice of nonrenewal. If in any year after the expiration of the Initial Term of the Agreement,
either party serves notice of nonrenewal of this Agreement, this Agreement shall remiain in effect
for the balance of the period remaining since the execution of the last renewal of the Agreement.

11.  Payment of Fees. Within one month of the execution of this Agreement, City shall tender
to Owners a written accounting of its reasonable costs related to the preparation and approval of
the Agreement as provided for in Government Code Section 50281.1 and San Francisco
Administrative Code Section 71.6. Owners shall promptly pay the requested amount wfchm
forty-five (45) days of receipt. v

12. Defaul‘ An event of defanlt under this Agreement may be any one of the following:

U



(2) Owners’ failure to timely complete the rehabilitation work set forth in Exhibit A in
accordance with the standards set forth in Paragraph 2 herein;

(b) Owners’ failure to maintain the Historie Property in accordance with the
requirements of Paragraph 3 herein;

(c) Owners’ failure to repair any damage to the Historic Property in a timely manner as
provided in Paragraph 4 herein; : »

(@) Owners’ failure to-allow any inspections as provided in Paragraph 6 herein;

(e) Owners’ termination of this Agreement during the Initial Term;

(f) Owners’ failure to pay any fees requested by the City as provided in Paragraph 11
herein;

-(g) Owners’ failure to maintain adequate nsurance for the replacement cost of the

Historic Property; or - o ‘
' (h) Owners’ failure to comply with any other provision of this Agreement.

An event of default shall result in cancellation of this Agreement as set forth in
Paragraphs 13 and 14 herein and payment of the cancellation fee and all property taxes due upon
the Assessor’s determination of the full value of the Historic Property as set forth in Paragraph
14 herein. In order to determine whether an event of default has occurred, the Board of
- Supervisors shall conduct a public hearing as set forth in Paragraph 13 herein prior to
cancellation of this Agreement. ,

13. Cancellation. As provided for in Government Code Section 50284, City may initiate
proceedings to cancel this Agreement if it makeés a reasonable determination that Owners have
breached any condition or covenant contained in this Agreement, has defaulted as provided in
Paragraph 12 herein, or has allowed the Historic Property o deteriorate such that the safety and
integrity of the Historic Property is threatened or it would no longer meet the standards for a
Qualified Historic Property. In order to cancel this Agreement, City shall provide notice to the
Owners and to the public and conduct a public heating before the Board of Supervisors as
provided for in Government Code Section 50285. The Board of Supervisors shall determine
whether this Agreement should be cancelled. , : '

14.  Cancellation Fee. If the City cancels this Agreement as set forth in Paragraph 13 above,
Owners shall pay a cancellation fee of twelve and one-half percent (12.5%) of the fair market
value of the Historic Property at the time of cancellation. The City Assessor shall deterniine fair
market value of the Historic Property without regard to any restriction imposed on the Historic
Property by this Agreement. The cancellation fee shall be paid to the City Tax Collector at such
time and in such manner as the City shall prescribe. As of the date of cancellation, the Owners
shall pay property taxes to the City without regard to any restriction imposed on the Historic
Property by this Agreement and based upon the Assessor’s determination of the fair market value
of the Historic Property as of the date of cancellation. . ' _

i5.  Enforcement of Aereement. In lieu of the above provision to cancel the Agreement, the
City may bring an action to specifically enforce or to enjoin any breach of any condition or
covenant of this Agreement. Should the City determine that the Owners has breached this
Agreement, the City shall give the Owners written notice by registered or certified mail setting
forth the-grounds for the breach. If the Owners do not correct the breach, or if it does not
undertake and diligently pursue corrective action, to the reasonable satisfaction of the City within
thirty (30) days from the date of receipt of the notice, then the City may, without further notice,
initiate default procedures under this Agreement as set forth in Paragraph 13 and bring any
action necessary fo enforce the obligations of the Owners set forth in this Agreement. The City

- does not waive any claim of default by the Owners if it does not enforce or cancel this
Agreement.



16,  TIndemnification. The Owners shall indemnify, defend, and hold harmless the City and all
of its boards, commissions, departments, agencies, agents and employees (individually and
collectively, the “City™) from and against any and all liabilities, losses, costs, claims, judgments,
settlements, damages, liens; fines, penalties and expenses incurred in connection with or arising
in whole or in part from: (a) any accident, injury to or death of a person, loss of or damage to
property occurring in or about the Historic Property; (b) the use or occupancy of the Historic
Property by the Owners, their Agents or Invitees; (c) the condition of the Historic Property; (d)
any construction or other work undertaken by Owners on the Historic Property; or (e) any claims
by unit or interval Owners for property tax reductions in excess those provided for under this
Agreement. This indemnification shall include, without limitation, reasonable fees for attorneys,
consultants, and experts and related costs that may be incurred by the City and all indemuified
parties specified in this Paragraph and the City’s cost of investigating any claim. In addition to
Owners' obligation to indemnify City, Owners specifically acknowledge and agree that they have
ant immediate and independent obligation to defend City from any claim that actually or
potentially falls within this indemmification provision, even if the allegations are or may be
eroundless, false, or frandulent, which obligation arises at the time such claim is tendered to
Owners by City, and continues at all times thereafter. The Owners' obligations under this
Paragraph shall survive termination of this Agreement.

- 17.  Eminent Domain. In the event that a public agency acquires the Historic Property in
whole or part by eminent domain or other similar action, this Agreement shall be cancelled and
no cancellation fee imposed as provided by Government Code Section 50288. s ‘

18. ' Binding on Successors and Assigns. The covenants, beﬂeﬁts, restrictions, and -
obligations contained in this Agreement shall be deemed to run with the land and shall be
binding upon and inure to the benefit of all successors and assigns in interest of the Owners.

19.  Lepal Fees. In the event that either the City or the Owners fail to perform any of their
obligations under this Agreement or in the event a dispute arises concerning the meaning or
interpretation of any provision of this Agreement, the prevailing party may recover all costs and
expenses incurred in enforcing or establishing its rights hereunder, including reasonable
attorneys’ fees, in addition to court costs and any other relief ordered by a court of competent
jurisdiction. Reasonable attomeys fees of the City’s Office of the City Attorney shall be based
on the fees regularly charged by private attorneys with the equivalent number of years of -
experience who practice in the City of San Francisco in law firms with approximately the same -
number of attorneys as employed by the Office of the City Attorney.

