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Date: September 4, 2015 
Case No.: 2015.007525PPA 
Project Address: 57 Taylor Street 
Block/Lot: 0343/001 
Zoning: RC-4 (Residential – Commercial, High-Density)  
 North of Market Residential Special Use District 1 
 80-T-120-T 
Project Sponsor: John Sheehy 
 Architecture International, Ltd.  
 (415) 381-2074 
Staff Contact: Carly Grob – (415) 575-9138 
 carly.grob@sfgov.org 
 

DISCLAIMERS:  
This Preliminary Project Assessment (PPA) letter provides feedback to the project sponsor from the 
Planning Department regarding the proposed project described in the PPA application submitted on June 
6, 2015, as summarized below. This PPA letter identifies Planning Department review requirements for 
the proposed project, including those related to environmental review, approvals, neighborhood 
notification and public outreach, the Planning Code, project design, and other general issues of concern 
for the project. Please be advised that the PPA application does not constitute an application for 
development with the Planning Department. The PPA letter also does not represent a complete review of 
the proposed project, does not grant a project approval of any kind, and does not in any way supersede 
any required Planning Department approvals listed below.  

The Planning Department may provide additional comments regarding the proposed project once the 
required applications listed below are submitted. While some approvals are granted by the Planning 
Department, some are at the discretion of other bodies, such as the Planning Commission or Historic 
Preservation Commission. Additionally, it is likely that the project will require approvals from other City 
agencies such as the Department of Building Inspection, Public Works, the Municipal Transportation 
Agency, Department of Public Health, San Francisco Public Utilities Commission, and others. The 
information included herein is based on the PPA application and plans, the Planning Code, General Plan, 
Planning Department policies, and local/state/federal regulations as of the date of this document, all of 
which are subject to change.  

PROJECT DESCRIPTION:  
57 Taylor Street is currently developed with a 112-unit residential building which was constructed in 1906 
at the southwest corner of Taylor and Turk Streets. The subject lot (001 in Assessor’s Block 0343) is 18,906 
square feet in area. The existing buildings occupies approximately 11,004 square feet of lot area, while the 
remaining 7,902 square feet is occupied by a surface parking lot. The proposal is to subdivide the existing 
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lot into two lots; the first resulting lot would be 11,004 square feet, and the existing building would 
occupy 100% of this lot. The second resulting lot would be 7,902 square feet, and would be the site of the 
proposed new construction. The project includes demolition of a vacant portion of the existing building at 
the rear, and construction of an 11-story, 110-foot-tall mixed use building with 70 group housing rooms. 
Approximately 3,379 square feet of interior common space would be provided at the first and second 
floors, and exterior open space would be provided on terraces on the second floor, eighth floor, and roof 
deck.  A 718 square foot retail space would be created at the ground floor. The project does not propose 
any off-street vehicle parking, and 70 bicycle parking spaces would be provided at the ground floor. Five 
feet of excavation is proposed.  

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW:  
In compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), the environmental review process 
must be completed before any project approval may be granted. This review may be done in conjunction 
with the required approvals listed below. In order to begin formal environmental review, please submit 
an Environmental Evaluation Application (EEA) for the full scope of the project. EEAs are available in 
the Planning Department lobby at 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, at the Planning Information Center at 
1660 Mission Street, and online at www.sfplanning.org under the “Publications” tab. See “Environmental 
Applications” on page 2 of the current Fee Schedule for calculation of environmental application fees.1 
Note that until an entitlement application is submitted to the Current Planning Division, only the 
proposed Project Description will be reviewed by the assigned Environmental Coordinator. 

If the additional analysis outlined below indicates that the project would not have a significant effect on 
the environment, the project could be eligible for a Class 32 infill development categorical exemption 
under CEQA Guidelines Section 15332. If a Class 32 exemption is appropriate, Environmental Planning 
staff will prepare a certificate of exemption.  

If it is determined that the project could result in a significant impact, an initial study would be prepared. 
The initial study may be prepared either by an environmental consultant from the Department’s 
environmental consultant pool or by Department staff. Should you choose to have the initial study 
prepared by an environmental consultant, contact Devyani Jain at (415) 575-9051 for a list of three eligible 
consultants. If the initial study finds that the project would have a significant impact that could be 
reduced to a less-than-significant level by mitigation measures agreed to by the project sponsor, then the 
Department would issue a preliminary mitigated negative declaration (PMND). The PMND would be 
circulated for public review, during which time concerned parties may comment on and/or appeal the 
determination. If no appeal is filed, the Planning Department would issue a final mitigated negative 
declaration (FMND). Additional information regarding the environmental review process can be found 
at: http://www.sf-planning.org/modules/showdocument.aspx?documentid=8631.  

If the initial study indicates that the project would result in a significant impact that cannot be mitigated 
to below a significant level, an EIR will be required. An EIR must be prepared by an environmental 
consultant from the Planning Department’s environmental consultant pool 
(http://www.sfplanning.org/ftp/files/MEA/Environmental_consultant_pool.pdf). The Planning 
                                                           
1  San Francisco Planning Department. Schedule for Application Fees. Available online at:  
 http://www.sf-planning.org/Modules/ShowDocument.aspx?documentid=513 

http://www.sfplanning.org/
http://www.sf-planning.org/modules/showdocument.aspx?documentid=8631
http://www.sfplanning.org/ftp/files/MEA/Environmental_consultant_pool.pdf
http://www.sf-planning.org/Modules/ShowDocument.aspx?documentid=513
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Department will provide more detail to the project sponsor regarding the EIR process should this level of 
environmental review be required. 

Below is a list of topic areas addressed through the environmental review process. Some of these would 
require additional study based on the preliminary review of the project as it is proposed in the PPA 
application.  

1. Historic Resources. The project proposes demolition of a contributor to, and new construction 
within, the Upper Tenderloin Historic District; therefore, the proposed project is subject to review by 
the Department’s Historic Preservation staff. To assist in this review, the project sponsor must hire a 
qualified professional to prepare a Historic Resource Evaluation (HRE) report. The HRE scope will 
require an individual evaluation of the subject building which was not completed as part of the 
previous survey. The HRE scope will also require a compatibility analysis of the new construction 
with the historic district and an impact analysis of the new construction on the historic district. The 
qualified professional must be selected from the Planning Department’s Historic Resource Consultant 
Pool. Please contact Tina Tam, Senior Preservation Planner, via email (tina.tam@sfgov.org) for a list of 
three consultants from which to choose. The selected consultant must scope the HRE in consultation 
with Department Historic Preservation staff. Please contact the HRE scoping team at HRE@sfgov.org 
to arrange the HRE scoping. Following an approved scope, the historic resource consultant should 
submit the draft HRE report for review to Environmental Planning after the project sponsor has filed 
the EE Application and updated it as necessary to reflect feedback received in the PPA letter. Historic 
Preservation staff will not begin reviewing your project until a complete HRE is received. 

