SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

August 2, 2017

TO: Architectural Review Committee of the Historic Preservation
Commission

FROM: Jorgen G. Cleemann, Preservation Planner, (415) 575-8763
Jeanie Poling, Environmental Planner, (415) 575-9072

REVIEWED BY: Tina Tam, Senior Preservation Planner, (415) 558-6325

RE: Review and Comment for 500 Turk Street

Preservation Alternatives for Draft EIR
Case No. 2016.010340ENV

The Planning Department (“Department”) and the Project Sponsor (“Sponsor”) are requesting
review and comment before the Architectural Review Committee (ARC) regarding the
proposed Preservation Alternatives for the project at 500 Turk Street (“the Project”).

On March 18, 2015, the Historic Preservation Commission adopted Resolution No. 0746
(attached) to clarify expectations for the evaluation of significant impacts to historical resource
and the preparation of preservation alternatives in Environmental Impact Reports. Although
the resolution does not specify ARC review of proposed preservation alternatives, the HPC, in
their discussions during preparation of the resolution, expressed a desire to provide feedback
earlier in the environmental review process — prior to publication of the Draft EIR —
particularly for large projects. In response to the resolution, the subject Project is being brought
to the ARC for feedback as the Department and Project Sponsor develop preservation
alternatives to address the anticipated significant impact to the individual historical resource at
500 Turk Street.

The Planning Department is in the process of preparing an Initial Study and focused
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) to evaluate the related physical environmental effects of
the proposed project. It is anticipated that the EIR will be a focused EIR to address the
environmental topic of historic architectural resources. The proposed Preservation Alternatives
are being brought to the ARC for comment prior to review by the HPC of the Draft EIR. The
Draft EIR is estimated to be brought to the HPC in the fall of 2017.

BUILDINGS AND PROPERTY DESCRIPTION

500 Turk Street is a one- to two-story, stucco-clad, reinforced concrete auto repair and tire shop
located on a square (137.5'x137.5") lot at the northwest corner of the intersection of Turk and
Larkin Streets in San Francisco’s Tenderloin neighborhood. The subject building has an L-
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SAN FRANCISCO

shaped plan with an open parking/vehicle maneuvering area at the street corner between its
two wings; the subject property also encompasses a rectangular open area, apparently used for
parking, to the north of the subject building. The subject property is located within the North
of Market Residential Special Use District and an 80-T Height and Bulk District.

Designed by architect Henry A. Minton and structural engineer L. H. Nishkian, the subject
building was constructed in 1935. It comprises a central, two-story section with a short and
wide one-story wing extending to the south and a longer, narrower one-story wing extending
to the east. The building’s minimalist Art Deco styling consists of bays divided by faceted
pilasters that carry a frieze that features abstracted dentils on the street-facing facades and on
the wings. At corners or other locations where there is a change in building scale, the faceted
pilasters are taller and taper to points. Most of the building is painted brown except for the
frieze area, which serves as a sign location and has been painted white. All sections of the
building have flat roofs enclosed by parapets. Fenestration, ornamentation, and building
openings are limited to the street-facing or parking area-facing south and east facades. The
utilitarian north and east facades have no openings or fenestration.

The central two-story section is divided into two bays: an angled bay facing the intersection
with an open vehicular entry at the base and a single window at the second story, and, flush
with the east fagade of the south wing, a bay with a glazed storefront at the base and a pair of
windows in the second story.

The one-story south wing consists of three bays each on its south, Turk Street-facing elevation
and its east, parking area-facing elevation. On Turk Street, there is a central entry with hollow
metal doors, a profiled transom bar, and a glazed transom. This entry is flanked on either side
by storefronts. The basic storefront configuration found in the Turk Street bays extends around
the corner onto the three bays found on the east, parking area-facing elevation of the one-story
south wing. In the signband area in the fascia above the storefronts, the business name has
been spelled out with dimensional letter signage. Beneath the letters a smaller sign reads
“Since 1912.”

On the other side of the central two-story section, the one-story east wing features five bays on
its south, parking area-facing elevation. The westernmost three are entirely open vehicular
bays with roll-down metal gates. The easternmost two bays have been infilled with solid
materials and include two recessed doors with two-light transoms. Dimensional letter signage
(“Tire & Auto Service,” “Goodyear”) has been affixed to the signband area in the fascia above
these five bays. The east, Larkin Street-facing fagcade of the east wing contains two bays that
may have once contained storefronts, but have been infilled with opaque materials. “Kahn &
Keville” is spelled out in dimensional letters in the signband area above these bays.

Two diamond-shaped illuminated “Goodyear” signs are installed on the roof at the ends of the
building’s two wings. There is also a marquee sign supported by two posts located in the
parking lot, near the street corner, that features a rotating assortment of aphorisms and
quotations.

The immediate context for 500 Turk Street is defined by its location at the juncture of several
different overlapping districts and neighborhoods: the Van Ness automotive district, the
Tenderloin, and the Civic Center. Due to the building’s current and historical use and location,
its relationship with the automotive district—centered on Van Ness Avenue, two blocks to the
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west—may be the most relevant contextual factor.

Additional description of the existing building and context may be found in the attached
Historic Resource Evaluation, Part II, prepared by Left Coast Architectural History, and in the
attached Historic Resource Evaluation Response (“HRER”) prepared by the Planning
Department.

CEQA HISTORICAL RESOURCE(S) EVALUATION

The subject property is considered a Known Historic Resource, having been evaluated in the
adopted Van Ness Auto Row Support Structures Survey and given a California Historic
Resource Status Code of 3CS (appears eligible for the California Register of Historic Resources
as an individual property through survey evaluation). In connection with the current project,
the property was evaluated recently by the Planning Department in the attached HRER, which
concurs with the findings of the Survey.

Both the survey and the HRER find that the subject property is individually significant under
Criteria 1 (events) and 3 (architecture). Under Criterion 1, the property is significant for its
association with the development of a collection of businesses on and around Van Ness
Avenue that catered to the automobile industry. Within this context, it is specifically
significant for the longevity of its use as a tire and battery shop. Under Criterion 3, the
property is significant for its then innovative design that made a decisive break from the form
that urban industrial buildings had previously taken, and instead responded thoughtfully to
the specific needs of the business it was meant to house. Specifically, the design’s L-shaped
plan segregates functions among the building’s two wings and central node, and also creates
an open paved area that facilitates the movement and maneuvering of vehicles.

Additional information regarding the building’s historical significance and eligibility
determination may be found in the attached Historic Resource Evaluation, Part II, prepared by
Left Coast Architectural History, and in the attached Historic Resource Evaluation Response
(“HRER”) prepared by the Planning Department.

INTEGRITY

The Department has found that the subject building retains sufficient integrity to convey its
significance as an Art Deco-style automobile servicing building with a distinctive L-shaped
plan with an open paved area that facilitates vehicular movement.

CHARACTER-DEFINING FEATURES
Character-defining features of 500 Turk Street building are listed below:

. Plan shape; two perpendicular wings that meet at the northwest corner

. Open vehicle maneuvering area at the southeast corner

. Height; one-story wings, with a second story at the northwest juncture

. Storefront infill on the street facades and east fagade of the south wing; vehicular bays on the
south facade of the east wing

. Art Deco styling, including faceted piers and vertical hash marks in the fascia

. Steel sash windows

. Signage, including two diamond-shaped Goodyear signs mounted on the roof, and one marquee

sign at the corner featuring rotating content
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The proposed project at 500 Turk Street is to demolish the existing building and replace it with
an 8-story, 79-foot-tall, 100% affordable housing development with 108 dwelling units,
including family-sized units, neighborhood-serving retail uses on the ground floor, and
common residential amenity spaces. Of the new building’s 105,802 sf interior area, residential
uses will account for 81,869 sf, residential support and common areas for 3,564 sf, and
commercial/retail uses for 2,597 sf. All square footage numbers are approximate. The
proposed new building will incorporate outdoor common space for residents of the project at
the northwest corner of the project site, a location chosen to maximize privacy and exposure to
sunlight.

For additional information about the proposed project, please see the attached project plans.

PROJECT IMPACTS

Because it will result in the complete demolition of the existing building, which has been
determined individually eligible for listing in the CRHR, the project will result in a significant
impact to an identified historic resource.

PRESERVATION ALTERNATIVES

As the proposed project is anticipated to result in a significant impact on a historical resource
due to demolition, the focused EIR will consider alternatives to the project. Alternatives
considered under CEQA do not need to meet all project objectives; however, they should fully
preserve the features of the resource that convey its significance while still meeting most of the
basic objectives of the project. The project objectives are attached, along with a letter from the
Sponsor.

Department staff and the project team have identified the following preservation alternatives:
No Project Alternative, Full Preservation Alternative, and Partial Preservation Alternative. The
Full and Partial Preservation Alternatives are depicted in the attached plan and massing
studies.

No Project Alternative

The no project alternative would not include new construction or any demolition. The
building at 500 Turk Street would remain; it is currently still occupied by Kahn & Keville. This
no project alternative would not result in the loss of historic resources.

The No Project Alternative does not meet the objectives of the project.

Full Preservation Alternative

The full preservation alternative would retain the existing building in its entirety, along with
its character-defining open lot at the southeast corner, and would also include a new 7-story
building in the open lot to the north of the existing building. In order to remain within the
zoning district’s 80-foot height limit while still aligning with the floor plates of the historic
building, the new building would rise 7 stories under the full preservation alternative, as
opposed to the 8 stories proposed in the project. A one-story setback rooftop addition would
be built over the historic building’s existing one-story south wing. On Larkin Street, the new
building would be set back from the lot line in order to emphasize the historic building’s east
facade. Retail (4,079 sf) and residential common areas (3,500 sf) would be located on the
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ground floor of the combined historic and new building. The 32 residential units (26,355 sf)
would be located on the upper floors. All square footage numbers are approximate. The open
vehicle area at the southeast corner of the lot, which is currently used as a surface parking lot,
would be preserved and used as a communal outdoor space for residents of the project, which,
according to the project sponsor, would need to be fenced off from the street for security and
privacy reasons.

Under the full preservation alternative, all of the historic building’s character-defining
features, with the exception of one of the Goodyear signs, would be retained, including: its
distinctive plan shape, the open vehicle maneuvering area at the southeast corner (although no
longer paved or used for vehicle maneuvering), the 1- to 2-story height, the historic storefront
infill, the Art-Deco ornamentation, some of the steel sash windows, and the distinctive signage
on the roof and the marquee at the corner. (The setback rooftop addition over the south wing
will necessitate the removal of one of the Goodyear signs, but the other Goodyear sign and the
marquee at the corner will remain, thereby maintaining the overall integrity of the signage.)
Although the garage doors on the vehicular bays would be replaced with new infill, the
configuration of the bays would not change and their reading as former vehicular openings
would be retained. Additional repair and restoration work would be performed as needed,
including the likely replacement of some of the steel sash windows with compatible new
windows that comply with current energy performance requirements. All work would be in
conformance with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation.

