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Memo to the Planning Commission 
HEARING DATE: JUNE 28, 2018 

CONTINUED FROM: OCTOBER 12, 2017; DECEMBER 21, 2017; MARCH 22, 2018; MAY 3, 2018; 
MAY 17, 2018; JUNE 14, 2018 

 

Date: June 21, 2018 
Case No.: 2017-001283CUA 
Project Address: 792 CAPP STREET 
Zoning: RTO-M (Residential Transit Oriented-Mission) Zoning District 
 Calle 24 Special Use District 
 40-X Height and Bulk District 
Block/Lot: 3637/019B 
Project Sponsor: Lucas Eastwood 
 3520 20th Street 

 San Francisco, CA 94110 
Staff Contact: Michael Christensen – (415) 575-8742 
 michael.christensen@sfgov.org  
Recommendation: Approval with Conditions 

 
 

BACKGROUND 
At the May 17, 2018 Planning Commission hearing, the Planning Commission continued the request for 
Conditional Use Authorization to demolish the existing single-family home located at 792 Capp Street 
and construct a new, four-story residential building containing four dwelling units. The continuance was 
requested by the project sponsor to allow more time to conduct neighborhood outreach. Since the May 17, 
2018 hearing, the sponsor has conducted additional neighborhood outreach but no modifications have 
been proposed to the project design. 
 
The project sponsor has proposed to facilitate participation in the Mayor’s Office of Housing and 
Community Development’s Downpayment Loan Assistance Program (DALP) to facilitate the purchase of 
one of the units in the development by a person in the local neighborhood. The project sponsor has 
prepared a letter which details their conversations with local community members since the last hearing 
and their plans for the project, which is attached. 
 

ANALYSIS 
As no physical changes are proposed from the design proposed at the May 17, 2018 hearing, there are no 
changes to the Department’s analysis of the project. Please refer to the staff report from the May 17, 2018 
hearing for the Department’s analysis and recommendation for the project.  
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Department staff has also prepared three additional exhibits regarding the project, which are also 
attached: 
 

1. A block map detailing what other properties in the block are not designated as historic resources 
and are unlikely to contain rent controlled units, thus making them likely to meet the required 
findings for demolition of Planning Code Section 317. 

2. An overlay of the existing site plan detailing the Department’s recommended modification to the 
project to retain the first ten feet of the existing building. 

3. An overlay of the proposed site plan detailing the Department’s recommended modification to 
the project to retain the first ten feet of the existing building. 

 
As shown on Attachments 2 and 3, the project design proposed by the Department would yield a total 
area of 3,734 square feet. This compares to the project sponsor’s design which yields 5,528 square feet of 
gross floor area. Per the plans for the project, this floor area is broken down into 4,424 square feet of unit 
area, an 846 square foot garage, and 258 square feet of common areas. Thus, if the parking was removed 
from the revised project and common areas remained the same size, the Department’s recommendation 
would yield approximately 3,476 square feet of unit area and approximately 250 square feet of common 
areas, representing an approximately 21.4% reduction in the unit area of the project but remaining more 
than sufficient to accommodate a four unit housing project containing at least two two-bedroom dwelling 
units. Per guidelines from the Department of Housing and Urban Development, a project containing two 
two-bedroom dwelling units and two one-bedroom dwelling units can be accommodated in a 2,300 
square foot envelope, excluding common areas. 
 
Attachments: 
Area Map 
Overlay of Existing Site Plan 
Overlay of Proposed Site Plan 
Project Sponsor Submittal Dated June 6, 2018 
May 17, 2018 Planning Commission Packet 
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HansonBridgett 
BRETT GLADSTONE 
PARTNER 
DIRECT DIAL (415) 995-5065 
DIRECT FAX (415) 995-3517 
E-MAIL BGladstone@hansonbridgett.com 

June 6, 2018 

VIA ELECTRONIC MAIL ONLY richhillissf@gmail.com 

Rich Hillis 
President 
San Francisco Planning Commission 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 
San Francisco, CA 94103 

Re: 792 Capp Street -Conditional Use Hearing 
Our File No. 34981.2 

Dear President Hillis and Commissioners: 

With regard to our client's conditional use hearing with the Planning Commission next week on 
Thursday, June 14, 2018, we enclose for your review and consideration the following 
documents: 

1. Letter from Lucas Eastwood, part owner of the property at 792 Capp Street, describing 
recent interactions with the community, and community benefit ideas that resulted. 

2. Letter from architect Geoff Gibson, addressing how the project proposed by Planning 
Staff at the last hearing (one that retains front part of the existing building) is not feasible. 

Feel free to contact me by phone at (415) 995-5065 or email at 
bgladstone(a~hansonbridgett.com. 

• •'*3 

Hanson Bridgett LLP 
425 Market Street, 26th Floor, San Francisco, CA 94105 hansonbridgett.com 

14440832.1 



EASTWOOD DEVELOPMENT 
3520 20th Street, Unit B 

San Francisco, CA 94110 

June 6, 2018 

Rich Hillis, President 
San Francisco Planning Commission 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 
San Francisco, CA 94103 

Re: 792 Capp Street —Conditional Use Hearing 

Dear President Hillis and Commissioners: 

On May 17, 2018, the date of our scheduled third hearing, I requested a short continuance 
based on the fact that I was getting closer to coming to a resolution with the portion of the Capp 
Street community who were in opposition to my project. As of May 17, 2018, I had developed 
some ideas of contributions that this project could make to the community. On May 17, 2018, 
was granted a continuance, and this gave me extra time for the following very fruitful 
conversations to take place: 

Phone call with Karoleen Fong, Director of Community Real Estate, Mission Economic 
Development Association (MEDA), in which we discussed the possible outcomes for this 
project. MEDA suggested: (1) its buying the entire building (though this was thought to be 
unlikely since MEDA and its funding sources concentrate on larger developments) (2) selling 
one unit to MEDA at a lower price so MEDA could sell it to a low income person (3) donating 
a very large amount to the Small Sites program fund or (4) leasing out space in a public place 
such as a church or rec center for the community to use for the next 5-10 years. We then 
looked into all of those. 

• Multiple phone calls with Nathan Tinclair and Lillian Bautista, both from the Scholarship 
Program of the San Francisco Recreation and Park Department. Items discussed: how we 
can financially contribute to SF Rec and Parks and how to make sure that this funding went 
to a Mission District park or rec center. 

• In person meeting with the most vocal opponents at La Boheme Cafe, 24th and 
Mission, Wednesday, May 30, 2018. Attended by us and: Erick Arguello (Calle 24); 
Karoleen Fong (MEDA); Thomas Plagemann and Davian Contreras (Capp Street residents) 
and Myrna Melgar. Dorothy Graham (next door neighbor) was invited but did not attend. 

Items discussed: Items (1) through (4) in the first bullet points above, plus providing a 
voluntary Below Market Rate unit off site, but within 3 blocks of 792 Capp. Although not 
withdrawing opposition, most of the opposition understandably stated that, it would be best 
to choose an alternative that benefits a lower income person in the new building itself, since 
this portion of Capp Street is affected more than the rest of the Mission and since affordable 
housing is the community's main focus. As a result we have since then mostly focused on 
the DALP idea. 

14435605.3 



June 6, 2018 
Page 2 

The DALP program is described by the City on the attachment to this letter. Recipients of 
the DALP money often have a hard time affording a unit even with the City's DALP loan 
contribution (max. $375,000), which is later forgiven based on later events such as a sale to 
another low income buyer. There is often a money gap making a buyer unable to close 
even when a down payment is combined with the DALP loan and a bank loan. Our 
company would help the buyer by making a $40,000 grant to the buyer to supplement the 
down payment the buyer will make to purchase a two bedroom unit in the new building. 

As we had hoped, the additional time you gave us allowed us to find new solutions that we 
could afford to provide in this limited profit small project, such as underwriting community space 
in some Mission location; or a contribution to the DALP program; or contribution to the SF Parks 
Alliance which could help direct our money to a park or rec center in the Mission. 

Since that time, the issue was raised as to whether some neutral third party could receive the 
financial contribution from us before the building is built, to make sure it would be used for this 
site, or for some other site if for some very unusual reason this project does not get built or 
takes many years to get built. 

We believe we will have answers to this and other logistical issues between now and our 
hearing before you. 

Thank you, 

Lucas Eastwood 

14435605.3 



Downpayment Assistance Loan Program (DALP) ~ Mayor's Office of Housing and Comm... Page 1 of 6 

information from SFMOHCD.org 

Home > Own > Homebuyer Programs > MOHCD Loan Programs 
> Downpayment Assistance Loan Program (DALP) 

Downpayment Assistance Loan Program (DALP) 

Detailed information for lenders 

DAMP is a downpayment loan up to $375,000, to bid on a property on the open market. The loan must be used on 

the downpayment of a single unit that will become a primary residence. The owner can re-sell the unit at market 

prices. 

The DALP is a silent second loan that requires no monthly payments for 30 years, or until the property is sold. 

The owner pays MOHCD back the principal amount, plus an equitable share of appreciation. 

2017 DALP 

2017 DALP funds are still being dispersed, Tracking will continue until all funds are dispersed. 

Tr2Ck funding from 2017 DALP [/loan program funding-balances] 

2018 DALP 

Lottery pre-approval applications due 7/31 /18 

Applicants must work with a MOHCD-approved lender riiender-i~sr~ 

Apply for 2018 DALP lottery ~~appiy-fog -daip~ 

Loan program details 

Funding Availability for 2018 

http://sfmohcd.org/dalp-details 6/6/2018 



Downpayment Assistance Loan Program (DALP) ~ Mayor's Office of Housing and Comm... Page 2 of 6 

Funding source Available Balance Applicants 

DALP-Housing Trust Fund (120%AMI) $3,000,000 General Public 

DALP-2015 Bond (175% AMI) $10,000,000 General Public 

FRDALP- Housing Trust Fund (200% AMI) $1,000,000 SF First Responders 

Educators-DALP-TND (200%AMI) $1,200,000 SFUSD Educators 

Important dates for 2018 

2018 Date Activity 

July 31, 5PM Lottery applications due 

August 20, 10am Lottery at SF Main Library 

August 31 Lottery results posted 

September 4 Applications begin to be processed 

Fees 

• No fee to apply for DALP lottery, which uses apre-approval application. 

X601 nonrefundable fee to process the paperwork of the DALP application, This will be collected 

when DALP funds are reserved to close on a property. 

This fee is X721 if you're applying with a Mortgage Credit Certificate vmorr~a~e-credir-

cert i (i cate-urogra m-rnrcl . 

Lottery, using pre-approval application 

There is a lottery for the DALP once a year. Note: no lottery preferences are used in the DALP 

lottery. Read more about how the lottery works » rmow-iocce~v-wog kst 

• MOHCD will process and approve applications in lottery rank order, by the following audiences: 

First Responders (FRDALP) 

SFUSD Educators (Educators-DALP) 

General 

We have a different funding source for applicants above 120% AMI, 

Both 120% AMI and 175% AMI applicants will be ranked on the same list. 

Each household can only reserve funds under one program (General, First Responders, or 

Educators) if selected. 

First responders or SFUSD educators can still be considered for funding under the 

General DALP list if they are not selected in under FRDALP or Educators-DALP. However, 

the applicant must meet the AMI requirements of the funding source they use. 

http://sfmohcd.org/dalp-details 6/6/2018 
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PROJECT: 792 Capp Street 

 
TO: Planning Commissioners, c/o Michael Christensen, SF Planning Dept 
VIA : 

 
DATE: 06.05.18 

 
FROM: Geoff Gibson, Project Architect 

 
Project Address: 792 Capp Street 
Intersection: one lot north of Capp Street and 23rd Street 
Block 3637, Lot 019B 
Zoning: RTO-M 
Lot Size: 30’ x 90’, 2700 sf total. 

 
We are writing in rebuttal to the Planning Department’s redesigns of 792 Capp Street in its CUA Executive 
Summary dated 05.14.18. In this summary, Planning recommends trying to retain and add onto the existing 
building. See Planning’s attached drawing.   
 
In order to achieve preservation of the front portion of the building, Planning Staff contends that a program 
of four mostly family-sized units is still achievable, despite a reduction of 2000+ square feet which cuts the 
project from a new building of 5500 square feet to a half new/half existing building with a total gross area of 
3300 square feet. Planning staff breaks down what it proposes as follows: two 2-bedroom units (of 700 
square feet each) and two 1-bedroom units (of 450 square feet each), with a total building habitable area of 
only 2300 square feet and a total gross area of only 3300 square feet.  
 
 We respectfully refute this analysis for the following reasons: 
 
1. The Planning Department calculation did not take into account circulation spaces, spaces for building 

equipment, second means of egress, etc. when it concluded that the four units (in sizes it proposes) 
reach a size that can be fit into the building volume it drew. 
 

2. If Staff’s calculation of total volume is correct, and if their number of bedrooms are adjusted to take into 
account the missing needed circulation, equipment area, second means of egress, etc., the total 
number of bedrooms will be three less than our new-building proposal. With the loss of this many 
bedrooms, it makes it nearly impossible to make this a project of family sized units.   

 
3. With the cost of construction in San Francisco already at an all-time high, the cost to preserve and 

rebuild in this case will be nearly the same cost of a full build. There are various reasons for this, 
ranging from the surgical manner in which mechanical and structural must be carried out, to the 
difficulties of waterproofing a very old existing structure, preserving its windows, etc.  Additionally, the 
existing structure is out of plumb, and efforts to solve for this imbalance will be costly and not 
necessarily successful. All of these reasons call into question whether the project is worth doing at all, 
should the project be approved with Staff’s current recommendations. 

 

WINDER 
GIBSON 
a r c h i t e c t s  

 
tel:  415.318.8634 
www.archsf.com  

 

1898 mission street 
san francisco   ca   94103 

 T R A N S M I T T A L  
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Additionally: 
 

1) Demolition Calculations   
Please see the attached markup showing the Planning proposal overlaid over the existing 
conditions. It clearly demonstrates that the project would remove a substantial percentage of the 
total exterior walls and horizontal assemblies. This would invoke Section 317 ‘tantamount to 
demolition’ and would require a conditional use authorization, thus not saving the time that 
Planning Staff believes will be saved. 

 
2) Square footage and Unit Count – Section 317 Compliant – Not Tantamount to Demolition 

We have previously studied a proposal to add to the existing building, as presented at the 
December 20 CUA hearing, that does not invoke Section 317.  That proposed addition/remodel 
project was only able to create enough space for a 3-unit building with only 5 bedrooms. A Section 
317 compliant proposal would result in a net loss of 1 dwelling unit and a net loss of 4 bedrooms 
compared with our new-building proposal. This is a significant downgrade of the ability of this 
project to provide housing simply to allow the retention of a non-historic building.   

 
3) Unit Locations 

Our proposed building locates one unit at the partial basement but with direct rear yard access and 
three units above grade with good light and air. Even if it were possible to squeeze four units into 
the existing building + addition as Planning proposed, two of these units would be in the partial 
basement, creating subpar living space. 

 
4) Project Character 

The Planning proposal for retention would simply maintain the front façade of 792 Capp Street.  
This facadism would be undercut by the vertical addition they propose just 10’ back. This would 
dramatically change the character of this building, making it unlike the other existing single family 
home adjacent but also completely unlike the existing 3-story Victorians in the area. It is not an 
intact resource and is not typical in style for the context. It is stucco while the majority of the homes 
are painted wood siding. It features casement and transom windows unlike the double hung 
windows seen in this context. The vertical addition would presumably carry these same materials 
and details upwards, thus creating more out-of-context architecture. 
 
Our currently proposed project is neither contemporary or modern in design. It has been designed 
as a polite background building; it features painted wood siding, double-hung windows, stepped 
casings and trim, traditional horned window sills, a projecting cornice and other details found in the 
immediate context.  These materials and details are used in a restrained way to avoid faux-
historicism and to avoid competing with the nearby historic resources. This is exactly the approach 
required in a historic context by the Secretary of the Interior standards. Our proposed entirely new 
building is significantly more contextual and sensitively designed than an addition to the existing 
atypical non-contextual single-family home would be. 

 
The increased costs and challenges of construction for an addition project, as well as the effect that delays, 
additional professional fees, renotification and additional permit process will present will undoubtedly have 
a detrimental effect on the feasibility of the project. 
 
In summary, an addition project does not yield the units, bedrooms or square footage that Planning 
believes it will. And it does not yield a superior building for the context or the goals of San Francisco. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
Geoff Gibson 
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Executive Summary 

Conditional Use Authorization 
HEARING DATE: MAY 17, 2018 

CONTINUED FROM: OCTOBER 12, 2017, DECEMBER 21, 2017, MARCH 22, 2018, MAY 3, 2018 
 
Date: May 14, 2018 
Case No.: 2017-001283CUA 
Project Address: 792 Capp Street 
Zoning: RTO-M (Residential Transit Oriented-Mission) Zoning District 
 Calle 24 Special Use District 
 40-X Height and Bulk District 
Block/Lot: 3637/019B 
Project Sponsor: Lucas Eastwood 
 3520 20th Street 
 San Francisco, CA 94110 
Staff Contact: Michael Christensen – (415) 575-8742 
 michael.christensen@sfgov.org  
Recommendation: Approval with Conditions 

 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
The project sponsor proposes to demolish the existing single-family home and construct a new four story, 
40 foot tall residential structure containing four dwelling units. The existing 1,939 square foot, two-story 
structure contains one three-bedroom dwelling unit. The proposed 5,528 square foot, four story 
replacement structure contains four dwelling units with one one-bedroom (measuring 669 square feet), 
one two-bedroom unit (measuring 730 square feet), and two three-bedroom units (measuring 1,397 
square feet and 1,628 square feet). The project also includes a garage which can accommodate two 
automobiles and four Class One bicycle spaces. 
 
REQUIRED COMMISSION ACTION 
 
In order for the project to proceed, the Commission must grant Conditional Use Authorization to allow 
the demolition of the existing residential dwelling unit and construction of a new four-unit, four-story 
building within the RTO-M Zoning District, pursuant to Planning Code Sections 209.4, 303 and 317. 
 

ISSUES AND OTHER CONSIDERATIONS 
 October 12th, 2017 Hearing. During the October 12th, 2017 hearing on the project, the Commission 

expressed concern regarding the design of the building and the compatibility with the 
neighborhood. The Commission also expressed concern over the impact of the project on 
surrounding historic properties. The Commission continued the item to the December 21st 

mailto:michael.christensen@sfgov.org
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hearing and directed the sponsor to return with a plan which retained the existing structure to 
the maximum extent possible and to conduct additional neighborhood outreach. 

 December 21st, 2017 Hearing. During the December 21st, 2017 hearing, the project sponsor 
returned with revised plans which modified the architectural details of the structure but did not 
propose retention of any portion of the existing structure. The Commission continued the item to 
the March 22nd, 2018 hearing with intent to disapprove the project. 

 Project Updates. Since the last hearing, the project sponsor has conducted additional outreach to 
the local community, including conducting a neighborhood meeting to solicit feedback on the 
proposed project. The additional continuances were requested by the project sponsor to allow 
additional time to conduct such outreach. The proposed project has been revised to incorporate 
façade articulations which are common on other properties on the block to bring the design more 
into character with the surrounding neighborhood, but no changes to the massing or basic 
features of the project are proposed. 

 Public Comment & Outreach. The Department has received significant opposition to the project; 
the concerns are centered on the demolition of the existing structure which does not meet the 
criteria for historical significance but holds significant cultural and emotional significance for 
neighborhood residents. The project sponsor has held multiple meetings with members of the 
local neighborhood, including a public meeting on April 13, 2018 to solicit feedback on the 
proposal. Attendees generally expressed concern over dust and debris during the construction 
period and general opposition to the demolition of the structure. Some attendees expressed 
preference for a project which preserved the existing structure while accommodating the 
proposed housing project. 

 Department Recommendation. The Commission has directed staff to return with a motion to 
deny the requested Conditional Use Authorization, which is included in the packet. The 
Department finds that a housing project including four dwelling units can be accommodated at 
the subject site while retaining the front portion of the structure to retain the appearance and 
character of the subject property and thus the Department’s recommendation is to approve the 
requested Conditional Use Authorization with a Condition of Approval to require that the first 
ten feet of the structure be retained in its current location with any addition to be constructed 
only behind this portion of the structure, subject to consistency with the Residential Design 
Guidelines and the Planning Code. 
 

BASIS FOR RECOMMENDATION 
The Department finds that the Project is consistent with the Objectives and Policies of the General Plan. 
The Department finds that the addition of housing units at the subject property can be accomplished 
without requiring demoltion of the existing structure, and that adaptive reuse of the structure, including 
addition of dwelling units, is a preferable project to the demolition of the structure. The Department finds 
the project to be nessessary and desirable for the addition of dwelling units and the project to meet all 
applicable requirements of the Planning Code. 
 