20. Governing Law. This Agreément shall be construed and enforced m accordance with the
laws of the State of Califomia . ' :

21.  Recordation. Within 20 days from the date of execution of this Agreement, tHe City shall
cause this Agreement to be recorded with the Office of the Recorder of the City and County of
San Francisco. . _ e '

79,  Amendments. This Agreement may be amended in whole or in part only by a written
recorded instrument executed by the parties hereto in the same manner- as this Agreement.

73.  No Implied Waiver. No failure by the City to insist on the sirict performance of any
obligation of the Owners under this Agreement or to exercise any right, power, or remedy arising
out of a breach hereof shall constitute a waiver of such breach or of the City’s right to demand
strict compliance with any terms of this Agreement. "

24, Authority. If the Owners sign as a corporation or a partnership, each of the persons
executing this Agreement on behalf of the Owners does hereby covenant and warrant that such

5



entity is a duly authorized and existing entity, that such entity has and is qualified to do business
in California, that the Owner has fill right and authority to enter inio this Agreement, and that
each and all of the persons signing on behalf of the Owners are authorized to do so.

25.  Severability. If any provision of this Agreement is determined to be invalid or
unerforceable, the remainder of this Agreement shall not be affected thereby, and each other
provision of this Agreement shall be valid and enforceable to the fullest extent permitted by law.

use for any purpose, any iropical hardwood or tropical hardwood product.

26.  Tropical Hardwood Ban. The City urges companies not to import, purchase, obtain or

27.  Charter Provisions. This Agreement is governed by and subject to the provisions of the
Charter of the City. . . _ ' ‘ :

28. Signatures. This Agreemént may be signed and dated in parts
IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties hereto have executed this Agreement as follows: .

CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO:

By: v
Phil Ting -
- Assessor-Recorder : .

DATE:

By: . DATE:
John Rahaim .
Director of Planning

APPROVED AS TO FORM:
DENNIS J. HERRERA
CITY ATTORNEY

By: - - - DATE:
- [NAME] -
. Deputy City Attorney-

By:& Mﬂ@(ﬁng - DATE: &fthy
[NAME], Owner B yoekpn— B e

[IF MORE THAN ONE OWNER, ADD ADDITIONAL SIGNATURE LINES. ALL OWNERS
MUST SJGN AGREEMENT.] : -

OWNER(S)' SIGNATURE(S) MUST BE NOTARIZED. ’
ATTACH PUBLIC NOTARY FORMS HERE.

" please see atfached
California Jurat ' 6
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Mills Act Application ~Rehabilitation and Maintenance Plans
3269 20 Street — Jackson/Ranese Residence

Rehabilitation Plan

' Recently Completed Projects (2012~20‘U

Descrlgtlon Rehablllta’ﬂon restoration, and new rear deck addition to historic (1890s)
single-family home with prevnously eXIStlng (roughly 19803) addltlon

Scope: Structural Engineering -Consu]faht

Due to a number of sfructural issues with the -house, a Sfructural engineer Waé
obtained to verify and review all proposed structural rehabilitation and seismic
improvements.

Estimated Cost: $10,000

Scope: Seismic Upgrades — Shear Walls (Completed)

Shear walls and hold-downs were added to the east and west elevations at the first
and second floors of the house for increased seismic reinforcement. -

Estimated Cost: $5,000

Scdge-:' Seismic Upgrades — Concrete Found_atiori (Compléted)

Increased seismic measures at foundation. Removed non-historic concrete

. foundation and remaining patch of historic, deteriorated. brick foundation and

replaced with new cripple walls and poured new concrete foundation. New is same
height (18") as previous foundation and did not raise or alter house.

Estimated Cost: ($30,000)

Scope: Structural Improvements to Roof — Collar Ties (Completed)

" Prevented the roof from continuing spreading outward. 'inoreased the stability and

integrity of historic roof by adding collar tles to all roof trusses to prevent roof from
confinuing to spread outward.

Estimated Cost: $3,500-

Scope: Structural Improvements to Roof - Beam (C-omple_ted)



Historic roof and roof at e‘xi’sting addition were sagging. A structural beam was
inserted laterally (where the historic house meets the existing addition) spanning the
kitchen, and reinforcing the structure along the southern pariion of the house.

Estimafed Cost: $3,500

» Scope: Remediate Water Damage at Rear Yard (Completed)

Eliminate water shed toward rear foundation of house by re-grading area,-and
creating a new 5°0” high retaining wall at the back of lot. Replaced heavily
deteriorated brick retaining walls at existing rear addition with new, reinforced
concrete retaining walls.. '

Estimated Cost: $7,000

- Scope: Wood Siding Repairs (Completed)
Repaired and-replaced historic siding on east side of the house. Historic 4 wood
. siding was repaired when possible and replaced in-kind as necessary to match
existing historic siding. :

Estimated Cost: $5,000

e ._Scope:-Window Replacement (Completed).

Rebléced non-historic (1980s alterations) one glass block window on East elevation
of the historic portion of the house with oné traditional double-hung, wood window to
match existing historic windows.

Estimated cost: $5,000

Short-Term Projects (2014-2016)

- Scope: Restore Front Faga_de - Conduit (Proposed)

Remove non-functional, non-historic electrical conduits on front fagade

Estimated cost: $2,000
« Scope: Restore Front Fagade — Wood Siding and Trim (Proposed)
Inspect existing wood siding on front facade for water darhage and dry rot. Retain

original siding wherever possible. If siding must be replaced, it will be replaced in-
- kind with wood siding to match existing. . : :



Inspect existing trim and millwork on front fagade for water damage and dry rot.
Retain original millwork wherever possible. If miliwork must be replaced, it will be
replaced in-kind with.wooden millwork to match existing. '

Repéint entire exterior of house.

Estimated Cost: $30,000

- Scope: Replace Front Stairs (Proposed)

_ Inspect front stairs and repair if needed. If stairs are replaced, they will be configured
and constructed to match those found in known historic photos of the property. -

Fix gap between house and‘néighbors’ front steps at East side of the front entry
Scope: Repair Roof Deck (Proposed)

Repair and waterproof front deck above snout garage. Eliminate water
drainage/pooling issues before damage occurs to front facade. Inspect non-historic
deck and repair or replace decking as necessary. If roof deck requires replacement,
we will consider eliminating and replacing the non-historic garage parapet/deck
railing with a miofe appropriate railing and landscaping.