The Full Preservation Alternative meets or partially meets some of the objectives of the project.

Partial Preservation Alternative

The partial preservation alternative would retain portions of the existing building and also
include a new 7-story addition in the open lot to the north. In order to remain within the
zoning district’s 80-foot height limit while still aligning with the floor plates of the historic
building, the new building would rise 7 stories under the partial preservation alternative, as
opposed to the 8 stories proposed in the project. The new building would fill the open lot to
the north of the existing building and would partially extend over the existing historic
building, essentially creating 5- to 6-story rooftop additions. The fagade of the new building
would be set back on Larkin Street in order to emphasize the historic building. The ground
floor of the combined historic and new building would house retail (2,850 sf) and residential
support and common areas (3,500 sf); the upper floors would house 56 residential units (34,020
sf). All square footage numbers are approximate.

For informational purposes, for the partial preservation alternative, planning staff asked the
project sponsor to consider the insertion of a short standalone building in the open lot in the
southeast corner for the purpose of housing the retail, residential support, and/or residential
amenity areas. Although building within the open lot would remove a character-defining
feature and would therefore not be appropriate under a full preservation alternative, staff
reasoned that such an approach might still succeed in partially preserving the historic resource
if the separation between the historic building and the standalone building were sufficient to
allow a perceptive viewer to understand that the lot had historically been an open vehicle
maneuvering area. After assessing what could realistically be built in this space, however, the
project sponsor found that inserting a standalone building would create only two additional
residential units, and would result in a host of significant problems related to security,
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operations, additional construction costs, negative impacts to the quality of the common space
for residents of the project, reduced potential for internal community building, and the undue
emphasis it would inevitably place on retail use, which is inconsistent with the sponsor’s
mission of providing affordable housing. Therefore the project sponsor finds that the creation
of the standalone building in the open southeast lot would not be workable under any
alternative; staff concurs with this finding.

Under the partial preservation alternative, many of the historic building’s character-defining
features would be retained, including: its distinctive plan shape, the open vehicle
maneuvering area at the southeast corner (although no longer paved or used for vehicle
maneuvering), the historic storefront infill, the Art-Deco ornamentation, some of the steel sash
windows, and the distinctive signage on the roof and the marquee at the corner. (The setback
rooftop addition over the south wing would necessitate the removal of one of the Goodyear
signs, but the other Goodyear sign and the marquee at the corner would remain, thereby
maintaining the overall integrity of the signage.) Significantly, the historic building’s character
defining 1- to 2-story height would not be preserved as the addition would rise from the
historic building’s roof with only minimal setbacks. Additional repair and restoration work
would be performed as needed, including the likely replacement of some of the steel sash
windows with compatible new windows that comply with current energy standards. All work
would be in conformance with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards.

The Partial Preservation Alternative meets or partially meets some of the objectives of the
project.

REQUESTED ACTION
Specifically, the Department seeks comments on the adequacy of the proposed Preservation
Alternatives.

ATTACHMENTS

- HPC Resolution No. 0746

- DPR 523A form for the subject property from the Van Ness Auto Row Support Structures
Survey.

- Historic Resource Evaluation — Part 2, prepared by Left Coast Architectural History (dated
June 20, 2017)

- Historic Resource Evaluation Response (dated June 5, 2017), prepared by the San
Francisco Planning Department

- Sponsor letter (dated July 26, 2017)

- 500 Turk Street Project Objectives (dated May 19, 2017)

- Comparison of Preservation Alternatives Table and Graphics Package, prepared by David
Baker Architects
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Historic Preservation Commission
Resolution No. 0746

HEARING DATE: MARCH 18, 2015

ADOPTION OF A POLICY STATEMENT TO CLARIFY HISTORIC PRESERVATION
COMMISSION EXPECTATIONS FOR THE DEVELOPMENT AND EVALUATION OF
PRESERVATION ALTERNATIVES IN ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORTS FOR THE
PURPOSES OF THE CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT.

WHEREAS, the loss of historical resources through demolition or adverse impacts from alteration
should be avoided whenever possible and historic preservation should be used as a key strategy
in achieving the City’s environmental sustainability goals through the restoration, rehabilitation,
and adaptive reuse of historic buildings; and

WHEREAS, an environmental impact report (EIR) is required under the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) when proposed projects would cause a significant impact to
historical resources that cannot feasibly be mitigated to a less-than-significant level; and

WHEREAS, an EIR is integral to providing the public and decision-makers with an in-depth
review of a project’s environmental impacts, feasible mitigation measures, and alternatives that
would reduce or eliminate those impacts; and

WHEREAS, the requirement of CEQA to consider alternatives to projects that would entail
significant impacts to historical resources, either through demolition or other alterations, is an
opportunity for analysis and consideration of the potential feasibility of accomplishing a project
while reducing significant environmental impacts to historic resources; and

WHEREAS, the EIR process is an opportunity for members of the public to participate in the
development and consideration of alternatives to demolition and project proposals that would
result in significant impacts to historical resources; and

WHEREAS, CEQA requires that an EIR describe a range of reasonable alternatives to the project
that would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project; would avoid or substantially
lessen any of the significant effects of the project; and evaluate the comparative merits of the
alternatives; and

WHEREAS, when an EIR studies a potentially feasible alternative to demolition of an historical
resource, the lead agency and the public have the opportunity to discuss and consider changes or
alternatives to the project that would reduce or eliminate its impact to historical resources; and

WHEREAS, the Historic Preservation Commission (HPC) supports the Planning Department’s
efforts to provide a robust consideration of preservation alternatives in EIRs to satisfy the
requirements of CEQA; and
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Resolution No. 0746 EIR Preservation Alternatives Policy
March 18, 2015

WHEREAS, the Planning Department, acting as the CEQA lead agency for projects in the City
and County of San Francisco, distributes draft EIRs for public review generally for a period of 45
days; and

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission conducts public hearings on draft EIRs during the public
review period to solicit public comment on the adequacy and accuracy of information presented
in the draft EIRs; and

WHEREAS, the HPC has the authority to review and provide comments to the Planning
Department on draft EIRs for projects that may result in a significant impact on historical
resources; and

WHEREAS, the HPC conducts public hearings on such draft EIRs during the public review
period for the purpose of formulating the HPC’s written comments, if any, to be submitted to the
Planning Department for response in Responses to Comments documents;

WHEREAS, the Planning Department prepares Responses to Comments documents in order to
respond in writing to comments on environmental issues provided orally and in writing during
the draft EIR public review period; and

Now therefore be it RESOLVED that the Commission hereby ADOPTS the following policy to
clarify its expectations for the evaluation of significant impacts to historical resources under
CEQA in EIRs under its purview as identified in Section 4.135 of the City Charter:

1. Preservation Alternatives. If a proposed project would result in a significant impact on
historical resources due to demolition or alteration of an historical resource, the EIR
should consider an alternative to the proposed project. Alternatives considered under
CEQA do not need to meet all project objectives; however, they should fully preserve the
features of the resource that convey its historic significance while still meeting most of
the basic objectives of the project.

The analysis of historical resources impacts in the EIR should clearly distinguish between
impacts to individually significant resources (which should be reviewed for their impact
to the resource itself) and impacts to contributory resources within a historic district
(which should be reviewed for their impacts to the historic district as a whole).

2. Partial Preservation Alternatives. The HPC recognizes that preservation options for
some project sites and programs may be limited. For this reason, it may be appropriate
for the EIR to include analysis of a Partial Preservation Alternative that would preserve
as many features of the resource that convey its historic significance as possible while
taking into account the potential feasibility of the proposed alternative and the project
objectives.

In many cases, retention of a historic facade alone may not eliminate or sufficiently
reduce a significant impact for CEQA purposes. Therefore, facade retention alone
generally is not an appropriate Partial Preservation Alternative. However, depending on
the particular project, and in combination with other proposed features, retaining a
facade facing the public right-of-way and incorporating setbacks to allow for an
understanding of the overall height and massing of the historic resource may be a useful

SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT



Resolution No. 0746 EIR Preservation Alternatives Policy
March 18, 2015

feature of a Partial Preservation Alternative on a case-by-case basis as part of the
preparation of the Draft EIR.

3. Labeling of Alternatives. An alternative should be labeled a “Preservation Alternative”
only if it would avoid a significant impact to the historical resource. An alternative that
would result in a reduced, but still significant, impact to the historical resource is more
appropriately labeled a “Partial Preservation Alternative.”

4. Graphic Materials and Analysis Included in the EIR. The detailed description of all
preservation alternatives should include graphic representations sufficient to illustrate
adequately the features of the alternative(s), especially design elements that would avoid
or lessen the significant impact to the historical resource. The graphic representations
may include legible plans, elevations, sections determined sufficient to adequately depict
the scope of the alternatives, and renderings.

5. Written Analysis Included in the EIR. The EIR should include a detailed explanation of
how the preservation alternative(s) were formulated, as well as other preservation
alternatives that were considered but rejected.

6. Distribution of Documents to the HPC. The HPC requests that the Planning Department
distribute draft EIRs for projects that would result in a significant impact to historical
resources to the HPC at the start of the public review period. In addition, the HPC
requests that the Planning Department distribute background studies pertaining to the
EIR’s evaluation of historical resources, such as historic resources evaluations, historic
resource evaluation responses, and preservation alternatives memoranda, to the HPC at
the same time as the draft EIR distribution.

7. Presentation before the HPC. During the HPC’s hearing to formulate written comments,
if any, on the draft EIR, the HPC requests a presentation highlighting information
contained within the draft EIR regarding the analysis of historical resources. Planning
Department staff should lead the presentation and ensure that it outlines the following
information:

a. The eligibility and integrity of those resources identified and under study
within the EIR;

b. A summary of the potential impacts to the historical resources identified in
the EIR; and,

c.  An explanation of the formulation of the preservation alternative(s) and the
potential feasibility of the proposed alternative(s) relative to the project
objectives.

Should the HPC identify the need for substantial clarification, elaboration, or correction
of information contained within the draft EIR, the HPC will provide comments in writing
to the Planning Department for response in the Responses to Comments document; the
Planning Department generally will not respond at the HPC hearing.
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Resolution No. 0746 EIR Preservation Alternatives Policy
March 18, 2015

The HPC will remind the public of the Planning Commission hearing dates and public
review periods for draft EIRs brought before the HPC and will clarify public comments
at HPC hearings will not be considered as official comments on draft EIRs, nor will they
be responded to in Responses to Comments documents.

I hereby certify that the foregoing Resolution was adopted by the Commission at its meeting on
March 18, 2015.