ATTACHMENTS: 
Exhibit A: Draft Motion – Conditional Use Authorization Denial  
Exhibit B: Draft Motion – Conditional Use Authorization Approval with Conditions 
Exhibit C: Conditions of Approval 
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Exhibit D: Site Exhibits 
Parcel Map 
Sanborn Map 
Zoning Map 
Height and Bulk District Map 
Aerial Photo 
Site Photo 

Exhibit E: CEQA Categorical Exemption Determination 
Exhibit F: Historic Resource Evaluation 
Exhibit G: Correspondence Received in Opposition to the Project 
Exhibit H: Project Sponsor Submittal 
 Correspondence and Signatures in Support 
 Correspondence from Kate Kuzminski, RE: Confirming the seller of 792 Capp was not evicted 
 Correspondence from Ryan J. Patterson, RE: Housing Accountability Act 
 Correspondence from Brett Gladstone 
 Property Appraisal 
Exhibit I: Project Plans 
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Planning Commission Motion No. XXXXX 

HEARING DATE: MAY 17, 2018 
Case No.: 2017-001283CUA 
Project Address: 792 Capp Street 
Zoning: RTO-M (Residential Transit Oriented-Mission) Zoning District 
 Calle 24 Special Use District 
 40-X Height and Bulk District 
Block/Lot: 3637/019B 
Project Sponsor: Lucas Eastwood 
 3520 20th Street 
 San Francisco, CA 94110 
Staff Contact: Michael Christensen – (415) 575-8742 
 michael.christensen@sfgov.org  

 
ADOPTING FINDINGS RELATING TO THE DENIAL OF CONDITIONAL USE AUTHORIZATION 
PURSUANT TO SECTIONS 209.4, 303, AND 317 OF THE PLANNING CODE FOR A PROJECT 
PROPOSING THE DEMOLITION OF A SINGLE-FAMILY RESIDENCE AND CONSTRUCTION OF 
A FOUR-UNIT RESIDENTIAL BUILDING LOCATED AT 792 CAPP STREET IN ASSESSOR’S 
BLOCK 3637, LOT 019B WITHIN THE RTO-M (RESIDENTIAL TRANSIT ORIENTED-MISSION) 
ZONING DISTRICT, THE CALLE-24 SPECIAL USE DISTRICT, AND A 40-X HEIGHT AND BULK 
DISTRICT. 
 
PREAMBLE 
On January 1, 2017, Lucas Eastwood (Project Sponsor) filed an application with the Planning Department 
(hereinafter “Department”) for Conditional Use Authorization under Planning Code Sections 209.4, 303, 
and 317 to demolish the single-family home located at 792 Capp Street and construct a new, four-story, 
four-unit residential structure within the RTO-M (Residential Transit Oriented-Mission) Zoning District, 
the Calle-24 Special Use District, and a 40-X Height and Bulk District. 
 
On October 12, 2017, the San Francisco Planning Commission (hereinafter “Commission”) conducted a 
duly noticed public hearing at a regularly scheduled meeting on Conditional Use Application No. 2016-
005411CUA. On October 12, 2017, the Commission continued this project to the public hearing on 
December 21, 2017. On December 21, 2017, the Commission continued this project to the public hearing 
on March 22, 2018. On March 22, 2018, the Commission continued this project to the public hearing on 
May 3, 2018. On May 3, 2018, the Commission continued this project to the public hearing on May 24, 
2018. 
 
The Project is exempt from the California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”) under Class 1 and Class 
3 Categorical exemptions. 
 
The Planning Department, Jonas P. Ionin, is the custodian of records, located in the File for Case No. 
2017-001283CUA at 1650 Mission Street, Fourth Floor, San Francisco, California. 
 

mailto:michael.christensen@sfgov.org
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The Commission has heard and considered the testimony presented to it at the public hearing and has 
further considered written materials and oral testimony presented on behalf of the applicant, Department 
staff, and other interested parties. 
 
MOVED, that the Commission hereby denies the Conditional Use Authorization requested in  
Application No. 2017-001283CUA for the demolition of an existing single-family structure and 
construction of a new, four-story, four-unit residential structure, based on the following findings: 
 
FINDINGS 
Having reviewed the materials identified in the preamble above, and having heard all testimony and 
arguments, this Commission finds, concludes, and determines as follows: 
 

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

2. Project Description.  The project sponsor proposes to demolish the existing single-family home 
and construct a new four story, 40 foot tall residential structure containing four dwelling units. 
The existing 1,939 square foot, two-story structure contains one three-bedroom dwelling unit. 
The proposed 5,528 square foot, four story replacement structure contains four dwelling units 
with one one-bedroom (measuring 669 square feet), one two-bedroom unit (measuring 730 
square feet), and two three-bedroom units (measuring 1,397 square feet and 1,628 square feet). 
The project also includes a garage which can accommodate two automobiles and four Class One 
bicycle spaces. 

 
3. Site Description and Present Use.  The project is located on the west side of Capp Street, 

between 22nd and 23rd Streets, on Assessor’s Block 3637, Lot 019B. The project site is a 2,700 
square foot parcel measuring 30 feet wide and 90 feet deep, which is typical of parcels in the area.   
The subject property is located within the Residential Transit Oriented-Mission Zoning District 
("RTO-M") and the 40-X Height and Bulk District. The property is developed with a two-story 
single-family home. 

 
4. Surrounding Properties and Neighborhood.  The area surrounding the project site is primarily 

residential in character. Properties fronting Capp Street are primarily residential, while 
properties fronting 23rd Street and Mission Street (to the rear of this property) are mixed-use in 
character, with residential units on upper floors and commercial units at the ground level. The 
immediately adjacent structure to the south is a three story building with commercial uses at the 
ground floor and residential uses above. The immediately adjacent structure to the north is a 
two-story single family home. The existing structure on the project site and the immediately 
adjacent structure to the north are the only two-story homes on the subject block; all other 
structures in the immediate area are built to a height of three stories. Capp Street is tucked within 
a broader neighborhood which has significant commercial activity, but the subject block is 
completely residential, with commercial uses nearby along 23rd Street. 

 
5. Public Comment.  The Department has received significant opposition to the project; the 

concerns are centered on the demolition of the existing structure which does not meet the criteria 
for historical significance but holds significant cultural and emotional significance for 
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neighborhood residents. The project sponsor has held multiple meetings with members of the 
local neighborhood, including a public meeting on April 13, 2018 to solicit feedback on the 
proposal. Attendees generally expressed concern over dust and debris during the construction 
period and general opposition to the demolition of the structure. Some attendees expressed 
preference for a project which preserved the existing structure while accommodating the 
proposed housing project. 
 

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

 
A. Residential Demolition.  Planning Code Section 317 states that a Conditional Use 

Authorization is required to demolish a residential unit, that no permit for residential 
demolition shall be approved prior to final approval of a building permit for a replacement 
structure, and that the Commission shall consider the replacement structure as part of its 
decision on the Conditional Use Authorization.   
 
The Project Sponsor has submitted this request for Conditional Use Authorization to comply with this 
requirement, and the project plans include the demolition of the existing structure as well as the 
construction of the replacement structure. While the granting of the Conditional Use Authorization 
would authorize the permit to demolish the existing residential structure, formal approval of the permit 
to demolish the existing residential structure would not occur until the permit for the replacement 
structure has been finally approved. 

 
B. Residential Density and Dwelling Unit Mix. Planning Code Section 209.4 establishes no 

density limit for residential dwelling units in the RTO-M Zoning District. Density is 
regulated by the permitted height and bulk, and required setbacks, exposure, and open space 
of each parcel, along with Residential Design Guidelines. Additionally, the section establishes 
that no less than 40 percent of the total number of proposed dwelling units shall contain at 
least two bedrooms; or no less than 30 percent of the total number of proposed dwelling units 
shall contain at least three bedrooms. 
 
The proposed project provides four new dwelling units to replace the one existing dwelling unit on the 
site. The overall building massing was found by the Residential Design Advisory Team to be 
consistent with the Residential Design Guidelines, and the project was found to be compliant with 
Planning Code Requirements for permitted height and bulk, setbacks, exposure, and open space, as 
detailed below. The proposed dwelling units comply with the dwelling unit mix requirements by 
providing 75% of units as two or more bedroom units. 
 

C. Height and Bulk. The project is located in a 40-X Height and Bulk District. 
 
The project is proposed with a total height of 40‘, which is consistent with the height and bulk district. 
At the front building wall, the total building height is 30’, increasing to 40’ after a 12’ setback from the 
front building wall. 
 

D. Front Setback. Planning Code Section 132 requires that the project provide a front setback 
that is equal to the average of the adjacent neighbor’s front setbacks. 
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The project is designed to provide the required setback using the alternative method of averaging 
detailed in Planning Code Section 132(b), which allows for the front setback to be provided in an 
irregular manner provided that the total setback area is equal to what would be required if the front 
setback was provided as a simple average of the setbacks of the two adjacent properties. 
 

E. Rear Yard. Planning Code Section 134 requires that the project provide a rear yard equal to 
45% of the total depth of the lot, provided that the requirement may be reduced based on the 
conditions of adjacent lots but in no case may be less than 15’ of 25% of the total depth of the 
lot. Additionally, if averaging is used, the total height of the last 10’ of building depth is 
limited to 30’. 
 
The project provides a rear yard equal to 27’ 1” (30% of total lot depth) based on the conditions of 
adjacent properties. Additionally, the last 10’ of building depth has been limited to a height of 30’. 
 

F. Exposure. Planning Code Section 140 requires that in all dwelling units at least one room that 
meets the 120-square-foot minimum superficial floor area requirement of Section 503 of 
the Housing Code shall face directly onto a public street or alley, a code-complying rear yard, 
or an open area meeting certain criteria. 
 
All four proposed dwelling units contain windows which face onto the rear yard, which meets the 
requirements of the Planning Code. 
 

G. Open Space. Planning Code Section 209.4 requires that usable open space be provided for 
the proposed dwelling units in the amount of 100 square feet per unit if provided as private 
open space or 133 square feet per unit if provided as common. 
 
Units 1 and 2 share access to the rear yard, which provides 675 square feet of usable open space. Unit 3 
has direct access to a private patio which is 120 square feet in size, and Unit 4 has access to two private 
patios which total approximately 550 square feet in size. Through this combination of private and 
common open spaces, the project meets the open space requirements of the Planning Code.  

 
H. Automobile Parking.  Planning Section 151.1 of the Planning Code permits up to three 

automobile parking spaces for each four dwelling units in the RTO-M Zoning District.   
 

The proposed project provides two automobile parking spaces where the Planning Code allows up to 
three, and thus the project is compliant with this requirement. 

 
I.  Bicycle Parking.  Planning Section 155.2 of the Planning Code requires that one Class One 

bicycle parking space be provided for each dwelling unit.   
 

The proposed project provides four Class One bicycle parking spaces where the code requires four, and 
thus the project is compliant with this section. 

 

http://library.amlegal.com/nxt/gateway.dll?f=jumplink$jumplink_x=Advanced$jumplink_vpc=first$jumplink_xsl=querylink.xsl$jumplink_sel=title;path;content-type;home-title;item-bookmark$jumplink_d=$jumplink_q=%5bfield%20folio-destination-name:%27Housing%27%5d$jumplink_md=target-id=JD_Housing
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7. Planning Code Section 303 establishes criteria for the Planning Commission to consider when 
reviewing applications for Conditional Use approval.  On balance, the project does not comply 
with said criteria in that: 

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

proposed location, will provide a development that is necessary or desirable, and compatible 
with, the neighborhood or the community. 

 
While the addition of new dwelling units is necessary and desirable, the demolition of the structure is 
not required in order to accommodate a housing project at the subject property and thus is not 
necessary or desirable. A four unit housing project would require a minimum of two two-bedroom 
units per the required dwelling unit mix of Planning Code Section 209.4. The remaining two dwelling 
units could be one-bedroom or studio units and remain code-complying. Thus, accommodating four 
dwelling units on the project site does not require demolition of the structure and construction of a 
new, 5,528 square foot structure as the proposed units could be accommodated in a much smaller 
envelope which could be accomplished through a reuse of the existing structure. To qualify for tax 
credits through the Department of Housing and Urban Development, one-bedroom dwelling units 
must be a minimum of 450 square feet in size, and two-bedroom units must be a minimum of 700 
square feet in size. Thus, a project containing two two-bedroom units and two one-bedroom units 
which are modestly sized would need a total size of 2,300 square feet, which is less than 400 square feet 
larger than the existing 1,939 square foot building. Even while factoring in required common areas, 
utilities, and inefficiencies in the floor plan resulting from retention of the existing structure; the 
proposed housing project could be accommodated with a modest addition and reconfiguration of the 
structure. 

 
B. The proposed project will not be detrimental to the health, safety, convenience or general 

welfare of persons residing or working in the vicinity.  There are no features of the project 
that could be detrimental to the health, safety or convenience of those residing or working 
the area, in that:  

 
i. Nature of proposed site, including its size and shape, and the proposed size, shape and 

arrangement of structures;  
 

The project site is a 2,700 square foot parcel measuring 30 feet wide and 90 feet deep, which is 
typical of parcels in the area. The proposed structure is four stories in height, but with a ground 
floor that is partially underground, which reduces the scale of the structure at the rear. In 
addition, the fourth floor has been setback 12 feet at the front building wall to establish a massing 
that is consistent with the structure to the south, and a three foot side setback has been 
incorporated at the front of the structure on the north side to create a smoother transition to the 
structure to the north. This side setback also renders the structure more consistent with the overall 
block pattern, where partial side setbacks are common. As such, the proposed site and structure are 
both consistent with the development pattern of the neighborhood. However, retention of the 
existing structure would yield far greater compatibility with the surrounding neighborhood as the 
character of the existing neighborhood is retained and new, modern architectural design is not 
introduced into a neighborhood which consists fully of historic buildings or buildings which are 
age-eligible for historic classification. 
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ii. The accessibility and traffic patterns for persons and vehicles, the type and volume of 

such traffic, and the adequacy of proposed off-street parking and loading;  
 

The project proposes two automobile parking spaces and the required four new Class 1 bicycle 
parking spaces, and the neighborhood is transit rich. Thus, the proposed project provides adequate 
off-street parking and loading for the proposed use. The proposed project would not interfere or 
unduly burden traffic patterns within the surrounding neighborhood. However, the Planning 
Code does not require off-street parking in the RTO-M Zoning District. Planning Code Section 
151.1 instead establishes that a maximum of three parking spaces be provided for each four 
dwelling units in the RTO-M Zoning District. The existing off-street parking spaces are not 
required under the Planning Code and may be removed to accommodate the proposed housing 
units without requiring demolition of the structure. 

 
iii. The safeguards afforded to prevent noxious or offensive emissions such as noise, glare, 

dust and odor;  
 

As the proposed Project is residential in nature, it is unlikely to have the potential to produce 
noxious or offensive emissions. 

 
iv. Treatment given, as appropriate, to such aspects as landscaping, screening, open spaces, 

parking and loading areas, service areas, lighting and signs;  
 

The proposed project provides screened off-street parking spaces by enclosing them in a garage, 
and the front setback area is appropriately landscaped and contains permeable surfaces to comply 
with the requirements of the Planning Code. As a small project, it does not contain service areas 
or signage that could detract from the visual quality of the site.  

 
C. That the use as proposed will comply with the applicable provisions of the Planning Code 

and will not adversely affect the General Plan. 
 

The Project complies with all relevant requirements and standards of the Planning Code. However, the 
project is not consistent with objectives and policies of the General Plan as detailed below. 

 
D. That the use as proposed would provide development that is in conformity with the purpose 

of the applicable Zoning District. 
 

The proposed project is not consistent with the stated purposed of RTO-M District in that the project 
does not maintain the moderate scale and segmentation prescribed by the Zoning District.  

 
8. Additional Findings pursuant to Section 317 establishes criteria for the Planning Commission to 

consider when reviewing applications for Residential Demolition.  On balance, the Project does 
not comply with said criteria in that: 

 
A. Whether the property is free of a history of serious, continuing code violations;  
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A review of the Department of Building Inspection and the Planning Department databases 
showed no active enforcement cases or notices of violation for the subject property. 

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

 
The existing structure appears to have been maintained in a decent, safe and sanitary condition. 

 
C. Whether the property is an “historic resource” under CEQA;  

 
Although the existing structure is more than 50 years old, a review of the supplemental 
information resulted in a determination that the existing structure at 792 Capp Street is not a 
historical resource (See Case No. 2017-001283ENV). 

 
D. Whether the removal of the resource will have a substantial adverse impact under 

CEQA;  
 

The existing building at 792 Capp Street is not a historical resource. 
 

E. Whether the Project converts rental housing to other forms of tenure or occupancy;  
 

The existing structure is a single-family residence which was previously an owner-occupied unit 
and was vacated as part of the sale of the property. As such, the project does not entail conversion 
of rental housing to other forms of tenure or occupancy. 

 
F. Whether the Project removes rental units subject to the Rent Stabilization and Arbitration 

Ordinance;  
 

The Planning Department cannot definitely determine whether or not the single-family home is 
subject to the Rent Stabilization and Arbitration Ordinance. This is the purview of the Rent 
Board; however, the Department can confirm that there are no current tenants living in the 
existing dwelling unit. 

 
G. Whether the Project conserves existing housing to preserve cultural and economic 

neighborhood diversity;  
 

The proposed project demolishes existing housing which is of sound quality to accomplish a 
housing project which can be accommodated without requiring demolition of the structure. Thus, 
the project does not conserve existing housing to preserve cultural and economic neighborhood 
diversity; the project removes existing housing and harms the cultural and economic neighborhood 
diversity by adding a new, modern structure in a context which is defined by historic buildings or 
buildings which are age-eligible for historic classification. 

 
H. Whether the Project conserves neighborhood character to preserve neighborhood cultural 

and economic diversity;  
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The proposed project demolishes existing housing which is of sound quality to accomplish a 
housing project which can be accommodated without requiring demolition of the structure. Thus, 
the project does not conserve neighborhood character; the project removes existing housing and 
harms neighborhood character by adding a new, modern structure in a context which is defined by 
historic buildings or buildings which are age-eligible for historic classification. 
 

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

The Project removes an older single-family residence, which is generally considered more 
affordable than a more recently constructed unit. The project does not provide any affordable 
housing and exacerbates development pressure on the surrounding neighborhood, impacting the 
affordability of other housing units. 

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

by Section 415;  
 

The Project is not subject to the provisions of Planning Code Section 415, as the project only 
proposes four dwelling units. 

 
K. Whether the Project locates in-fill housing on appropriate sites in established 

neighborhoods;  
 

The Project has not been designed to be in keeping with the scale and development pattern of the 
mixed neighborhood character. The surrounding neighborhood is an established residential 
neighborhood and the proposed massing and use are not consistent with other properties in the 
area. The additional housing can be accomplished without requiring demolition of the structure, 
and retention of the structure would render the infill housing project more appropriate for the 
surrounding neighborhood. 

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

 
The RTO-M zoning district requires that a minimum of 40% of new dwelling units contain at 
least two bedrooms. Thus, a housing project on the site would increase the number of family sized 
units. However, the demolition of the existing sound structure is not required to accommodate a 
housing project at the site. 

 
M. Whether the Project creates new supportive housing;  

 
The Project does not create supportive housing. 

 
N. Whether the Project is of superb architectural and urban design, meeting all relevant 

design guidelines, to enhance existing neighborhood character;  
 

The overall scale, design, and materials of the proposed building is not consistent with the block-
face and detracts from the neighborhood character with a contemporary design.  
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O. Whether the Project increases the number of on-site dwelling units;  
 

The Project will increase the number of on-site units from one dwelling unit to four dwelling 
units. However, the additional housing units can be accomplished without requiring demolition of 
the structure. 

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

 
The existing building contains a total of three bedrooms. The Project will contain a total of nine 
bedrooms across the four dwelling units. However, additional bedrooms can be accomplished 
without requiring demolition of the structure. 
 

Q. Whether or not the replacement project would maximize density on the subject lot; and,  
 

Per Planning Code Section 209.4, there is no maximum residential density in the RTO-M 
District. The Project proposes the demolition of the existing single-family residence and new 
construction of a four-unit building, increasing the existing site density from one to four. 
However, the additional housing units can be accomplished without requiring demolition of the 
structure. 
 

R. If replacing a building not subject to the Residential Rent Stabilization and Arbitration 
Ordinance, whether the new project replaces all the existing units with new Dwelling 
Units of a similar size and with the same number of bedrooms.  
 
The Planning Department cannot definitely determine whether or not the single-family home is 
subject to the Rent Stabilization and Arbitration Ordinance. The existing three-bedroom single 
family home is proposed to be replaced with four dwelling units with one one-bedroom (measuring 
669 square feet), one two-bedroom unit (measuring 730 square feet), and two three-bedroom units 
(measuring 1,397 square feet and 1,628 square feet) As such, the project replaces the existing 
dwelling unit with two units that are of similar size and with the same number of bedrooms while 
also providing two additional dwelling units to the City’s housing stock. However, the additional 
housing units can be accomplished without requiring demolition of the structure. 

 
9. General Plan Compliance.  The Project is, on balance, not consistent with  the following 

Objectives and Policies of the General Plan: 
 

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

 
Policy 2.2:  
Discourage the demolition of sound existing housing, unless the demolition results in a net 
increase in affordable housing. 
 