© Mills Act Application — Rehabilitetion and Maintenance Plans

3269 20 Street —Jackson/Ranese Residence

Maintenance Plan

On-going Maintenance.(to be completed annuatly)

. inspect roof for deterioration or water damage; including shingles, flashing, eaves,
and cornice. Repair damage as discovered. (Proposed)

- Inspect masonry ch_imnéy; repair and replace brick work as necessary. New brick will
be salvaged to match historic. Inspect mortar and repoint as necessary. (Proposed)

- Inspect all exterior dodrs for proper seal and function. Replace and adjuét hardware

as necessary. (Proposed)

- Inspect glazing annually, checking for signs of moisture infiltration. Moisture damage
to.windows will be repaired using best practices guidelines. (Proposed})

On-going Maintenance (to be completed every 10 yearﬂ

 Inspect and repair wood siding, réplace and repair as necessary. Wood siding will be
repaired using best practices guidelines. (Proposed) :

e 'Repainfhduse‘aS"necessary.—(Proposed)*'— e e ]

-« Replace asphalt roof in-kind when necessary. (Proposed)



7. Notary Acknowledgment Form

The notarized signature of the majority representative owner ox oWners, as established by deed or contract, of the
subject property or properties is required for the filing of this application. (Additional sheets may be attached.).

State of California

S bpanasco

County of: :
ne 2003 V. Tz eTtar/ vt
On;: e 1720 before me, ’m // 12/ ? .
DATE . INSERT NAME OF THE OFFICER

NAME(S) OF SIGNER(S)

NOTARY PUBLIC personally appeared: i e Tadien pk Toovd W ,

who proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be the person(s) who name(s)Js/afe subscribed to
the within instrument and acknowledged to me that be/shejthey exécuted the same indisfirerfthelr authorized
capacity(fes), and that by kiefker/thelr signature(s) on the instrurent the person(s), or the entity upon behalf
of which the person(s) acted, executed the instrument. . - :

| certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the [sws of the State of California that the foregoing paragraph is
true and correct. ) .

.. WITNESS my hand and official seal.

WAV g rame

l N

! W. TURNEY g
ey Commission # 1927476 § ¥
=12 Notary Public - Caiifornia z
=\ San Francisco County - =
3 [

My Comm. Expires Mar "1, 2015 %

PSS SRR

SKN EAANCISCO PLAKNING DEPARTMENT Y.10.18.2012



_Exhibit C: Draft Market Analysis and Income
Approach provided by the Assessor’s Office



p. 1

OFFICE OF THE ASSESSOR / RECORDER - CITY & COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO
"MILLS ACT' PROPERTY VALUATION

APN: 3607-062 SF Landmark# NA

Type of Property Single Family Residential Year: 2013 Date Filed: 6/1/2013
Property Location: 3769 20th Street Date of Sale: 2/10/2012

Applicant's Name: Brian Jackson Sale Price: $1,750,000

Agt./Tax Rep./Atty: none

Applicant supplied appraisal? No

For/_Nevs( Value, Event Date: 1/1/2013

Land . , $560,742 jLand - $1,249,500 |Land $1,068,000
Imps. : $373,828 |Imps. : $535,500 |Imps. $712,000
Total $934,570 |Total ' $1,785,000 |Total $1,780,000
l. Property Description . ,

Land Area: ' 2848 sq. ft. I5res_ent Use: Owner Occupied Zoning: RH-2

Year Built: unk Imp. Area (NRA) 2,350 Stories/Units: 3 '
Neighborhood:. Eureka Valley Class Code: D

1L Issue(s): Historical Property - "Mills Act" valuation as of lien date 01/01/2013

ill. Contents of Attached Valuation:

Cover Sheet’ : p.1
Income Valuation p.2
Rental Information p.3
Market Valuation ’ p. 4

IV. Conclusions and Recommendations:
Based on the three-way comparison, the towest of the three values is the restricted value. Therefore,

a reduction to the restricted value is recommended.

Catherine Saul 08/22/13 Kim Kitano
Appraijser _ Date Principal Appraiser




Ihcome Approach

APN 3607-062
.3769 20" Street
Mills Act
Lien Date 01/01/13
Potential Gross Income : :
Rental Income 2350sq. ft. @  $48.51 $114,000
Less Vacancy & Collection Loss @ 5% -$5,700‘
Effective Gross Income $108,300
Less Operating Expenses -$15.600
Net Operating Income " $92,700
Restrieted Capitalization Rate .
Rate Components:
Interest Rate per SBE @ 3.750%
Risk @ 4.000%
Property Tax Rate @ - 1.169%
Amortization (40-year @ 2.500%
Remaining economic - 11.419%
Life; improvements) '
Capitalization Rate Summation
- Land: 3.750% Imps: 3.750%
4.000% 4.000%
1.169% 1.169%
8.919% 2.500%
: : 11.419%
Weighted Capitalization Rate:
Land: ' 8.919% X 06 = 5.3514%
Imps: - 11.419% X 04 = 4.5676%
9.919%

N

Restricted Value @  $92,760/9.919% = §934,570

Taxable Value — Three-Way Comparison

1 Restricted Value $934,570
2 Factored Base Year Value $1,785,000
3M

Jarket Value $1.780,000

"

8
-]
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 Exhibit D: Mills Act Application



| A?FU@A&TE@N FOR

Mills Act Hrstgrrce! Prgperty Cesﬁtra@t

1. Owner/Applir:an’r Informatio.n

PROPERTY OWNER 1 NAME: - 1 TELEPHONE;

Birian. Jadson (qﬂ) 2R '3‘265

PROPERTY OWNER 1 ADDRESS: . . . D A EMAIL
244 9ot SreeT Cor Byt O GHiie |birew %emag a,elyjcv@jyhd

PHDPERTYDWt\lEHZNAME' ) ] TELEPHONE: .
Towat® Lanese G rh glb 5‘%4‘1

PHOFEHTY DWNEH 2 ADDRESS: : EMAIL: '
’b?’Lg’( W > Greerr, QWL ?az'woaauo th %ﬂ, o |[Hhomas. ‘ﬁthﬁ'@ e‘v‘f&' e

PROPERTY OWNER 3 NAME:, TELEPHONE:

. (. )
PROPERTY OWNER 3 ADDRESS: EMAIL:
2. Subject Property lnformatlon
PROPERTY ADDRESS: -H-. : : - ZIP CODE:
S . war - g_a_ﬂ_u_ 'FWM en- qiilo
' | PROPERTY PURCHASE DATE: ASSESSOR BLDCK/LOT(S) ) T "
Foovuarnry 10, 'H’Jll- B> /‘0(92’
‘MOST HMMSBSEEVALUE L ZONING DISTRICT:
4‘ 1931, 8% rﬁ‘uai'S Cw“% 20,5 "15 Rt

Are taxes on all property owned within the City and County of San Francisco pard to date? YES @/ NG
Do you own other property in the Clty and County of San Francisco? ' YES[1 NO @’

If Yes, please list the addresses for alf other property owned within the City of San Francrsco

on a separate sheet, .
Property Is designated as a Gity Landmark underArticIe 10 of the Planning Code YES[1 NO[T
Are there any outstanding enforcement cases on the property from the San Francisco YES [] » NO [
Planning Department or the Department of Buildirig Inspection?

/we am/are the present owner(s) of the property described above and hereby apply for an historical property .

contract.

/.

Owner Srgnature é Z ;gg

Oviner Signature: 1 1A ae. P
- i

" Owner Signaiure: 7
‘ /

SAN FRANCISCO PLARNING DEPARTMERT V.10.15.2012

Date:_ 7262013
Date: & ’_2&{}’_9 13
S i :

. Date:

llw«e



3. Program Priority Criteria
The following criteria are used to rank applications. Please check the appropriate categories as they apply to your

building. Use a separate sheet to explain why yout building should be considered a priority when awarding a Mills
Act Historieal Property Coniract. Buildings that qualify in three of the five categories are given priority consideration.

1. Property meets one of the six criteria for a qualified historic property:

Property ls individually listed in the National Register of Historic Places " YEST] NO |i"lj

" Property islisted as a coniributor to ‘an historic district included on the National Register YES B/ NO []
.of Historic Places : -

. Property is designated as a City Landmark under Article 10 of the Planning Code - YES[] NO B/
Property is designated as a contributory bwldlng toan hlstonc district designated under YES B/ NO [
Asticle 10 of the Plannlng Code _ . ) .
Property is deSIgnated asa Category | or 1l {significant) to a conservation dlstnct under YES[] NO B/

Article 11 of the Plannrng Code N :

Propsrty Is designated as a Category [l or IV {contributory) to a conservation disirict YES
under Article 11 of the Planning Code B 0 No E‘y

2, Properiy falls under the following Property Tax Value Assessments:

Residential Buildings: $3,000,000 ' : Y.ES o noO

Commercual Industrial or Mixed Use Burldmgs $5 000 000 _ : YES [ INO O "'I"%'

*If property value exceeds these values please complete Part 4: Application of Exemption

3. Rehabilitation/Restoration/Maintenance Plan:

A 10 Year Rehabilitation/Restoration/Maintenance Plan will be submitted detailing workto ~  ygg M/ No[J
be performed on the subject property - .

4. Required Standards:

Proposed work will meet the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of YES sz . NO ]
" Historic Properties andfor the Cal'rfomia-Historic Building Code. ' .

*Detail how the proposed work meets the Secretary of Inferfor Standards on a separate sheet or include as pan‘ of
Rehabllltatlon/Restoratron/Mamtenance Plan.

5. Mills Act Tax Savings:

Property owner will ensure that a portion of the Mills Act tax savings will be used o YES E{I NO D
“finance the preservation, rehabilitation, and maintenance of the property {

SAN FRANCISCO PLANRING DEPARTMENT V.30.36.2012



4. Appiicaﬂon for Exempﬁon from Property Tax Valuation

If answered “no” to either quesiion under No. 2 “Property fall under the following Property Tax Value
Assessments” in the Program Priority Criteria Checklist, on a separate sheet of paper, explain how the property
meets the following criteria and should be exempt from the property taxvaluat[ons Also attacha copy r of the
most recent property tax bill.

1. The s1te, building, or object, or structutre is a particularly significant resource and represents an excepuonal
. example of an architectural style, the work of a master, or is assoctated with the lives of significant persons or
events important to local or natural hlstory, or

2. Graniing the exemption will assist in the preservation of asite, building, or object, or structure that would
otherwise be in danger of demolition, substantial alteration, or disrepair. (A historic stmctures reportbya
qualified consultant must be subrmtted to demonstrate meehng this requirement).

NAMES:

TAX ASSESSED VALUE:

PROPERTY ADDRESS: -

) By signing below, I/we acknowledge that Ifwe am/are the owner(s) of the structure referenced above and by applying.
for exemption from the ]mutatlons certify, under the penalty of perjury, that the information attached and provided is
accurate.

Owner Signature: ﬂ{oﬁ@i p“" q" . B Date: \ J vAL 20 ‘3

Owner Signatu%@@ﬁp Dat'e: . b/ i / 13

"Owner Signature: : Date:

Planning Department Staff Evaluation

THIS SECTION TO BE COMPLETED EXCLUSIVELY BY PLANNING DEPARTMENT STAFF

Exceptional Structure? YES ] nNO 3 i  Percent above value limit:

Specific threat 10 resource? ’ YES[] NO[OJ , No. of criteria satisfied:
i .
Complete HSR submitted? yes O nNo O Planner’s [nitial:

SAN FRANCISCO FLANNING DEPARTMENT V.10.18.2012



5. Draft Mills Act Historical Agreement

Please use the Planning Department’s standard form “Historical Property Coniract” located on the Planning
Department’s Forms page at www.sfplanning.org. Any modifications to the City’s standard form contract
made by the applicant or the submittal of an independently prepared contract shall be subject to approval by
the City Attorney prior to consideration by the Historic Preservation Commission and the Board of Supervisors
and may result in additional processing time. ’