2. Archeological Resources.  The proposed project will require Preliminary Archeological Review 
(PAR) by a Planning Department Archeologist.  The PAR will assess the archeological sensitivity of 
the project site based on in-house source material and will consider the potential for archeological 
impacts resulting from proposed soils disturbance. Please provide detailed information, including 
sections, proposed soils-disturbing activities, such as grading, excavation, installation of foundations, 
soils improvement, and site remediation in the EEA, and submit any available geotechnical/soils or 
phase II hazardous materials reports prepared for the project to assist in this review. If the 
Department archeologist determines that the project has a potential to adversely affect archeological 
resources, the PAR will identify additional measures needed to address the potential effect. These 
measures may include preparation of an archeological research design and treatment plan, 
implementation of one of the Planning Department’s three standard archeological mitigation 
measures (archeological testing, monitoring, or accidental discovery), or other appropriate measures.   

To aid this review, the Department archeologist may request a Preliminary Archeological Sensitivity 
Assessment (PASS) by a Department Qualified Archeological Consultant, subject to the review and 
approval by the Department archeologist. If the PASS is required, the Department archeologist will 
provide three names from the Qualified Archeological Consultant list.  



Preliminary Project Assessment 

 4 

Case No. 2015.007525PPA 
57 Taylor Street 

 

Tribal Cultural Resources. Tribal cultural resources (TCRs) are a class of resource established under the 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) in 2015. TCRs are defined as a site, feature, place, 
cultural landscape, sacred place or object with cultural value to a California Native American tribe, 
that is either included on or eligible for inclusion in the California Register of Historical Resources or 
a local historic register, or is a resource that the lead agency, at its discretion and supported by 
substantial evidence, determines is a TCR. Planning Department staff will review the proposed 
project to determine if it may cause an adverse effect to a TCR; this will occur in tandem with 
preliminary archeological review. No additional information is needed from the project sponsor at 
this time. Consultation with California Native American tribes regarding TCRs may be required at 
the request of the tribes. If staff determines that the proposed project may have a potential significant 
adverse impact on a TCR, mitigation measures will be identified and required. Mitigation measures 
may include avoidance, protection, or preservation of the TCR and development of interpretation 
and public education and artistic programs. 

3. Transportation. Based on the PPA submittal, a transportation impact study is not anticipated; an 
official determination will be made subsequent to submittal of the EEA.  However, the project site is 
located on a high injury corridor as mapped by Vision Zero.2 Planning staff have reviewed the 
proposed site plans and ask that you please provide the number of expected occupants per group 
housing room and consider public realm improvements (e.g., Better Streets Plan elements) to address 
transportation safety issues. If proposed, please identify these public realm improvements in the 
plans. 

4. Noise. Based on the General Plan’s Background Noise Levels map, the project site is located along a 
segment of Turk Street with noise levels above 75 dBA Ldn (a day-night averaged sound level). 
Therefore, an acoustical analysis is required for the proposed new residential development. The 
acoustical analysis must demonstrate with reasonable certainty that the California Noise Insulation 
Standards in Title 24 of the California Code of Regulations can be met. The department may require 
the completion of an additional detailed noise assessment by person(s) qualified in acoustical analysis 
and/or engineering prior to the first project approval action, in order to demonstrate that acceptable 
interior noise levels consistent with those in the Title 24 standards can be attained.  

Additionally, the Planning Department requires that residential open space required under the 
Planning Code be protected, to the maximum feasible extent, from existing ambient noise levels that 
could prove annoying or disruptive to users of the open space. Measures to protect required open 
space from noise include site design that uses the building itself to shield on-site open space from the 
greatest noise sources, construction of noise barriers between noise sources and open space, and 
appropriate use of both common and private open space in multi-family dwellings.  

                                                           
2  This document is available at: http://www.sfmta.com/sites/default/files/projects/2015/vision-zero-san-
francisco.pdf. 

http://www.sfmta.com/sites/default/files/projects/2015/vision-zero-san-francisco.pdf
http://www.sfmta.com/sites/default/files/projects/2015/vision-zero-san-francisco.pdf
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Construction noise would be subject to the San Francisco Noise Ordinance (Article 29 of the San 
Francisco Police Code), which includes restrictions on noise levels of construction equipment and 
hours of construction. If pile driving is to be used during the construction, measures to reduce 
construction noise may be required as part of the proposed project, including measures to protect any 
nearby historic masonry structures. The EEA application, along with any supplemental geotechnical 
studies, should indicate whether pile driving or other particularly noisy construction methods are 
required.  

5. Air Quality.  The proposed project at 70 units is below the Bay Area Air Quality Management 
District’s (BAAQMD) construction and operational screening levels for criteria air pollutants.3 
Therefore, an analysis of the project’s criteria air pollutant emissions is likely not required.  

Project-related demolition, excavation, grading, and other construction activities may cause wind-
blown dust that could contribute particulate matter into the local atmosphere. To reduce construction 
dust impacts, the proposed project will be required to adhere to the dust control requirements set 
forth in the Construction Dust Ordinance contained in San Francisco Health Code Article 22B and 
San Francisco Building Code Section 106.A.3.2.6. The proposed project is also required to prepare a 
Construction Dust Control Plan for review and approval by the San Francisco Department of Public 
Health (DPH). 

The project site is located within an Air Pollutant Exposure Zone, as mapped and defined by Health 
Code Article 38. The Air Pollutant Exposure Zone identifies areas with poor air quality based on 
modeling of air pollution, exposures, and health vulnerability from mobile, stationary, and area 
source emissions within San Francisco. The project proposes to construct new sensitive land uses (i.e., 
residential), which are subject to enhanced ventilation measures pursuant to Health Code Article 38. 
The project sponsor will be required to submit an Article 38 application to DPH prior to the issuance 
of any environmental determination. Please provide a copy of the initial application with the EEA.4 

Equipment exhaust measures during construction will likely also be required. Please provide detailed 
information related to construction equipment, phasing and duration of each phase, and the volume 
of excavation as part of the EEA. If the project would generate new sources of toxic air contaminants 
including, but not limited to, emissions from diesel generators or boilers, or any other stationary 
sources, the project would result in toxic air contaminants that may affect both on-site and off-site 
sensitive receptors. Given the proposed project’s height of 110 feet, the proposed project would likely 
require a backup diesel generator and additional measures will likely be required to reduce 
stationary source emissions. Detailed information related to any proposed stationary sources must be 
provided with the EEA submittal. 

                                                           
3 BAAQMD, CEQA Air Quality Guidelines, May 2011, Chapter 3. 
4 Refer to http://www.sfdph.org/dph/eh/Air/default.asp for more information. 

http://www.sfdph.org/dph/eh/Air/default.asp
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6. Greenhouse Gases. The City and County of San Francisco’s Strategies to Address Greenhouse Gas 
Emissions presents a comprehensive assessment of policies, programs, and ordinances that represents 
San Francisco’s Qualified Greenhouse Gas (GHG) Reduction Strategy. Projects that are consistent 
with San Francisco’s Qualified GHG Reduction Strategy would result in less-than-significant impacts 
from GHG emissions. In order to facilitate a determination of compliance with San Francisco’s 
Qualified GHG Reduction Strategy, the Planning Department has prepared a Greenhouse Gas 
Analysis Compliance Checklist.5 The project sponsor may be required to submit the completed table 
regarding project compliance with the identified regulations and provide project-level details in the 
discussion column. This information will be reviewed by the environmental planner during the 
environmental review process to determine if the project would comply with San Francisco’s 
Greenhouse Gas Reduction Strategy. Projects that do not comply with an ordinance or regulation 
may be determined to be inconsistent with the Greenhouse Gas Reduction Strategy. 