Exhibit A: Draft Motion for Denial CASE NO 2017-001283CUA 
May 17, 2018 792 Capp Street 

 10 

OBJECTIVE 3:  
Protect the affordability of the existing housing stock, especially rental units. 
 
OBJECTIVE 4: 
Foster a housing stock that meets the needs of all residents across lifecycles.  

 
The project does not retain existing housing units and proposes an unnecessary demolition of a sound 
residential structure. The demolition of sound existing housing does not result in a net increase in 
affordable housing. Thus, the project is not consistent with this policy of the Housing Element of the 
General Plan. 

 

MISSION AREA PLAN  
Objectives and Policies 
 
Housing 
 
OBJECTIVE 2.2 
RETAIN AND IMPROVE EXISTING HOUSING AFFORDABLE TO PEOPLE OF ALL INCOMES 
 
OBJECTIVE 2.4 
LOWER THE COST OF THE PRODUCTION OF HOUSING 

 
Policy 2.2.1 
Adopt Citywide demolition policies that discourage demolition of sound housing, and encourage 
replacement of affordable units. 
 
Policy 2.4.3  
Encourage construction of units that are “affordable by design.” 
 
The proposed project does not retain existing housing and proposed demolition of a sound housing 
structure which can be modified to incorporate additional units. Alteration of an existing structure is 
typically less expensive than full demolition and construction of a new structure and thus the proposed 
project is not affordable by design. 

 
10. Planning Code Section 101.1(b) establishes eight priority-planning policies and requires review 

of permits for consistency with said policies.  On balance, the project does not comply with said 
policies in that:  

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

opportunities for resident employment in and ownership of such businesses be enhanced.  
 

The project site does not possess any existing neighborhood-serving retail uses.  
 

B. That existing housing and neighborhood character be conserved and protected in order to 
preserve the cultural and economic diversity of our neighborhoods. 
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The proposed project does not conserve existing housing. The proposed project demolishes existing 
housing and alters neighborhood character and is not necessary to accommodate the proposed housing 
project at the subject property. 
 

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

The existing single family dwelling is not designated as an inclusionary affordable housing unit. 
 

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

 
The Project is not anticipated to impede transit service or overburden our streets with neighborhood 
parking. The project includes required amount of bicycle parking and off-street parking below the 
principally-permitted amount, thus supporting the City’s transit first policies. 
 

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

 
The Project does not include commercial office development and would not affect industrial or service 
sector uses or related employment opportunities. Ownership of industrial or service sector businesses 
would not be affected by the Project. 
  

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

 
The replacement structures would be built in compliance with San Francisco’s current Building Code 
Standards and would meet all earthquake safety requirements. 

 
G. That landmarks and historic buildings be preserved.  

 
Landmark or historic buildings do not occupy the Project site. The existing building is not a historic 
resource. However, the building has significant cultural significance to the Mission neighborhood. 
 

H. That our parks and open space and their access to sunlight and vistas be protected from 
development.  
 
The project does not exceed the 40-foot height limit, and is thus not subject to the requirements of 
Planning Code Section 295 – Height Restrictions on Structures Shadowing Property Under the 
Jurisdiction of the Recreation and Park Commission.  The height of the proposed structures is 
compatible with the established neighborhood development. 

 
11. The Project is not consistent with and would not promote the general and specific purposes of the 

Code provided under Section 101.1(b) in that, as designed, the Project would not maintain the 
character and stability of the neighborhood and would not constitute a beneficial development. 
The requested demolition is not required to accommodate a housing project at the subject site. 
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12. The Commission hereby finds that denial of the Conditional Use authorization would promote 

the health, safety and welfare of the City. 
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DECISION 
That based upon the Record, the submissions by the Applicant, the staff of the Department and other 
interested parties, the oral testimony presented to this Commission at the public hearings, and all other 
written materials submitted by all parties, the Commission hereby DENIES Conditional Use 
Application No. 2017-001283CUA pursuant to Planning Code Sections 209.4, 303 and 317 to allow the 
demolition of an existing single-family residence and construction of a new, four-story, four-unit 
residential structure. The property is located within the Residential Transit Oriented - Mission (RTO-M), 
and a 40-X Height and Bulk District. 
 
APPEAL AND EFFECTIVE DATE OF MOTION:  Any aggrieved person may appeal this Conditional 
Use Authorization to the Board of Supervisors within thirty (30) days after the date of this Motion No. 
XXXXX. The effective date of this Motion shall be the date of this Motion if not appealed (After the 30-
day period has expired) OR the date of the decision of the Board of Supervisors if appealed to the 
Board of Supervisors.  For further information, please contact the Board of Supervisors at (415) 554-
5184, City Hall, Room 244, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, San Francisco, CA 94012. 
 
Protest of Fee or Exaction:  You may protest any fee or exaction subject to Government Code Section 
66000 that is imposed as a condition of approval by following the procedures set forth in Government 
Code Section 66020.  The protest must satisfy the requirements of Government Code Section 66020(a) and 
must be filed within 90 days of the date of the first approval or conditional approval of the development 
referencing the challenged fee or exaction.  For purposes of Government Code Section 66020, the date of 
imposition of the fee shall be the date of the earliest discretionary approval by the City of the subject 
development.   
 
If the City has not previously given Notice of an earlier discretionary approval of the project, the 
Planning Commission’s adoption of this Motion, Resolution, Discretionary Review Action or the Zoning 
Administrator’s Variance Decision Letter constitutes the approval or conditional approval of the 
development and the City hereby gives NOTICE that the 90-day protest period under Government Code 
Section 66020 has begun.  If the City has already given Notice that the 90-day approval period has begun 
for the subject development, then this document does not re-commence the 90-day approval period. 
 
I hereby certify that the Planning Commission ADOPTED the foregoing Motion on May 17, 2018. 
 
 
Jonas P. Ionin 
Commission Secretary 
 
AYES:  
 
NAYS:   
 
ABSENT:  
 
ADOPTED: May 17, 2018 
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Planning Commission Motion No. XXXXX 
HEARING DATE: MAY 17, 2018 

Case No.: 2017-001283CUA 
Project Address: 792 Capp Street 
Zoning: RTO-M (Residential Transit Oriented-Mission) Zoning District 
 Calle 24 Special Use District 
 40-X Height and Bulk District 
Block/Lot: 3637/019B 
Project Sponsor: Lucas Eastwood 
 3520 20th Street 
 San Francisco, CA 94110 
Staff Contact: Michael Christensen – (415) 575-8742 
 michael.christensen@sfgov.org  

 
ADOPTING FINDINGS RELATING TO THE APPROVAL OF CONDITIONAL USE 
AUTHORIZATION PURSUANT TO SECTIONS 209.4, 303 AND 317 OF THE PLANNING CODE TO 
ALLOW THE DEMOLITION OF AN EXISTING SINGLE-FAMILY HOME AND CONSTRUCTION 
OF A NEW, FOUR-UNIT RESIDENTIAL STRUCTURE WITHIN THE RTO-M (RESIDENTIAL 
TRANSIT ORIENTED-MISSION) ZONING DISTRICT, THE CALLE 24 SPECIAL USE DISTRICT, 
AND A 40-X HEIGHT AND BULK DISTRICT. 
 
PREAMBLE 
On January 1, 2017, Lucas Eastwood (Project Sponsor) filed an application with the Planning Department 
(hereinafter “Department”) for Conditional Use Authorization under Planning Code Sections 209.4, 303, 
and 317 to demolish the single-family home located at 792 Capp Street and construct a new, four-story, 
four-unit residential structure within the RTO-M (Residential Transit Oriented-Mission) Zoning District, 
the Calle-24 Special Use District, and a 40-X Height and Bulk District. 
 
On October 12, 2017, the San Francisco Planning Commission (hereinafter “Commission”) conducted a 
duly noticed public hearing at a regularly scheduled meeting on Conditional Use Application No. 2016-
005411CUA. On October 12, 2017, the Commission continued this project to the public hearing on 
December 21, 2017. On December 21, 2017, the Commission continued this project to the public hearing 
on March 22, 2018. On March 22, 2018, the Commission continued this project to the public hearing on 
May 3, 2018. On May 3, 2018, the Commission continued this project to the public hearing on May 24, 
2018. 
 
The Project is exempt from the California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”) under Class 1 and Class 
3 Categorical exemptions. 
 
The Planning Department, Jonas P. Ionin, is the custodian of records, located in the File for Case No. 
2017-001283CUA at 1650 Mission Street, Fourth Floor, San Francisco, California. 
 

mailto:michael.christensen@sfgov.org
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CASE NO. 2017-001283CUA 
792 Capp Street 

The Commission has heard and considered the testimony presented to it at the public hearing and has 
further considered written materials and oral testimony presented on behalf of the applicant, Department 
staff, and other interested parties. 
 
MOVED, that the Commission hereby approves the Conditional Use Authorization requested in  
Application No. 2017-001283CUA for the demolition of an existing single-family structure and 
construction of a new, four-story, four-unit residential structure, based on the following findings: 
 
FINDINGS 
Having reviewed the materials identified in the preamble above, and having heard all testimony and 
arguments, this Commission finds, concludes, and determines as follows: 
 

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

2. Project Description.  The project sponsor proposes to demolish the existing single-family home 
and construct a new four story, 40 foot tall residential structure containing four dwelling units. 
The existing 1,939 square foot, two-story structure contains one three-bedroom dwelling unit. 
The proposed 5,528 square foot, four story replacement structure contains four dwelling units 
with one one-bedroom (measuring 669 square feet), one two-bedroom unit (measuring 730 
square feet), and two three-bedroom units (measuring 1,397 square feet and 1,628 square feet). 
The project also includes a garage which can accommodate two automobiles and four Class One 
bicycle spaces. 

 
3. Site Description and Present Use.  The project is located on the west side of Capp Street, 

between 22nd and 23rd Streets, on Assessor’s Block 3637, Lot 019B. The project site is a 2,700 
square foot parcel measuring 30 feet wide and 90 feet deep, which is typical of parcels in the area.   
The subject property is located within the Residential Transit Oriented-Mission Zoning District 
("RTO-M") and the 40-X Height and Bulk District. The property is developed with a two-story 
single-family home. 

 
4. Surrounding Properties and Neighborhood.  The area surrounding the project site is primarily 

residential in character. Properties fronting Capp Street are primarily residential, while 
properties fronting 23rd Street and Mission Street (to the rear of this property) are mixed-use in 
character, with residential units on upper floors and commercial units at the ground level. The 
immediately adjacent structure to the south is a three story building with commercial uses at the 
ground floor and residential uses above. The immediately adjacent structure to the north is a 
two-story single family home. The existing structure on the project site and the immediately 
adjacent structure to the north are the only two-story homes on the subject block; all other 
structures in the immediate area are built to a height of three stories. Capp Street is tucked within 
a broader neighborhood which has significant commercial activity, but the subject block is 
completely residential, with commercial uses nearby along 23rd Street. 

 
5. Public Comment.  The Department has received significant opposition to the project; the 

concerns are centered on the demolition of the existing structure which does not meet the criteria 
for historical significance but holds significant cultural and emotional significance for 
neighborhood residents. The project sponsor has held multiple meetings with members of the 
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local neighborhood, including a public meeting on April 13, 2018 to solicit feedback on the 
proposal. Attendees generally expressed concern over dust and debris during the construction 
period and general opposition to the demolition of the structure. Some attendees expressed 
preference for a project which preserved the existing structure while accommodating the 
proposed housing project. 
 

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

 
A. Residential Demolition.  Planning Code Section 317 states that a Conditional Use 

Authorization is required to demolish a residential unit, that no permit for residential 
demolition shall be approved prior to final approval of a building permit for a replacement 
structure, and that the Commission shall consider the replacement structure as part of its 
decision on the Conditional Use Authorization.   
 
The Project Sponsor has submitted this request for Conditional Use Authorization to comply with this 
requirement, and the project plans include the demolition of the existing structure as well as the 
construction of the replacement structure. While the granting of the Conditional Use Authorization, as 
conditioned, would authorize the permit to demolish a portion of the existing residential structure, 
formal approval of the permit to demolish the existing residential structure would not occur until the 
permit for the replacement structure has been finally approved. A revised project consistent with the 
Conditions of Approval of this motion would be required to be submitted, reviewed, and approved by 
Department staff prior to approval of any permit for demolition on the site. 

 
B. Residential Density and Dwelling Unit Mix. Planning Code Section 209.4 establishes no 

density limit for residential dwelling units in the RTO-M Zoning District. Density is 
regulated by the permitted height and bulk, and required setbacks, exposure, and open space 
of each parcel, along with Residential Design Guidelines. Additionally, the section establishes 
that no less than 40 percent of the total number of proposed dwelling units shall contain at 
least two bedrooms; or no less than 30 percent of the total number of proposed dwelling units 
shall contain at least three bedrooms. 
 
The proposed project provides three new dwelling units in addition to the one existing dwelling unit 
on the site. The overall building massing was found by the Residential Design Advisory Team to be 
consistent with the Residential Design Guidelines, and the project was found to be compliant with 
Planning Code Requirements for permitted height and bulk, setbacks, exposure, and open space, as 
detailed below. The proposed dwelling units comply with the dwelling unit mix requirements by 
providing 75% of units as two or more bedroom units. A revised project consistent with the 
Conditions of Approval of this motion would be required to meet the unit mix requirements of the 
Planning Code. 
 

C. Height and Bulk. The project is located in a 40-X Height and Bulk District. 
 
The project is proposed with a total height of 40‘, which is consistent with the height and bulk district. 
At the front building wall, the total building height is 30’, increasing to 40’ after a 12’ setback from the 
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front building wall. A revised project consistent with the Conditions of Approval of this motion would 
be required to meet the height and bulk limits of the Planning Code. 
 

D. Front Setback. Planning Code Section 132 requires that the project provide a front setback 
that is equal to the average of the adjacent neighbor’s front setbacks. 
 
The project is designed to provide the required setback using the alternative method of averaging 
detailed in Planning Code Section 132(b), which allows for the front setback to be provided in an 
irregular manner provided that the total setback area is equal to what would be required if the front 
setback was provided as a simple average of the setbacks of the two adjacent properties. A revised 
project consistent with the Conditions of Approval of this motion would meet the required front 
setback as the existing building is compliant with the required front setback. 
 

E. Rear Yard. Planning Code Section 134 requires that the project provide a rear yard equal to 
45% of the total depth of the lot, provided that the requirement may be reduced based on the 
conditions of adjacent lots but in no case may be less than 15’ of 25% of the total depth of the 
lot. Additionally, if averaging is used, the total height of the last 10’ of building depth is 
limited to 30’. 
 
The project provides a rear yard equal to 27’ 1” (30% of total lot depth) based on the conditions of 
adjacent properties. Additionally, the last 10’ of building depth has been limited to a height of 30’. A 
revised project consistent with the Conditions of Approval of this motion would be required to 
maintain a code-complying rear yard. 
 

F. Exposure. Planning Code Section 140 requires that in all dwelling units at least one room that 
meets the 120-square-foot minimum superficial floor area requirement of Section 503 of 
the Housing Code shall face directly onto a public street or alley, a code-complying rear yard, 
or an open area meeting certain criteria. 
 
All proposed dwelling units contain windows which face onto the rear yard, which meets the 
requirements of the Planning Code. A revised project consistent with the Conditions of Approval of 
this motion would be required to maintain compliance with the exposure requirements of the Planning 
Code. 
 

G. Open Space. Planning Code Section 209.4 requires that usable open space be provided for 
the proposed dwelling units in the amount of 100 square feet per unit if provided as private 
open space or 133 square feet per unit if provided as common. 
 
Units 1 and 2 share access to the rear yard, which provides 675 square feet of usable open space. Unit 3 
has direct access to a private patio which is 120 square feet in size, and Unit 4 has access to two private 
patios which total approximately 550 square feet in size. Through this combination of private and 
common open spaces, the project meets the open space requirements of the Planning Code. A revised 
project consistent with the Conditions of Approval of this motion would be required to provide usable 
open space as required by the Planning Code. 

 

http://library.amlegal.com/nxt/gateway.dll?f=jumplink$jumplink_x=Advanced$jumplink_vpc=first$jumplink_xsl=querylink.xsl$jumplink_sel=title;path;content-type;home-title;item-bookmark$jumplink_d=$jumplink_q=%5bfield%20folio-destination-name:%27Housing%27%5d$jumplink_md=target-id=JD_Housing


Exhibit B: Draft Motion for Approval  
March 17, 2018 

 5 

CASE NO. 2017-001283CUA 
792 Capp Street 

H. Automobile Parking.  Planning Section 151.1 of the Planning Code permits up to three 
automobile parking spaces for each four dwelling units in the RTO-M Zoning District.   

 
The proposed project provides two automobile parking spaces where the Planning Code allows up to 
three, and thus the project is compliant with this requirement. A revised project consistent with the 
Conditions of Approval of this motion would be required to maintain a maximum number of 
automobile parking spaces consistent with the Planning Code and would not be required to provide 
any minimum number of automobile spaces. 

 
I.  Bicycle Parking.  Planning Section 155.2 of the Planning Code requires that one Class One 

bicycle parking space be provided for each dwelling unit.   
 

The proposed project provides four Class One bicycle parking spaces where the code requires four, and 
thus the project is compliant with this section. A revised project consistent with the Conditions of 
Approval of this motion would be required to provide Class One bicycle parking spaces as required by 
Planning Code Section 155.2. 
 

7. Planning Code Section 303 establishes criteria for the Planning Commission to consider when 
reviewing applications for Conditional Use approval.  On balance, the project does comply with 
said criteria in that: 

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

proposed location, will provide a development that is necessary or desirable, and compatible 
with, the neighborhood or the community. 

 
The use and size of the proposed project is compatible with the immediate neighborhood.  While the 
Project proposes demolition of an existing single-family residence, the proposed Project increases the 
number of dwelling units on the site. The proposed units are sized appropriately for the neighborhood 
with three of the four units containing two or more bedrooms. As noted by the Commission during the 
hearings for this project, the replacement building is not currently designed to be in keeping with the 
existing development pattern and respond to the mixed neighborhood character; however, by adding a 
Condition of Approval to require that the first ten feet of the building be maintained in its current 
location and that any addition be located behind the first ten feet of the existing building, subject to 
consistency with the Planning Code and Residential Design Guidelines, the project is rendered in 
keeping with the existing development pattern and responsive to the mixed neighborhood character 
Therefore, the project is considered to be necessary and desirable given the quality and design of the 
new residences and the amount of new residential units. 

 
B. The proposed project will not be detrimental to the health, safety, convenience or general 

welfare of persons residing or working in the vicinity.  There are no features of the project 
that could be detrimental to the health, safety or convenience of those residing or working 
the area, in that:  

 
i. Nature of proposed site, including its size and shape, and the proposed size, shape and 

arrangement of structures;  
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The project site is a 2,700 square foot parcel measuring 30 feet wide and 90 feet deep, which is 
typical of parcels in the area. With the recommended Condition of Approval to require that the 
first ten feet of the building be maintained in its current location and that any addition be located 
behind the first ten feet of the existing building, subject to consistency with the Planning Code 
and Residential Design Guidelines, the proposed size, shape, and arrangement of structures will 
be consistent and compatible with the typical development pattern of the block. 

 
ii. The accessibility and traffic patterns for persons and vehicles, the type and volume of 

such traffic, and the adequacy of proposed off-street parking and loading;  
 

The Planning Code does not require off-street parking in the RTO-M Zoning District. Planning 
Code Section 151.1 instead establishes that a maximum of three parking spaces be provided for 
each of the new dwelling units in the RTO-M Zoning District. The proposed two off-street 
parking spaces are not required under the Planning Code, are within off-street parking limits for 
the four new dwelling units and may be removed to accommodate the proposed housing units as 
the project is redesigned to retain the front portion of the existing building. The project is also 
proposing the required four new Class 1 bicycle parking spaces to accommodate alternative means 
of transit, and the neighborhood is transit rich. Thus, the proposed project provides adequate off-
street parking and loading for the proposed use. The proposed project would not interfere or 
unduly burden traffic patterns within the surrounding neighborhood. 

 
iii. The safeguards afforded to prevent noxious or offensive emissions such as noise, glare, 

dust and odor;  
 

As the proposed Project is residential in nature, it is unlikely to have the potential to produce 
noxious or offensive emissions. 

 
iv. Treatment given, as appropriate, to such aspects as landscaping, screening, open spaces, 

parking and loading areas, service areas, lighting and signs;  
 

The proposed project provides screened off-street parking spaces by enclosing them in a garage, 
and the front setback area is appropriately landscaped and contains permeable surfaces to comply 
with the requirements of the Planning Code. As a small project, it does not contain service areas 
or signage that could detract from the visual quality of the site.  

 
C. That the use as proposed will comply with the applicable provisions of the Planning Code 

and will not adversely affect the General Plan. 
 