Jonas P. Ionin

Commission Secretary

AYES: K. Hasz, A. Wolfram, A. Hyland, J. Pearlman, D. Matsuda, R. Johns

NAYS:
ABSENT: E. Jonck

ADOPTED: March 18, 2015
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State of California — The Resources Agency Primary #
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION HRI #

PRIMARY RECORD Trinomial
NRHP Status Code 3CS

Other Listings

Review Code Reviewer Date
Page _1 of _7 *Resource Name or #: (Assigned by recorder) _ 500 Turk Street
P1. Historic name of building (if any): _Kahn and Keville tires and batteries shop
P2. Location: *a: County _San Francisco O Not for Publication ™ Unrestricted
*b. USGS 7.5' Quad Date T _ R ; Ya of Y4 of Sec ; B.M.
c. Address _ 500 Turk Street City _ San Francisco Zip _ 94102
d. UTM: Zone X mE/ mN *e. Assessor’s parcel #: Block 741, lot 2

*P3a. Description: (Describe resource and its major elements. Include design, materials, condition, alterations, size, setting, and boundaries)

This reinforced concrete automobile shop building occupies a fifty-vara lot (137°-6” square) at the
northwest corner of Turk and Larkin streets. The building is L-shaped, with a west wing fronting on
Turk Street and an east wing fronting on Larkin. The two wings meet at the northwest corner of the
lot, leaving an open area in front (facing the corner of Turk and Larkin) that is used for vehicular
access and parking. The building is one story in height, except for the corner section where the two
wings; it is two stories in height. The building is faced in a coating of stucco. Windows — all in the
west wing and the corner section — have steel frames or sash and appear to be original. Those in the
west wing are divided by transom bars and mullions, while those in the two story section are divided
into smaller lights by mullions and muntins.

(See Continuation Sheet, page 2.)

*P3b Resource Attributes: HP8 — industrial building

*P4. Resources Present: W Building O Structure O Object O Site O District O Element of District O Other

P5b. Description of Photo:

(View, date, accession #)

Perspective view looking SW

June 2009

*P6. Date Constructed/Age and

Source: W Historic

O Prehistoric O Both

1935; building permit

*P7. Owner and Address:

KAHN IRVING H TR ELKUS

CHAR

500 TURK ST

SAN FRANCISCO CA 94102

*P8. Recorded by: (Name,

affiliation, and address)

William Kostura

P.O. Box 60211

Palo Alto, CA 94306

*P9. Date Recorded:
October 2009

*P10. Survey Type: (Describe)
intensive

P11. Report Citation*: (Cite

survey report.) _William Kostura.

Van Ness Auto Row Support

Structures. San Francisco Department of City Planning, 2010.

*Attachments: O NONE O Location Map O Sketch Map B Continuation Sheet m Building, Structure and Object Record
O Archaeological Record [ District Record [ Linear Feature Record O Milling Station Record O Rock Art Record

O Artifact Record O Photograph Record O Other (List)

DPR 523A (1/95) Turk 500-AB *Required Information



State of California — The Resources Agency Primary #

DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION HRI/Trinomial
CONTINUATION SHEET

Page 2 of _7 Resource Identifier: _500 Turk Street

Recorded by _William Kostura *Date _October 2009 W Continuation O Update

Description (continued):

The east wing is divided into five bays, three of which are devoted to automobile service. Bays in all
three parts of the building — the two wings and the corner section — are defined by piers with slanted
sides; those piers located at the corners of the wings rise into the frieze area and taper to a point. These
piers give the building its faintly Art Deco style. Other decoration is limited to short vertical hatching
impressed into the stucco at the base of each frieze.

Most signage is applied to the frieze of the building. In addition, two large, diamond-shaped Goodyear
tire signs are mounted on the roof near the end of each wing. Finally, a billboard-type sign is mounted
on steel poles at the southeast corner of the parking lot. It has changeable lettering that has spelled out
inspirational messages for at least the past thirty years.

Detail of the east wing

DPR 523L (1/95) Turk 500-AB *Required Information




State of California — The Resources Agency Primary #

DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION HRI/Trinomial
CONTINUATION SHEET

Page 3 of _7 Resource Identifier: _500 Turk Street

Recorded by _William Kostura *Date _October 2009 W Continuation O Update

Detail of the west wing

DPR 523L (1/95) Turk 500-AB *Required Information




State of California — The Resources Agency Primary #
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION HRI #

BUILDING, STRUCTURE, AND OBJECT RECORD

Page _4 of _7 *NRHP Status Code __3CS

*Resource Name or # (Assigned by recorder) 500 Turk Street
B1l. Historic Name: Kahn and Keuville tires and batteries shop

B2. Common Name: Kahn and Keville tires and batteries shop
B3. Original Use: tires and batteries shop B4. Present Use: __tires and batteries shop
*B5. Architectural Style: Classical Revival
*B6. Construction History: (Construction date, alterations, and date of alterations)
Built in 1935.
*B7. Moved? EmNo [OYes OUnknown Date: Original Location:
*B8. Related Features:
none
B9a. Architect:__Henry A. Minton Structural engineer: _L. H. Nishkian b. Builder: ___unknown
*B10. Significance: Theme _automobile industry  Area _San Francisco
Period of Significance _1935-1964 Property Type _ tire and battery shop Applicable Criteria 1,3

(Discuss importance in terms of historical or architectural context as defined by theme, period, and geographic scope. Also address integrity.)

History

This building was constructed in 1935 for owner Mrs. F. H. Rolandi to designs by architect Henry A.
Minton and structural engineer L. H. Nishkian. The architect, Minton, was active in San Francisco
from the 1910s-1940s. He is noted for the many churches and schools he designed for the Roman
Catholic Church and for his numerous banks for the Bank of Italy and Bank of America. Some of
these buildings are extremely fine and are notable landmarks. Nishkian was one of San Francisco’s
two most prominent structural engineers during the 1920s-1940s (the other being H. J. Brunnier). Both
Nishkian and Minton had worked for San Francisco’s Department of Public Works under M. M.
O’Shaughnessy during the 1910s, and each worked on at least one major structure in the Hetch Hetchy
system. They may have collaborated on Hetch Hetchy or other city work early in their careers. 500
Turk, however, is the only building that they are definitely known to have collaborated on.

(See Continuation Sheet, page 5.)

B11l. Additional Resource Attributes: (List attributes and codes)

*B12. References:

(Sketch map with north arrow required)
Building permit #11435 (April 9, 1935)

Crocker-Langley and Polk’s city directory, and PT&T reverse \—
directory listings for occupants of this building, 1914-1964 \lotia
1948 Sanborn insurance map (“gas and oil”) = -
(E
B13. Remarks: o b
= {011
o
*B14. Evaluator: William Kostura 0741 =3
Date of Evaluation: October 2009 005 =]
w
(This space reserved for official comments.) (v
004 i lH.I'_{
Turk St :
N : 023\ "
A_ 0.-25—50"75 100 0764 |
i =1 —1—feet

DPR 523B (1/95) Turk 500-AB *Required Information



State of California — The Resources Agency Primary #

DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION HRI/Trinomial
CONTINUATION SHEET

Page 5 of _7 Resource Identifier: _500 Turk Street

Recorded by _William Kostura *Date _ October 2009 W Continuation O Update

History (continued)

The first and only occupant of this building has been Kahn and Keville, dealers in tires, auto batteries,
and appliances from 1935 to the present. Harry H. Kahn arrived in San Francisco in 1914 and opened a
vulcanizing shop at 409 Larkin Street. Only one year later he formed a partnership with Hugh J. Keville
at 489 Golden Gate Avenue, where they ran an auto tires and batteries shop. (That building has been
demolished.) During 1918-1925 they had a small storefront at 982 Post Street (extant), and during
1925-1935 they were at 1600 Bush Street (also extant). In 1935 they made their final move, from that
storefront into the subject building, 500 Turk Street, where they installed as well as sold these products.
Newspaper display ads and city directory listings reveal that they sold Goodyear tires from at least 1917
to the 1960s, and no doubt afterward as well.

The 1936 city directory lists the products sold by Kahn and Keville at 500 Turk: Goodyear tires; Hobbs
batteries; radios by General Electric, RCA Victor, Atwater-Kent, and Philco; Hotpoint ice machines; and
General Electric washing machines. From 1939 through 1949 they sold Goodyear tires, Hobbs batteries,
radios by Zenith, Philco, and RCA, plus ice and washing machines by GE. Their line-up remained
similar through 1964, when they sold Goodyear tires, batteries, and products by RCA, Zenith, and GE,
as well as performing brake service and wheel alignment. Through all these years Goodyear tires was
always listed first in their city directory listings, and batteries were listed second. Harry Kahn was a
partner through 1951, and in 1953 the partners included Hugh Keville plus two other persons.

This is one of about twelve surviving buildings in the study area that had some importance as tire shops.
Nine of these buildings had such history dating back to the 1910s, two back to the 1920s, and two
(including the subject building) back to the 1930s. Of these twelve, nine had a history as a tire shop for
ten or more years. Those nine include:

1412-1420 Van Ness (ten years: 1913-1923; Firestone tires; good integrity)
1233-1237 Van Ness (ten years: 1914-1924; good integrity)

1430-1480 Van Ness (ten years: 1915-1924, 1927; fair integrity)

1650 Pine (ten years: 1917-1927; integrity is good)

1660 Pine Street (about 17 years: 1917-1933; high integrity)

1441 Bush Street (about 30 years: 1922-1951; good integrity)

1501-1519 Mission (1928 to the present)

1601 Mission (1931 through at least 1964; Firestone tires; altered)

500 Turk Street (1935 to the present; Goodyear tires; high integrity)

Of these nine, only two buildings are known to have sold a major tire brand for most of their history.
1601 Mission Street sold Firestone tires, and 500 Turk, as mentioned, sold Goodyear. Of these two, 500
Turk has much better integrity.

As one can see, the earlier buildings listed above had briefer longevity of use as tire shops, and the later
ones had greater longevity in such use.

500 Turk is also one of three buildings in the study area that have some importance as automobile
battery shops and have high integrity. The other two are 1540 Bush, which held a battery shop from
1916-1926, and 1660 Pine, which held a battery shop from 1917-1927.
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Integrity

No important alterations appear to have been made to the exterior of this building. It has integrity of
location, design, materials, workmanship, setting, feeling, and association.

Evaluation

This is one of more than 115 buildings along the Van Ness Avenue corridor that have a history as auto-
mobile support structures, and that are being evaluated for possible historic significance according to the
criteria of the California Register of Historical Resources. With a few exceptions, these buildings were
auto showrooms, public garages, auto repair shops, auto parts and supplies stores, and auto painting
shops. The time period that is being studied is from the initial years of the automobile industry in San
Francisco through 1964. Among the factors that have been considered when evaluating a building are
its date of construction, its longevity of auto-related use, the importance of its occupants in local auto
industry history, integrity, and architectural quality. These factors, and how they apply to evaluations of
buildings, are discussed in a cover report, Van Ness Auto Row Support Structures, 1908-1964.