7. Wind. The proposed project would involve construction of a building over 80 feet in height. The 
project will therefore require a consultant-prepared wind analysis. The consultant will be required to 
prepare a proposed scope of work for review and approval by the Environmental Planning 
coordinator prior to proceeding with the analysis. 

8. Shadow. The proposed project would result in construction of a building greater than 40 feet in 
height. A preliminary shadow fan analysis prepared by Planning Department staff indicates that the 
proposed project would likely not cast shadows on City and County of San Francisco Recreation and 
Parks properties subject to Section 295 or other public open space. We understand you have 
performed preliminary shadow analysis for the proposed project and would ask that you submit that 
analysis with the EEA for an Environmental Planner to confirm that shadow would not be cast.   

9. Geology. The project site is located within a Seismic Hazard Zone (Liquefaction Hazard Zone likely 
underlain by artificial fill). Any new construction on the site is therefore subject to a mandatory 
Interdepartmental Project Review.6 A geotechnical study prepared by a qualified consultant must be 
submitted with the EEA. The study should address whether the site is subject to liquefaction, and 
should provide recommendations for any geotechnical concerns identified in the study. In general, 
compliance with the building codes would avoid the potential for significant impacts related to 
structural damage, ground subsidence, liquefaction, landslides, and surface settlement. To assist 
Planning Department staff in determining whether the project would result in environmental impacts 
related to geological hazards, you must provide a copy of the geotechnical information with boring 
logs for the proposed project. This study will also help inform the Planning Department Archeologist 

                                                           
5  Refer to http://sf-planning.org/index.aspx?page=1886 for latest “Greenhouse Gas Compliance Checklist for 
Private Development Projects.” 
6  San Francisco Planning Department. Interdepartmental Project Review. Available online at:  
http://www.sf-planning.org/Modules/ShowDocument.aspx?documentid=522.  

http://sf-planning.org/index.aspx?page=1886
http://www.sf-planning.org/Modules/ShowDocument.aspx?documentid=522
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of the project site’s subsurface geological conditions, as well as understanding potential historic 
impacts on nearby masonry buildings. 

10. Hazardous Materials. The proposed project would entail new construction proximate to potentially 
hazardous soils. Therefore, the project may be subject to Article 22A of the Health Code, also known 
as the Maher Ordinance. The Maher Ordinance, which is administered and overseen by the 
Department of Public Health (DPH), requires the project sponsor to retain the services of a qualified 
professional to prepare a Phase I Environmental Site Assessment (ESA) that meets the requirements 
of Health Code Section 22.A.6. The Phase I ESA would determine the potential for site contamination 
and level of exposure risk associated with the project. Based on that information, soil and/or 
groundwater sampling and analysis, as well as remediation of any site contamination, may be 
required. These steps are required to be completed prior to the issuance of any building permit.  

DPH requires that projects subject to the Maher Ordinance complete a Maher Application, available 
at: http://www.sfdph.org/dph/EH/HazWaste/hazWasteSiteMitigation.asp. Fees for DPH review and 
oversight of projects subject to the ordinance would apply. Please refer to DPH’s fee schedule, 
available at: http://www.sfdph.org/dph/EH/Fees.asp#haz. Please provide a copy of the submitted 
Maher Application and Phase I ESA with the EEA.  

As the structure proposed for demolition was constructed prior to 1980, asbestos-containing 
materials, such as floor and wall coverings, may be found in the building. The Bay Area Air Quality 
Management District (BAAQMD) is responsible for regulating airborne pollutants including asbestos. 
Please contact BAAQMD for the requirements related to demolition of buildings with asbestos-
containing materials. In addition, because of its age (constructed prior to 1978), lead paint may be 
found in the existing building. Please contact the San Francisco Department of Building Inspection 
(DBI) for requirements related to the demolition of buildings that may contain lead paint. 

11. Disclosure Report for Developers of Major City Projects. The San Francisco Ethics Commission S.F. 
Camp. & Govt. Conduct Code § 3.520 et seq. requires developers to provide the public with 
information about donations that developers make to nonprofit organizations that may communicate 
with the City and County regarding major development projects. This report must be completed and 
filed by the developer of any “major project.” A major project is a real estate development project 
located in the City and County of San Francisco with estimated construction costs exceeding 
$1,000,000 where either: (1) The Planning Commission or any other local lead agency certifies an EIR 
for the project; or (2) The project relies on a program EIR and the Planning Department, Planning 
Commission, or any other local lead agency adopts any final environmental determination under 
CEQA. A final environmental determination includes: the issuance of a Community Plan Exemption 
(CPE); certification of a CPE/EIR; adoption of a CPE/Final Mitigated Negative Declaration; or a 
project approval by the Planning Commission that adopts CEQA Findings. (In instances where more 
than one of the preceding determinations occur, the filing requirement shall be triggered by the 
earliest such determination.) A major project does not include a residential development project with 

http://www.sfdph.org/dph/EH/HazWaste/hazWasteSiteMitigation.asp
http://www.sfdph.org/dph/EH/Fees.asp#haz
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four or fewer dwelling units. The first (or initial) report must be filed within 30 days of the date the 
Planning Commission (or any other local lead agency) certifies the EIR for that project or, for a major 
project relying on a program EIR, within 30 days of the date that the Planning Department, Planning 
Commission, or any other local lead agency adopts a final environmental determination under 
CEQA. Please submit a Disclosure Report for Developers of Major City Projects to the San Francisco 
Ethics Commission. This form can be found at the Planning Department or online at 
http://www.sfethics.org. 

PLANNING DEPARTMENT APPROVALS:  
The project requires the following Planning Department approvals. These approvals may be reviewed in 
conjunction with the required environmental review, but may not be granted until after the required 
environmental review is completed.  

1. A Building Permit Application is required for the demolition of the existing building and for the 
proposed new construction on the subject property. 

2. A Variance is required from the following Planning Code Sections:  

o  Section 140 (Dwelling Unit Exposure), and 

o Section 145.1 (Ground Floor Requirements). 

Additional Variances or modifications may also be required per the comments below.  

3. A Conditional Use Authorization is required for to construct a building greater than 50 feet in height 
in the RC Zoning District.  

Conditional Use Authorization and Variance Applications are available in the Planning Department 
lobby at 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, at the Planning Information Center at 1660 Mission Street, and 
online at www.sfplanning.org. Building Permit applications are available at the Department of Building 
Inspection at 1660 Mission Street.  