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

 
D. That the use as proposed would provide development that is in conformity with the purpose 

of the applicable Zoning District. 
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As conditioned, the proposed project is consistent with the stated purposed of RTO-M District in that 
the project provides additional residential units to the City’s housing stock while maintaining the 
moderate scale and segmentation prescribed by the Zoning District.  

 
8. Additional Findings pursuant to Section 317 establishes criteria for the Planning Commission to 

consider when reviewing applications for Residential Demolition.  On balance, the Project does 
comply with said criteria in that: 

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

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

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

 
The existing structure appears to have been maintained in a decent, safe and sanitary condition. 

 
C. Whether the property is an “historic resource” under CEQA;  

 
Although the existing structure is more than 50 years old, a review of the supplemental information 
resulted in a determination that the existing structure at 792 Capp Street is not a historical resource 
(See Case No. 2017-001283ENV). 

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

 
The existing building at 792 Capp Street is not a historical resource. 

 
E. Whether the Project converts rental housing to other forms of tenure or occupancy;  

 
The existing structure is a single-family residence which was previously an owner-occupied unit and 
was vacated as part of the sale of the property. As such, the project does not entail conversion of rental 
housing to other forms of tenure or occupancy. 

 
F. Whether the Project removes rental units subject to the Rent Stabilization and Arbitration 

Ordinance;  
 

The Planning Department cannot definitely determine whether or not the single-family home is 
subject to the Rent Stabilization and Arbitration Ordinance. This is the purview of the Rent Board; 
however, the Department can confirm that there are no current tenants living in the existing dwelling 
unit. 

 
G. Whether the Project conserves existing housing to preserve cultural and economic 

neighborhood diversity;  
 

Although the Project proposes the demolition of an existing single-family residence, the new 
construction Project proposes four new dwelling units with a mix of unit sizes to preserve and enhance 
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the cultural and economic neighborhood diversity. While the existing structure on the site and its 
immediately adjacent neighbor to the north are two-story single family homes, every other structure on 
the block is multi-family in nature and three stories in height. The recommended Condition of 
Approval to require that the first ten feet of the building be maintained in its current location and that 
any addition be located behind the first ten feet of the existing building, subject to consistency with the 
Planning Code and Residential Design Guidelines, would render the project more consistent with this 
finding by preserving the appearance of the structure from the street, reducing the cultural impact of 
the modern design which is proposed by the project sponsor. 

 
H. Whether the Project conserves neighborhood character to preserve neighborhood cultural 

and economic diversity;  
 

As stated by the Planning Commission during the hearings for the project, the replacement structure 
does not preserve neighborhood cultural and economic diversity as it radically alters the character of 
the neighborhood by introducing a modern structure in a context which is defined by historic buildings 
or buildings which are age-eligible for historic classification. By requiring that the first ten feet of the 
structure be maintained, the appearance of the structure is maintained and the character of the 
neighborhood is enhanced. 

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

 
The Project, as conditioned, would not remove the entirety of an older residence, which is generally 
considered more affordable than a more recently constructed unit. The project also adds three new 
dwelling units to the City’s housing stock, further increasing the supply of housing. Additionally, 
multi-family dwelling units are typically more affordable than single-family units as the cost of land is 
shared between dwelling units. 

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

Section 415;  
 

The Project is not subject to the provisions of Planning Code Section 415, as the project only proposes 
four dwelling units. 

 
K. Whether the Project locates in-fill housing on appropriate sites in established neighborhoods;  

 
The Project, as conditioned to require retention of the first ten feet of the structure, is designed to be in 
keeping with the scale and development pattern of the mixed neighborhood character. The surrounding 
neighborhood is an established residential neighborhood and retention of the existing site character is 
integral to retention of the existing neighborhood fabric. 

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

 
The Project proposes four new dwelling units with one one-bedroom unit, one two-bedroom unit, and 
two three-bedroom units. As such, the existing three bedroom dwelling unit on the site is replaced as 
part of the project and the overall number of units that are family sized is increased. A replacement 
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structure which maintains the first ten feet of the existing building would still accomplish a total size 
necessary to provide new family-sized dwelling units at the site. 

 
M. Whether the Project creates new supportive housing;  

 
The Project does not create supportive housing. 

 
N. Whether the Project is of superb architectural and urban design, meeting all relevant design 

guidelines, to enhance existing neighborhood character;  
 

The current proposal meets the Residential Design Guidelines but does not enhance the existing 
neighborhood character; the current proposal detracts from the neighborhood character by introducing 
a modern design in a context which is defined by historic buildings or buildings which are age-eligible 
for historic classification. By retaining the first ten feet of the structure, the proposed project would 
maintain compatibility with the surrounding context. 

 
O. Whether the Project increases the number of on-site dwelling units;  

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

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

 
The existing building contains a total of three bedrooms. The Project will increase the number of 
bedrooms.  

 
Q. Whether or not the replacement project would maximize density on the subject lot; and,  

 
Per Planning Code Section 209.4, there is no maximum residential density in the RTO-M District. 
The Project proposes the demolition of the existing single-family residence and new construction of a 
four-unit building, increasing the existing site density from one to four. 

 
R. If replacing a building not subject to the Residential Rent Stabilization and Arbitration 

Ordinance, whether the new project replaces all the existing units with new Dwelling Units 
of a similar size and with the same number of bedrooms.  

 
The Planning Department cannot definitely determine whether or not the single-family home is 
subject to the Rent Stabilization and Arbitration Ordinance. However, the project proposes 
replacement of the unit with additional housing units, at least 40% of which are required to contain a 
minimum of two bedrooms. 

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

and Policies of the General Plan: 
 

HOUSING ELEMENT 
 

OBJECTIVE 1 
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IDENTIFY AND MAKE AVAILABLE FOR DEVELOPMENT ADEQUATE SITES TO MEET 
THE CITY’S HOUSING NEEDS, ESPECIALLY PERMANENTLY AFFORDABLE HOUSING. 
 
Policy 1.1 
Plan for the full range of housing needs in the City and County of San Francisco, especially 
affordable housing. 

 
Policy 1.10 
Support new housing projects, especially affordable housing, where households can easily rely 
on public transportation, walking and bicycling for the majority of daily trips. 
 
The Project adds additional housing units on an underutilized site in an established residential 
neighborhood. The Project site is an ideal infill site that currently contains one single-family home where 
additional density is permitted and transit access is rich. Additional housing can be accommodated while 
retaining the front portion of the structure. 

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

 
Policy 2.1: 
Discourage the demolition of sound existing housing, unless the demolition results in a net 
increase in affordable housing. 
 
The Project, as proposed, requests the demolition of an existing residential structure containing a three-
bedroom single-family residence. However, the new construction proposal would result in four new units, 
and thereby contribute to the general housing stock of the city. With the Condition of Approval, the 
additional housing can be accommodated while retaining the front portion of the structure. 
 
OBJECTIVE 3: 
PROTECT THE AFFORDABILITY OF THE EXISTING HOUSING STOCK, ESPECIALLY 
RENTAL UNITS.  
 
Policy 3.1: 
Preserve rental units, especially rent controlled units, to meet the City’s affordable housing 
needs.  
 
Policy 3.3: 
Maintain balance in affordability of existing housing stock by supporting affordable moderate 
ownership opportunities.  
 
Policy 3.4:  
Preserve “naturally affordable” housing types, such as smaller and older ownership units.  
 
While the project will demolish an existing single-family home, the new construction project will result in 
an increase in the density of the property and contributes three net new dwelling units, to the City’s 
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housing stock. While the project sponsor intends to sell the units and not use them as rental units, the 
proposed units are more naturally affordable than the existing single-family home as multi-family units are 
naturally more affordable than single-family homes. 
 
OBJECTIVE 4 
FOSTER A HOUSING STOCK THAT MEETS THE NEEDS OF ALL RESIDENTS ACROSS 
LIFECYCLES 

 
Policy 4.1 
Develop new housing, and encourage the remodeling of existing housing, for families with 
children. 
 
Policy 4.5 
Ensure that new permanently affordable housing is located in all of the City’s neighborhoods, 
and encourage integrated neighborhoods, with a diversity of unit types provided at a range of 
income levels. 
 
The Project will provide additional family sized dwelling units by replacing the existing three bedroom unit 
on the site and providing three additional dwelling units. In addition, the Project meets the requirements 
for dwelling unit mix. The additional housing can be accommodated while retaining the front portion of the 
structure. 
 
OBJECTIVE 11:  
SUPPORT AND RESPECT THE DIVERSE AND DISTINCT CHARACTER OF SAN 
FRANCISCO’S NEIGHBORHOODS.  
 
Policy 11.1: 
Promote the construction and rehabilitation of well-designed housing that emphasizes beauty, 
flexibility, and innovative design, and respects existing neighborhood character.  
 
Policy 11.2: 
Ensure implementation of accepted design standards in project approvals.  
 
Policy 11.3: 
Ensure growth is accommodated without substantially and adversely impacting existing 
residential neighborhood character.  
 
Policy 11.5: 
Ensure densities in established residential areas promote compatibility with prevailing 
neighborhood character.  
 
The proposed new construction is appropriate in terms of material, scale, proportions and massing for the 
surrounding neighborhood. By requiring that the first ten feet of the structure be maintained, the project 
will not substantially and adversely impact existing neighborhood character. Furthermore, the proposal 
results in an increase in density on the site while maintaining general compliance with the requirements of 
the Planning Code.   
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URBAN DESIGN 
OBJECTIVE 1: 
EMPHASIS OF THE CHARACTERISTIC PATTERN WHICH GIVES TO THE CITY AND ITS 
NEIGHBORHOODS AN IMAGE, A SENSE OF PURPOSE, AND A MEANS OF 
ORIENTATION. 
 
Policy 1.2: 
Recognize, protect and reinforce the existing street pattern, especially as it is related to 
topography. 
 
By maintaining the existing façade, the project will maintain the existing street pattern which would be 
lost through a full demolition of the structure. 
 
Policy1.3: 
Recognize that buildings, when seen together, produce a total effect that characterizes the city 
and its districts. 
 
By maintaining the existing façade, the project will maintain the sense of identity of the neighborhood 
which would be lost through a full demolition of the structure. 

 
MISSION AREA PLAN  
Objectives and Policies 

 
OBJECTIVE 1.1 
IN AREAS OF THE MISSION WHERE HOUSING AND MIXED-USE IS ENCOURAGED, 
MAXIMIZE DEVELOPMENT POTENTIAL IN KEEPING WITH NEIGHBORHOOD 
CHARACTER. 
 
Policy 1.2.1 
Ensure that in-fill housing development is compatible with its surroundings. 

 
Policy 1.2.3 
In general, where residential development is permitted, control residential density through 
building height and bulk guidelines and bedroom mix requirements. 
 
Policy 1.2.4 
Identify portions of the Mission where it would be appropriate to increase maximum heights for 
residential development. 
 
The proposed new construction project proposes a permitted height, residential density and dwelling unit 
mix that are consistent and compatible with its surroundings and the overall development pattern of the 
block. The additional housing can be accommodated while retaining the front portion of the structure. 
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OBJECTIVE 2.3 
ENSURE THAT NEW RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENTS SATISFY AN ARRAY OF 
HOUSING NEEDS WITH RESPECT TO TENURE, UNIT MIX AND COMMUNITY 
SERVICES 
 
Policy 2.3.3 
Require that a significant number of units in new developments have two or more bedrooms, 
except Senior Housing and SRO developments unless all Below Market Rate units are two or 
more bedrooms. 
 
Policy 2.3.5 
Explore a range of revenue-generating tools including impact fees, public funds and grants, 
assessment districts, and other private funding sources, to fund community and neighborhood 
improvements. 
 
Policy 2.3.6 
Establish an impact fee to be allocated towards an Eastern Neighborhoods Public Benefit Fund to 
mitigate the impacts of new development on transit, pedestrian, bicycle, and street 
improvements, park and recreational facilities, and community facilities such as libraries, child 
care and other neighborhood services in the area. 
 
Of the proposed dwelling units, a minimum of 40% are required to contain a minimum of two-bedrooms. 
The Project is subject to the Eastern Neighborhoods Infrastructure Impact Fee as well as the Residential 
Child Care Fee both of which will provide funds for community and neighborhood improvements. 
 
OBJECTIVE 3.1 
PROMOTE AN URBAN FORM THAT REINFORCES THE MISSION’S DISTINCTIVE 
PLACE IN THE CITY’S LARGER FORM AND STRENGTHENS ITS PHYSICAL FABRIC 
AND CHARACTER 
 
Policy 3.1.8 
New development should respect existing patterns of rear yard open space. Where an existing 
pattern of rear yard open space does not exist, new development on mixed-use-zoned parcels 
should have greater flexibility as to where open space can be located. 
 
OBJECTIVE 3.2 
PROMOTE AN URBAN FORM AND ARCHITECTURAL CHARACTER THAT SUPPORTS 
WALKING AND SUSTAINS A DIVERSE, ACTIVE AND SAFE PUBLIC REALM 
 
Policy 3.2.1 
Require high quality design of street-facing building exteriors. 
 
Policy 3.2.3 
Minimize the visual impact of parking. 
 
Policy 3.2.4 
Strengthen the relationship between a building and its fronting sidewalk. 
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Policy 3.2.6 
Sidewalks abutting new developments should be constructed in accordance with locally 
appropriate guidelines based on established best practices in streetscape design. 
 
The project will be reviewed for consistency with guidelines for streetscape and pedestrian oriented design 
guidelines. By maintaining the existing front façade, the existing high quality street facing design will be 
maintained while accommodating the additional units behind. 
 

10. Planning Code Section 101.1(b) establishes eight priority-planning policies and requires review 
of permits for consistency with said policies.  On balance, the project does comply with said 
policies in that:  

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

opportunities for resident employment in and ownership of such businesses be enhanced. 
 

Existing neighborhood-serving retail uses would not be displaced or otherwise adversely affected by the 
proposal, as the existing buildings do not contain commercial uses/spaces.  The proposed residential 
building would house more individuals to patronize the existing neighborhood-serving retail uses. 

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

preserve the cultural and economic diversity of our neighborhoods. 
 

With the Condition of Approval to maintain the existing structure for the first ten feet, measured from 
the front building wall, the existing character of the site and its relationship to the neighborhood is 
maintained to protect the cultural significance of the neighborhood. 

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

The existing single family dwelling is not designated as an inclusionary affordable housing unit. 
 

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

 
The Project is not anticipated to impede transit service or overburden our streets with neighborhood 
parking. The project includes required amount of bicycle parking and off-street parking below the 
principally-permitted amount, thus supporting the City’s transit first policies. 
 

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

 
The Project does not include commercial office development and would not affect industrial or service 
sector uses or related employment opportunities. Ownership of industrial or service sector businesses 
would not be affected by the Project. 
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F. That the City achieve the greatest possible preparedness to protect against injury and loss of 
life in an earthquake. 

 
The replacement structures would be built in compliance with San Francisco’s current Building Code 
Standards and would meet all earthquake safety requirements. 

 
G. That landmarks and historic buildings be preserved. 

 
Landmark or historic buildings do not occupy the Project site. The existing building is not a historic 
resource. 

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

development.  
 
The project does not exceed the 40-foot height limit, and is thus not subject to the requirements of 
Planning Code Section 295 – Height Restrictions on Structures Shadowing Property Under the 
Jurisdiction of the Recreation and Park Commission.  The height of the proposed structures is 
compatible with the established neighborhood development. 

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

provided under Section 101.1(b) in that, as designed, the Project would contribute to the character 
and stability of the neighborhood and would constitute a beneficial development.  

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

promote the health, safety and welfare of the City. 
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DECISION 
That based upon the Record, the submissions by the Applicant, the staff of the Department and other 
interested parties, the oral testimony presented to this Commission at the public hearings, and all other 
written materials submitted by all parties, the Commission hereby APPROVES Conditional Use 
Application No. 2017-001283CUA subject to the following conditions attached hereto as “EXHIBIT A” in 
general conformance with plans on file, dated October 2, 2017, and stamped “EXHIBIT B”, which is 
incorporated herein by reference as though fully set forth. 
 
APPEAL AND EFFECTIVE DATE OF MOTION:  Any aggrieved person may appeal this Conditional 
Use Authorization to the Board of Supervisors within thirty (30) days after the date of this Motion No. 
XXXXX.  The effective date of this Motion shall be the date of this Motion if not appealed (After the 
30-day period has expired) OR the date of the decision of the Board of Supervisors if appealed to the 
Board of Supervisors.  For further information, please contact the Board of Supervisors at (415) 554-
5184, City Hall, Room 244, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, San Francisco, CA 94102. 
 
Protest of Fee or Exaction:  You may protest any fee or exaction subject to Government Code Section 
66000 that is imposed as a condition of approval by following the procedures set forth in Government 
Code Section 66020.  The protest must satisfy the requirements of Government Code Section 66020(a) and 
must be filed within 90 days of the date of the first approval or conditional approval of the development 
referencing the challenged fee or exaction.  For purposes of Government Code Section 66020, the date of 
imposition of the fee shall be the date of the earliest discretionary approval by the City of the subject 
development.   
 
If the City has not previously given Notice of an earlier discretionary approval of the project, the 
Planning Commission’s adoption of this Motion, Resolution, Discretionary Review Action or the Zoning 
Administrator’s Variance Decision Letter constitutes the approval or conditional approval of the 
development and the City hereby gives NOTICE that the 90-day protest period under Government Code 
Section 66020 has begun.  If the City has already given Notice that the 90-day approval period has begun 
for the subject development, then this document does not re-commence the 90-day approval period. 
 
I hereby certify that the Planning Commission ADOPTED the foregoing Motion on October 12, 2017. 
 
 
 
Jonas P. Ionin 
Commission Secretary 
 
AYES:   
 
NAYS:   
 
ABSENT:   
 
ADOPTED: March 17, 2018 
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AUTHORIZATION 
This authorization is for a conditional use to allow the demolition of a single-family residence and 
construction of a four-story, 40-foot tall, residential building containing four dwelling units located at 792 
Capp Street on Assessor’s Block 3637, Lot 019B, pursuant to Planning Code Sections 209.4, 303, and 317 
within the RTO-M District and a 40-X Height and Bulk District; in general conformance with plans, dated 
September 28, 2017, and stamped “EXHIBIT B” included in the docket for Case No. 2017-001283CUA and 
subject to conditions of approval reviewed and approved by the Commission on October 12, 2017 under 
Motion No. XXXXXX.  This authorization and the conditions contained herein run with the property and 
not with a particular Project Sponsor, business, or operator. 
 
RECORDATION OF CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 
Prior to the issuance of the building permit or commencement of use for the Project the Zoning 
Administrator shall approve and order the recordation of a Notice in the Official Records of the Recorder 
of the City and County of San Francisco for the subject property.  This Notice shall state that the project is 
subject to the conditions of approval contained herein and reviewed and approved by the Planning 
Commission on October 12, 2017 under Motion No. XXXXXX. 
 
PRINTING OF CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL ON PLANS 
The conditions of approval under the 'Exhibit A' of this Planning Commission Motion No. XXXXXX shall 
be reproduced on the Index Sheet of construction plans submitted with the Site or Building permit 
application for the Project.  The Index Sheet of the construction plans shall reference to the Conditional 
Use authorization and any subsequent amendments or modifications.    
 
SEVERABILITY 
The Project shall comply with all applicable City codes and requirements.  If any clause, sentence, section 
or any part of these conditions of approval is for any reason held to be invalid, such invalidity shall not 
affect or impair other remaining clauses, sentences, or sections of these conditions.  This decision conveys 
no right to construct, or to receive a building permit.  “Project Sponsor” shall include any subsequent 
responsible party. 
 