6 - SAN FRANGISCO PLANNING DEPARTMENT V.10.18.2612



CALIFORNIA JURAT WITH AFFIANT STATEMENT

© 2010 Nafional Notary Association = NationalNotary.org « 1-800-US NOTARY (1-800-876-6827)

ltem #5231

GOVERNMERT CODE § 8202

. g}_,'A{['R\,Vﬁeﬁif?\\‘!’?\{.Acmﬁ\ﬁ@\ﬁ{_A(@\{(ﬁ{ﬁ\ﬁ{{?gﬁta@m@ﬁcﬁﬁu%ﬁcf N R XN AN AR AR AR, 7
5 ; . : B
& See Attached Document (Notary to cross out lines 16 below) ' }
y [ See Statement Below (Lines 1-6 to be completed only by document signer(s], not Nota %
& ' ’ 5
%) &S
g )
3 4
« 9
A &5
d )
S &
¢ b
g(: s Signature of Document Signer No. 1 Signature of Document Signer No. 2 (if any) E
(‘ State of California Subscribed and sworn to (or affirmed) before me
. | Sao TrAnale <r  Jwe o
4 - N . l = 3 5
S County of G - on this day of .20 1 . B
I Date ‘ Month Year &
¢ LBy )
: 0 S JAolsen ;
ES - Name of Signer ’ :2

: - . . . by
2 proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence  §
% . to be the person who appeared before me () ()
O D N A N SR . o ."
g o W, TURNEY ?; o o~ Sand ? _

4 9 canmisson# s27érs £ T ewds eece. B
i b * Notary Public - Cafifornia z (2) ) . y )
q . z San Francisco County = _ Name of Signer : )
d | * -y Comm. Expires Mar “1, 2015 5 proved fo me on the basis of satisfactory evidefice )
& cEmmTEmETEEEm to be the person who _appeared before”me) 2
i« o Signature i : - B
@ Place Notary Seal Above : Yonature of Notary Publi . 3
4 OPTIONAL )
« _ : . RIGHT THUMBPRINT [

% : OF SIGNER #1 OF SIGNER #2 )
E&‘ Though the inforrmation below is not required by law, it may prove valuable Top of thumb here Top of thumb here 5
? to persons relying on the document and could prevent fraudulent removal <
; and reattachment of this form 1o anottier document. f}
q . B
% Further Descripiion of Any Attached Document ! 5
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Tz AL TV et Li2elesyf 7 A
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5'_ Documerit Date: Number of Pages: :)
q )
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-l

TOTAL COST {rounded to nearest dolar):

6. Rehabilitation/Restoraiion/Maintenance Plan

Use this form to outline your rehabilitation, restoration, and maintenance plan. Copy this page as necessary to
include all items that apply to your property. Begin by listing recently completed work (if applicable) and continue
with work you propose to complete within the next fen years arranging in order of prority.

Please note that all applicable Codes and Guidelines apply to all work, including the Plarming Code and Building

Code. If components of the proposed Plan requires approvals by the Historic Preservation Commission, Planning
Comumission, Zoning Administrator, or any other government body, these approvals must be secured prior to applying for
a Mills Act Historical Property Coniract. . .

This plan wilt be included along with any other supporting documents as part of the Mills Act historical Property -
contract. .

Draft Rehabilitation/Restoration/Maintenance Scope

BUILDING FEATURE: .
Rehab/Restoration IE/ Maintenance [] Completed IE/ Proposed {1
CONTRACT YEAR WORK COMPLETION: - - A
. - Aol -roi3
TOTAL COST (founded fo nearest dolla: $ L] ia

. Pleate vefor do atimeled rehabilitab®s and
AAaINT U sines ?A‘MQ 'me li&'i’ZJ-Lzz;Q _(}wrﬂ/g o worl— .

BUILDING FEATURE: \

Rehab/Restoration B/ . Maintenance [] Completed [] ‘Proposed EJ/
CONTRACT YEAR WORK COMPLETION: : .

. i 2018

5 B

pleast refer B pinded  robailtatin ot
Wa N 2 sty ialaw;. for detmited CQioges od- worda .

THIS SECTION TQ BE COMPLETED EXCLUSIVELY BY PLANNING DEPARTMENT STAFF

Property Address:
Block / Lot:

Board of Supervisors Ordinance Number:

SAN FRANCISCO PLANNING DEPARTIENT V.18 122012



Draft Rehabilitation/Réstdraﬁon/Ma_In’cenance Scope Continued

BUILDING FEATURE:

Rehab/Restoration [ Maintenance []

Compteted 1 .

. Proposed []

CONTRACT YEAR WORK COMPLETION:

TOTAL COST (rounded fo nearest dollar):

DESCRIPTION OF WORK:

BUILDING FEATURE:

Rehab/Restoration [1 Maintenance O

Completed [

Proposed [

CONTRACT YEAR WORK COMPLETION:

TOTAL COST (rounded to nearest doflar):

DESCRIPTION OF WORK:

BUILDING FEATURE:

. Rehab/Restoration []. Maintenance ]

Completed [J

Proposed I:I

CONTRACT YEAR WORK COMPLETION:

TOTAL COST (rounded to nearest dollar):

DESCRIPTION OF WORK:

8 SAKR FRANGISCO PLANNING DEPARTIAENT V.10,18.2072




8. Historical Property Tax Adjustment Worksheet Calcutation

The following is an example showing the possible tax benefits o the
historical property owner of an owner-occupied single-family dwelling.
This form is a guideline only. Your reduced property tax under a Mills Act
contract is not guararifeed to match this calculation.

Determine Annual Income and Annual Operating Expenses

An $120,000 potential gross income less a vacancy and collecton loss

of $2,400.and less $17,640 annital expenses for maintenance, repairs,
insurance, and utilities yields a net annual income of $99,960. (Mortgage
payments and property taxes are not considered expenses). Estimated
vacancy and collection loss is based upon what is typically happening in
the marketplace, It can be different for different properties (i.e. - residential
properties generally have a lowgr vacancy and collection Joss than
commercial properties). The theory is that when estimating a property’s
value using the income approach (the approach required for Mills Act
valuations) it is reasonable to assume some rent loss due to vacancy and
inability to collect rents. :

Determine Capitalization Rate ‘ S
Add the following together to determine the Capitalization Rate:

® The Interest Component is determined by the Federal Housing Finance
_Board and is based on conventional mortgages. While this component
will vary from year to year, the State Board of Equalization has set this at
4.75% for 2012, ’

w The Historical Property Risk Component of 4% (as prescribed in Sec.. -
439.2 of the State Revenue and Tax Code) applies fo owner-occupied
single-family dwellings. A 2% risk component applies to all other

. Properties.. . ) :

w The Property Tax Component (Post-Prop. 13) of .01 times the assessment
ratio of 100% (1%).