NEIGHBORHOOD NOTIFICATIONS AND PUBLIC OUTREACH:  
Project Sponsors are encouraged, and in some cases required, to conduct public outreach with the 
surrounding community and neighborhood groups early in the development process. Additionally, 
many approvals require a public hearing with an associated neighborhood notification. Differing levels of 
neighborhood notification are mandatory for some or all of the reviews and approvals listed above.  

Notification of a Project Receiving Environmental Review. Notice may be required to be sent to 
occupants of the project site and properties adjacent to the project site, as well as to owners and, to the 
extent feasible, occupants of properties within 300 feet of the project site at the initiation of the 
environmental review process. Please be prepared to provide mailing addresses on a CD upon request 
during the environmental review process. 

http://www.sfplanning.org/
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PRELIMINARY PROJECT COMMENTS:  
The following comments address specific Planning Code and other general issues that may substantially 
impact the proposed project.  

1. Interdepartmental Project Review. This review is required for all proposed new construction in 
seismic hazard zones, in which the subject property falls. An application may be found 
here: http://www.sf-planning.org/Modules/ShowDocument.aspx?documentid=522.  

2. Group Housing. Planning Code Section (“Section”) 102 defines Group Housing as a residential use 
that provides lodging or both meals and lodging, without individual cooking facilities. However, an 
interpretation of Section 209.2(a) permits limited cooking facilities in Group Housing rooms with the 
following specifications: a small counter space, a small under-counter refrigerator, a small sink, a 
microwave, and a small two-ring burner. Such limited kitchen facility shall not include any other 
type of oven, as that would constitute a full kitchen. The proposed Group Housing bedrooms do not 
comply with this definition, as there are four burners shown on the plans. Please reduce the number 
of burners to two (2) in future submittals.  

Please also note that under recently adopted legislation, group housing would be subject to the 
Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program and would have to meet a reduced exposure requirement. 
Please see further discussion under comments no. 16 – Affordable Housing and no. 6 – Exposure 
below.  

3. Lot Subdivision. The subdivision of the existing lot would result in a building which is 24 units over 
the permitted density of 1 unit per 125 square feet of lot area in the North of Market Residential 
Special Use District, and would create a nonconforming residential use; therefore, the subdivision is 
not permitted.  

4. Dwelling Unit Density. Per Section 207, two or more of the housing uses specified in the Code may 
be located on the same lot, provided that the specified density limits are not exceeded by the total of 
such combined uses. Where Dwelling Units and Group Housing are combined, the maximum 
permitted density for Dwelling Units and for Group Housing shall be prorated to the total lot area 
according to the quantities of these two uses combined on the lot. The maximum permitted density of 
Dwelling Units in the North of Market Residential Special Use District 1 is one unit per 125 square 
feet of lot area (Section 249.5(c)(4)). The maximum permitted density of Group Housing bedrooms in 
the RC-4 Zoning District is one bedroom per 70 square feet of lot area (Section 209.3).  

The proposed dwelling units do not currently qualify as Group Housing (see comment no. 2). The 
addition of 70 dwelling units would result in a building over the permitted density of one unit per 
125 square feet of lot area, and therefore would not be permitted. If the project is revised to comply 
with the definition of Group Housing, then the proposed new construction would be compliant with 
the permitted density on the lot.  

5. Height. Planning Code Section 253 requires Conditional Use Authorization for any building 
exceeding a height of 50 feet in an RC District.  

http://www.sf-planning.org/Modules/ShowDocument.aspx?documentid=522
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6. Exposure. Section 140 requires that each dwelling unit have at least one room that meets the 120-
square-foot minimum superficial floor area requirement of Section 503 of the Housing Code face 
directly on a street right-of-way, code-complying rear yard, or an appropriately sized open area. 
Under recently adopted legislation, Group Housing would have to meet a reduced exposure 
requirement by either having each bedroom or at least one interior common area facing an 
unobstructed area 15 feet in every horizontal direction. The proposed bedrooms are compliant with 
exposure requirements, but the new construction on the vacant portion of the will create new 
deficiencies for the dwelling units on the east side of the existing building. You may redesign the 
project to comply with exposure requirements, or you may seek and justify a Variance from Planning 
Code Section 140.  

7. Ground Floor Uses in the RC District. Per Section 145.1, the required ground floor ceiling height for 
non-residential uses in the RC District is 14 feet measured from floor-to-floor. The proposed ground 
floor retail does not completely satisfy this requirement, as the eastern portion of the proposed retail 
has a ground floor ceiling height of approximately 10 feet. If the design cannot be revised to comply 
with the requirements of Section 145.1, you may seek and justify a Variance.  

8. Front Setback. Section 132.2(c) includes setback requirements which may be imposed by the 
Planning Commission as a condition of approval of a Conditional Use Authorization application for a 
building in excess of 50 feet in height, as required by Section 253.  If the applicant can demonstrate 
that the prevailing streetwall height on the block on which the proposed project is located, as 
established by existing cornice lines, is in excess of 50 feet, then the Commission may impose a 
maximum setback of 20 feet to the portion of the building exceeding the established streetwall height. 
If the applicant demonstrates that the prevailing streetwall height is in excess of 68 feet, the 
maximum setback requirement which may be imposed is 16 feet. If the applicant can demonstrate 
that a building without a setback would not disrupt the continuity of the prevailing streetwall along 
the street, then the Planning Commission may grant approval of the conditional use authorization 
without imposing a setback requirement as a condition thereof. 

The Urban Design Advisory Team has recommended that the setback at the ninth floor be adjusted 
from eight (8) feet to 16 feet. Please reference the design comments below.  

9. Bulk. Pursuant to Section 270, bulk limitations apply at a setback height established pursuant to 
Section 132.2, but no higher than 80 feet. The maximum permitted length above this setback is 110 
feet, and the maximum diagonal dimension is 125 feet. The current massing seems to comply with 
the length requirements above 80 feet in height, but additional information is required to determine if 
the diagonal dimension is compliant. Please provide a diagonal dimension in future submittals for 
floors above 80 feet in height.  

10. Rear Yard. Section 134 requires the project to provide a rear yard of at least 25 percent of the lot 
depth. Because this project is located on a corner site, one of the street frontages (Taylor Street or 
Turk Street) must be designated as the front of the property, and the rear yard would then be 
provided based on that determination. If Taylor Street is designated as the front of the property, then 
the proposed construction would be located within the 25% required rear yard setback. If Turk Street 
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is designated as the front of the property, then the proposed construction would not exacerbate the 
noncomplying rear yard, and a Variance would not be required.  

11. Open Space – Residential. Section 135(d)(2) states that for group housing structures, the minimum 
amount of usable open space provided for use by each bedroom shall be one-third the amount 
required for a dwelling unit within that district; therefore, 12 square feet of private usable open space 
or 16 square feet of common usable open is required for each bedroom. Both private and common 
open space must meet certain requirements for minimum dimensions, minimum area, usability, 
accessibility, and exposure to sunlight in Section 135(f)-Private Usable Open Space: Additional 
Standards, or in Section 135(g)-Common Usable Open Space: Additional Standards.  