CHANGES AND MODIFICATIONS   
Changes to the approved plans may be approved administratively by the Zoning Administrator.  
Significant changes and modifications of conditions shall require Planning Commission approval of a 
new Conditional Use authorization.  
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Conditions of Approval, Compliance, Monitoring, and Reporting 
PERFORMANCE 

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

 
2. Expiration and Renewal. Should a Building or Site Permit be sought after the three (3) year 

period has lapsed, the project sponsor must seek a renewal of this Authorization by filing an 
application for an amendment to the original Authorization or a new application for 
Authorization. Should the project sponsor decline to so file, and decline to withdraw the permit 
application, the Commission shall conduct a public hearing in order to consider the revocation of 
the Authorization. Should the Commission not revoke the Authorization following the closure of 
the public hearing, the Commission shall determine the extension of time for the continued 
validity of the Authorization. 
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, 
www.sf-planning.org 

 
3. Diligent Pursuit. Once a site or Building Permit has been issued, construction must commence 

within the timeframe required by the Department of Building Inspection and be continued 
diligently to completion. Failure to do so shall be grounds for the Commission to consider 
revoking the approval if more than three (3) years have passed since this Authorization was 
approved. 
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, 
www.sf-planning.org 

 
4. Extension. All time limits in the preceding three paragraphs may be extended at the discretion of 

the Zoning Administrator where implementation of the project is delayed by a public agency, an 
appeal or a legal challenge and only by the length of time for which such public agency, appeal or 
challenge has caused delay. 
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, 
www.sf-planning.org 

 
5. Conformity with Current Law. No application for Building Permit, Site Permit, or other 

entitlement shall be approved unless it complies with all applicable provisions of City Codes in 
effect at the time of such approval. 
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, 
www.sf-planning.org 
 

 

http://www.sf-planning.org/
http://www.sf-planning.org/
http://www.sf-planning.org/
http://www.sf-planning.org/
http://www.sf-planning.org/
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DESIGN – COMPLIANCE AT PLAN STAGE 
6. Demolition Maximum. The project shall retain the first ten feet of the existing building, 

measured from the primary front building wall. The project sponsor shall work with Department 
staff to design an alteration to the structure to incorporate the additional dwelling units while 
maintaining all new massing at least ten feet behind the location of the existing front building 
wall, subject to compliance with the Planning Code and the Residential Design Guidelines. The 
existing façade may be altered only to the extent necessary to provide access to the dwelling units 
on the site, and character defining features such as the parapet wall, cornice, entryway shape, and 
façade articulation shall be maintained. 
For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378, 
www.sf-planning.org 
 

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

 
8. Garbage, Composting and Recycling Storage.  Space for the collection and storage of garbage, 

composting, and recycling shall be provided within enclosed areas on the property and clearly 
labeled and illustrated on the building permit plans.  Space for the collection and storage of 
recyclable and compostable materials that meets the size, location, accessibility and other 
standards specified by the San Francisco Recycling Program shall be provided at the ground level 
of the buildings.   
For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378, 
www.sf-planning.org 

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

submit a roof plan to the Planning Department prior to Planning approval of the building permit 
application.  Rooftop mechanical equipment, if any is proposed as part of the Project, is required 
to be screened so as not to be visible from any point at or below the roof level of the subject 
building.   
For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378, 
www.sf-planning.org 

 
10. Transformer Vault.  The location of individual project PG&E Transformer Vault installations has 

significant effects to San Francisco streetscapes when improperly located.  However, they may 
not have any impact if they are installed in preferred locations.  Therefore, the Planning 
Department recommends the following preference schedule in locating new transformer vaults, 
in order of most to least desirable: 

a. On-site, in a basement area accessed via a garage or other access point without use of 
separate doors on a ground floor façade facing a public right-of-way; 

b. On-site, in a driveway, underground; 
c. On-site, above ground, screened from view, other than a ground floor façade facing a 

public right-of-way; 

http://www.sf-planning.org/
http://www.sf-planning.org/
http://www.sf-planning.org/
http://www.sf-planning.org/
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d. Public right-of-way, underground, under sidewalks with a minimum width of 12 feet, 
avoiding effects on streetscape elements, such as street trees; and based on Better Streets 
Plan guidelines; 

e. Public right-of-way, underground; and based on Better Streets Plan guidelines; 
f. Public right-of-way, above ground, screened from view; and based on Better Streets Plan 

guidelines; 
g. On-site, in a ground floor façade (the least desirable location). 

 
Unless otherwise specified by the Planning Department, Department of Public Work’s Bureau of 
Street Use and Mapping (DPW BSM) should use this preference schedule for all new transformer 
vault installation requests.  
For information about compliance, contact Bureau of Street Use and Mapping, Department of Public 
Works at 415-554-5810, http://sfdpw.org 
 

11. Bicycle Parking. The Project shall provide no fewer than four Class 1 bicycle parking spaces as 
required by Planning Code Sections 155.1. 
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, 
www.sf-planning.org 
 

12. Parking Maximum.  Pursuant to Planning Code Section 151.1, the Project shall provide no more 
than three (3) off-street parking spaces.  
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, 
www.sf-planning.org 
 

13. Child Care Fee - Residential.  The Project is subject to the Residential Child Care Fee, as 
applicable, pursuant to Planning Code Section 414A. 
For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378, 
www.sf-planning.org 

 
14. Eastern Neighborhoods Infrastructure Impact Fee.  The Project is subject to the Eastern 

Neighborhoods Infrastructure Impact Fee, as applicable, pursuant to Planning Code Section 423.  
For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378, 
www.sf-planning.org 

 
MONITORING - AFTER ENTITLEMENT 

15. Enforcement.  Violation of any of the Planning Department conditions of approval contained in 
this Motion or of any other provisions of Planning Code applicable to this Project shall be subject 
to the enforcement procedures and administrative penalties set forth under Planning Code 
Section 176 or Section 176.1.  The Planning Department may also refer the violation complaints to 
other city departments and agencies for appropriate enforcement action under their jurisdiction. 
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, 
www.sf-planning.org 

 
16. Monitoring.  The Project requires monitoring of the conditions of approvalin this Motion.  The 

Project Sponsor or the subsequent responsible parties for the Project shall pay fees as established 

http://sfdpw.org/
http://www.sf-planning.org/
http://www.sf-planning.org/
http://www.sf-planning.org/
http://www.sf-planning.org/
http://www.sf-planning.org/
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under Planning Code Section 351(e) (1) and work with the Planning Department for information 
about compliance. 
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, 
www.sf-planning.org 
 

17. Revocation due to Violation of Conditions.  Should implementation of this Project result in 
complaints from interested property owners, residents, or commercial lessees which are not 
resolved by the Project Sponsor and found to be in violation of the Planning Code and/or the 
specific conditions of approval for the Project as set forth in Exhibit A of this Motion, the Zoning 
Administrator shall refer such complaints to the Commission, after which it may hold a public 
hearing on the matter to consider revocation of this authorization. 
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, 
www.sf-planning.org 

 
OPERATION 

18. Sidewalk Maintenance. The Project Sponsor shall maintain the main entrance to the building 
and all sidewalks abutting the subject property in a clean and sanitary condition in compliance 
with the Department of Public Works Streets and Sidewalk Maintenance Standards.   
For information about compliance, contact Bureau of Street Use and Mapping, Department of Public 
Works, 415-695-2017, http://sfdpw.org 

 
19. Community Liaison.  Prior to issuance of a building permit to construct the project and 

implement the approved use, the Project Sponsor shall appoint a community liaison officer to 
deal with the issues of concern to owners and occupants of nearby properties.  The Project 
Sponsor shall provide the Zoning Administrator with written notice of the name, business 
address, and telephone number of the community liaison.  Should the contact information 
change, the Zoning Administrator shall be made aware of such change.  The community liaison 
shall report to the Zoning Administrator what issues, if any, are of concern to the community and 
what issues have not been resolved by the Project Sponsor.   
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, 
www.sf-planning.org 

 

 

 

 

http://www.sf-planning.org/
http://www.sf-planning.org/
http://sfdpw.org/
http://www.sf-planning.org/
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   CEQA Categorical Exemption Determination 
PROPERTY INFORMATION/PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
Project Address  Block/Lot(s) 

   

Case No.  Permit No.  Plans Dated 

     

  Addition/ 

       Alteration 

Demolition  

     (requires HRER if over 45 years  old) 

New        

     Construction 

 Project Modification  

     (GO TO STEP 7) 

Project description for Planning Department approval. 

 

 

 

 

STEP 1: EXEMPTION CLASS  
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER 

*Note: If neither class applies, an Environmental Evaluation Application is required.* 
 

 
Class 1 – Existing Facilities. Interior and exterior alterations; additions under 10,000 sq. ft.

 

 
Class 3 – New Construction/ Conversion of Small Structures. Up to three (3) new single‐family 

residences or six (6) dwelling units in one building; commercial/office structures; utility extensions.; .; 

change of use under 10,000 sq. ft. if principally permitted or with a CU. Change of use under 10,000 

sq. ft. if principally permitted or with a CU. 

  Class___  

 

STEP 2: CEQA IMPACTS  
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER 
If any box is checked below, an Environmental Evaluation Application is required.  

 

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

hospitals, residential dwellings, and senior‐care facilities) within an Air Pollution Exposure Zone? 

Does the project have the potential to emit substantial pollutant concentrations (e.g., backup diesel 

generators, heavy industry, diesel trucks)? Exceptions: do not check box if the applicant presents 

documentation of enrollment in the San Francisco Department of Public Health (DPH) Article 38 program and 

the project would not have the potential to emit substantial pollutant concentrations. (refer to EP _ArcMap > 
CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Air Pollutant Exposure Zone) 

 

Hazardous Materials: If the project site is located on the Maher map or is suspected of containing 

hazardous materials (based on a previous use such as gas station, auto repair, dry cleaners, or heavy 

manufacturing, or a site with underground storage tanks): Would the project involve 50 cubic yards 

or more of soil disturbance ‐ or a change of use from industrial to residential? If yes, this box must be 

checked and the project applicant must submit an Environmental Application with a Phase I 

Environmental Site Assessment. Exceptions: do not check box if the applicant presents documentation of 

enrollment in the San Francisco Department of Public Health (DPH) Maher program, a DPH waiver from the 
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Maher program, or other documentation from Environmental Planning staff that hazardous material effects 

would be less than significant (refer to EP_ArcMap > Maher layer). 

 

Transportation: Does the project create six (6) or more net new parking spaces or residential units? 

Does the project have the potential to adversely affect transit, pedestrian and/or bicycle safety 

(hazards) or the adequacy of nearby transit, pedestrian and/or bicycle facilities? 

 

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

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

area? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Archeological Sensitive Area) 

 

Subdivision/Lot Line Adjustment: Does the project site involve a subdivision or lot line adjustment 

on a lot with a slope average of 20% or more? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > 
Topography) 

 

Slope = or > 20%: Does the project involve any of the following: (1) square footage expansion greater 

than 1,000 sq. ft. outside of the existing building footprint, (2) excavation of 50 cubic yards or more of 

soil, (3) new construction? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Topography) If box is 
checked, a geotechnical report is required. 

 

Seismic: Landslide Zone: Does the project involve any of the following: (1) square footage expansion 

greater than 1,000 sq. ft. outside of the existing building footprint, (2) excavation of 50 cubic yards or 

more of soil, (3) new construction? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Seismic Hazard 

Zones) If box is checked, a geotechnical report is required.  

 

Seismic: Liquefaction Zone: Does the project involve any of the following: (1) square footage 

expansion greater than 1,000 sq. ft. outside of the existing building footprint, (2) excavation of 50 

cubic yards or more of soil, (3) new construction? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > 
Seismic Hazard Zones) If box is checked, a geotechnical report will likely be required.  

If no boxes are checked above, GO TO STEP 3.  If one or more boxes are checked above, an Environmental 

Evaluation Application is required, unless reviewed by an Environmental Planner. 

 
Project can proceed with categorical exemption review. The project does not trigger any of the 

CEQA impacts listed above. 

Comments and Planner Signature (optional): 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 
STEP 3: PROPERTY STATUS – HISTORIC RESOURCE 
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER 
PROPERTY IS ONE OF THE FOLLOWING: (refer to Parcel Information Map) 

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

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

  Category C: Not a Historical Resource or Not Age Eligible (under 45 years of age). GO TO STEP 6. 

 
 
 

Erussell
Typewritten Text

Erussell
Typewritten Text

Erussell
Typewritten Text

Erussell
Typewritten Text



  

Revised: 6/21/17 
3 

STEP 4: PROPOSED WORK CHECKLIST 
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER   

Check all that apply to the project. 

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

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

 
3. Window replacement that meets the Department’s Window Replacement Standards. Does not include 

storefront window alterations. 

 
4. Garage work. A new opening that meets the Guidelines for Adding Garages and Curb Cuts, and/or 

replacement of a garage door in an existing opening that meets the Residential Design Guidelines. 

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

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

way. 

 
7. Dormer installation that meets the requirements for exemption from public notification under Zoning 

Administrator Bulletin No. 3: Dormer Windows. 

 

8. Addition(s) that are not visible from any immediately adjacent public right‐of‐way for 150 feet in each 

direction; does not extend vertically beyond the floor level of the top story of the structure or is only a 

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

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

Note: Project Planner must check box below before proceeding.  
  Project is not listed. GO TO STEP 5. 
 Project does not conform to the scopes of work. GO TO STEP 5.  
 Project involves four or more work descriptions. GO TO STEP 5. 
 Project involves less than four work descriptions. GO TO STEP 6. 

STEP 5: CEQA IMPACTS – ADVANCED HISTORICAL REVIEW 
TO BE COMPLETED BY PRESERVATION PLANNER 

Check all that apply to the project. 

 
1. Project involves a known historical resource (CEQA Category A) as determined by Step 3 and 

conforms entirely to proposed work checklist in Step 4. 

  2. Interior alterations to publicly accessible spaces.

 
3. Window replacement of original/historic windows that are not “in‐kind” but are consistent with 

existing historic character. 

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

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

features. 

 
6. Restoration based upon documented evidence of a building’s historic condition, such as historic 

photographs, plans, physical evidence, or similar buildings. 

 
7. Addition(s), including mechanical equipment that are minimally visible from a public right‐of‐way 

and meet the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation. 

 

8. Other work consistent with the Secretary of the Interior Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties 
(specify or add comments): 
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9. Other work that would not materially impair a historic district (specify or add comments): 

 

 

 

(Requires approval by Senior Preservation Planner/Preservation Coordinator) ________________________ 

 

10. Reclassification of property status. (Requires approval by Senior Preservation Planner/Preservation 

Coordinator) 

        Reclassify to Category A       Reclassify to Category C 

 

a. Per HRER dated:   (attach HRER) 

b. Other (specify): 

 

Note: If ANY box in STEP 5 above is checked, a Preservation Planner MUST check one box below. 

 
Further environmental review required. Based on the information provided, the project requires an 

Environmental Evaluation Application to be submitted. GO TO STEP 6. 

 
Project can proceed with categorical exemption review. The project has been reviewed by the 

Preservation Planner and can proceed with categorical exemption review. GO TO STEP 6. 

Comments (optional): 

 

 

Preservation Planner Signature: 

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

 Further environmental review required. Proposed project does not meet scopes of work in either (check 

all that apply):  

 Step 2 – CEQA Impacts 

 
 Step 5 – Advanced Historical Review  

STOP! Must file an Environmental Evaluation Application. 

 No further environmental review is required. The project is categorically exempt under CEQA.  

 Planner Name:  Signature: 

 

 

Project Approval Action:  
 

 

 

 

If Discretionary Review before the Planning Commission is requested, 

the Discretionary Review hearing is the Approval Action for the 

project. 

 Once signed or stamped and dated, this document constitutes a categorical exemption pursuant to CEQA Guidelines and Chapter 31 

of the Administrative Code. 

In accordance with Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code, an appeal of an exemption determination can only be filed 

within 30 days of the project receiving the first approval action.  
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STEP 7: MODIFICATION OF A CEQA EXEMPT PROJECT 
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER 
In  accordance with Chapter  31 of  the San Francisco Administrative Code, when  a California Environmental 

Quality Act (CEQA) exempt project changes after the Approval Action and requires a subsequent approval, the 

Environmental Review Officer (or his or her designee) must determine whether the proposed change constitutes 

a  substantial modification  of  that  project.    This  checklist  shall  be  used  to  determine whether  the  proposed 

changes  to  the  approved  project would  constitute  a  “substantial modification”  and,  therefore,  be  subject  to 

additional environmental review pursuant to CEQA. 
PROPERTY INFORMATION/PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

Project Address (If different than front page)  Block/Lot(s) (If different than 

front page) 

   

Case No.  Previous Building Permit No.  New Building Permit No. 

     

Plans Dated  Previous Approval Action  New Approval Action 

     

Modified Project Description: 

 

 

 

DETERMINATION IF PROJECT CONSTITUTES SUBSTANTIAL MODIFICATION  
Compared to the approved project, would the modified project: 

 Result in expansion of the building envelope, as defined in the Planning Code; 

 Result in the change of use that would require public notice under Planning Code 

Sections 311 or 312; 

 Result in demolition as defined under Planning Code Section 317 or 19005(f)? 

 
Is any information being presented that was not known and could not have been known 

at the time of the original determination, that shows the originally approved project may 

no longer qualify for the exemption? 

If at least one of the above boxes is checked, further environmental review is required.   

DETERMINATION OF NO SUBSTANTIAL MODIFICATION 
 The proposed modification would not result in any of the above changes.  

If this box is checked, the proposed modifications are categorically exempt under CEQA, in accordance with prior project 

approval and no additional environmental review is required.  This determination shall be posted on the Planning 

Department website and office and mailed to the applicant, City approving entities, and anyone requesting written notice. 

Planner Name:  Signature or Stamp: 
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I. INTRODUCTION 
 
Tim Kelley Consulting (TKC) was engaged to conduct a Historical Resource Evaluation (HRE) 

for 792 Capp Street, a circa 1870s one-story-over-basement, wood-frame, single family 

residence with a one story auxiliary building at the rear. Although this property is already 

identified as not being an historical resource and no HRE is required by the Planning 

Department for the proposed project, the property owners opted to have one completed. A 

scoping discussion conducted by email with Allison Vanderslice, Planner, on August18, 2016 

established that although the subject building was previously evaluated in the South Mission 

Surveyand determined to not be a resource, TKC would complete the report per the owners’ 

request. This report provides information lacking in the existing documentation, including 

owners and occupants, construction and permit history, and a detailed analysis under 

California Register Criteria. It also addressed questions raised but not addressed on the DPR A 

form completed for the South Mission Survey.  

 

II. SUMMARY 

792 Capp Street is not individually eligible for listing in the California Register and currently has 

a historic resource code of 6Z. This report confirms that finding.  The property is not located in 

any existing or potential historic district.  

 

III. CURRENT HISTORIC STATUS 

TKC searched the Planning Department database to determine whether the property was 

identified in any recognized register of historical resources. The specific registers included are 

listed below. 

A. Here Today  

This property is not included in the published book. 

B. Department of City Planning Architectural Quality Survey  

This property is not included in the 1976 Survey. 
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C. San Francisco Architectural Heritage  

This property was not surveyed by San Francisco Architectural Heritage. 

D. California Historical Resource Status Code  

Properties listed in the California Historic Resources Information System (CHRIS) or under 

review by the California Office of Historic Preservation (OHP) are assigned status codes of “1” 

to “7,” establishing a baseline record of historical significance. Properties with a status code of 

“1” are listed in the California or National Register. Properties with a status code of “2” have 

been formally determined eligible for listing in the California or National Register. Properties 

with a status code of “3” or “4” appear to be eligible for listing in either register through survey 

evaluation. Properties with a status code of “5” are typically locally significant or of contextual 

importance. Status codes of “6” indicate that the property has been found ineligible for listing 

in any register and a status code of “7” indicates that the property has not yet been evaluated. 

This property was given a rating of “6Z” in the South Mission Survey. (Found ineligible for NR, 

CR or Local designation through survey evaluation.) 

 

 

IV. DESCRIPTION 

A. Site 

792 Capp Street is located on the west side of Capp Street between 22nd and 23rd Streets on a 

2,700 square foot lot. This section of Capp Street is flat and the parcel is level. The building is 

separated from the neighboring buildings.  The main building is set back from the front lot line, 

slightly above street grade behind a low retaining wall. The surrounding buildings have varying 

setbacks. On the right side of the lot is a concrete driveway flanked by concrete retaining walls 

(Figure 1). On the left side are concrete steps that lead to brick steps accessing the primary 

entrance.  
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Figure 1: 792 Capp Street, primary façade and driveway. 

B. Exterior 

792 Capp is a roughly rectangular plan, one-story-over-basement, single-family structure clad 

in stucco on the primary façade and rustic siding on the secondary facades and capped with a 

front-facing gable roof. There is a cutout on the left side, revealing a recessed volume set back 

from the primary façade. The basement level features a modern garage door on the right side. 

The primary entrance is located on the left side of the first story and is accessed by brick steps 

with stepped brick skirt walls and metal handrails. The primary entrance is recessed within a 

shoulder arched entryway and features a multi-pane and paneled door with an infilled transom 

(Figure 2). To the right of the entrance is a sectioned picture window. A large fixed central 

pane is flanked by jalousie windows with transom windows above. Above the window is a 

shield cartouche. The recessed volume on the left side is punctuated with a vinyl double-hung 

window. The roofline of the recessed volume extends above the roofline of the primary section 



HISTORICAL RESOURCE EVALUATION 792 CAPP STREET  SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 
   
   

 

SEPTEMBER, 2016  TIM KELLEY CONSULTING 
 
 -5- 

of the building.  The building terminates with a straight parapet accented by decorative 

brackets and a projecting cornice.  

 
Figure 2: Recessed volume, left side 

 

 

 

V. HISTORIC CONTEXT 

A. Neighborhood 

The subject property is located in the Mission District, which comprises approximately 100 

square blocks. 792 Capp Street is located specifically in the Southern Mission neighborhood, 

which was documented in a 2010 San Francisco Planning Department survey (Figure 3).  
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Figure 3: South Mission Historic Resources Survey Comprehensive Survey Findings Map 792 Capp 

noted with red star 
Source: City and County of San Francisco Planning Department 

 

Southern Mission Neighborhood 

The Mission District is San Francisco’s most self-contained district: a “city within a city” with its 

own downtown, neighborhoods, commercial and entertainment districts, factories, and rows of 

wood-frame Victorian-era dwellings.1 Settlement began in the Mission District as early as the 

Gold Rush. Throughout the second half of the nineteenth century, transportation from 

downtown San Francisco to the Mission District steadily improved, bringing the district into the 
                                                 
1 Christopher VerPlanck, “Mission District,” unpublished, July, 2006. 
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orbit of downtown.2  By 1867, there were several horse-drawn omnibus lines operating 

between downtown and Mission Dolores, as well as a steam railroad line along Harrison Street. 