Completed in 1935, this is a moderately late example of an automobile tire and battery shop. With 29
years of such use in its history (to 1964), it has good to excellent longevity in this use. Although this
building was not one of the earlier examples of a building that had such uses, it had these uses for longer
than almost any other building, and has extremely high integrity. It is also clear that Kahn and Keville
were major tire dealers in San Francisco, specializing in Goodyear practically from their founding. For
these reasons, 500 Turk appears to be eligible for the California Register of Historical Resources under
Criterion 1, at the local level, for its use as an automobile tires and batteries shop. The Period of
Significance under this criterion is 1935-1964, the years the building had this use (through 1964).

Harry H. Kahn and Hugh J. Keville had substantial longevity as tire and battery dealers. They were
small-scale dealers until they moved to this building in 1935, and then had one of the larger tire and
battery shops in the city. On balance, they do not seem very significant in the general automobile-
related history of San Francisco. More research, however, could change this assessment. For now, this
building does not appear to be eligible for the California Register under Criterion 2.

Under Criterion 3, 500 Turk is most important for its plan. It represents a departure from the plan of
automobile repair shops of the 1900s-1920s. These earlier auto repair shops conformed to the plan of
other light industrial building of those decades, typically filling the entirety of their rectangular lots and
requiring customers to drive their autos into the building for servicing. The building at 500 Turk Street,
by contrast, fills only a portion of its lot, leaving considerable outdoors space for maneuvering of
automobiles and parking. The building itself is divided into wings, one of which was devoted to product
sales and the other of which holds vehicle bays for servicing. Offices, it appears, were located at the
junction of these two wings. In the design of this building, then, the architect and his client jettisoned
the traditional model of an urban industrial building and chose instead to take into account the special
needs of an auto servicing business, i.e. one that required outdoor maneuvering space and indoors
service bays that were separated from product sales. The Art Deco detailing on this building, though
minimalist, gives the building sufficient flair to distinguish it from a purely functional building of this
type. For these reasons, this building appears to be eligible for the California Register under Criterion 3.
The Period of Significance under this criterion is 1935, the year of construction.
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Character defining features

The character defining features of this building are its height and plan, with wings that meet at the
northwest corner of the lot and open space in front; the stucco surface of the building, including the
vertical hatch marks in the frieze; the steel sash windows; and the Art Deco piers at the corners of the
wings.

A permit history search would have to be done to ascertain whether the two diamond-shaped Goodyear
signs are old enough to count as contributing features. If they date to 1964 or earlier, they should be
considered character-defining features. The importance of the billboard-type sign is also uncertain; it
should probably not be considered to be character-defining.
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INTRODUCTION

This historic resource Evaluation — Part 2 (Alternatives) was prepared by Caitlin Harvey, architectural historian
qualified under the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Architectural History, for the Tenderloin
Neighborhood Development Corporation. It pertains to the light-industrial property addressed 500 Turk Street
(APN: 0741/002) located in the Downtown/Civic Center neighborhood of San Francisco.
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San Francisco Assessor's Office Block Map, block 0741. Subject property (lot 002) outlined.
(San Francisco Planning Department, altered by author)

This report constitutes a Historic Resource Evaluation — Part 2, with a focus on project alternatives, as the
property was previously determined individually eligible for inclusion in the California Register of Historical
Resources (CRHR) and is therefore considered to be a historic resource for the purposes of the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).' This analysis is required because the proposed project involves demolition
of the existing building on the site, which constitutes a “substantial adverse change” to a historic resource
according to CEQA.

1 Kostura, William. Department of Parks & Recreation 523 Forms A and B: 500 Turk Street (2009).
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SIGNIFICANCE SUMMARY

San Francisco Planning Department historic resource Status

The property at 500 Turk Street is considered a Category A.1 historic resource by the San Francisco Planning
Department. This means that the property is “listed on or formally determined to be eligible for the California
Register.”

Van Ness Auto Row Support Structures Survey

The basis of the property's Category A.1 status is the determination that it is individually eligible for listing in
the California Register. This determination was made via recordation and evaluation performed as part of the
“Van Ness Auto Row Support Structures” survey.?

The “Van Ness Auto Row Support Structures” survey identifies the property as the Kahn & Keville tire and
battery shop, built in 1935. It concluded that the property is individually eligible for listing under California
Register significance criteria 1 (events) and 3 (architecture). Its significance under criterion 1 is related to the
property's long and only use as a tire and battery shop supporting the automobile commerce of Van Ness Auto
Row. Its significance under criterion 3 relates to the building's unusual L-shaped plan that specifically served
automobile movement and parking as well as departmentalized business functions, and its noteworthy Art Deco
styling.?

The survey documentation states that the subject property possesses integrity in all seven aspects of location,
design, materials, workmanship, setting, feeling, and association. It identifies the property's character defining
features as:

* Height; one story wings, with a second story loft at their northwest juncture

* Plan shape; two perpendicular wings that meet at the northwest corner

*  Stucco cladding, including decorative vertical hatch marks adorning the frieze
* Steel sash windows

*  Art Deco style piers

BACKGROUND RESEARCH

At the request of the San Francisco Planning Department, background research was performed (23 May 2017) to
gather information pertaining to the existing rooftop signage at 500 Turk Street and to the extent of damage and
repairs that occurred after a fire in 1959. Building permit records were the main archival source consulted;
however, the San Francisco Public Library photo collection, California Digital Newspaper Collection, and other
online searches were also undertaken. Discussion of research findings follows:

Signage

Building permit research was undertaken in an attempt to identify the installation date of the two existing
“Goodyear Tires” signs on the roof of the subject building. The signs are currently located at the southeast corner
of the north-south wing and the southeast corner of the east-west wing, each being situated toward the building's

2 Kostura, William. “Van Ness Auto Row Support Structures: A Survey of Automobile-Related Buildings along the Van
Ness Avenue Corridor” (2010).
3 Kostura, William. Department of Parks & Recreation 523 Forms A and B: 500 Turk Street (2009).
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two street frontages and toward the paved area that dominates the southeast corner of the lot. They are large, flat,
double-faced, billboard-like signs mounted on single posts and are diamond shaped and illuminated with both
neon and incandescent bulbs.

Building permit records include two instances of sign installation, but one of these permits was canceled before
work was undertaken and refers to a ground sign that more closely references the existing billboard sign at the
southeast corner of the lot than those mounted on the building's roof. The two permit records are as follows:

Date Permit # | Work

08/02/37 129103 Erect one neon electric display. This is a horizontal, double face sign to be erected [on]
front corner [on a] pole. Projection over sidewalk, 4-feet. 42 diameter, 10' above walk.

07/18/79 | 7907310 | CANCELLED. Double-faced ground sign.

The first permit record could possibly refer to the “Goodyear Tires” sign(s), but this is not specified on the
permit and was not able to be confirmed. The permit appears to refer to only one sign, while two are currently
located on the building. Description of the sign is vague, but generally appears to be a post/pole-mounted rooftop
sign, flat and double-faced, incorporating neon, similar to the current signs. However, the current signs appear to
be of different dimensions than described and do not project over the sidewalk. The permit appears to note “sign
as per [illegible] #1,” perhaps referring to architectural drawings; however, no drawings or plans for any work
done at 500 Turk Street are on file at the San Francisco Department of Building Inspection.

Additionally, an aerial photograph from 1938 (one year after the permit referenced above) shows no rooftop
signs in the location of the current “Goodyear Tires” signs at that time, indicating that they were added after that
date and providing reasonable argument that the permit from a year earlier was not for the signs in question:

Aerial photograph, 1938, by Harrison Ryker.
(David Rumsey Map Collection)
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Photos from the San Francisco Police Department photo archive were viewed by San Francisco Planner Jorgen
Kleman, who relayed a description to the author. The photos, taken in the mid-1950s, document a traffic accident
at the intersection of Turk and Larkin streets and capture the subject building in the background. The photos
show that at that time the diamond-shaped Goodyear signs were present, although in a different location, and
that the building itself had slightly more ornamental detailing in the form of dentils running across the fascia in
the central two-story section.

Assuming that the building burned fairly extensively in 1959, including at least partial collapse of the roof (see
next section: Fire Damage), it seems likely that the signs would have been replaced or reinstalled after the fire,
resulting in the differing location they have now versus the mid-1950s. A few later building permits (not related
to sign installation) note “Kahn-Keville Goodyear” or “Kahn & Keville Goodyear” as the property owner. This
naming appears on records dating to 1979 and 1996, suggesting that the signs were probably present at least as
early as 1979, although their design suggests an earlier Mid-Century aesthetic.

Although not an archival or scholarly source, it is worth mentioning that an online blog features quotes from an
interview with Bill Brinnon, current co-owner of the Kahn & Keville shop. The blog article states that:

"There was a fire here in 1958," Brinnon said. "We don’t usually talk about it... Tires
burn really well. It burned for three or four weeks." After that, they had to do a little
renovating, during which they toned down much of the Art Deco styling.

"That's also when we got the Goodyear diamonds," Brinnon said, referring to two large
neon signs, towering blue diamonds perched atop each wing of the building. "They might
be our best features. When they're fixed, they're impressive. They move and blink. But
we don't really have the money now to keep them running," he said.*

No historic photographs of the building nor articles discussing Kahn & Keville's associations with the Goodyear
Tire Company were found. Ultimately, research was inconclusive as to the installation date of the signs, other
than during a very broad date range of 1938 to 1979, with an early-to-mid-1950s installation date being most
likely based on their appearance in police photos of that time period, although they were later installed in
different locations.

Fire Damage

A 22 August 1959 San Francisco Chronicle article (see appendix) documents a significant fire that occurred at
500 Turk Street. The two alarm fire caused $100,00 in damage and the article notes that “parts of the wooden
roof collapsed.”

Building permit research was undertaken in an attempt to determine the extent of damage that the fire caused,
other than what was described in the article, and what repairs were undertaken to rebuild. This research turned
up no permits relating to fire damage or repair, however; only that in October and December of 1959 interior
work was done to re-partition office space (10/15/1959, permit #204773), remove partitioning between the
vulcanizing room and tire shop, and add a storage platform above the existing toilets (12/17/1959, permit #207?
383). It is possible that this interior work was related to rehabilitation of the interior of the building after the fire,
but no more indicative permit records for structural work were found (particularly any for rebuilding the roof,
which was reported to have collapsed by the newspaper article).

4 Jerome Steegmans, “Kahn & Keville — A San Francisco Landmark,” Blog of Purristan (blog), 9 June 2015;
https://blog.purristan.com/9/kahn_keville a san_ francisco landmark
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As discussed in the section above (Signage), an unverified statement from the co-owner of the Kahn & Keville
shop refers to fire damage at the property, which resulted in “toned down... Art Deco styling.”” This suggests that
fairly extensive reconstruction involving the building's exterior finishes and features, at the very least, occurred
after the fire. This is reinforced by San Francisco Police Department images (also discussed above), which show
the building in the mid-1950s with slightly more ornamental detailing in the form of dentils running across the
fascia in the central two-story section.