It seems as if there is sufficient amount of open space provided for the proposed units, however, it is 
unclear if the proposed open space meets the minimum dimensions or exposure included in Section 
135(f) or (g). If the proposed open spaces do not meet the minimum amount, dimensions, area, or 
exposure requirements, you may seek and justify a Variance from Planning Code Section 135.  

12. Permitted Obstructions. Sections 136(c)(2) and 136(c)(3) include maximum dimensions, minimum 
required headroom, minimum required glazing, and separation of bay windows over rear yards and 
over streets and alleys. It seems as if the proposed bays currently meet the requirements of Section 
136, but additional information is needed to make that determination. Please include dimensions of 
the proposed bays, separation between them, and the area of the glazing of the bays in future 
submittals. If the proposed bays do not meet the requirements of Section 136, you may seek and 
justify a Variance.  

13. Streetscape Plan. The existing lot has over 250 square feet of lot frontage and includes new 
construction, and as such, requires the submittal of a Streetscape Plan to the Planning Department to 
ensure that the new streetscape and pedestrian elements are in conformance with the Department’s 
Better Street Plan. This Streetscape Plan shall be submitted to the Planning Department no later than 
60 days prior to any Planning Commission action, and shall be considered for approval at the time of 
other project approval actions. The streetscape plan should show the location, design, and 
dimensions of all existing and proposed streetscape elements in the public right-of-way directly 
adjacent to the fronting property, including street trees, sidewalk landscaping, street lighting, site 
furnishings, utilities, driveways, and curb lines, and the relation of such elements to proposed new 
construction and site work on the property. Please see the Department’s Better Streets Plan and 
Section 138.1(c)(2)(ii) for the additional elements that may be required as part of the project’s 
streetscape plan. 

14. Vision Zero. The project is located on a “high-injury corridor”, identified through the City’s Vision 
Zero Program. The Sponsor is encouraged to incorporate pedestrian safety streetscape measures into 
the project. The Department’s Streetscape Design Advisory Team may require additional pedestrian 
safety streetscape measures.  

15. Shadow Analysis. Section 295 requires that a shadow analysis must be performed to determine 
whether the project has the potential to cast shadow on properties under the jurisdiction of the San 
Francisco Recreation and Park Commission. A preliminary shadow fan analysis prepared by 

http://walkfirst.sfplanning.org/
http://walkfirst.sfplanning.org/
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Planning Department staff indicates that the proposed project would likely not cast shadows on City 
and County of San Francisco Recreation and Parks properties subject to Section 295 or other public 
open space.  

16. Affordable Housing.  Under recently adopted legislation, Group Housing is subject to the controls of 
Section 415 of the Planning Code, which requires any housing project consisting of ten units or more 
to participate in the Inclusionary Housing Program. The Project Sponsor must submit an Affidavit for 
Compliance with the Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program to the Planning Department 
identifying the method of compliance. Provision of affordable housing can either occur on-site, off-
site or an in-lieu fee. Any on-site affordable dwelling units proposed as part of the project must be 
designated as owner-occupied units, not rental units, and sold as ownership units for the life of the 
project.  

A project may provide on-site rental units if it has demonstrated to the Planning Department that the 
affordable units are not subject to the Costa Hawkins Rental Housing Act (a Costa Hawkins 
exception). Affordable units are not subject to the Costa Hawkins Rental Housing Act under the 
exception provided in Civil Code Sections 1954.50 through one of the following methods: direct 
financial construction from a public entity or development bonus or other form of public assistance. If 
the project sponsor seeks a Costa Hawkins exception agreement, it will be drafted by the City 
Attorney. The project sponsor must state in the submittal how the project qualifies for a Costa 
Hawkins exception. If the project is deemed eligible, work may commence with the City Attorney on 
the agreement, which must be executed prior to the Planning Commission hearing. 

17. First Source Hiring Agreement. A First Source Hiring Agreement is required for any project 
proposing to construct 25,000 gross square feet or more. For more information, please contact: 

Ken Nim, Workforce Compliance Officer  
CityBuild, Office of Economic and Workforce Development  
City and County of San Francisco  
50 Van Ness Avenue, San Francisco, CA 94102  
(415) 581-2303 

18. Stormwater. If the project results in a ground surface disturbance of 5,000 sf or greater, it is subject to 
San Francisco’s stormwater management requirements as outlined in the Stormwater Management 
Ordinance and the corresponding SFPUC Stormwater Design Guidelines (Guidelines). Projects that 
trigger the stormwater management requirements must prepare a Stormwater Control Plan 
demonstrating project adherence to the performance measures outlined in the Guidelines including: 
(a) reduction in total volume and peak flow rate of stormwater for areas in combined sewer systems OR 
(b) stormwater treatment for areas in separate sewer systems. The SFPUC Wastewater Enterprise, 
Urban Watershed Management Program is responsible for review and approval of the Stormwater 
Control Plan. Without SFPUC approval of a Stormwater Control Plan, no site or building permits can 
be issued. The Guidelines also require a signed maintenance agreement to ensure proper care of the 
necessary stormwater controls. To view the Stormwater Management Ordinance, the Stormwater 
Design Guidelines, or download instructions for the Stormwater Control Plan, go 
to http://sfwater.org/sdg. Applicants may contact stormwaterreview@sfwater.org for assistance. 

http://sfwater.org/sdg
mailto:stormwaterreview@sfwater.org
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19. Recycled Water. Projects located in San Francisco’s designated recycled water use areas are required 
to install recycled water systems for irrigation, cooling, and/or toilet and urinal flushing in 
accordance with the Recycled (or Reclaimed) Water Use Ordinance, adopted as Article 22 of the San 
Francisco Public Works Code. New construction or major alterations with a total cumulative area of 
40,000 square feet or more; any new, modified, or existing irrigated areas of 10,000 square feet or 
more; and all subdivisions are required to comply. To determine if the proposed project is in a 
designated recycled water use area, and for more information about the recycled water requirements, 
please visit sfwater.org/index.aspx?page=687. 

20. Impact Fees. This project will be subject to various impact fees. Please refer to the Planning Director’s 
Bulletin No. 1 for an overview of Development Impact Fees, and to the Department of Building 
Inspection’s Development Impact Fee webpage for more information about current rates.  

Based on an initial review of the proposed project, the following impact fees, which are assessed by 
the Planning Department, will be required: 

a. North of Market Affordable Housing Fund (Section 263.7(d)) 

PRELIMINARY DESIGN COMMENTS:  
The following comments address preliminary design issues that may substantially affect the proposed 
project: 

The project is located in the Uptown Tenderloin Historic District and the Tenderloin neighborhood. The 
project site is located within an identified historic district; therefore, the proposed project is subject to 
further design review by the department’s Historic Preservation staff. Please refer to the Environmental 
Planning Review – Historic Resources section of the Preliminary Project Assessment for further 
instruction. 
 
The following comments address preliminary design issues that may significantly impact the proposed 
project:   
 
1.  Program. The common understanding of group housing is a facility that provides communal or 

shared programmatic functions. Spatially, these are expected to be significant and evident at each 
level of the building, as well as central to the daily function of the residents.  This project provides 
minimal common program or space and falls below the expectations for group housing. Please 
provide either significant program area dedicated to common space at each floor, or comply with the 
required unit mix and affordability through traditional means. 