Residential and commercial development increased near the transit lines. As San Francisco’s 

economy grew, the city’s population doubled and many migrated to the Mission, spurring a 

build-out.3  By 1900, dense rows of Italianate, Eastlake and Queen Anne rowhouses lined the 

long straight streets of the Mission as far south as Army Street.4  During this period, the 

population of the Mission District was mostly Irish, German, Italian and Scandinavian.5 “As 

these communities grew, they established churches, religious schools, and fraternal halls that 

focused on maintaining cultural ties to homelands and traditions.”6 According to the context 

statement included in the Multiple Property Documentation Form, entitled, “Historic 

Neighborhoods of the Mission District,” the subject building was constructed during the “U.S. 

Expansionism and Pioneer Settlement, 1850-1880.”  The residential development period is 

briefly described as follows: 

Construction of single‐family dwellings prevailed during the pioneer era. 
Variations in sizes, styles, and lot layouts reflected a pattern of individualized 
development, as landowners built according to their own means and needs. 
Some early dwellings were pre‐fabricated houses shipped “around the horn” 
from the eastern U.S.; some were moved from elsewhere in San Francisco 
(including the Mission District); and others were ordered from local mills and 
assembled on site. “From the early 1860s on, building activity was essentially 
independent of the East Coast. By the 1870s, the originally rather simple 
constructions were evolving into more sizable buildings…The new structures 
emerged as products of the local building industry, which continued to use the 
versatile wood construction with an ever‐increasing sophistication.”7 

 

After the 1906 Earthquake and Fire, the Mission District shifted from an area of middle-class 

Victorian residences and amusement parks into a thoroughly urban industrial and working-

class district.  The fire destroyed the South of Market District and moved into the Mission, 

destroying everything in its path until it was halted at 20th Street. Despite the destruction, 

almost two-thirds of the Mission escaped unscathed.  Downtown businesses destroyed in the 

conflagration relocated to Mission Street.  After 1906, the Mission grew as a healthy admixture 
                                                 
2 Ibid. 
3 Matt Weintraub, “Multiple Property Documentation Form for Historic Neighborhoods of the Mission District,” San 
Francisco Planning Department, October 14, 2010.  
4 VerPlanck 2006.  
5 Ibid. 
6 Ibid. 
7 “Multiple Property Documentation Form”.  
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of ethnic groups. One‐third of the Mission’s 1910 population was foreign‐born, including 3,800 

Irish, 3,200 Germans, and over 1,000 Italians, Swedes, and English.8 It was in this period that 

the Mission took on the basic physical appearance it has today.   

 

The Mission District developed its own cohesive downtown retail/commercial district along 

Mission Street after 1906.  Many downtown department stores, such as Sherman Clay and 

Hale Brothers, continued to maintain Mission branches after downtown was reconstructed.  

The Mission District's own "Miracle Mile" developed throughout the early portion of the twentieth 

century with discount furniture stores, branches of downtown department stores, and at least a 

dozen motion picture palaces. Mission Street gradually became home to the city’s largest 

entertainment district, which by World War II included the El Capitan, Tower, Grand, New 

Lyceum, Rialto and the colossal 3,000-seat New Mission Theater.  

B. Project Site History 

The first Sanborn map illustrating the subject block was published in 1889. The block was 

mostly developed with residential and commercial buildings (Figure 4). The subject parcel 

contains the first known illustration of the subject building’s footprint, a one-story, wood-frame 

single-family building with an enclosed rear porch and south facing cutout. A non-extant small 

outbuilding is shown on the left rear side.  

                                                 
8 Weintraub 2010.  
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Figure 4: 1889 Sanborn Map showing 792 Capp Street (formerly 742) noted with arrow.   

 

The 1900 Sanborn Map shows alterations and use changes to the extant buildings on the 

subject block.  The subject building shows a rear addition was added since the 1889 map 

(Figure 5). The illustration also indicates the building is a one-story and basement. This is 

probably just a change in notation, not a physical change, since the neighboring buildings 

show the same shift.  
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Figure 5: 1900 Sanborn Map showing 792 Capp Street noted with arrow. 

 

The 1905 Sanborn Map shows that the area is mostly similar to the 1900 map (Figure 6). The 

subject property is unchanged from the previous map.  
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Figure 6: 1905 Sanborn Map showing 792 Capp Street noted with arrow (the map is mislabeled 795). 

 

The 1914 Sanborn Map shows the changes to the neighborhood after the 1906 Earthquake 

and Fire (Figure 7). Mission Street has progressed to a more commercial rather than 

residential street. There is no change to the subject building. The map has mislabeled the 

subject building as one-story instead of one-story and basement. 



HISTORICAL RESOURCE EVALUATION 792 CAPP STREET  SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 
   
   

 

SEPTEMBER, 2016  TIM KELLEY CONSULTING 
 
 -12- 

 
Figure 7: 1914 Sanborn Map showing 792 Capp Street noted with arrow. 

 

The 1938 Harrison Ryker aerial photograph shows the rear addition has been enlarged again 

(Figure 8).  
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Figure 8: 1938 aerial photo showing 792 Capp Street noted with arrow. 

 

The 1950 Sanborn Map shows an increase in density on Capp Street (Figure 9). The subject 

property has no changes. The building is labeled in error as one-story only.  
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Figure 9: 1950 Sanborn Map showing 792 Capp Street noted with arrow. 

C. Construction Chronology 

792 Capp Street was constructed circa the 1870s. Based on Block Book ownership and City 

directory listings, it appears the building was constructed in the early 1870s by parcel owner 

Nathan Parrish.  He lived at 778 Capp (formerly 738) and owned the larger parcel that 

included similar single-family buildings at 786 and 798 Capp and 3240 23rd Street; 798 Capp 

and 3240 23rd are no longer extant. 786 Capp remains. The original appearance of these 

buildings is unknown. Their similar footprints are shown on the 1886, 1900, 1905 and 1914 

Sanborn maps. No building announcement or original permit was located for the subject 

building or the similar buildings. The water tap record indicates that the Spring Valley Water 

Company began service in 1903 and was requested by Nathan Parrish’s son Ellis H. Parrish. 

Early Sanborn maps show that the Parrish property (778 Capp) contained a water tower that 

probably accounts for the subject property not needing water service until 1903. 
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Permits on file discuss several interior remodels and a new foundation. Permit #103398, 

December 19, 1921 discusses a garage and retaining walls. The permit’s description of the 

scope of the project is unclear. A picture was drawn of the garage but it is unknown if it is the 

current garage inserted into the basement or a one-story detached/ or projecting volume. The 

double-leaf garage doors have been modernized to a roll-up segmented door. The cladding 

has been changed to stucco and the windows and primary entrance were changed. However, 

the appearance of the original design is unknown and alterations are based on visual 

inspection.   

 

 

D. Permit Record 

The following permits were found in Department of Building Inspection files for the subject 

property: 

 
• Permit #103398, December 19, 1921 – Put in cement floor in basement 20’ x 50’ and 

two concrete bulkheads15’ x 3’ high 6 inches thick. Take out ? in front of house 13’ x 3’ 

x 8’ for carriage and put in cement floors 15’ x 8’. Build two frame walls from 2’ x4’ on 

top of bulkheads 5’ high x 13’ put on rustic and said  two walls 5’ x 13’ shingle roof 

carriage doors 7’ x 7’. Lower down curbstone from entrance of carriage fill out with 

cement to sidewalk.   

• Permit #199271, May 16, 1932 – Repair wall and fence.   

• Permit #329503, May 4, 1966 – New kitchen cabinets and lower ceiling. 

• Permit #478767, February 9, 1982 – Repair roof leaks along with water damage. 

• Permit #508215, November 16, 1983 – Tear out existing tile shower walls (over tub). 

Install waterproof sheet rock walls. Install new tile and grout. Frame in 6” end wall (at 

rear of tub) to eliminate leaky “shelf design.” Install new aluminum slider and new 

shower door. 

• Permit #664030, January 28, 1991 – Remove and replace approximately 460 square 

feet of siding. Repair dry rot trim around the window. Replace rotten gutters. Replace 

trims around left side windows.  
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• Permit #982352, November 27, 2002 – Remove replace tile wall over tub 11 x 5 area. 

Reinforce with 3/8 plywood exterior grade #14 building paper, ½ tile board, cover with 4 

¼ tile, ½ sheetrock (water resistant) over tub wall above 5’ to ceiling. Remove replace 

¾ subfloor under tub, reinforce joists with 2x8 joists, replace tub, toilet, vanity.  

• Permit #1294547, May 24, 2013 – Replace perimeter concrete foundation (approx. 204’ 

lineal). Replace approx. 8 sheets subflooring. Build approx. 48’ lineal cripple wall.  

• Permit #132427, April 8, 2014 - Reroof 

Copies of these permits are attached in the Appendix to this report.  

E. Architectural Style 

The subject property can be best described as vernacular due to the previous alterations. The 

original architectural style is unknown.  

 

F. Owners and Occupants 

The subject parcel was originally part of a much larger parcel owned by Nathan Parrish. The 

parcel measured 120’ x 122.5’ (Figure 10). This parcel was split into five separate parcels in 

the 1920s; lot 19, 19A, 19B, 19C, 19D. This larger parcel contained five similar homes. Parrish 

resided at 778 Capp (formerly 738) and rented the other four single-family buildings.  

 
Figure 10: 1894 Block Book showing the original parcel.  
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Nathan Parrish moved from New York to California in 1852. He owned a manufacturing 

company that produced tubs and pails and was a City Supervisor in the early 1880s.9 During 

the last decade of his life he worked for the Fireman’s Fund Insurance Company.10 Parrish died 

in 1898, leaving his estate to his two sons , H.A. and E.A. Parrish.11 His estate was sold in 1921 

to Theresia Steinauer. She divided the large parcel and sold the subject parcel to Henry 

George White in December 1921. White did not reside at the subject property but maintained it 

as rental property. Stella Mullaly purchased the property in 1925. Stella resided at the subject 

property with her husband Charles Nelson and several lodgers. Charles Nelson was a San 

Francisco Fireman. The subject property was inherited by Stella’s children Lucille Seidel and 

George Nelson in May 1964. They sold the property to Charles and Hazel Tadlock in 

September 1964. Gladys Crivello purchased the property in 1966 and sold it to Irwin and Jane 

Herscowitz in 1967. James and Linda Corazzini purchased the property in 1968.  Linda 

Peterson became sole owner in 1981 after she and James Corazzini divorced. 12 Relatives 

(John Corazzini and Cynthia Scagliola) inherited the property in 2006. Kathleen Kuzminski 

purchased the property in 2012, and the current owners purchased the property in 2016. None 

of the owners after Stella Mullaly resided at the subject property. The following table lists all 

lodgers and occupants of the building. 

 

Table 1: Occupants of 792 Capp 

Date Occupant Occupation 

1878-1886 Johh P Weil Salesman 

1881-1886 Mrs. A.M. Norton Unknown 

1883 Samuel Sinsheimer Student 

1885  Lizzie Shay Domestic 

1887-1889 Charles Hills Hills Twang Dairy 

1890 Leota Biddle 

George Ewers 

Unknown 

Operator 

1892-1894 Edward and Anna Daly Butcher 

                                                 
9 San Francisco Chronicle, “Death of N.C. Parrish,” February 17, 1898. 
10 San Francisco Call, “Death of N.C. Parrish,” February 17, 1898.  
11 Ibid. 
12 California, Divorce Index, 1940-1997 
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1896 Charles G. Bush Unknown 

1900 Dan Ferguson Salesman 

1901-1909 Robert J. Loughery Clerk 

1910-1912 George Reeves Glassblower 

1910-1911 Adeline Gattie Saleswoman 

1914-1918 Paul and Luella Sonderup Waiter 

1915 Nick Torras Waiter 

1918 Ora Morgan 

William Noland 

Cashier 

Shoemaker 

1919  James Murphy Ironworker 

1920 James McElvoise Watchman 

1922-1924 Walter Farrow Peddler 

1924 William Faust Blacksmith 

1925 Charles Haake Painter 

1930 Oscar Hontman Longshoreman 

1931 Harmon Harris 

Edith Kurcher 

Francis Martin 

Cook 

Waiter 

Waiter 

1932 George Murray Chauffeur 

1933 Laurene Blyler 

Ella Hall 

Unknown 

Unknown 

1934-1935 Ramola Canessa 

Ernest Canessa 

Alia Canessa 

Cook 

Laborer 

Garment Finisher 

1937 Alice Mitchell Operator 

1940 Jessie Baundage Unknown 

1963 Rudolph Schulken Bricklayer 

1966 Mrs. Louis Airla Unknown 

1967 Mrs. Clara Alorrano Unknown 

1968 Mitchell Gadda Unknown 

1969-1970 Luis Echegoye Unknown 

1972-1978 Emmett Williams Williams Owl Cleaners 

1981-1982 Maria Acosta 

Eliseo Escalante 

Janitor 

Unknown 
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VI. EVALUATION OF HISTORIC STATUS 

This property has been identified as not eligible for listing in the California Register for 

unspecified reasons, most likely due to loss of integrity. TKC therefore reevaluated the property 

to clarify this determination. 

 

Criterion 1 (Event): Resources that are associated with events that have made a significant 

contribution to the broad patterns of local or regional history, or the cultural heritage of 

California or the United States. 

 

Criterion 2 (Person): Resources that are associated with the lives of persons important to 

local, California, or national history. 

 

Criterion 3 (Architecture): Resources that embody the distinctive characteristics of a type, 

period, region, or method of construction, or represent the work of a master, or possess 

high artistic values. 

 

Criterion 4 (Information Potential): Resources or sites that have yielded or have the potential 

to yield information important to the prehistory or history of the local area, California or the 

nation. 

 

A. Individual Eligibility 

• Criterion 1 (Events)  

792 Capp Street is not individually eligible for listing in the California Register under Criterion 1. 

This property is one of several on the block constructed during the 1850-1880s era. It is not 

known to have made an individually significant contribution to the history of San Francisco or 

the State of California. Nor is it known to be associated with any events that have made a 

significant contribution to the broad patterns of local or regional history, or the cultural heritage 

of California or the United States Thus the property is not individually eligible for listing in the 

California Register under Criterion 1.  
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• Criterion 2 (Persons) 

This property does not appear to be eligible for listing in the California Register under Criterion 

2. The original owner is a California Pioneer, but he did not reside at the subject property. 

Otherwise, it is not associated with any significant persons in the history of San Francisco or 

the State of California, as none of the owners or occupants are listed in the San Francisco 

Biography Collection or newspaper indexes or otherwise indicated to be important to the 

history of San Francisco or the State of California. Thus the property is not eligible for listing in 

the California Register under Criterion 2.  

• Criterion 3 (Architecture) 

This property does not appear to be eligible for listing in the California Register under Criterion 

3. The original architect/builder is unknown. The original build date is unknown, and the original 

design is unknown. The building has also been substantially altered. This building does not 

embody distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region, or method of construction, or 

represent the work of a master, or possess high artistic values. Thus it is eligible for listing in 

the California Register under Criterion 3.  

• Criterion 4 (Information Potential) 

This criterion ordinarily refers to potential archeological value. A full analysis of archeological 

value is beyond the scope of this report. The property does not appear eligible for listing on the 

California Register under Criterion 4. 

B. District 

A property may also become eligible for listing on the California Register as a contributor to a 

historic district. Guidelines define a district as an area that “possesses a significant 

concentration, linkage, or continuity of sites, buildings, structures, or objects united historically 

or aesthetically by plan or physical development.”13 To be listed on the California Register, the 

district itself must be eligible under the criteria already discussed. The documentation of the 

district must enumerate all properties within it, identifying each as a contributor or non-

contributor. The district itself, as well as each of its contributors, then become historical 

resources. 

                                                 
13 Office of Historic Preservation. “Instructions for Recording Historical Resources,” Sacramento. 1995. 



HISTORICAL RESOURCE EVALUATION 792 CAPP STREET  SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 
   
   

 

SEPTEMBER, 2016  TIM KELLEY CONSULTING 
 
 -21- 

 

At present, the subject property’s block is not included in any formally identified historic 

district. The east side of Capp Street contains buildings included in the Von Schroeder-Welsh 

Block Historic District with a period of significance from 1889-1895. This building predates this 

period of significance and would not be considered a contributor. Thirteen districts were 

identified in this vicinity in the South Mission Survey none of which include this property. Those 

districts are listed below for informational purposes.  

 

• Shotwell Street Victorians (1865-1905) – high style single-family buildings 

• South Mission Avenues and Alleys (1885-1914) – residential buildings 

• East Mission Florida to Hampshire Streets (1885-1908) – residential and commercial 

working-class buildings 

• Horner’s Addition East (1865-1905) – high style residential buildings, and extension of 

Liberty-Hill Historic District 

• Gottlieb Knopf Block (1889-1892, 1920-1940) – Stick-style row-houses by Gottlieb 

Knopf 

• Von Schroeder-Welsh Block (1889-1895) – Row-houses associated with builder John 

Welsh and real-estate developer Mary E. Von Schroeder 

• 23rd Street Shops and Row-houses (1873-1895) – Late 19th century residential and  

commercial buildings 

• Alabama Street Pioneers (1865-1884) – Pioneer-era cottages 

• Hampshire Street False-Fronts (1885-1895) – False-front Italianate residential buildings 

• Juri Street (1890-1895) – Cul-de-sac representing late 19th century urban residential 

tract design 

• Olsen’s Queen Anne Cottages (1893) – Row of residential buildings developed by 

Alfred Olsen 

• O’Donnell-Fowler Homes (1889) – Residential buildings built by merchant builder C.C. 

O’Donnell and landowner George W. Fowler 

• Orange Alley Stables and Lofts (1895-1913) – Pre-automobile accessory buildings 
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The DPR “A” form for the subject property discussed the possibility that this building “may 

have been one of a pair of identical cottages.” This is partially true. Based on the research 

conducted for this report, TKC believes this building was part of a group of four or five similar 

residential building constructed for owner Nathan Parrish. Two of the buildings are non-extant: 

798 Capp and 3240 23rd Street. 786 Capp Street is still extant but it has most likely been 

substantially altered. Nathan Parrish’s residence,778 Capp, has also been significantly altered. 

Due to the alterations, loss of two of the buildings, and the unknown original design of these 

buildings, this cluster does not constitute an historic district.   

 

TKC also investigated whether a potential historic district not yet identified might exist that 

would include this property. A visual examination of the area and of HRERs in the vicinity does 

not indicate the existence of such a district.  

 

VI. INTEGRITY 

In addition to being determined eligible under at least one of the four California Register 

criteria, a property deemed to be significant must also retain sufficient historical integrity. The 

concept of integrity is essential to identifying the important physical characteristics of historical 

resources and hence, evaluating adverse change. For the purposes of the California Register, 

integrity is defined as “the authenticity of an historical resource’s physical identity evidenced 

by the survival of characteristics that existed during the resource’s period of significance” 

(California Code of Regulations Title 14, Chapter 11.5). A property is examined for seven 

variables or aspects that together comprise integrity. These aspects, which are based closely 

on the National Register, are location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling and 

association. National Register Bulletin 15, How to Apply the National Register Criteria for 

Evaluation defines these seven characteristics:   

 
• Location is the place where the historic property was constructed.  

 
• Design is the combination of elements that create the form, plans, space, 

structure and style of the property.  
 

• Setting addresses the physical environment of the historic property inclusive of 
the landscape and spatial relationships of the building/s.  
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• Materials refer to the physical elements that were combined or deposited during 
a particular period of time and in a particular pattern of configuration to form the 
historic property.  
 

• Workmanship is the physical evidence of the crafts of a particular culture or 
people during any given period in history.  
 

• Feeling is the property’s expression of the aesthetic or historic sense of a 
particular period of time.  
 

• Association is the direct link between an important historic event or person and 
a historic property. 

 

This building is not a historical resource; therefore no period of significance is identified and 

integrity cannot be determined. For informational purposes, this building has been altered. 