» The Amortization Component is a percentage equal to the reciprocal
of the remaining life of the structure and is set at the discretion of
the County Assessor for each individual property. In this example
the remaining life of the building is 60 years and the improvements
represent 45% of the total property value. The amortization component
is calculated thus: 1/60 = .0167 x .45 =.0075.

Calculate New Assessed Value and Estimated Tax Reduction .

The new assessed value is determined by dividing the annual net income
~ ($99,960) by the capitalization rate .1067 (10.67%) to arrive af the new

assessed value of $936,832. . _ .

Lastly, determine the amount of taxes to be-paid by taking the cusrent tax
rate of 1.167 (1%) of the assessed value $26,652. Compare this with the

_ current property tax rate for land and improvements only (be surenot to
include voter indebiedness, direct assessments, fax rate aress and special -
districts items on your tax bill). '

Tn this example, the annual property taxes have been reduced by $15,719
($26,652 —$10,933), an approximately 40% property tax reduction.

SAN FRANCISTO PLANNING TEPAATMENT VL10.18.2012

EXAMPLE:

Simple Property Tax Calculation
Current Assessed Value = $2,283 810
Cutrent Tex Rate = X 1.167%

Current Properly Taxes = @26,652

Assessment Using Mills Act Valuation Methodology

Potential Annual Gross Income Using  $120,000
Market Rent ($10,000 per month X

12 marths) N

Estimated Vacaricy and Collection ($2,400)
Loss of 2%

Effective Gross Income 117,600

1 ess Operating Bpenses (Le. B17,840)
ufiliies, insurance, maintenance,

management) . .
Net Income . $99,860
Restricted Capitalization Rete 10.67%
Historical Property Value $936,832
Current Tax Rate X1.167%
New Tax Calculation $10,833
Property TaxSavings $15,713



9. Historical Property Tax Adjustment Worksheet Guide

pROPEATY ADDRESS: _ 2 164 200 Siveet , Sam ‘E/‘;"‘“‘C’S‘?"" ‘ Adirs
pROPERTY DESCRIPTION: _SMmgle  Fornley How-¢

OWNER OCCUPIED: YES E/f\lo m]

' STEP 1: Determine Annual Income of Property

_ANNUAL PROPERTY INCOME CURRENT . - © DXFLAATION.

For owner-occupied properties estimate a monthly rental income.

. Monthly Rental Income
1 m ) i n . $ q g@ o Includ all potential sources of income (flming, advertising, photo
{ shoots, blllboard rentals, etc.)
2. Annual Rental Income $ . Muttiply Line 1 by 12
. \i%, 000
3. Deduction for Vacancy $ 5% (subtract %5 from line 2)

EXP],A\QM‘IDNA
4. Insurance . $ Fire, Lisbility, ete.
- Q000
5. Utilities $ Waler, Gas, Hlectric, etc
= R - - _ _gjeea__ e - e et e o
5. Maintenance* Maim'enan_ce indu.des: Pair'ﬂing. plx{mbing, electrical, gardening,
— 0 9 0 cleaning, fmechanical, heating repairs, structural repairs, security, and
) Va property management.
7. Management* $ }-‘ Bes
. £
B. Other Operating Expenses $ - : Securty, services, sle, Provide breakdoxtm on separate sheet,
5,090
9. Total Expensest $ k Add Lines 4 through 8
Y%LE |

* |f ealcudating for commercial property, provids the foliowing back-up documentation where appiicable:
« Rent Aol @nclude rent for on-site manager's unit as income if applicable) . ’
« Maintenance Records (provids detailed break-down; afl costs should be recusting annually)
+ Management Expenses (clude expense of on-site manager's unit and 5% off-sile management fee; 2nd describe other mznagement costs, -
Provide breskdown on separate shest) - :
 Annual operating expenses do not include morigage peyments, properly taxes, depletion charges, corporate income taxes or.[rﬁerst on funds invested in the properiy.

STEP 3: Determiné Annual Net Income

1

% 9. Net Operating Income $
[

Line 3 minus Line S

SAN FRANCISCO PLANNING DEPARTMENT V.10.18.2012



STEP 4: Determine Capltahzatwn Rate

CAF]TALIZATIDN RATE L. CUR“ENT . R B(PL“NATDN e
10. Interest Component 6.50% 47 ,‘;6 -.’, 25 Dsg?zmned by the State Board of Equalization for
11. Historic Properiy Risk Component 00 gzo i:lng:-famﬁme =%
. B . er pIo| =
12. Properly Tax Component 1% : .01 times e assessmert raio of 100%
,— 13. AmD rtization, Component &7 ¥ the [ife ci the lmpmvamems is20 years Use 100% x 1/20
i {Reciprocal of life of properly) S ?‘ oo /e ,=5%
14. Capitalization Rate : lb g 9 Add Lines 10 through 13

STEP 5: Calculate New Assessed Value

-NEW ASSESSEDVALUE .v

! 15. Mills Act Assessed Value
3 '

CUHHENT

$

EXPLANATION

] N i Line © divided by Line 14
S, 21g. 19 |

STEP 6: Determine Estimated Tax Reduction

EXELANATION

" NEW TAX ASSESSMENT " CURRENT

1 18. Current Tax g $ 7 ﬁ";’?u Z I:sy ;::;nd; not include voted indebedness o
(Bxclude voler indebtedness, direct assessments, A
tex rate areas and special districts} Q‘O/ ‘S.OIB
17. Tax under Mills Act. N - — Lne5x.01
. - 5,614 .
18. Estimated Tax Heduction - $ Line 16 minus Line 17
it, aty. gL

The Assessor Recorder's Office may request additional information. A timely response is required to maintain
hearlng and review schedules.

SAN FRANCISCO PLANNING DEPARTMENT ¥.10.12.2612



13

Application Checilist to be Submitted with all Materials

W

Utilize this list to ensure a complete application'package is subraftted.

Historical Property Contract Application

_Have ali owners signed and dated the application?

‘ves no[d

Priority Consideration Criterla Worksheet
Have three priorities been checked and adequately justified?

YES IZ/ NO []

Exemption Form & Historic Structure Report

Required for Residential properties with an assessed value over $3,000,000 and
Commercial/industrial properties with an assessed value over $5,000,000

Have you included a copy of the Historic Structures Report completed by a qualified
consultant? ) T :

YESO No[d

Drait Mills Act Historical Property Agreement

Are you using the Planning Department's standard form “Historical Property Contract?”
Have all owners signed and dated the contract? '
Have all signatures been notarized?