 
2.  Site Design, Open Space, and Massing. The Planning Department recommends the adjustment of 

the setback to a 16’ depth.  
 
3.  Street Frontage.  In deference to the historic context, the Planning Department would like to see a 

greater balance of solid to transparency in the ground floor composition. Align storefront features 
with the architectural features on upper floors. Explore articulating with human-scale defining 

http://sfwater.org/index.aspx?page=687
http://www.sf-planning.org/Modules/ShowDocument.aspx?documentID=9332
http://www.sf-planning.org/Modules/ShowDocument.aspx?documentID=9332
http://sfdbi.org/development-impact-fee-collection-process-procedure
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features at the ground level such as overhangs or canopies, bulkheads, and transoms. Detail and 
material choices should support the same intent. Vary the depth of the ground floor façade to define 
entrances. Match the height and design of the one-story building portion with that of the rest of the 
ground floor. 

 
4.  Architecture.  The Planning Department recommends that the project respond to a more traditional 

composition of top, middle, and base, though possibly re-interpreted in a contemporary way.  The 
top or building termination should be expressed at the setback.  The middle architecture should 
respond with smaller massing moves and more detail on the primary portion of the façade (up to the 
7th floor). This should be more solid and consistent with the streetwall. The base should be more 
clearly defined with an interpreted belt course. The bays should take cues from context where taut, 
shallow, and finely detailed bays are differentiated from the body of the building. 

 The portion above the setback could be quite different in sensibility including more glazing, 
contemporary detail and inventive materiality.  

 
 The West side setback / easement allows for the opportunity to animate the side façade with 

windows. If that is not possible, consider alternative facade treatments for this visible façade. 

PRELIMINARY PROJECT ASSESSMENT EXPIRATION:  
This Preliminary Project Assessment is valid for a period of 18 months. An Environmental Evaluation, 
Conditional Use Authorization, Variance, or Building Permit Application, as listed above, must be 
submitted no later than March 4, 2017. Otherwise, this determination is considered expired and a new 
Preliminary Project Assessment is required. Such applications and plans must be generally consistent 
with those found in this Preliminary Project Assessment. 
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FIRST LAST TITLE ORGANIZATION ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIP TELEPHONE EMAIL NEIGHBORHOOD OF INTEREST
Carolynn Abst Secretary Lower Polk Neighbors 1033 Polk Street San Francisco CA 94109 415-351-3900 ca@CaseAbst-Architects.com Downtown/Civic Center, Nob Hill
Alexandra Goldman Community Planner Tenderloin Neighborhood Development 

Corporation - CO Department
215 Taylor Street San Francisco CA 94102 415-358-3920 agoldman@tndc.org Downtown/Civic Center, South of Market

Donald Savoie Executive Director Civic Center Community Benefit District 234 Van Ness Avenue Sa CA 94102 415-626-1819 info@sfciviccenter.org Downtown/Civic Center

Eric Lopez President SoMaBend Neighborhood Association P.O. Box 410805 San Francisco CA 94141 415-669-0916 somabend.na@gmail.com Downtown/Civic Center, Mission, South of Market 
Ian Lewis 0 HERE Local 2 209 Golden Gate Avenue San Francisco CA 94102 0 0 Chinatown, Downtown/Civic Center, Marina, Mission, 

Nob Hill, North Beach, Pacific Heights, Presidio, 
South of Market

James Haas Chairman Civic Center Stakeholder Group 100 Van Ness Avenue San Francisco CA 94102 415-285-5048 JWHaasESQ@AOL.com Downtown/Civic Center
Jane Kim Supervisor, District 6 Board of Supervisors 1 Dr. Carlton B Goodlett Place, Room 

#244
San Francisco CA 94102-

4689
415-554-7970 jane.kim@sfgov.org; 

April.veneracion@sfgov.org; 
Sunny.Angulo@sfgov.org; 
Ivy.Lee@sfgov.org

Downtown/Civic Center, North Beach, South of 
Market, Treasure Island/YBI

Jason Henderson Vice Chariman Market/Octavia Community Advisory 
Comm.

300 Buchanan Street, Apt. 503 San Francisco CA 94102 415-722-0617 jhenders@sbcglobal.net Castro/Upper Market, Downtown/Civic Center, 
Mission, South of Market, Western Addition

Ken Baxter Director Citizens for Change 355 11th Street, Suite 200 San Francisco CA 94103 415-652-9330 kbaxter26@gmail.com Downtown/Civic Center, Financial District, Marina, 
Nob Hill, Pacific Heights, Presidio Heights, Russian 
Hill, Seacliff, South of Market

London Breed Supervisor, District 5 Board of Supervisors 1 Dr. Carlton B Goodlett Place, Room 
#244

San Francisco CA 94102-
4689

415-554-7630 London.Breed@sfgov.org; 
conor.johnston@sfgov.org; 
vallie.brown@sfgov.org; 
Ahmad.Elnajjar@sfgov.org

Bernal Heights, Downtown/Civic Center, Haight 
Ashbury, Inner Sunset, Western Addition

Marlayne Morgan President Cathedral Hill Neighbors Association 1450 Sutter Street San Francisco CA 94109 415-572-8093 marlayne16@gmail.com Downtown/Civic Center, Nob Hil
Marvis Phillips Land Use Chair Alliance for a Better District 6 230 Eddy Street #1206 San Francisco CA 94102-

6526
415-674-1935 marvisphillips@gmail.com Downtown/Civic Center, Mission, South of Market, 

Western Addition
Randy Shaw Director Tenderloin Housing Clinic 126 Hyde Street San Francisco CA 94102 415-771-9850 randy@thclinic.org Downtown/Civic Center
Ted Olsson Member Market/Octavia Community Advisory 

Comm.
30 Sharon Street San Francisco CA 94114-

1709
415-407-0094 olssonted@yahoo.com Castro/Upper Market, Downtown/Civic Center, 

Mission
Tiffany Bohee Executive Director Office of Community Investment and 

Infrastructure, City and County of San 
Francisco

1 South Van Ness Avenue, 5th Floor San Francisco CA 94103 0 tiffany.bohee@sfgov.org; 
mike.grisso@sfgov.org; 
courtney.pash@sfgov.org

Bayview, Downtown /Civic Center, South of Market, 
Visitacion Valley

William Bulkley President Hayes Valley Neighborhood Association 1800 Market St., PMB #104 San Francisco CA 94102 415-503-1970 president@hayesvalleysf.org Downtown/Civic Center, Western Addition
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Continued from page 2: 

foundation: brick 
walls: concrete 
other: metal 
other: terra cotta 
other: ceramic tile 
other: glass 

Architectural Classification 
Late 19th and 20th century revivals: Tudor Revival 
Late 19th and 20th century revivals: Late Gothic Revival 
Late 19th and 20th century revivals: Spanish Colonial Revival 
Late 19th and 20th century revivals: Italian Renaissance 
Late 19th and 20th century revivals: French Renaissance 
Late 19th and 20th century American movements: Skyscraper 
Modern movement: Moderne 

NARRATIVE DESCRIPTION 

SUMMARY 

The Uptown Tenderloin is a largely intact, visually consistent, inner-city high-density residential 
area constructed during the years between the earthquake and fire of 1906 and the Great 
Depression. It comprises 18 whole and 15 partial city blocks in the zone where the city has 
required fire-resistant construction since 1906. The district is formed around its predominant 
building type: a 3- to 7- story, multi-unit apartment, hotel, or apartment-hotel constructed of 
brick or reinfo dcQnrete cTh the exteriors, soneti 	onlyjge clearly distinguishes  
between these related building types. Because virtually the entire district was constructed in the 
quarter-century between 1906 and the early 1930s, a limited number of architects, builders, and 
clients produced a harmonious group of structures that share a single, classically oriented visual 
imagery using similar materials and details. 