No additional newspaper articles or other documentation of the fire were found to further elucidate the extent of
damage or subsequent rebuilding efforts.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

For this study, proposed project schematics produced by David Baker Architects and supplied by the Tenderloin
Neighborhood Development Corporation were referenced (David Baker Architects, “500 Turk: Comparison of
Preservation Alternatives,” 22 May 2017). No materials specifications were available. Below is a schematic of
the proposed project:

Proposed Project.
David Baker Architects, “500 Turk: Comparison of Preservation Alternatives,” 22 May 2017

The proposed project will demolish the existing building at 500 Turk Street and replace it with a mixed-use
commercial and residential mid-rise building. The new building, constructed of concrete and steel, will be eight-
stories in height and house shared residential amenity and retail uses on the first story and 108 residential units
on the upper seven stories. It will have an L-shaped plan that occupies the south and east sides of the lot (reverse
of the L-shaped plan of the existing building), leaving an open courtyard, amounting to a little more than a

5 Ibid.
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quarter of the lot area, at the northwest corner. Situated at grade-level, the courtyard will feature a garden and
play space.

The proposed south and east facades will span the width of the parcel. The first story will be set back from the
lot line and will include a large glazed storefront with solid sections of natural materials such as exposed
textured concrete, cor-ten steel, and wood. The upper stories of the facade will overhang the first story and will
be organized into vertical sections to respond to the building massing in the surrounding neighborhood. The
building massing will be separated into three main bays with the main feature bay at the south east corner. The
east facade along Larkin Street will incorporate bays and fenestration composition that will break up the visual
massing in a manner that is compatible with the Victorian apartment buildings of a similar height across the
street. The Turk street facade will include a prominent recess delineating the corner, a higher percentage of
glazing, and window shade features to add visual interest and scale. Windows will generally be arranged as
punched openings in varied stacked, alternating and offset patterns. Other facade materials will include fiber
cement panel and natural accent materials such as glazed tile or metal cladding to highlight architectural
features. The facade will terminate in a flat roofline without decorative parapet terminations, cornices, or other
ornamental elements.

SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR'S STANDARDS ANALYSIS

No analysis of the proposed project according to the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Treatment of
Historic Properties (Standards) is included here, because the demolition of a historic resource cannot, by nature,
meet the Standards, which are intended to guide and ensure the preservation, rehabilitation, restoration, and
reconstruction of historic resources.

PROJECT ALTERNATIVES

The proposed project entails demolition of a historic resource, which is a significant adverse change that cannot
be mitigated to a less-than-significant level. However, in order to reduce or eliminate the severity of potential
impacts, a reasonable range of project alternatives must be explored.

According to the San Francisco Historic Preservation Commission, “alternatives considered under CEQA do not
need to meet all project objectives; however, they should fully preserve the features of the resource that convey
its historic significance while still meeting most of the basic objectives of the project.”®

Challenges confront the formulation of viable preservation-oriented alternatives because the existing building's
plan and height, which are character defining features in themselves, make the integration of bulkier and taller
new construction on the site difficult. The L-shaped historic building has particularly narrow wings, making the
concept of setting back a vertical addition that conforms to the L-shaped plan difficult. Meanwhile, any massing
that does not conform to the existing L-shaped footprint of the historic building threatens to overwhelm and
block from view its character defining aspects. Because the historic building occupies the rear (northwest) corner
of the parcel and is set away from the street-fronting lot lines, any new construction encroaching closer to the
street would overwhelm and engulf the historic building. Additionally, any preservation of the majority of the
historic building divides the lot's open spaces (southeast parking area and north yard) in such a way as to
dramatically limit the potential footprint and massing of new construction. Height is also a concern, as new
construction of a size necessary to achieve project objectives results in a building far taller than the one to two

6 San Francisco Historic Preservation Commission, Resolution 0746. 18 March 2015.

Left Coast Architectural History 8



Historic Resource Evaluation 500 Turk Street
Part 2 — Alternatives Analysis 6 December 2016 [rev. 6/20/17]

story historic structure. Some vertical increase is often acceptable, but an increase of six to seven stories over the
one to two existing (essentially, a. 87.5% increase at the street front) is overwhelming to the historic building.
Despite these challenges, the partial preservation and full preservation alternatives discussed below were
identified in consultation with San Francisco Planning Department Historic Preservation Staff.

Preservation Alternatives

A Preservation Alternative completely avoids significant impacts to the historic resource by preserving the
features of the resource that convey its historic significance, while still attempting to meet most of the basic
objectives of the project.

No Project Alternative

In the event that no feasible scheme for totally preserving all of the property's significant historic
features and achieving new construction that would fulfill project goals could be devised, the only
option for a Preservation Alternative would subsequently be No Project. In a No Project Alternative, the
proposed project is not undertaken, leaving the historic building standing and its character intact.

Schematic for No Project Alternative.

Preservation Objectives Met: Historic resource would be preserved, including all character-defining
features.

Project Objectives Met: None; the proposed project would not be undertaken.
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Full Preservation Alternative

This approach would preserve the entire building and make a partial one-story addition on the roof of the
north-south wing, while constructing a new seven-story residential tower in the north yard. The rooftop
addition would be set back from the south wing end and from the east facade of the north-south wing. It
would be lower than the two-story section at the building's northwest corner. The new residential tower
to the north would abut the north facade of the existing L-shaped building; however, this facade bears
few to no character-defining features and is not considered character-defining. The preserved L-shaped
building would house the retail and shared residential amenity functions, while the existing open space
at the southeast corner of the lot would be preserved and used as communal outdoor space.

Schematic for Full Preservation Alternative.

Preservation Objectives Met: The entirety of the historic building would be preserved, with only a
sensitive and subservient addition to the rooftop of the north-south wing. It would observe appropriate
setbacks from the south wing end and east facade, while not rising above the existing two-story portion
of the building. The new seven-story residential tower would abut and conceal only the north facade of
the existing building, which is not character-defining in any way. In keeping with the Secretary of the
Interior's Standards, all character-defining features and materials of the existing building; including its
varied 1-2 story height, L-shaped plan, stucco cladding with ornamental scoring, steel-sash windows,
and Art Deco piers; would be preserved and the rooftop addition and new residential tower would not
infringe detrimentally on the existing building's significant form, massing, or spatial relationships.
Where character defining materials might be removed and replaced, compatible replacement materials
and features will be used. For instance, some of the steel-sash windows on the existing second story
portion of the building may need to be replaced to accommodate residential use, but would be replaced
with similarly styled windows made of thermally-broken aluminum or metal sash.

Project Objectives Met: The rooftop addition and adjacent residential tower would accommodate 31
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residential units and would result in about 3,500 square feet of shared residential amenity space and
4,750 square feet of commercial/retail space.

Partial Preservation Alternative

Partial Preservation Alternatives result in some impact to the historic resource, but preserve as many features of
the resource that convey its historic significance as possible, while taking into account the feasibility and
objectives of the proposed project.

Partial Preservation Alternative

The partial preservation alternative would retain portions of the existing building and construct a vertical
addition over the two-story northwest corner and the one-story east-west wing portions of the building.
The addition would be the equivalent of seven stories, rising six stories above the existing building and a
full seven stories where it would infill the currently vacant north yard, abutting the existing building's
north facade. The new construction would have generally L-shaped massing, somewhat conforming to
the L-shaped plan of the existing building, but weighted more toward the north. It would include a north-
south mass that extends to the south edge of the existing two-story northwest corner portion of the
building; a narrow recess near the center that would reveal the transition between the one and two story
portions of the existing building; and an east-west mass that would rise above the existing east-west
wing, but would be set back from the south-facing facade and the east wing end. The new construction
would abut and obscure only the north facade of the existing; however, this facade bears few to no
character-defining features and is not considered character-defining. The form, massing, and features of
the existing L-shaped building would be preserved, but would be dominated by the tall addition over the
northwest corner and east-west wing. The existing open space at the southeast corner of the lot would be
preserved and used as communal outdoor space.

Schematic for Partial Preservation Alternative

Left Coast Architectural History 11
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Preservation Objectives Met: The majority of the L-shaped historic building would be preserved, with
only the non-character-defining north facade concealed by new construction. The two story portion of
the existing building would also be enveloped by new construction to some extent and the new
construction would not be subservient to the historic building, but would only rise above its north
portion. Effort has been made in this design alternatives to leave the points of one to two story transition
exposed and allow the original L-shaped plan to translate by leaving the north-south wing
unencumbered by new construction. Setbacks from the south facade of the east-west wing and from the
east wing end also lends to differentiation between the existing building and new construction that rises
above. Despite some encroachment and overshadowing created by the new construction, all character-
defining features and materials of the existing building; including its varied 1-2 story height, L-shaped
plan, stucco cladding with ornamental scoring, steel-sash windows, and Art Deco piers; would be
preserved in keeping with the Secretary of the Interior's Standards, and the new construction would
infringe minimally on the existing building's significant form, massing, and spatial relationships. Where
character defining materials might be removed and replaced, compatible replacement materials and
features will be used. For instance, some of the steel-sash windows on the existing second story portion
of the building may need to be replaced to accommodate residential use, but would be replaced with
similarly styled windows made of thermally-broken aluminum or metal sash.

Project Objectives Met: This partial preservation alternative would accommodate 42 residential units
and would result in about 3,500 square feet of shared residential amenity space and 4,650 square feet of
commercial/retail space.

Non-Preservation Alternatives

Since the character of the historic resource poses dramatic challenges to Preservation and even Partial
Preservation solutions, another option could be allowing the Resource to be demolished, but compensate for its
loss with one or more mitigation actions.

Demolition/Mitigation Alternative

Under this alternative, the historic resource would be demolished and appropriate mitigation for its loss
would be developed (at discretion of the San Francisco Planning Department and associated city
entities). Common mitigation measures include Historic American Building Survey (HABS)
documentation, thorough photo and video documentation, architectural salvage of significant removable
materials and features, and the creation of a public interpretive display explaining the property's
significant history to be installed at the site of new construction.

Preservation Objectives Met: None; historic resource would be lost, but its demolition would be partially
mitigated through one or more activities that memorialize the resource for posterity.

Project Objectives Met: The current proposed project would be allowed to proceed, resulting in 108
residential units and about 6,000 square feet of space for retail and shared residential amenity uses.

CONCLUSION

The property at 500 Turk Street is a historic resource under CEQA. The proposed project would demolish the
existing building and would constitute a substantial adverse change to a historic resource, necessitating the
exploration of project alternatives. This report analyzed four potential alternatives to preserve or partially
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preserve the historic resource; a No Project Alternative, a Full Preservation alternative, a Partial Preservation
alternative, and a Non-Preservation Alternative.

APPENDIX

See following pages for:
*  Current photographs of site
*  Newspaper article
*  Building permit records
* Preservation Alternatives matrix
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View of subject property, looking east along Turk Street.
(Arrow indicates subject building)

West facade and south wing end from Turk Street, looking northeast.
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South wing end from Turk Street, looking north.