Alterations include but not limited to: 

• Recladding in stucco 

• Change window shapes, sizes, types 

• Removal and addition of none historic ornament 

• Addition of garage in basement 

• Rear additions 

 

VIII. CONCLUSION 

This report confirms the Mission Survey findings that 792 Capp Street is not individually eligible 

for listing in the California Register. The property is not located in any existing or potential 

historic district.  
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X. APPENDIX 

Associated Contextual Themes for the Mission District Neighborhoods 

 
Source: “Multiple Property Documentation Form for Historic Neighborhoods of the Mission District, San 

Francisco, Section B (1).  
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DPR “A” Form for 792 Capp Street 



HISTORICAL RESOURCE EVALUATION 792 CAPP STREET  SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 
   
   

 

SEPTEMBER, 2016  TIM KELLEY CONSULTING 
 
 -27- 

Contextual photos of the immediate neighborhood 

West side of Capp Between 22nd and 23rd Streets 
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(Subject building noted with arrow) 
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East side of Capp between 22nd and 23rd Streets 
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Permits for 792 Capp Street 
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Good evening 
I've been living next to 792 Capp Street for more many years and I'm against the  project 
proposal ..I pay hundreds of dollars for the apartment I lived in and this apartment was 
advertised with a nice view..literally I'm paying for the view and the proposal project of 4 story 
building it will block my view and I won't have privacy in apartment.  I am against this 
particular proposal.  Please preserve our neighborhood..... 
Sincerely 
FV 

To: Michael Christensen 

Hello! My name is Davian Contreras and I am a lifelong resident of the 700 block of Capp 
Street. 

I am writing to express my deep fear concerns regarding the proposal to demolish 792 Capp 
Street, a beautiful home on a historic block. 

This neighborhood has taken on more than its fair share new arrivals and disruptive 
construction, and we can no longer afford to let the integrity and soul of our historic 
neighborhood die.  

This new construction is not intended to benefit anyone of modest means - it only forces 
more of us out. The neighborhood will not allow a greedy developer to destroy our beautiful 
neighborhood. Greed cannot be rewarded, and this project is not welcomed by us residents. 

Can you please send me information on this? I look forward to hearing back from you soon. 
Thank you! 

Best, 

Davian Contreras 

Hello Michael, 

Please oppose this application to replace the 2 story single family home with a 40ft 4 luxury 
apartment on our beloved Capp Street. The home was just remodeled to stay as a single 
family home. Our street is one of the last that remain untouched. It is like if you built a 40ft 
story apartment building in the middle of the painted ladies in SF, that would be wrong. It is a 
landmark the last of the original homes. My window view in my Livingroom looks out to that 
home, you would be taking away my view and replace it with a 40ft tall shadow on my street. 
I have been a resident of Capp Street my entire life and could not bear to see such an intrusive 
building let alone the additional traffic it would create as well even more parking hurdles with 
more people moving to a street that has exceeded its capacity. On Saturdays the neighbors 
often play music on the corner. The newbies that would live in this luxury apartment would 
not understand the importance of our community music on Saturdays, block parties and it 
would give big developers to frequent more homes they can chop down and build 
monstrous building in our neighborhood. There is no benefit to our community, you will 
threaten our community and provoke big deals to our property owners and risk the families 
that are already here renting. Please use this as a lesson to them and vote NO on this for our 
community’s sake.  



Thank you, 

Andrea 

Dear Michael, 

I am saddened to see that 792 Capp Street, where local musicians play, will be demolished 
and replaced by a 4 story, 4 unit luxury complex.  The last thing the San Francisco bay area 
needs is another un-affordable housing complex that the people from your community 
cannot afford; mainly low income people of color.   I personally have been pushed out of 
housing three times and I am a 34 year old Microbiologist with a M.S. in Biology and a huge 
student debt that allows me not to be able to afford housing.  We bay area community 
members would like to see our arts and music thrive in the communities they originate from 
and without these necessary arts and artists that culture and community will be lost.  We all 
love to go to San Francisco to see local music, eat local foods and interact with the locals that 
have historical stories about the community they were raised in and the indigenous Ohlone 
land we reside on. I do not want it to just be another soulless rich community filled with 
privileged people that just want to make a dollar for themselves and not help San Francisco 
become vibrant with the arts and local community events. 

Sincerely,  

Katie Vigil 

I am a concerned Capp Street Resident that this is even a topic of consideration. SF is losing 
more and more native residents due to developers like this one, coming into a community 
neighborhood rich in culture and want to build something that does not belong. The Mission 
District has been under attack with high rent increases and you are jeopardizing all of us 
renters that are still here. You will make it appealing to the building owners to sell out to 
greedy developers like this one. PLEASE STOP THIS FOR THE CHILDREN, FAMILIES and 
ELDERLY RESIDENTS ON CAPP STREET AND THE REST OF SAN FRANCISCO!!!!!!! 

Thank you, 

David Avelar 

Hello Michael- 

I am a resident of 751 Capp St and I am writing to provide my feedback re: the proposal to 
demolish the current building at 792 Capp St and to replace it with a 4 story building.  

I am a business owner who moved to the Mission from SOMA where I lived in the 4th and 
Folsom area and located my business in the 7th and Howard neighborhood. I watched how 
development changed the community from an independent up--and-coming neighborhood 
where it was safe for my all-female workforce to an empty set of streets filled with luxury 
condos up above and the homeless and the addicted down below.  

For this reason, I am opposed to the development of a set of condos at 792 Capp St. 
Affordable single family housing is important to the neighborhood - these residents frequent 
the numerous produce and meat shops (plus other independent businesses) on Mission St, 
they socialize on their porches and they watch out for each other so that I feel safe as a lone 



female walking at night. They are part of the fabric of the neighborhood. When I look at the 
condos on 15th and Van Ness, I do not see this kind of community and I see the rise of the 
same issues on Mission St north of 16th that I saw 3-5 years in SOMA.  

A community needs to be thoughtful about new construction and the impact it would have 
on social fabric, traffic congestion, safety, the precedent it would set for future projects. To 
date, I have not seen an open dialogue nor have I seen responsible building practices that 
consider the total cost to a community of this kind of change. 

Please support the community by saying no to the 792 Capp proposal.  

Thanks for your time, 

Michelle 

Hello, my name is Paris Moore. I live at address 751 Capp Street which is across the street from 
the 792 Capp Street which is currently being looked at to concert into a 4 story 40 foot 
complex. I am strongly against this idea for many reasons.  

1. The complex if built would ruin the block and its Victorian style look on the block 
which would make for an awkward look. 

2. Capp Street is not designed for large 4 story structures like this.  
3. Parking is already a pain for us residents; if this complex is built we have to compete 

with 4 more families worth of cars to compete with. Also during the construction of 
the complex parking would be even more difficult as spots in the front of the 
construction area would be hogged by workers and applies on the street. There is 
already a large complex being built less than a block away and construction area has 
been hogging 4 entire parking spots in the last 5 months. Not to mention it would also 
block traffic on the street which is already clustered with cars coming in and out of the 
street all day.  

4. Capp street is not for sale, we've seen this before and it simply doesn’t work. 
Gentrification is killing this city and reconstructing a property which has already been 
renovated before. There is nothing wrong with the current complex. There's no need 
for a ridiculous large complex like this.  

5. Capp Street is an already busy street and this construction would add further more to 
the noise pollution. We don't need more unnecessary noise for more unnecessary new 
residents on an already crowded block. Also once these high rise complexes would be 
built I’m worried about the kind of people that would be accommodating these luxury 
complexes. Also will they be used for Airbnb and if it will just be used as a party house 
which will add too necessary noise pollution.  

6. Will the complexes be used for low income San Francisco residents? Or strictly high 
income renters? We don't need more buyouts and high rises in the mission its simply 
degrading the integrity of the neighborhood. We don’t want more people on this 
block. Also the new complex if built would block the sun and view from my apartment 
which is very upsetting to me as I own a cat who enjoys the sun. And I feel it’s unfair 
that my view and sunlight which beams all of the Victorian houses would ruin many 
things. It’s unfair that us residents which have lived on this block anywhere from 5 
years to 60+ years would be impacted by some new people 



I hope you take my points and other neighbor’s points into consideration. Thank you 

Paris Moore  

Good Afternoon City and County Planner of San Francisco, I am writing to express my concern 
about the proposed demolition of a beautiful Victorian home located at 792 Capp Street, San 
Francisco. I am a resident of the Mission District, who's had family living here for generations 
and added to diverse community, which the Mission District use to be. The first point I want 
to make to my objection of demolishing this beautiful historic home is that the building itself 
adds to the history and culture of the neighborhood and the city. There are very few Victorian 
style homes left in the Mission, and replacing it with a luxury complex will just add onto the 
gentrification and erasing of the Mission District's identity. The demolition of this home will 
stand as precedent for future similar homes to meet the same fate. 

The second point I want to make is that the Mission District historically has been home to San 
Francisco's Latino community; a community made up of first, second, third and so on 
generation Salvadorians, Mexicans, Guatemalans, Colombians, and many other Latin 
American country descendants. The majority of these populations come from immigrant 
backgrounds and are generally of low to middle economic class. Building a luxury complex 
not only will do a disservice to its long standing residents because the majority cannot afford 
a monthly high-priced luxury unit. For years a majority of the Mission's long-standing 
residents have been pushed out of their homes because of unlawful evictions and high rent 
prices.  

My final point is that adding a multi-unit luxury housing to the neighborhood and the street 
will create traffic congestion, in an area that already has a high-volume of traffic congestion. I 
personally know the neighborhood, and already there are issues with insufficient street 
parking and hit-and-run accidents in the neighborhood. Adding more people and families to 
an already congested area will not only further add to present day issues, but create future 
new issues as well.  

Please object to the demolition of 792 Capp Street, San Francisco, and preserve this beautiful 
home, which adds character to a neighborhood that has been losing it's character for some 
time now. Thank you for your time Mr. Christensen, I hope you will strongly consider my 
objections when discussing this proposal.  

Kind Regards,  

Jonathan Martinez, MSW 

Case #2017-001283CUA 

Hello Michael, 

I hope this email finds you well. 

I am writing to you today to voice my disapproval and displeasure for the project/case 
mentioned above.  

The block in question is home to one of the most storied reserve of Classic Victorian homes in 
San Francisco. These homes are just as much art as are our murals, music and culture. Going 



forward with this project will not only be detrimental to the history, culture and overall 
ambiance of the neighborhood, but will create unnecessary troubles for all residents. Traffic, 
congestion, parking, and construction noise are some of my concerns with this project. The 
Mission District has been through enough in recent years, I think it's time that we residents 
take a stand and take ownership of what is ours and the little that we have left to call our own 

I invite you to strongly reconsider the proposal for this project to move forward. It would be 
great for once if our politicians, leaders and government officials would consider the needs of 
the residents first as opposed to favoring big money and profits as always. Please help us 
preserve our historic neighborhood for generations to come.  

I am strongly against the demolition of the beautiful home at 792 Capp Street! Please do not 
move forward with this project!  

Dear Commissioners, 

My name is Elsa Contreras, I have been a resident of 743 Capp street for 32 years. I am urging 
you all to oppose the proposal for demolition and construction of four unit luxury condos at 
792 Capp Street. SAN FRANCISCO DOES NEED MORE LUXURY HOUSING.  Please do not 
support furthering the divide between the rich and the poor. Longtime residents and sf 
natives, poor people, working class, people of color-are continually being pushed out of the 
city we love and have built. Please consider the negative impact this will have on our 
neighborhood and vote on the side that will serve the greater good of the community, the 
side that takes social justice and human rights into consideration.  

Thank you for your time. 

Sincerely, 

Elsa Contreras  

I am a property owner at 688 Capp Street.  I have lived at this property for over 10 years.  The 
Mission District and particularly Capp Street does not need luxury housing.  It needs housing 
for working class citizens who have inhabited the Mission for decades.  Please do not allow 
792 Capp Street to be demolished. Thank you for considering my request.  

Ann Nore 

Hello My name is Andrea Contreras, My family has lived on Capp Street since 1960 

My family are both homeowners and renters on Capp street. My family has lived here since 
the early 60’s. I was raised on Capp Street and my son is the 4th generation to grow up on 
Capp Street. Natives are a dying breed and we need to preserve our classic and should be a 
historic San Francisco street which has been thankfully preserved unlike many others in San 
Francisco. Our street has vibrant culture; neighbors have known each other for decades. We 
have block parties with live music which many gather around the 792 Capp Street single 
family home. There are some things that do not belong and one of them is demolishing a 
beautiful home that we have passed by our entire lives with a 40ft tall luxury complex. This is 
not what our neighborhood needs. You will block the beautiful sunshine that my living room 
gathers which makes me feel at home and gives me and my cat peace of mind. We already do 



not have enough parking on our street and more people mean more cars. If anything we 
should be discussing improving the streets like fixing the pot holes and adding speed bumps 
and better lighting but here we are discussing the possible threat of our future as residents. I 
AM AFRAID THAT BUILDING A 40FT TALL 4 STORY LUXURY UNIT WOULD CHANGE WHAT WE 
HAVE NOW. YOU WILL JEOPARDIZE OTHER RESIDENTS BY MAKING IT APPEALING TO 
WEALTHY DEVELOPERS to contact our landlords and entice them to make the same deals that 
would force many of us out. These developers ARE NOT INTERESTED IN OUR HISTORY or THE 
FLIGHT THAT WE MUST TAKE TO STAY IN OUR BELOVED MISSION DISTRICT. This is not 
affordable housing for those that have been displaced by high rent evictions and 
questionable fires in the pass 3 years. This proposal is not to benefit our community but 
actually harm our community. This will make us renters vulnerable, you are sending messages 
to our landlords to consider that they too may want to sell off their property to big developers 
and this leaves us, the many renting families with an unknown certainty of where we may 
have to go if our landlords decide to do the same. Enough is enough we do not have any 
more capacity in our city to keep building in small neighborhoods streets like ours. A 40ft 
building does not belong on my street nor does 4 other tenants who may bring on air BnBs, 
they may rent out each room and double each unit with more people that we cannot take. 

PLEASE Keep Developers out of our historic street and Decline this proposal for us San 
Franciscans!!!! 

Thank you, 
Andrea 

Subject: OPPOSITION TO DEMOLITION/CONSTRUCTION AT 792 CAPP STREET (Project 

2017-001283 CUA) 

SF Planning Commission 

RE: OPPOSITION TO DEMOLITION/CONSTRUCTION AT 792 CAPP STREET 

(Project 2017-001283 CUA) 

 

Planning Commission Members: 

I oppose the demolition/construction at 792 Capp Street.  I have lived at 701 Capp Street for 
35 years. 

The neighborhood is outraged that this gentrification is being forced down our throats. 
Nobody wants this except for a few outside developers. This escalates rent and food prices. 

Parking has become impossible. The street I live on is blocked by people double parking, 
waiting for a space. Two construction permits already take up space on my block. More 
spaces will be taken by construction permit parking and a debris box for this project. When it 
is finished the new residents will probably take up six more spaces. 

The building being demolished is obviously from the asbestos/lead paint era. Previous 
projects on our block have failed to contain dangerous airborne debris. 



This is obviously a city for sale. Major changes are needed in city government. 

William Sparks 

Dear Planning Commission Members 

 I am a resident of the 700 block of Capp Street and am sending this letter to inform you of my 
opposition to the proposed demolition of the single family residence at 792 Capp Street.  

 I have reviewed the Planning Department Executive Summary Report which was prepared 
for the original October 12, 2017 hearing date and have many concerns. 

Health and Safety 

Pertaining to the demolition there was no discussion of whether any analysis had been done 
of the existing dwelling to verify if it contains asbestos, lead paint, mold or any other harmful 
materials that need to be abated prior to a demolition. Absent this analysis, the report makes 
the unfounded conclusion that  

              “The proposed project will not be detrimental to the health, safety, convenience or general 
welfare of persons residing or working in the vicinity. There are no features of the project that 
could be detrimental to the health, safety or convenience of those residing or working the area.” 
(Page 5 of Draft Motion, October 12, 2017, paragraph B.)” 

There is absolutely no basis for asserting the demolition will not be harmful to nearby 
residents without analyzing the presence of potential harmful materials in the existing 
structure.  I was present at the November 27, 2017 meeting of the BOS Land Use Committee 
where a different but comparable project was discussed and residents noted how flakes of 
lead-based paint blanketed their street and contaminated their residences after a residential 
demolition. 

Even if specifically toxic materials are not present in the existing structure, (which again has 
NOT been determined) the planning document provided no was no discussion of how dust 
and debris would be contained during demolition in a dense urban environment.  

Under the section of the planning report regarding "The safeguards afforded to prevent 
noxious or offensive emissions such as noise, glare, dust and odor;” the report makes the 
following baseless assertion: 

            “As the proposed Project is residential in nature, it is unlikely to have the potential to 
produce noxious or offensive emissions.” (Page 6 of Draft Motion, October 12, 2017, paragraph iii.) 

This comment completely ignores the potential for airborne dust and debris to affect the 
neighborhood. No dust control measures such as continuous watering down the site to 
prevent escape of dust, barriers, and daily removal of dirt piles are specified.  A recent 
construction project at 711 Capp Street (not a demolition) resulted in a dirt pile in the street 
for weeks which released asthma-causing dust into the environment, demonstrating the 
obvious need for specific construction controls to be required. 

 I have lung disease and am extremely worried about these issues. I couldn't possibly stay 
here during the demolition or external construction phase. 



Parking during Construction 

Parking for residents of Zone I on Capp Street is already extremely limited and is exacerbated 
by the many construction projects already underway. The two block stretch of Capp between 
22nd and 24th Streets is already full of "no parking" zones due to current construction with 
many of the signs having two or three months'  duration for the "no parking." These blocks 
cannot absorb a further “no parking construction zone” due to 792 Capp Street. 
 
Permanent Parking Impact 

The planning report said there would be just two parking spaces for a four unit building with 
a potential for eight residents with cars. That leaves six new cars potentially added to on-
street parking. Residential parking is already extremely limited on the 700 block of Capp 
Street, which includes a bar whose patrons occupy much of the available parking until 2 AM. 
Once the additional residents' cars from 792 Capp Street are added it will greatly exacerbate 
the untenable parking situation permanently. Despite paying for residential parking we 
frequently find none is available. 

No Affordable Housing 

The proposed construction of four luxury units at 792 Capp Street after the demolition of the 
existing single family home will do NOTHING to help address San Francisco’s affordable 
housing crisis.  None of the replacement units will be affordable housing but all will be 
“market rate.” This will only speed up the gentrification process already underway in the 
Mission, adding to the overall price increases that are forcing long-term residents from their 
homes. This project sets a terrible precedent of destroying existing housing stock while 
resulting in a net loss of affordable homes for the community at risk of displacement. There is 
no compelling reason for this demolition and construction, which is opposed by the impacted 
surrounding community. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Dorothy Graham 

701 Capp Street, SF 94110 

Planning Commissioners- 

We are writing to request that you deny the project at 792 Capp Street as proposed. 

As long time Mission residents and business owners, we have witnessed the direct and 
indirect harm that gentrification has on a community.  We ourselves have lost more than 30 
friends and neighbors to no-fault and Ellis evictions.  Most were forced to leave the city, three 
of the ones that stayed live in vans on the streets, three couples divorced and all suffered the 
trauma of having their lives uprooted from their community within short notice.  Some are so 
traumatized they cannot come back to the city to visit us. 

In all of the situations, they were evicted for speculation as the land around their homes was 
gentrified.  If the 792 Capp Street project is allowed to move forward in it’s current proposal, it 
will set forth the precedent that land owners can pull a viable single family residence from the 
market for speculation and every family, many multigenerational, in single family residences 



in the Mission district and the entire city will be at risk at a time when we are proposing 
housing our displaced families in school gymnasiums like a third world country, so that the 
children can continue their education. 

Speculation and greed are the name of the game and Lucas Eastwood has made his 
intentions clear in the way that he has held a vital family residence in a great time of need off 
of the rental market to provide a rental property for corporations.  In great time of need for 
affordable housing, he wants to develop 4 luxury units that will not provide housing to our 
Mission families but will instead put them and the entire community in radius around it at 
risk.  Neighbors and businesses will be displaced with impossible rent increases where 
allowed and receive notices of Ellis Act and no-fault eviction where rent increases can’t get 
the job done. 

We attended a community meeting with Lucas Eastwood where he chose the the Mission 
Police Station as the venue, knowing that such a location would be an intimidating and 
fearful space to many of the neighbors of color.  But with the tight knit support of one 
another, many did attend and spoke of the trauma, grief and mental health issues that the 
gentrification of the Mission has created in the community.  They pleaded with Mr. Eastwood 
to take the longview and consider future effects on the community and to families in single 
family residences throughout the Mission.  They asked him make a compromise to mitigate 
the harm and yet still make a profit. And the fact that he has not asked for continuance to 
amend the project, says what many feared.   

Lucas Eastwood is in this to wring maximum profit from this piece of land and is agnostic to 
the contributions to the systematic dismantling of the Mission community and it’s diverse 
culture his project will bring.  Please deny this project. 