Mixed in among the predominantly residential buildings are examples of other building types 
that support residential life, including churches, stores, garages, a YMCA complex, and a 
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bathhouse. In addition there are a few building types that are not directly related to the 
residential neighborhood - machine shops, office buildings, union halls, and film exchanges. 
While not necessarily related to residential life, the union halls (for example, those serving 
waitresses and musicians) and the film exchanges are related to the overlay of entertainment 
businesses in around the neighborhood. 

Geographically the district consists of the entire 16-block area bounded by Taylor, Turk, Larkin, 
and Geary Streets and, in addition, of irregular extensions in all directions out from this core 
area. The southern part is flat or nearly so. Going north the site rises gradually toward the slope 
of Nob Hill, with a ridge running up Leavenworth Street, the highest intersection of each east-
west street. 

The site of the district is overlaid with a grid of rectangular blocks bound by streets oriented 
north-south and east-west. Although part of the city survey, measured in Mexican varas as it 
was extended in 1851 to Larkin Street and in 1858 to Divisadero (the whole area was part of the 
so-called 50-vara survey with six lots each measuring 50 varas on a side in each block), all 
dimensions are expressed today in feet and inches. Each block in the district measures 412 feet 6 
inches long (east-west) and 275 feet across (north-south). The public rights-of-way, including 
streets and sidewalks are all 68 feet 9 inches wide. 

The mid-nineteenth century public land survey has subsequently been modified by private 
action, or rather by private action that required public participation and approval. From the 
original 50-vara survey, most 50-vara lots were subdivided in the nineteenth century in three to 
six city lots of varying dimensions; each subdivision was made by the 50-vara lot owner to use 
or sell as he or she decided. Surprisingly, nineteen 50-vara lots survive in the district. In 
addition, many of the blocks have been broken up by alleys - there are ten dead-end alleys and 
four through-block alleys in twelve of the district’s blocks and partial blocks. Most of these 
were probably created by the property owner and donated to the city to increase the utility and 
value of mid-block lots. There is one private pedestrian alley in the district, a three-foot nine-
inch walkway on the east side of Larkin between Ellis and O’Farrell streets (740 Larkin Street, 
block 321 lot 26). 

Whether using visual, architectural, social, cultural, or historical criteria, the boundaries of the 
neighborhood have long been notably hard to define, extending at a maximum from Market 
Street on the south to the "fire limits" line between Bush and Pine on the north, and from Union 
Square on the east to Van Ness Avenue on the west. Demolitions and new construction on the 
east, west, and southwest borders have substantially changed those areas and helped to identify 
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clear boundaries for the district. The designation of National Register historic districts on the 
north (Lower Nob Hill Apartment Hotel District), the south (Civic Center Historic District), and 
the southeast (Market Street Theater and Loft District) provide logical boundaries in these areas. 

The district possesses a high degree of integrity for the period 1906-1931 in terms of location, 
design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, and association. 

BUILDINGS - COMMON CHARACTERISTICS 

CONSTRUCTION AND MATERIALS 

Because of the building law, all buildings in the Uptown Tenderloin were required to be of fire 
resistant construction. All have brick or concrete exterior walls and interiors of wood or 
concrete posts and wood floors. 

Common structural details included bay windows on the street facades, double-hung windows in 
the earlier buildings, many casement windows with transoms in the later buildings, fire escapes 
typically unrelated to the esthetics of the designs, and flat roofs surrounded by parapets, which 
provided compositional space for decorative cornices. 

Most of the buildings share the same decorative materials: brick or stucco facings enhanced 
with molded galvanized iron, terra cotta, or cast concrete. Common brick, seen on side walls, is 
rough, red and laid in American bond; brick structures are expressed by deep-set windows in 
bearing walls with segmental arches or iron lintels at window openings. Street facades are clad 
in red, tan, brown, yellow, white, high-glazed, and clinker facing brick and occasionally brick 
specially shaped for moldings. Facing brick may be laid in American bond, Flemish bond, 
running bond, or in decorative bond of a geometric nature, often with a few inlaid pieces of 
marble or tile. There may be decorative quoins. A few of the most expensive buildings protect 
their sidewalk edges with granite foundation facings. Others have a scattering of sandstone in 
such details as rusticated bases, columns, sills, lintels, and quoins. Many of the more expensive 
buildings use terra cotta for entry arches, rusticated bases, elaborate keystones, string courses, 
and the like. Most buildings, however, imitate such features in concrete, stucco, and galvanized 
iron. Indeed the comparatively light weight, low cost and malleable character of galvanized iron 
made it the district’s almost universal cornice material. It is also used for the facing of bay 
windows, spandrels, and for string courses, pediments, pilasters, and other ornament. 
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PLAN AND FUNCTION 

Almost every contributing building in the district rises straight up from the sidewalk and 
occupies the entire width of the lot. This creates continuous street walls of buildings. It also 
conveys the false impression that every building covers its entire lot; in fact, every residential 
building is opened by light courts, as required in the building laws, bringing natural light to 
every room in every building (although sometimes not very much light came through small light 
shafts and windows). The location of each building in its block, its lot size, its purpose, and its 
budget produced a multiplicity of building formations that might be described loosely as like the 
letters L, P, E, F, 0, U, H, and T. 

Although the buildings may look similar from the street, the interior plans of the predominant 
buildings in the district - hotels, apartments, and apartment hotels - vary widely and in 
important ways. At the broadest level, hotels do not include kitchens and may or may not 
include a bathroom in each unit; apartments are self-contained living spaces that always include 
a bathroom and a kitchen; and an apartment hotel has a bathroom, a minimal kitchen, and a 
dining room in the building where meals may be eaten or from which meals may be delivered. 

COMPOSITION AND STYLE 

The public appearance of the buildings in the district is the product of two aspects of design: 
composition and style (Longstreth 2000). Composition is the arrangement of the façade and 
style is the character of the design, usually expressed here in the historical references of its 
ornamentation. Composition and style are independent of one another from one perspective; for 
residential buildings, a wide variety of styles is applied to the same two compositional 
arrangements in the large majority of cases. At the same time, composition and style are related 
in that ornamentation is applied to the compositional formats so that regardless of the style, the 
ornament is made to fit. 