South wing end and south facade of east-west ell, looking north from Turk Street.
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500 Turk Street

Historic Resource Evaluation
6 December 2016 [rev. 6/20/17]

Part 2 — Alternatives Analysis

Looking northwest at interior of L-shaped plan (north-south ell at left, east-west ell at right)
firom intersection of Turk and Larkin streets.
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East wing end and north facade, looking southwest from Larkin Street.
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e 4

East wing end, looking west from Larkin Street.
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East facade of north-south ell and east wing end, looking west from Larkin Street.
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Facade detail, east facade of north-south ell.

I
Window detail, south wing end.
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Job for Loca

| Boards

Un-American Unit

Cancels

Teachers’ Probe

The twice-postponed
California’s $chools were

day by the House Un-American Activities Committee.

Chairman Francis E.

plans instead to submit the names of suspected sub-
versives in the State’s schools tolocal school boards.

The boards, he added, will
have to dig up most of their
own evidence without help
from his committee’s investi-
gators.

Walter’s pian met a mixed

reception. The American
Civil Liberties Union  of
Southern  California con-

tended that - Walter’s’ ¢om-
mittee can. furnish informa-
tion to Csngress only; a

Sloane’s |
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Plan for

hearings on subversion in
abruptly canceled yester-

Walter (Dem-Pa.) said he

spokesman said an injunction
will be sought in San Fran-
cisco Monday to block the
handing over of -teachers’
names to local boards.
Walter said the turning
over of names to local hoards
was in response to a sug-
gestion from . Arthur.. . F.

the California Teachers Asso-
ciation,

member teachers’ organiza-
tion . were amazed but
pleased that Walter adopted
Corey’s proposal to drop the
hearings.

“The cancellation reflects
the true significance—or lack
of significance—the hearings
held in the first place,” ob-
iserved Harry A. Fosdick,
i spokesman for the associa-
tion.

“Now the schools can re-

cover.”
Walter said he had can-
celed the subpoenas of 110
Californians ordered fo ap-
See Page 10, Col. 4 -

2 Oakland
Cops Shot
In Doorway

i Twe Oakland police-
men, answering a routine
 peace-disturbance call at
| dawn yesterday, were shot,
'down in a doorway by a

~worker.

. The two oificers, Ser
creant Stanley D’Askqmth '
. and Patrolman aﬂan‘
‘T SmLh, 30, were shot asv
they appeared at a door|
tleadmc to the second-floor:
;Lat of Irma Dockery, 33,
720 25th street, Oaa—
‘land.
Neither had drzwn h's
. weapon.
Minutes later police cap-
iured D. C. Doci-.erv 37, of
. 788 1i0th sireet, afier he;

See Page 2, Col. £
Heavy Rain
Floods London

LONDOXN, Aug. 21 (™.
Torrential rzin hit London:

‘Iike 2 tropiczl monsoon to-.
dzy. flooding thousands of
homes and o:‘mec
Traffic piled up in ,mge

' jams. Subhr‘oar‘ irain servics
; Jaa haltéd,
Lightning struck an over-;
heazd 2laciric cabie in subar-|
iban Rainkam and piunged

| 4050 houess info darkness.

5

Corey, executive secretary of |

Officers of the 102,000

Fire in Tires

:_corsage of rare orchids from a secret
° American admirer.

' e just iwo weeks after the same un-
" ideniified Americen sent iargaret fwo
. dozen red roses. The 1¢

" {he Princess florally well aware of his in-

£l
i

i

'I'm Not Imuied'

. .4. P Fxnphvw
Uncle Andrew Swenson sponsored Arme ‘Marie’s
trip— but “she mever brought Steven around”

No Call for the Cop
AtRocky'sWedding

‘\TEW YORK, Aug. 20 (UPD)~Axnne Marie Ras-
mussen’s “poor cop” uncle said today he had not been
invited to her wedding with the millionaire’s son,
Steven Rockefeller, although-he sponsored the Amer-
ican trip that brought the romance inte her life. -

Andrew Swenson, 52, a New York ¢ity mounted
policeman who rides- a
beat along the waterfront,
;also said that while Anne
{Marie was hiving with him
'in his Bronx home and
. dating Steven three years
ago, she never brought
Steven to meet the family.

“I guess we've goiten one
or two letiers since she left
here,” Swenson said. “But I
don’t think she said anything

Smokes Up
Civig Center

Fire raged through a
downtown warehouse
shortly after noon yester- about her engagemeni.”
day and for mearly two, “Bui my wife and dzugh-
“hours blanketed the Civie, ier, theyre over there now-
‘and they’ll go to the wedding,

t
lack smoke from burning llr ‘h‘m‘u rr?ev went over be,
“ton‘ bile tires ore ail 1m§ came up, but ;
auiomo - . they should be going.”

Four firemen were in{

“See Page 5, Col. 5 See Pege €, Col. 3

Swenson, z tall, red-haired |

Market St
Bank Robbed _?
-$715 Loot

An armed bandit who
said he was a dope addict

;robbed the Crocker—Anglo
| National Bank at Mar}\et
and Jones streets of $71
at 12:45 p. m. yesterday.
It was the second time
.in three days the bank had
' been held up. On Wednes-
.day another robber had
‘made off with $205.
It was the city’s 24th bank
. holdup of the year.
BIRTHMARK
. The bandit, a dark-com-
;plexioned man with a brown
: birthmark on his right cheek,
ihad waited for some time
‘near the window of teller
Mildred McArdle, a pert; 24
ear-old ; brtmett

: ' nicia.

~Whenthe line of' customers
cleared away, he stepped up

pal;‘: note.

On a small note siapled on
the right hand corner of a
bigger piece of paper, Miss
McArdle read the words:

“T am 2 bad guy. I am
wanted for murder.”

REV OLVER
She read no further as she
saw him unzip. his blue

jacket and produce .a re-
volver.

But the teller at the next
window,-Sue Sparks, caught
some more of the note from
ihe corner of her eye.

She saw the words: “depe
addict and very nervous.”

Miss McArdle® said that
after she handed over her
money to the man, he said:
“Is that all the money you!.
have?” and she repled,
“Yes.”

Wiith that, he {old her not
ic give the alarm for five
minutes and sizode ouf of
the bank—taking hu note
with him.

CHORUS
But as he left, Miss Mc-
Ardle, Miss Sparks and Elea-
nor Carter—who -had been
iheld up three days agoe and

{was iwo windows away—
i chorused: “Get the mzn in'
- blue”

See Page 2, Coi. 1

Meg's 29, Gets |
Mysiery Gift

BALMGRAL, Scotiznd, Aug.
Britzin's sn**‘uex Princess Mar garei.
served her 26th birthday today.

Her most Iniriguing itibulte waz 2

The corsage arrived =i Baimorai Cas-

mily i3 spend-

vzl far

a ,-alzaf,r atl Balmc 2l

t Charles Stott of nearby Aber-
refused ie -3 who sent ihe corsage

Ty &’(”3&3\1‘8 [3)

v

‘u.a

deen T

8
i ye rchids.

Stott said the Americen admirer had
piaced a siznding order with him o Xeep

terest in her.

Margaret gave ro hint she has
Y suitor.

= like-

- axd

A

PRINCESS MAK

{rom ‘Be-:

and pushed ‘forward a iwo-

A teller in the collections;

| Court Order Modified

Can Hit New

4. P. Firephoto

After signing the proclamation, the President
"helped unfurl a 50-star flag for the new. State

President Declares
Hawaii 50th State

WASHINGTON, Aug. 21 (LPD—PreSIdent Ei-.

senhower formally proclaimed Hawaii the 50th State
in the Union today and unfurled the new 50-star
American Flag to mark the event. It has five rows of
six stars alternating with four rows of five stars in
‘the field of blue.

Hawaii, the multiracial Pa-
 cifie. island paradise - 2400
mﬂes from the West Coast,
was officially welcomed into
%‘Lhe Union at White House,
: ceremonies presided over by
the Presideni. ;

The ceremony Wwas 1ibe
i second iime in less than a
ivear that ithe Presideni has
‘admitted a former territory|
as a fullfiedged pariner in
the United States. Alaska
formzlly was procisimed a
Sizte on January 3.

EQUAL FOOTING

The United States officially
became S0 sirong in & Presi-
dential proclamation admit-!
‘_.As Hawzii “oz an ecua:‘
*'3" with the other:

New Flareup |
On Progress

At Stadium

The archifect and the
president of Stadiam, Inc.,’
2zreeq yesterday that the.
new Candlestick Park,
baseball stadium has been:
delayved because contrac-
tor Charles L. Harney!
sometimes halted ihe job
in defiance of his contract..

One of the arbif worsf
working to settle the con-
ract disputes said that
“Mr. Harney has been a:per
Ittle bit arbifrary, pe*— an
aps,” bui neither the ™
gcontracfor nor ihe ardu—»

itect “is a full 100 per cent
rwrong.”

":: personaliy
- Staie DIos-:
“awmess‘

he.

sister-

gady :~'

' CErs

Teamster Pickets

Areas

Strikers
Halt Rail

Shipment

Teamsters won ecourt
permission yesterday to
spread their 15-day-old
strike—and the walkout
promptly extended in an-
other direction.

For the first time, pick—
ets blocked a tail ship-

‘|ment, throwing their lines

across Santa Fe Railway
tracks to prevent a switch-
ing operation.

That incident last mgﬂt at
the American Can Company
factory at 22nd and . Hlinois ~
streets, violated a verbal
agreement Santa Fe had with
striking Local 85, a railroad
official charged. Teamster
spokesmen were not avail-
able for comment early foday.

. PICKETS

Earlier in the day, the

runion. won the legal right

to establish picket lines any-
where that the struck firms
have loading docks or term-
inals. Union spokesmen said,

{ however, that there wouldn’t

be any immediate spread of
mckefmg

The railroad incident cc-

{eurred between 8:3¢ and

10:30 p. m. when 2 switch
‘engine crew arrived at the
can piant to take out a string
‘of 10 “loaded boxzcars. The
switchmien refused ¢ cross
the pickei line and railrcad
officials weni to the scene
to remind the pickeis of the
verbal agreement with union

 officials.

1ST TROUBLE

*This is the first trouble
we've had,” the railroad
spokesman said. “We had
talked to them at the union
hall and they kad promised
that rail freight movements,
weculd not be involved.” The
cars contained preducis
normally shipped by rail and
not by iruck, he said.

Although the company
spokes”an szid {hat no Tn-
mediate plans existed 1o
imake further zitempis io6

move the cars, Saz Francisco
poiice plenned to kave ofil-
t the plani at 9 2. &
todzv when. they undersiced.
znother swiich engine and
erew of supervisory person-
nel irom tke Sa.“a Fe would
. move the car

On the Iegai fromsi, Supe-

Sec Page 3, Col. £
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Picket-line violence
erupted for the third day
in a row yesterday at the
Fibrepoard Paper Products
plant in Emeryville.