Larisa Pedroncelli 

Kelly Hill 

1875 Mission Street 











Outreach to the Capp Street community 
December 2017 through May 2018

updated 05.02.2018

Davian Contreras Dorothy Graham William Sparks

Community member who spoke at 
hearing and emailed concerns to 

San Francisco Planning 
Department

Community member who 
spoke at hearing and 
emailed concerns to 

San Francisco Planning 
Department

Community Member 
who emailed 

concerns to San 
Francisco Planning 

Department
dvncontreras@gmail.com;  

cc’ed savecappstreet@gmail.com  
on all emails

dorothygraham@msn.com sparksw@igc.org

Brief phone call: asked Davian 
for a meeting; he said he would 

consider 
 12/20/2017

Email requesting 
meeting 12/20/2017

Email requesting 
meeting 12/20/2017

Follow up email requesting 
meeting 12/20/2017

Email requesting 
meeting 01/19/2018

Email requesting 
meeting 01/19/2018

Email requesting meeting 
01/19/2018

Email requesting 
meeting 02/18/2018

Email requesting 
meeting 02/18/2018

Email requesting meeting 
02/18/2018

Email requesting 
meeting 02/26/2018

Email requesting 
meeting 03/14/2018

Email requesting meeting  
02/22/2018

Email requesting 
meeting 03/14/2018 No response

Facebook message requesting  
meeting or call 

02/23/2018
No response

Emailed and sent 
hard copy letter 
re: community 

outreach meeting 
04/04/2018

Called and left voicemail  
02/26/2018

Emailed and sent hard 
copy letter re: 

community outreach 
meeting 04/04/2018

Email requesting call or meeting 
03/14/2018
No response

Emailed and sent hard copy 
letter re: community outreach 

meeting 04/04/2018



Outreach to the Capp Street community 
December 2017 through May 2018

updated 05.02.2018

Paul Monge Rodriguez Erick Arguello Jon Jacabo

Community member Community member /  
Co-founder of Calle 24 Community member

pmongerodriguez@gmail.com
erick@calle24sf.org 

(work) 
eriq94110@gmail.com 

(personal)
(650) 676-0031

Introduced via Stevon 
Cook

Recommended by Father 
Jimenez

Introduced via Niki 
Solis

Email requesting meeting 
02/19/2018

Email requesting phone 
call 

02/26/2018
Phone call, left 

voicemail 02/20/2018

Facebook message 
requesting meeting or 

phone call  
02/22/2018

Introduced via email 
through Stevon Cook 

02/26/2018
Phone call, left 

voicemail 02/21/2018

Email requesting phone 
call  

or meeting 
02/26/2018

Email requesting meeting 
or phone call 
03/01/2018

Official email 
introduction via 

Stevon Cook  
02/28/2018

Phone call scheduled with 
Eastwood  

03/02/2018

Email requesting call or 
meeting 

03/14/2018

Follow up introductory 
email requesting 
meeting 03/01/2018

Paul no answer; waiting 
on response to reschedule 

call
No response No response

Follow-up email 
requesting phone call 

reschedule 
03/14/2018

Emailed and sent hard 
copy letter re: community 

outreach meeting 
04/04/2018

Status: in progress

Phone call on 03/16/2018; 
discussed best practices 

for involving the 
community in our work



Outreach to the Capp Street community 
December 2017 through May 2018

updated 05.02.2018

Roberto Hernandez Juan Carlos Cancino Father John Jimenez

Community member

Project Manager at San 
Francisco Office of 

Economic and Workforce 
Development 

Community member who 
spoke at hearing

latinzoneprod@aol.com juancarlos.cancino@sfgov.o
rg (415) 240-8095

Email requesting meeting 
03/14/2018

Email requesting meeting 
03/14/2018

Phone call, left 
voicemail  
02/19/2018

No response Status: In progress
Phone call, left 

voicemail  
02/21/2018

Emailed and sent hard 
copy letter re: 

community outreach 
meeting 04/04/2018

Emailed and sent hard copy 
letter re: community 

outreach meeting 
04/04/2018

Phone call, left 
voicemail  
02/26/2018

Spoke with Father 
Jimenez: recommended 

we reach out to  
Erick Arguello 
 02/26/2018

Says that Calle 24 
would likely be 

willing / open to some 
dialogue.

Attempt to reach Calle 
24 in progress  

03/06/2018











COMMUNITY OUTREACH MEETING

792 Capp Street, San Francisco

 

Held: Friday, April 13, 2018 (6:00 PM to 8:00 PM)at the Community Room, Mission SFPD 
Station

 

Attendees:

Nineteen neighbors and members of neighborhood groups (including Calle 24; Mission 
Neighborhood Centers; Instituto Familiar de la Raza; Save Capp Street and St. Charles Church)

Michael Christensen, San Francisco Planning Department (assigned project planner)

Lucas Eastwood, Project Sponsor

Daniel Villanueva, Project Architect

 

Macro Issues raised by neighbors and members of neighborhood groups:

 

PIPELINE IMBALANCE: More market-rate housing is in the development pipeline than 
affordable housing for the Mission district.
 

Developments need to truly benefit and not hurt the local community
 

Projects need to provide equity for lower income people and not displace them
 

Market-Rate Development brings a new class of people not connected with the neighborhood
 

 



Project Team Response:

 

To correct the pipeline imbalance and associated problems, large sites should be targeted for 
affordable housing in the Mission such as the parking lot a few doors down from the project site 
that encompasses half of the west side of the 700 block of Capp Street.  Small market-rate 
projects such as this four-unit infill add much needed housing for people who do not qualify for 
affordable housing programs.

 

Project alternatives expressed:

 

Optimal solution: Single 100% affordable residence
 

Sale of property to a Mission nonprofit
 

 

Project Team Response:

 

Mission Housing Development Corporation, Mission Economic Development Agency and every 
other group in the Planning Department’s list of Mission Neighborhood Groups have received all 
notifications about this project.

Thus far neither MHDC nor MEDA have contacted the project team about the project.

If either of these affordable-housing developers wishes to make a bone fide offer to acquire this 
project, it will be seriously entertained.

 
 

Project appearance and construction concerns expressed:

 

Why is the building proposed at this height?
 

Why does Planning set such a low bar on design?
 



Demolition will cause health problems for neighbors in close proximity.
 

Planning Department (Michael Christensen) Response:

 

The project is code compliant.  Planning has worked with the project team on the height, 
massing and setback to soften its appearance.  The project was reviewed by the Planning 
Department’s Environmental Review Team and found to be exempt under the California 
Environmental Quality Act.

 

Future occupancy concern:

 

This is luxury housing for people with excessive income.
 

This development would set a precedent for other landlords to displace tenants and develop 
their properties
 

Project Team Response:

The current single family residence (purchased two years ago for $1.5 million) when restored 
would be significantly more expensive than the proposed units, which are anticipated to sell for 
$700k to $800k for the single-bedroom unit; $1.0 million for the two-bedrooms unit; and $1.4 to 
$1.8 Million for the three- bedrooms units.

This property was purchased from the owner occupier.  No one was displaced.  The parcel will 
go from a single family residence with three bedrooms to four family residences with a 
combined total of nine bedrooms.





















792 Capp Support

792 Capp

792 Capp

Letters / Signatures of Support

2545 24th St

2663 Mission St

2669 Mission St

2834 Mission St

3133 24th St

3258 23rd St

3345 17th St

3435 Cesar Chavez

467 14th St

651 Capp St

672 Capp St

68 Landers St

715 Florida St

725 Capp St

763 Capp St

765 Capp St

769 Capp St

780 Capp St

829 Capp St

831 Capp St

970 Hampshire St





April 3, 2018 

 

San Francisco Planning Department 

City and County of San Francisco 

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 

San Francisco, CA 94103 

 

Subject: 792 Capp – Proposed Demo and Construction of 4-unit Building 

 

Dear Planning Department, 

 

The purpose of this letter is to formally voice my support for the proposed 

project (demo and proposed construction of a 4-unit building) at 792 Capp 

Street. Based on the drawings by Winder Gibson Architects, I feel that the 

project suits the neighborhood and adds much needed housing in our city. 

 

I believe the owner and architect were sensitive to the historical nature of 

the neighborhood in the design of the proposed building, and I am confident 

that the proposed design has reflected this. 

 

To reiterate, I am in full support of the proposed project at 792 Capp Street. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

 

 

 

Chris DaCosta 

(650) 888-4390 

3133 24
th

 Street, #3 (owner) 
San Francisco 







April 29, 2018

San Francisco Planning Department
City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103

Subject: 792 Capp – Proposed Demo and Construction of 4-unit Building

Dear Planning Department,
The purpose of this letter is to formally voice my support for the proposed project (demo and proposed 
construction of a 4-unit building) at 792 Capp Street. Based on the drawings by Winder Gibson Architects, 
I feel that the project suits the neighborhood and adds much needed housing in our city.

I believe the owner and architect were sensitive to the historical nature of the neighborhood in the design 
of the proposed building, and I am confident that the proposed design has reflected this.

To reiterate, I am in full support of the proposed project at 792 Capp Street.

Sincerely,

Chris McGee

Address
970 Hampshire St. , San Francisco , CA 94110



March 30, 2018 
 
San Francisco Planning Department 
City and County of San Francisco 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 
San Francisco, CA 94103 
 
Subject: 792 Capp – Proposed Demo and Construction of 4-unit Building 
 
Dear Planning Department, 
The purpose of this letter is to formally voice my support for the proposed 
project (demo and proposed construction of a 4-unit building) at 792 Capp 
Street. Based on the drawings by Winder Gibson Architects, I feel that the 
project suits the neighborhood and adds much needed housing in our city. 
 
I believe the owner and architect were sensitive to the historical nature of 
the neighborhood in the design of the proposed building, and I am confident 
that the proposed design has reflected this. 
 
To reiterate, I am in full support of the proposed project at 792 Capp Street. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
name 
Farbod Farzin 
 
Address 
2834 Mission St #302 
San Francisco, CA 94110 





March 30, 2018 

 
San Francisco Planning Department 

City and County of San Francisco 

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 

San Francisco, CA 94103 
 

Subject: 792 Capp – Proposed Demo and Construction of 4-unit Building 

 
Dear Planning Department, 

The purpose of this letter is to formally voice my support for the proposed 

project (demo and proposed construction of a 4-unit building) at 792 Capp 
Street. Based on the drawings by Winder Gibson Architects, I feel that the 

project suits the neighborhood and adds much needed housing in our city. 

 

I believe the owner and architect were sensitive to the historical nature of 
the neighborhood in the design of the proposed building, and I am confident 

that the proposed design has reflected this. 

 
To reiterate, I am in full support of the proposed project at 792 Capp Street. 

 

Sincerely, 

 
Jennifer Gottlieb 

 

 
 

715 Florida St 

San Francisco CA 





March 28, 2018 

San Francisco Planning Department 

City and County of San Francisco 

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 

San Francisco, CA 94103 

Subject: 792 Capp – Proposed Demo and Construction of 4-unit Building 

Dear Planning Department, 

The purpose of this letter is to formally voice my support for the proposed 

project (demo and proposed construction of a 4-unit building) at 792 Capp 

Street. Based on the drawings by Winder Gibson Architects, I feel that the 

project suits the neighborhood and adds much needed housing in our city. 

I believe the owner and architect were sensitive to the historical nature of the 

neighborhood in the design of the proposed building, and I am confident that 

the proposed design has reflected this. 

To reiterate, I am in full support of the proposed project at 792 Capp Street. 

Sincerely, 

Joshua Gold 

Phone: 650-336-4346 

Address:

h ld

68 Landers St, SF



March 30, 2018 

 
San Francisco Planning Department 

City and County of San Francisco 

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 

San Francisco, CA 94103 
 

Subject: 792 Capp – Proposed Demo and Construction of 4-unit Building 

 
Dear Planning Department, 

The purpose of this letter is to formally voice my support for the proposed 

project (demo and proposed construction of a 4-unit building) at 792 Capp 
Street. Based on the drawings by Winder Gibson Architects, I feel that the 

project suits the neighborhood and adds much needed housing in our city. 

 

I believe the owner and architect were sensitive to the historical nature of 
the neighborhood in the design of the proposed building, and I am confident 

that the proposed design has reflected this. 

 
To reiterate, I am in full support of the proposed project at 792 Capp Street. 

 

Sincerely, 

 
Matan-Paul Shetrit 

 

 
 

715 Florida St 

San Francisco CA 





March 30, 2018 

 

San Francisco Planning Department 

City and County of San Francisco 

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 

San Francisco, CA 94103 

 

Subject: 792 Capp – Proposed Demo and Construction of 4-unit Building 

 

Dear Planning Department, 

The purpose of this letter is to formally voice my support for the proposed 

project (demo and proposed construction of a 4-unit building) at 792 Capp 

Street. Based on the drawings by Winder Gibson Architects, I feel that the 

project suits the neighborhood and adds much needed housing in our city. 

 

I believe the owner and architect were sensitive to the historical nature of 

the neighborhood in the design of the proposed building, and I am confident 

that the proposed design has reflected this. 

 

To reiterate, I am in full support of the proposed project at 792 Capp Street. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

 

 

 

name 

 

 

address 

Scott I Holden

S ce e y,

944 Hampshire Street
San Francisco, CA 94110
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BRETT GLADSTONE 
PARTNER 
DIRECT DIAL (415) 995-5065 
DIRECT FAX (415) 995-3517 
E-MAIL BGladstone@hansonbridgett.com 

BY EMAIL ONLY  

May 9, 2018 

Rich Hillis, President 
San Francisco Planning Commission 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 
San Francisco, CA 94103 

 

Re: 792 Capp Street – Conditional Use Hearing 
 

 
Dear President Hillis and Commissioners: 

We will be presenting this matter for the third time to you.  This letter will describe the changes 
in the project, and will answer some of the questions from Commissioners at the last hearing.  
You are also receiving a letter from my client Lucas Eastwood, the general contractor client who 
is proposing this project, and his letter will bring you up to speed on community outreach and 
new neighborhood support.     
 
You may recall that this building was recommended for approval by Staff and would build four 
new units, and no design changes were recommended by Staff.  However, the Commission 
recommended that the façade be changed to take away its modern look because there are 
some older buildings in an historic district that covers lots across the street (but not lots on the 
project's side of the street).  Please see the changes between the first design and the current 
one, as shown in Exhibit A.  A list of those changes is attached in Exhibit B.  
 
At the last hearing, some opponents suggested that my client did an eviction, and 
Commissioners asked for the documents showing otherwise.  We have presented to your Staff 
the documents showing my client bought this building for about $1.4 million from the owner 
occupant, who desired to sell and relocated.  We have also shown Staff there have been no 
evictions by Lucas Eastwood.  The current single-family home was last occupied by an owner-
occupant on July 22, 2016 and is vacant today.  It was last rented above $7,000 per month.   
 
I. Staff has recommended approval in its past staff reports and hearing 
presentations, for several reasons: 
 

1. Building is not historic and is not in an historic district and Calle 24 is a district dealing 
with culture and local business in buildings but not the buildings themselves. 

2. The project is in a high density zoning district intended to maximize units, very close to 
the Mission Street transit lines. 
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3. Being small, most of the units are affordable by design (e.g., a three bedroom unit with 
only one bathroom). 

4. The project is next door to a 11 unit apartment building which is four stories. 

5. With a two year old appraisal showing $1.45 million, the value is likely well above that 
today and is not considered affordable. 

6. The previous occupant was the previous owner and there have been no evictions by my 
client. 

7. The Project is not subject to the Mission 2016 Interim Zoning Controls, as it does not 
result in the loss of a rent-controlled unit, and is not a "medium or large project" as 
defined by Planning Commission Resolution No. 19865. 

8. The existing building is not rent controlled since it is a legal single family home. 

9. 75% of the dwellings will have two or more bedrooms, where only 40% is required. 

10. The Project is subject to the Eastern Neighborhoods Infrastructure Impact Fee as well as 
the Residential Child Care Fee, both of which will provide funds for community and 
neighborhood improvements.  

II. Addressing Discussion At Last Hearing as to Whether Sound Housing Should be 
Demolished In Favor of New Units. 
 
A Commissioner who was about to vote against the project asked Deputy City Attorney Kate 
Stacy if the Commission could create a finding under the HAA that this building is "sound 
housing" and that "sound housing" should not be demolished.  Kate Stacy said nothing but other 
Commissioners then stated that voting against the project by citing the building as "sound 
housing" runs counter to the Mayor's Directive on new housing, and to Commission policy and 
numerous Commission votes in favor of density on a property zoned for highest density near a 
major transit corridor. 
 
In this housing crisis, the Directive and your votes make it clear that when choosing between 
keeping a non affordable, non-historic dwelling and replacing it with four units in a transit density 
zoning district, the concern has never been whether a unit is too sound to be demolished.  In 
fact, the Commission has penalized owners for asking for demolition approval where owners 
have made a property unsound by their own efforts. 
 
You created building demolition criteria (Section 317(g)(5) of the Planning Code) which you use 
weekly to determine whether to allow demolition, and none of the criteria involve keeping a 
building when it is good condition.  In fact, a subsection within the Section 317 you created asks 
whether the property has a history of being maintained in a "decent, safe, and sanitary 
condition." (§317(g)(5)(B).)  If an owner has been neglecting a building to the point where it is 
not "sound", it is less likely that the Commission will approve demolition, because it is assumed 
the owner has purposely allowed the building to deteriorate in order to increase the likelihood of 
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a demolition approval.' In sum, the Section 317 criteria your Commission created means that 
an owner who has looked after his or her building should not be disadvantaged when the 
Commission is considering a demolition application. 

The Commission set up Section 317 to look at (1) affordability, (2) whether an owner has 
purposely let the building go downhill to show more easily that renovation is more than 50% of 
the cost to build new and thus should be demolished, and (3) whether the existing housing is 
historic, or affordable, or has been subject to bad ownership activity. 

The Commission would be going in a new direction, and sending a conflicting message to the 
public, if it disapproves four new units because an owner has kept his non affordable and non-
historic building in sound condition. Such a finding does not contribute to Commission credibility 
and public understanding of its housing goals. Given it is not written into Section 317 or 
elsewhere in the Code itself, it would be an HAA violation and a grounds for denial. 

III. Addressing Discussion At Last Hearing Whether This Demolition Would Be More 
Likely to Lead To Demolitions on the Same Side of the Street. 

At the last hearing, Commissioner Richards asked how we would respond to Commissioner 
Melgar's concern that the demolition of this building would start a precedent for the block face, 
and there would be one demolition after another. 

The photos attached in Exhibit C indicate that to not be likely. These photos show that except 
for the small building next door, the buildings on the block face and across the street are three 
or four stories and reach a height of about forty feet. That means they are rental buildings and 
protected by Rent Control. And we demonstrated at the last hearing that except for the subject 
property, all buildings except 786 Capp Street have historic designations. It has not been the 
custom and practice of the Commission to allow demolition of historic buildings or rental 
housing, and we doubt that will change anytime soon. As a result, we feel that the so called 
"domino effect" on this side of the block is not a realistic possibility. 

cc: Planner Michael Christensen 
Property Owner Lucas Eastwood 
Architect Geoffrey Gibson 

For the same reason, Section §317(g)(5)(A) asks whether there are current building code violations, and 
this is meant to trigger a Staff and Commission discussion as to whether the owner is trying to make a 
demolition easier by making a building "unsound." 
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EXHIBIT A 
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Current Design Drawings 
 

(Attached) 
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EXHIBIT B 
 

List of Changes in Design 
 
 

Lucas Eastwood has taken the design recommended by Planning Staff to you.  Due to 
Commission suggestions at the last hearing  Lucas  has changed the façade design, 
fenestration and materials to better reflect the Mission District context and to integrate 
commonly found elements from the two adjacent buildings.   
 
Those changes include but are not limited to:  
 
1. More contextual and traditional elements in keeping with the streetscape and Mission 

area. 

2. A two-step casing and well as traditional sills with horns at all windows. 

3. Further banding and stepping at the cornices, base band, and other locations. 

4. Entry door has a more traditional appearance and style as well as the canopy above. 

5. A front door stoop that Commissioner Christine Johnson asked be made more 
prominent.   

6. A cornice made up of multiple horizontal bands has been created.   

7. The windows will now be clad-wood, in the double hung window style of nearby 
buildings. 

8. The windows will now have more pronounced casings.   

9. The building now has a projecting cap and fascia board at the top of the front volumes.   

10. The garage door style and entry doors have become more residential in design. 

11. More of the façade is showing a horizontal wood type siding.  
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EXHIBIT C 
 

Photos of Block Face & Subject Property 
 

(Attached) 
 







File No.

File Number:

In accordance with your request, I have appraised the real property at:

The purpose of this appraisal is to develop an opinion of the market value of the subject property, as improved.
The property r ights appraised are the fee simple interest in the site and improvements.

In my opinion, the market value of the property as of i s :

The at tached repor t  conta ins the descr ip t ion,  analys is  and suppor t ive data for  the conclus ions,
f inal  opinion of  value, descr ipt ive photographs, l imi t ing condi t ions and appropr iate cert i f icat ions.
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A REAL ESTATE APPRAISAL COMPANY
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One Million Four Hundred Fifty Thousand  Dollars

$1,450,000

July 19, 2016

San Francisco, CA 94110-3223

792 Capp St

1607032LE

WALNUT CREEK, CA  94596

590 YGNACIO VALLEY RD SUITE 100

SCOTT VALLEY BANK

07/21/2016

1101 VICENTE STREET, SAN FRANCISCO CA. 94116 /PHONE 415-731-7757 FAX 415-731-1421
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