Composition is often based on functional zones of a building, for example, a hotel with a lobby 
and dining room on the ground level and single rooms on the upper levels may be arranged in a 
two-part vertical composition with a high ground floor constituting the lower zone and the 
multiple floors of rooms above constituting the upper zone. The second of the two most 
common compositions for residential buildings is the three-part vertical composition. While this 
may correspond to functions of the building in a few cases, such as a hotel with top floor dining 
or meeting rooms expressed as a third part, in most cases the third part is merely an 
embellishment of the façade unrelated to the interior. 
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Non-residential buildings and small residential buildings are usually associated with a small 
number of different compositions. One-story stores are one-part commercial compositions. 
Two-story buildings for a variety of purposes (such as stores below offices and stores below 
residences) are in two-part commercial compositions. 

Architectural ornamentation was applied in two different ways. In a minority of cases, 
ornamentation represented a specific historical style; most of these have been identified as 
"revivals", such as Tudor Revival, Spanish Colonial Revival, Italian Renaissance Revival, and 
Georgian Revival. But in a large majority of cases, the style was an eclectic one usually 
reflecting the influence of the Ecole des Beaux Arts and drawing on a mix of generic images 
from Renaissance and Baroque architecture. 

Over the quarter century of construction in the district, the styles of ornamentation show some 
changes, evidenced best in the simpler buildings. Immediately after the 1906 earthquake and fire, 
almost everyone constructed brick bearing walls, which mandated deep-set windows and 
segmental relieving lintels at least on side and rear walls. The more modest structures from that 
period have two or three brick-faced stories with a rather simple cornice and perhaps a 
stringcourse of galvanized iron. The cornice might be enhanced with corbeled brickwork. The 
entry has a simple arch or entablature. Storefronts were probably cast iron or paneled wood with 
large glass display windows and transoms in strips. After a quarter century of gradual change, 
the typical modest structure had increased to six stories. Reinforced concrete buildings were 
usually faced with stucco; the ornamentation of such buildings was usually limited to a cornice 
more remotely classical, to iron or concrete relief motifs on the central spandrel panels, and to a 
cast-concrete-decorated entry usually with an arch, and sometimes scoring or rustication on the 
base. Toward the end of the period the more pretentious buildings moved from the long-popular 
Renaissance, Georgian or Beaux Arts through Spanish Colonial Revival to a handful of Moderne 
towers. 

Beyond the issues of composition and style, the highly plastic, virtually interchangeable 
materials provided ornamental choices limited only by the architect’s imagination and the 
client’s purse. Regardless of style, some buildings were relatively plain while others drip with 
crockets, ogee arches, shield-bearing sealions, gargoyles, and other Gothic impedimenta; or with 
Moorish arches, pierced screens, and polychrome tile; or with Roman eagles, lion heads, and 
decoration on the rustication. An outstanding example of a building whose ornamentation is not 
only rich but distinctive is the Ben Hur Apartments (400-410 Hyde) with chariots on the 
spandrel panels of the bay windows. 
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RESIDENTIAL ENTRY SEQUENCES 

Among residential buildings in the district, an inordinate amount of design effect and expressive 
materials were lavished on the entry sequence which served as a marketing device and to convey 
status on the residents. 

Typically the apartment or hotel is entered a few steps up from the street, the number of steps 
depending on the slope of the site. The entry opening, vestibule, and front are as imposing as the 
budget permitted. One finds curvalinear and glass-fringed metal marquees, molded arches with 
elaborate keystones and relief work, marble paneling and paving, fanciful cast-iron grillwork, 
beveled glass, fanlights, and bronze hardware. On hilly sites, more steps lead up inside the door. 
The lobby may have any combination of columns, paneling, beamed or coffered and corniced 
ceiling, mirrors, a graceful staircase, marble or decorative tile paving, benches and plant stands, 
chandeliers and sconces. Or, the lobby may have none of these things. 

SIGNS 

Signs on buildings in the district are of various types. Some were created by the architect of the 
buildings and are part of the architecture, such as the carved name "Marathon" in sandstone at 
706-7 10 Ellis; the wrought iron "Castle Apts" at 823-829 Geary; the tile "Abbey" in the 
vestibule paving at 450 Jones; or the terra cotta "Burnett Apartments" at 801-815 O’Farrell. 
Also part of the original buildings were many bronze plaques with names or addresses adjacent 
to entry vestibules. 

More ephemeral are the painted signs on the exposed side and rear walls of buildings, sometimes 
advertising the building itself (e.g., "Hotel Hamlin" at 385-387 Eddy) and sometimes advertising 
a business or product (e.g., " ...Railways Telegraph Schools..." at 136-142 Taylor). 

Another type of sign, the ubiquitous neon sign, was not designed by the architect but is essential 
to the character of individual buildings and to the district. 

Neon signs can have several forms depending on their locations. Rooftop signs may be in the 
form of a pylon or skeleton frame; few if any of these remain in the district. Still plentiful in the 
district are blade signs (also called double-sided blade signs, vane signs, and flag signs) - neon 
signs on a frame that is attached to a building. Blade signs may be attached to the sides or corner 
of a building; they may be at the level of a storefront or entry, or they may be high above the 
street. 
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Neon signs have several elements: an angle iron to attach the sign to a building wall, a 
framework of steel members that creates a three-dimensional form, sheet metal that is attached to 
the exterior of the steel form, exposed neon tubing, and the hidden electrical fixtures inside the 
"sign can" (the framework of steel that is clad in sheet metal) that operate the neon sign. 

Many sign cans survive in the district but many of these are broken or have been altered by the 
removal of the neon tubing and electrical apparatus. 

NAMES 

The names of many buildings in the district have changed since they were built, and many have 
never had a permanent physical manifestation - i.e., no sign or other symbol of a name. At the 
same time, the names and naming patterns of buildings are an important aspect of the 
neighborhood and the way it is perceived. 

There are many ways that buildings have been named: by the owner of the building, by the 
business operator (for example, the Hotel Earle existed in at least three locations as the hotel 
manager moved around), for respectability (Mayflower, Windsor, Waldorf, Senator), for the 
wife, daughter, or girlfriend of the owner (Estelle, Dorothy, Melba, Erleen, LoUise, Marie, 
Susette), for Saints, for Greek and Roman gods and heroes (Atlas, Jupiter, Eros, Ovid, and Ben 
Hur), for literary associations (Ivanhoe, Kipling), for location (at least three residential buildings 
on the Eddy streetcar line incorporated the name Eddy), for comfort (the Kosy), for reliability 
(the Standard), for fashion (the Fashionette), and for the romance of California’s Hispanic past 
(El Cortez, Granada, Alhambra, Francisco, Balboa, Farallone, El Capitan, Hacienda). 

RESOURCE TYPES - BUILDINGS 

HOTELS 

There are four types of hotels associated with the district, as described by Paul Groth in his 
studies of hotels in America. 

Palace Hotels 

Palace hotels are the largest and most luxurious. They have dining rooms, lounges, and grand 
lobbies. Uncommon in the district. 
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