YES® NOOI

Notary Acknowledgement Form
Is the Acknowledgement Form complete?
Dothe signatures match the names and capacities of signers?

YES B/ NO [

Draft Rehabilitatiori/Restoration/Maintena_nce Plan

Have you identified and completed the Rehabilitation, Restoration, and Maintenance )
Plan organized by contract year and including all supporting documentation refated o
the scopes of work? -

vEs @ NO [

Historical 'Property Tax Adjustment Worksheet
Did you provide backup documentation (for commercial property only)?

Photogmphic'Doéumentation _
Have you provided both interior and exterior images?
Are the Images properly labeled?

YES B NO [

Site Plan

Does your site plan show all buildings on the property including lot boundary lines,
street name(s), north arrow and dimensions?

ves# No[

10

Tax Bitk

~ Did you include a copy of your most recent tax bill?

YES I{ NO [

Pavmeni

Did you inciude a check payable to the San Francisco Planning Dapartment?

SAN FRANCISCO PLAKNING DEPARTMENT V.10 18.2012

YES [ NO [T

o

. YES® no[]



FOH BORE INFORMATION:
2 S

Call er visit tha San Francisco Planning Depariment- -

Central Reception R l";[ar_ln_ing Irformation Centier (PIC)
1650 Mission Street, Suiie 400 1660 Mission Strest, First Floor

San Francisco CA 94103-2478 San Francisco CA 94103-2479

phone and 2L ths PIC counlss



' Dear Listorical Preservation Commission of the Planning Department for the City of San

Very bestre
L as»/7

Francisco:

We are pleased to offer our épplication for Mills Act Historical Property status for our
home at 3769 20% Street in the Liberty Hill Historic of San Francisco. We believe our
home qualifies for the Mills Act for the following reasons: _

1. Builf in 1870 for John L. Boone (descendent of Daniel Boone) — Our home was
. built in 1870 for John L. Boone (descendent of Daniel Boone) as a two-family’
home that we believe he inhabited for a ime. The home was constructedina -
- flat-front lialianate architectural style and is a significant contributor to the historic
 vernacular of the neighborhood. In fact, our particular block of 20th Street just
barely survived the fires of 1906 that destroyed so many of the surrounding
homes, and is one of only a select few from that period remaining on the street.

2. Liberty Hill Historic District — Our home is within San Francisco’s Liberty Hil
Historic District, which is closely protected by the City’s Historic Preservation

* Commission. In fact, our homé has been selected as a “contributing property” to
-the Liberty Hill District, in recognition of the age, character, and location of the
home. We have taken great care to have all of our construction plans reviewed -
by the HPC (see attached) for all exterior restoration plan, and have received the
requisite Certificate of Appropriateness from the HPC to complete our work.

3. Interior and Exterior Restoration Plans — Atfter purchasing the home in
February 2012, we have worked closely with our architect, Malcolm Davis’
Architecture, to prepare a plan that is both respectful of the historic nature of the

- ._.pr_o.p.e_riy,_asgmell_as_unga_tg,ahd_mo,de_[nize__ the home for contemporary living. Our

plans include the restoration of both the interior and exterior of the home, though
we have been very careful to make no changes fo the street-facing facade of the
home to preserve its historical character. We have only made changes fo the
rear exterior that restore the home’s historic nature and rectify non-historic
alterations that were made during previous remodels (before we owned the

" home). For your reference, we have been working with Tara Levy and Tim Frye
on the Certificate of Appropriateness application and other planning department

appprovals. :

Please note that our restoration project is underway, and we expect to be finished by
July 15 We are excited to be rehabilitating this beautiful piece of San Francisco history.
Thank yeu for your consideration throughout this process.

1
If you have any additional questions, please feel free fo contact us directly-

Thomas Ranese

a
gd

Brian Jacksorg-

3769 20" Street - 3769 20" Sireet
' SanFrancisco, CA ' - : . San Francisco, CA
917-494-3865. . : - 917-816-5444

brignthomasjackson@gamail.com » thomas.rahese@gniai!.cofn




 LIBERTY-HILL HISTORIC DISTRICT

b, o ] !

’ 'nkl' %
2
. . o) N
\/E e
— uig

' ADDREés 3759' 71 - 20th S:treet g
BLOCK/LOT NUMBER 3607A/062

. NUMBER OF STORIES 2
GONSTRUGTION TYPE Frame
'EXTERIGR MATERIALS Rustic Cove Siding

STYLE

I_ta]'iqna't'e

DATE OF consmuc"nou 570 DATE OF WATER GONNEOTIGNJM_V 13, 1871
ARCHITECT -+ " BUILDER ---

.ORIGINAL OWNER John L. Bobne OGCUPATION Mining Express

ORIGINAL USE 2 Fanily Residence  PRESENT USE.Flats

'PRESENT OWNER Roy ¥. Heidtnan | ' |

* SIGNIFICANGE TO DISTRICT Contributes

INAPPROPRIATE FEA”URE&IALTER#TIQB&S

. Windows changed to s1ng'le pane
' ?%TENGS: EEPAEEML‘,E?T OF Sh‘." PLAKNING 1_ HEFEE T@DA‘VP.. 299
- OTHER INFORMATION R
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= Descwpﬁan ofacHons toabide by th e—‘itandard_\ for PE‘ef'er*v Homr

_and Rehabilitation

property \}vnu be aVDlded,_ .

_.-'_...,......_,f - S

of hlstoncal development

4. Changes to a property that haVe acquued hls’[DﬂO Slgnlf cance ln thelr own nght wrll be :
retarned and presewed . ) : ..

3m de&gn co[or tEXLUl'E and, where DOSSIb[e malenals Replacement oF miesmg leatures wall
be substantiated by documeéntary ¢ and physxcal evidence. -



‘ Archeolog_}ca I
) d:sturbed,—mltlgatron measureswlll be undedaken L.