A car containing five non-

striking machinists was over- |

turned and ‘windshields in
several other autos were
broken wien seven carloads
of ‘nonstrikers attempted to
pass through a milling crowd
of 200 men td enter the plant.

None of the non-strikers
was hospitalized, but 16 of
Emeryville’s 19 policemen
were called out to restoxe
order..

. Two members of the

.- picketing Machinists Union
Local 1304, United Steelwork-
ers of America, were arrested
on charges of malicious mis-
chief and released on $200
bail.

They are Lincoln Beck, 46,
of 909 Reliez street, Lafay-
ette, and Merle Perrin, 49,
of 2048 Seventh avenue, Oak-
land.

The union says it has heen
locked out of the plant since
July 31 in a jurisdictional
dispute with the Operating
Epgineers Union. The com-
pany says it terminated its
contract with the local when
# turned its ‘maintenance

Settlement
Rumors Denied
In Steel Strike

NEW YORK, Aug. 21 (®)—
Steel strike negotiators to-
day branded reports of a
settlement in. the 38-day
walkout as unfounded.

Rumors of an agreement
began spreading in Wall
street yesterday. And in
Gary, Ind., the Post-Tribune
quoted an -unidentified in-
dustry official as saying a
tentative sirike-ending agree-
ment had been reached on
the basis of a small wage in-
crease. '

Negotiators for the in-
dustry and the United Qteel-
workers of America held an-
other session here, then re-
cessed until Monday.

R. Conrad Cooper, the
chief industry negotiator,
and Howard Hague, Steel-
workers vice president, called
the settlement report un-
founded.

work over to an independent
firm.

The men who attempted to
pass through the rock-throw-
ing crowd yesterday were

SAN FRANCISCO ON UNION SQUARE, DOUGLAS 2-4500
$AN MATEO, DIAMOND 3-5631 @ VALLEJO, MIDWAY 3-6464

RX: for fashion
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2 5 to 157s back-
robe! Tzake one 49.95 camel col-
ored balmaccan coat that reverses

o
to-schoo! ward-

Al
[}

Violence Flares a 3rd Day
On Emeryville Picket Line

employees of the Fluor Main-
tenance Corp. of Oakland—
the firm given the mainte-
nance work, The firm's em-
ployees are members of the
Operating Engineers Union,

A spokesman for Fibre-
board Paper Products said
78 men were affected by the
changeover, 50 of them mem-
bers of Local 1304,

Police said union members
and sympathizers attempted
to turn a car over on Thurs-
day, too, but wers stopped.

Alameda County Superior
Judge Chris B. Fox yesterday
set  Monday for hearing
charges that the union has
violated a restraining order
limiting the number of
pickets at the plant to two..

The Machinists local is also
involved in a strike at the
Elrick Rim Co. at 70 Hegen-
berger loop, Oakland, where
a picket was hit by a non-
striker’s car Thursday.

A second picket was in-
jured there yesterday, police
said, when he threw himself
on the hood of a car driven
by Charles Ross, 25, who was
going to work for another
firm in the same building.

Max Kerley, 28, of 40078
Spaty street, Irvington, suf-
fered arm injuries. No
charges were brought against
the driver.

Nixon's Visit
ToL.A. Will
Be Short One

By Earl C. Behrens
Political Editor

Vice President Richard
M. Nixon will have little
time for political confer-
ences when he makes a
quick frip to California
next week end.

He will be in Los Angeles
to speak at the convention
of the Veterans of Foreign
Wars on August 31, and will
return to Washington imme-
diately following his ad-
dress.

~ The Vice President’s aides

in Washingten yesterday
said that because of the ab-
sence of President Eisen-
hower in Europe it would be
necessary for Nixon to cut
short his trip to California.

Governor Mark O. Hatfield

|of Oregon announced dur-

ing his recent San Francisco
visit.that Nixon had been in-
vited to speak at the dedica-
tion of the dam project at
The Dailes on the Columbia
river on September 26.

Nixon has indicated that
ke would like to talk with
Oregon GOP leaders during
that visit.

Oregon Secretary of State
Howard Appling Jr. intends
to place Nixon’s name on the
presidential primary ballot
in May.

The Oregon law provides
that the Secretary of State
has authority to place on
the ballot any person he
feels is generally recognized
over the country as a candi-
dste for the Presidency.

State View
‘On Cost of
Water Plan

SACRAMENTO, Aug. 21
(UPI) — A Staie Water
Resources Depariment en-
gineer today said Califor-
nia doesn’t expect to get
paid back the money spent
or flood conirol and navi-
gation, recreation and wild-
1ife preservation under
Governor Edmund G.
Brown’s billion dollar water
TOgTaIm.
William R. Gianelli, prin-
cipal hydraulic engineer for
the waier agency, iolé a
State Senate committee that
these benefits, as distinct

from Irigation and power,

DIIT<¢DIE.

FAVERMAN
- DRUGS.
L1quar

Teamsters:
Pickets Can
Go Farther -

Continued from Page 1

rior Court Judge Orla St.
Clair handed down his ruling
on a Teamster argument that
State courts had no authority
to ban peaceful picketing.

The Judge recognized the
right of the union fo picket
against branches anywhere
owned by firms struck in San
Francisco and San Mateo
counties. He nevertheless
kept in effect a ban against
picketing by the strikers on
highways and streefs.

TERMS OF ORDER

By his action, Judge St.
Clair altered terms of a tem-
porary order that had lim-
ited picket lines to San Fran-
cisco -and" San Mateo coun-
ties.

In additien to giving the
green light to spreading the

teamsters could picket busi-
ness firms receiving ship-
ments frem struck trucks.

Teamster pickets can be
placed during such deliver-
ies, the Judge ruled, but must
be removed as soon as the
truck drives away. (To leave
them would be a violation of
the. law against secondary
boycotts.)

WARNING

Thus picketing can be car-
ried on only in San Fran-
cisco and San Mateo counties,
Judge St. Clair said. He also
wa:ned'

... If such practice should
develop into breaches of the
peace, it would be my inten-
tion io amend the order to
forbid such picketing.”

Shortly before the order
was issued, Teamster sirike
leaders met with representa-
tives of longshore and ware-
house unions to plug gaps
in the freight tie-up.

WAREHOUSES
Sirike leaders said some

ty area were shipping goods
by rail io the East Bay and
Peninsula, and then trucking
them here for delivery by
nonsiriking Teamsiers.
Spokesmen ior iwo Team-
sier warehouse unions and
Harry Bridges’” warehouse
and longshore locais here
pledged cooperaiion fo the

strike, the Judge also said|

warehouses in the iwo-coun-| -

sirikers in stopping such|
shipments. !

Meanwhile, for the th:rd
straight day menagement’
znd Teamsters negotiatorss

considered “nonreim-:
. ib"ﬂ"gi:’l“ to setile the dis-:
te’s!pute. Little, if any plocfress
: has been made.

day- of 2 heering inmio the!

met separaiely with a panel’
of three Federzl medizators:

Ladders and streams of water disappeared into the dense, black smoke

Tire Blaze: Four
Firemen Injured

Contimfed from Page 1

jured. One of them, hit
in the eye by a fire hose,
was taken to San Fran-
cisco General Hospital
with a serious injury.

The $100,000 blaze broke
out mysteriously at 12:05
p. m. in a two-story concrete
warehouse at the Kahn and
Keville Tire Co., Turk and
Larkin streets.

" An hour later, 75 firemen
had the fire under control,
but black smoke belched
from the building for an-
other 40 minutes.

At the height of the two-
alarm fire, the smoke blown
eastward for blocks on Ellis
street was so dense that traf-
fic policemen and hundreds
of spectators were unable to
see the burning building.

Attendants at the combina-
tion warehouse and gas sta-

.| tion estimated 4000 new and

old tires were jam-packed
into the concrete storeroom.

Parts of the wooden roof
collapsed as firemen strug-
gled through the smoke.

Fire Chief William Murray
estimated the total damage
at $100,000.

The fireman whose eye
was injured was Harry Went-
worth, 36, of 2047 45th ave-
nue. He was one of the first
men to enter the burning
building. A fire hose
whipped against his face
and cut his-eyeball.

General Sentenced
DUESSELDORF, West Ger-
many, Aug. 21 (Reuters)—
General Hasso von Manteuf-
fel, wartime German tank

commander, was sentenced
to. 18 month imprisonment
today for illegally ordering
the execution of a German
soldier in January, 1944.
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"« $600,000,000 on
¢ $500,000,000 on

{570,000,000 22n

of consumer

THE LEISURE IS YOURS!

“Increased- means and increased
leisure are e two cmhzers of

Ben]amrn Diszaeli,
- X
-Printer’s Ink informs’ us that as the
seasont for recreation and leisure reaches
its height, the nation’s population is hap-
pily spending at least an estimated $41
billiop-of its increased means on increased
leisure (it 'was a mere $30 billion just six
-years age!). The sums spent on leisure-

time production would . stagger our fore-
1athers For example:

* $2.1-billion on boatirg,
~® $2.1-billion on photography
* $300,000,000 on’ power lawn mowers

e 33C0 000 000 on components that
make up hi-fi ard stereo systems

* $2.3-billion on overseas fravel

¢ $5-billion over-all on radios, televi-
sion seis, phenographs, tape record-
ers and repairs, not counting records

¢ 33.5billion on gard&m’ng equipment

$16.8-billion over-all ‘on recreation

. and domestic travel

And so it goes, from playing cards
to_ summer and outdco. furniture
noaily}.

In their guest for the good life, Ameri-
cans zpparently are ..nvnILng to wait.
(1;.15 is evidencéd by 't
rcredit now o"‘;szncmg at

E 3

.swiniming pools
musical instruments

the soanns <n~ra1

FHE k%

Saturday, Aug. 22,
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THE SAN FRANCISCO CHRONICLE

Living Costs in U.S.
Climb to New Peak

WASHINGTON, Aug. 21
()—The Government's
cost-of-living index in July
rose three tenths of 1 per

| cent to another record high

of 1249 per cent of the
1947-49 average.

In other words, the Gov-
ernment figures it ook about
$12.50 last month for a con-
sumer to buy what $10 would
have bought in the base
period 10 to 12 years ago.

The July level, the Labor
Department said in its month-
ly report today, was up .3
per cent from June and .8
per cent above July, 1958,

Food price increases in the
Nation led the way in the
climb from June, the de-

partment said, but all major
classes of goods and services
played "a part.

(In San Francisco, contrary
to the national trend, food
prices dropped shghtly, with
scasonal declines in meats,
poultry, fish, fruits and vege-
tables outwelghmv increases
in the cost of cereals and
bakery goods.

(The net local drop from
June to July was .7 per cent.

(No figures were available
on the over-all cost of living
in San Francisco in July.)