ACTION* : We w111 take car'e 'to protect any archaeologxcal:resources We
dlSCOVCL o : S

9 New addmons extenor aite' 'tlons ol related new constru' o s
fonships that characterize the p
ompatible with. the: historic i

rofectthe gty of theproperty__”-_ ials, 1eatl

.ahd proportxon.,‘ ?nd“r‘naésmég to p

enWronmanf would b unlmpalred

ACTION: We have no plans fo build-new additions or any futher new
construction. But if we should consider those projects in the future, we will
undertake them in a manner to protect the integrity of the hlstonc property and
its environment.
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- SECURED PROPERTY TAX BILL 2012 -

<2013

FOR FISCAL YEAR BEG[NNING July 1,2012 AND ENDING Iune 30, 2013

—_— Cuy c'_l'ld Cou‘uy of Sen Francis

20— José! Czsnems Treasurerend la}f’ Collecior= SOWW . SER REA SU“KEI_ORC [

o INTERNETCOPY : .
voL iBLOCKN ~ [LOTNO._ “[ACCOUNTNO. __ [TAXBILL NO. [TAXRATE |[PROPERTYL LOCATION
i Ber . be _powoosw _  [208%5 [Lio1% . pregsordST
Assessed on January 1,2012 i INFORMATION
" {Property Valuation: 415-554-5596 (Asscssor—Recordcrj
Homeowner’s/Other Exemptions: 415-554-5596 (Assessor-Recorder) .
Current Year Taxes: 415-554-4400 (Taxpayer Assistance)
Prior Year Delinquencies: 415-554-4499 -
 [E-pall: Treasurer. TaxCollector@sfeov.org
PAYN[ENT OI‘TIONS
CORTAC. Online: httpj/www sfireasurer.org (VISA, Mastercard, Dlsoover or
) AMEX credit cards, Star, NYCE or PULSE debit cards, E-check) -
SEE SUPPLEMENTAL INDEX. In Person: City Hall (Check, Cash)
Phone: 1-800-890-1950 (VISA, Mastercard, Discaver, or AMEX credit
SEE SUPPLEMENTAL ROLL. cards, Star, NYCE or PULSE debit cards)
ASSESSMENT lNFORMATION
ASSESSMENT _ FULL VALUE - TAX RATE _ TAX AMOUNT
LAND $1,216,452.00 1.1691 % $14,221.54
IMPR/STRUCTURAL $521,335.00 $6,094.92
IMPR/FIXTURES $0.00 $0.00
PERSONAL PROPERTY $0.00 $0.00
GROSS TAXABLE VALUE $1,737,787.00 $20,316.46
LESS: EXEMPTIONS ' .
- - HOMEOWNER'S . -$0.00 - .$0.00° _ .
OTHER $0.00 $0.00
NET TAXABLE VALUE $1,737,787.00 $20,316.46
DIRECT CHARGES AND/OR SPECIAL ASSESSh/[Eﬁ'iS: -
(Call For Information)
CODE | TYPE PHONE NO. _
29 Rent Stabilization Fee (415) 554-4452 $29.00
89 SFUSD Facilities District (415) 355-2203 " $33.30 .
98 SF — Teacher Support (415)355-2203 $213.90
. TOTAL DIRECT CHARGES AND SPECIAL ASSESSMENTS - $276.20
DUE NOVEMBER 1, 2012 B DUE FEBRUARY 1,2013 i :
FIRST INSTALLMENT: SECOND INSTALLMENT: TOTAL DUE: $20,592.66
$10,296.33 .

$10,296.33
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Tncome Approach

APN 3607-062

3769 20 Street
Mills Act
Lien Date 01/01/13
Potential Gross Income :
Rental Income 2350sq. ft. @ $48.51 . $114,000
Less Vacancy & Collection Loss @ 5% -$5.700
Effective Gross Income - $108,300
Less Operating Expenses _ -$15.600
Net Operating Income - ' $92,700
* 'Restricted Capitalization Rate - -
Rate Components:
Interest Rate per SBE @ 3.750%
Risk @ 4.000%
Property Tax Rate @ 1.169%
Amortization (60-year @ 1.670%

Remaining economic , 10.589%
Life; improvements)

Capitalization Rate Summation

Land: 3.750% JImps: . 3.750%
4.000% 4.000%
1.169% . 1.169%
8.919% 1.670%
- 10.589%
Weighted Capitalization Rate: -
Land: - 8.919% X 06 =" 53514%
Imps: 10.589% X 04 = 4.2356%

9.587%

Restricted Value @ $92,760 / 9.587% = $966,934

oy

Taxable Value — Three-Way Comparison

I Restricted Value $966,934

2 Factored Base Year Value $1,785,000

3 Market Value $1,780,000

Pg. 2



File No. 130521

FORM SFEC-126:
NOTIFICATIONOF CONTRACT APPROVAL
(S.F. Campaign and Governmental Conduct Code § 1.126)

City Elective Officer Information (Please print clearly,) :

Name of City elective officer(s): City elective office(s) held:
Members, Board of Supervisors Members, Board of Supervisors

Contractor Information (Please print clearly.)

Name of contractor:
Brian Jackson and Thomas Ranese

Please list the names of (1) members of the contractor’s board of directors; (2) the contractor’s chief executive officer, chief
Jinancial officer and chief operating officer; (3) any person who has an ownership of 20 percent or more in the contractor;-(4)
any subcontractor listed in the bid or contract; and (5) any political committee sponsored or controlled by the contractor. Use

additional pages as necessary.

Brian Jackson and Thomas Ranese, property owners

Contractor address:

3769 20™ Street San Francisco CA 94110

Date that contract was approved: Amount of contracts: $

(By the SF Board of Supervisors) $10,103 (estimated property tax savings)

Describe the nature of the contract that was approved:
Mills Act Historical Property Contract

Commments:

This contract was approved by (check applicable):
Othe City elective officer(s) identified on this form

Ma board on which the City elective officer(s) serves: San Francisco Board of Supervisors
: ~ Print Name of Board

Ejthe board of a state agency (Health Authorify, Housing Authority Commission, Industrial Development Authority
Board, Parking Authority, Redevelopment Agency Commission, Relocation Appeals Board, Treasure Island
Development Authority) on which an appointee of the City elective officer(s) identified on this form sits

Print Name of Board

Filer Information (Please print clearly.)

Name of filer: Contact telephone number:
Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board (415)554-5184

Address: ' E-mail:

City Hall, Room 244, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett P1., San Francisco, CA 94102 | Board.of.Supervisors@sfgov.org

Signature of City Elective Officer (if submitted by City elective officer) Date Signed

Signature of Board Secretary or Clerk (if submitted by Board Secretary or Clerk) Date Signed