Food prices usually climb
in July throughout the nation,
going up 4 per eent this
time. Eggs jumped 18 per
cent.
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=] /-\ I l F “ ;\ ]\l (‘ " aen(i'ug n;:it Bureau F. No.‘l Mv IQ/QWM{,’VV\ Buckley & Curtin
.'If \ | [ ’ ) ,J Write in Ink—File Two Copies e Lot s,
, \ :
j J @

e T CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO o

AdOD VIDOIdd40

BUILDING JNSPECIDEPARTMENT.OF PUBLIC WORKS CENTRAL PERMIT BUREAU
BLDG. FORM |
' -APPLICATION FOR BUILDING PERMIT
. 1 CLASS “A”-B”-“C”-MILL CONSTRUCTION

Application is hereby made to the Department of Public Works of the City and County of San Fran-
cisco for permission to build in accordance with the plans and specifications s ?Eitt d herewith and ac-

cording to the description and for the purpose hereinafter set forth: W-Cor Torés & Aar{/z, -
(1) ‘Location of Lot.M.g.Té.’....Sidé' of.. - /¢ /?/{ ........................... TS Street
O _weet lBIT of LGOIIAL .. st. No.. Blosk No.
(2) Class of Building C(; ........................................ No. of Stories.. /. Z.S2 _
(3) Total Cost 5. /502 O~
(4) Purpose or Occupancyg.QZQ. I‘%\C“-"f Loy No. of rooms —No. of families.....—

/ " . 4 : - : :
(5) Size of lot /37-¢ Ft/Front/gﬁz/Ft Rear/ooFt Deep.......! / ©0 . '
None .

(6) Any other building on lot at present.

(7) Contractor (DOES) carry Workmen’s Compensation Insurance.
(8) Supervision of construction by /9[ 4 z // V7N -
Address | S5 Meexcr 7

I hereby certify and agree, if a permit.is issued, that all the provisions of the BUILDING LAW,
THE BUILDING ZONE ORDINANCES, SET-BACK LINE REQUIREMENTS AND THE FIRE ORDI-
NANCES OF THE CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO and the STATE HOUSING ACT OF
CALIFORNIA will be complied with, whether herein specified or not; and I hereby agree to save, in-
demnify and keep harmless the City and County of San Francisco against all liabilities, judgments,
costs and expenses which may in anywise accrue against said city and county in consequence of the
granting of this permit, or from the use or occupancy of any sidewalk, street or sub-sidewalk placed by
virtue thereof, and will in all things strictly comply with the conditions of this permit.

(9) Architect /§/ L F- g INT Y

Certificate No, LACENEE NOsewcoysmimmmmntzn:
State of California City and County of San Francisco

Address S 28 //’7 AL 7 0/7\ ________________________________________________

(10) Engineer /é ‘ /9‘ A//c/b((/f?/\/

Certificate NO. oo License No......._..._.. RN
State of California City and County of San Francisco

Address oo 5  NMzers 7 Ve

(11) Plans and specifications prepared by
Other than Architect or Engineer...........__..__ . ... .. e 0t

‘Address. penacats " SR i .

(12) Contractor /‘// Yo} il C?( f&ﬁ V) A
g N B T e —
Address ..o.ooooooooeeeeeie. 473 /W/JJ/OA/ ‘/7 S

(13) Owner ... ﬂ?;f- F /% f@:{&/\/ﬂ/ - \

Owner’s Authorized Agent.

The Department will call uh telephc;ne NOE ot @ '@ ......... f ‘/\9(7 .......... if any alterations

or changes are necessary on the plans submitted.
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AdOD T1VIOId40

SANM FRANMCISCO

!

Permit B F. No. 435

Write in fnk—File Two Copies

| : ’)\ : '.’ - CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO - :
P EB#RTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS '+ CENTRAL PERMIT BUREAU

P A DT B FORM ;
AL L 1(‘,;,"”?3, APPLICATION FOR BUILDING PERMIT |
3 = ALTERATION s

. 193......
Application is hereby made to the Department of Public Works of*the City and County of San Fran-
cisco for permission to build in accordance with the plans and specifications submitted herewith and

_according to the description and for the purpose he:einai:tér set forth ;

(1) Location 500.Turk. Streetf.

(2) For what purpose is present building now used ?
~ (3) For what purpqée will building bg used hereafter?

(4) Total Cost $/ ) &F .
(5) Description of work to be done THIS..Is.a HORIZONTAL DOUBLE

[

TO ERECT ONE NEON ELECTRIC_DISPLAY.

oS LGN
FACE DAL R
TO~BE ERECTED LA
POL

BSTAL p
7 o’@@-.-( ’ v
3 - - _ PROJECTT()T\T CYER SIDRRAZ e P - FEET

4 )~ ¥E HAVE BUILDING CWNERS PERMISSIQON.

(6) Contractor (DGES) carry Workmen’s Compensation Insurance. ;
(DOES=NOT) : .

(7) Supervision of construction by : ; e EEEGTRICAL - ERODUCTS. CORP.
: : 910 HARRISON STREET
= e "A"ddl'&SS"" .~ = X . .o L . - .5 U 28 cp 3 e . 1 et L
I hereby certify and agree, if a permit is issued, that all the provisions of the BUILDING LAW,
THE BUILDING ZONE ORDINANCES, SET BACK LINE REQUIREMENTS AND THE FIRE ORDI-
NANCES OF THE CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO and the STATE HOUSING ACT,
OF CALIFORNIA will be complied with, whether herein specified or not; and I hereby agree to
save, indemnify and keep harmless the City and County of San Francisco against all liabilities, judg-
ments, costs and expenses which may in anywise accrue against said city and county in consequence
of the granting of this permit, or from the use or occupancy of any sidewalk, street or sub-sidewalk
placed by virtue thereof, and will in all things strictly comply with the conditions of this permit.

(8) Architect.

Certificate No 2 License No

State of California City and County of San Francisco
Address...

(9) Engineer.

Certificate No ' ...License No
State of California ) City and County of San Francisco = -
Address. .

S ‘(10)'1)13.115 'and‘speciﬁ'catiOIIS'prep’are'd‘b'}‘f‘ N R T

Other th‘an Architect or Engineer. : » ELECTRICAL-PRGBUCTS CORP,

910 HARRISON STREET
Address 7 |

(11) Contractor. ; o . ‘ ' - " \
12588 : 345

License No ..License No...
‘State of California City and County of San Francisco

Address {

(12) Owner. EAHN & KEVILLE

Address. ) 500 Turk Street //%'/&@/

Owner's Authorized Agent.

By.

. THE DEPARTMENT WILL CALL UP TELEPHONE NO. ; s e
IF ANY ALTERATIONS OR CHANGES ARE NECESSARY ON THE PLANSBUMUSEY) .

910 Harrisop, St,
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SAM FR

il \J i K

_J
DEPARTIMENT @inG rForM

ANCIS5CO

Write in Ink—File Two Copies

CE! AL PERMIT BUREAU F435
i RECEIVED
CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO DEFT. OF PUSLIL "/p545
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS

ORI 3R

APPLICATION FOR BUILDING PERMIT

BUILDH.5 BISFLOTION

BUILDING| IMNSPECT]
|

Ce -

ADDITIONS, ALTERATIONS OR REPAIRS

ol 3
9/30 19.59

Application is hereby made to the Department of Public Works of San Franciseo for permission to
build in accordance with the plars and specifications submitted herewith and according to the description
and for the purpose hereinafter set foriﬁ

(1) Location. ¥. . Corner Tiurk & Larkin Streets

no
Yes or No

(6) No. of families.....5 ..

(2) Total Cost $..240.0C (3) No. of stories .... (4) Basement

(5) Present use of building.....commexcial

(7) Proposed use of building_..53Me (8) No. of families..........cooo.......

(9) Type of construction

)
1,2,3,4,0r5 Building Code Occupancy Classiflcation
(11) Any other building on Iot......Do. . (Must be shown on plot plan if answer is Yes,)
Yes or No
(12) Does this alteration create an additional floor of occupancy...BO ...,
Yes or No
(13) Does this alteration create an additional story to the building....20
Yes or No
Plumbing work to be performed........ 0. . ...
Yes or No
25 1t

(14) Electrical work to be performed...... . Nno . . .
Yes or No

(15) Ground floor area of building..._450C sq. ft. (16) Height of building
(17) Detailed description of work to be done....Furnish and install approx, 40 L.F, office

e L OvE, WaLL oF ORE
partitions - apply she=trock to ceiling and Wm

o AdiEien . Resove,  SxisT s 24 AEASS PARTITISNS 12
............ TMREE. OEFILES
=
h S5
2 e

(18) No portion of building or structure or scaffolding used during construction, to be closer than 6’0” to
any wire containing more than 750 volts. See Sec. 385, California Penal Code.

(19) Supervision of construction by. Address

(20) General contractor......Ezed J.. Early Jr. Co.. Inc. California License No... 74932

Address 369 Pine Streat

(21) Architect California Certificate NOw...oooeoooeeerrornnnn

Address.

(22) Engineer

Address

(23) I hereby certify and agree that if a permit is issued for the construction described in this applica-
tion, all the provisions of the permit and all laws and ordinances applicable thereto will be complied with.
I further agree to save San Francisco and its officials and employees harmless from all costs and
damages which may accrue from use or occupancy of the sidewalk, street or subsidewalk space or from

anything else in nection with the w6rk included in the permit. The foregoing covenant shall be bind-
Ing upon the owngr\Qf said property, the applicant, their heirs, successors and assignees.
n 3

California Certificate NO.... oo i

(24) Owner... Xalin_3N¢eville (Phone,,, 14 #-5262
\ m‘/ (For Contact by Bureau)
Address t/o Sentractor
r
b - J— W P A S B T Addre. c/o..contractor

t io be Owner's Authorized Architect, Engineer or General Contractor.
T BE OBTAINED ON COMPLETION OF HOTEL OR
UANT TO SEC. 808 SAN FRANCISCO BUILDING CODE,

Ownel'y Authofized Agsg
pERMIWCUPAN
APART HOUSE P
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SAN

5 7 7 B 1 (1T PEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS

AMCISCO

N R
[l e i3t
) G

B o

) A
B PERN BUREAY s Write in Inl‘r»—l’llo Two Copies

CITY AND COUNRPIORFIABLABEISCO . _,
1959 DEC28 PH 315 O n FERAIY BUREA

-

BUILD]

4

J

APPLICATION FOR BUILDING PERMIT-

IGPECTRYPA, FORM

29D

PR PN

. (19) ‘Supervision of construction by....Sentractor:

¥
8l

iy
E

ADDITIONS, ALTERARIOR SRR EMN RS 7 F s
S "o , : Deceriber 17 ™0 1559
Application is hereby made to the Department of Public Works of San Frarcisco foripermission to

build in accordance with the plans and specifications submitted herewith and accotding to the descrjption
and for the purpose hereinafter set forti: Ha o = e

(1) Locatlon...Tark. & Larkin Streets .~ LI :
' (2) Total Cost $200600. .. .. (3) No. of stories ... 2.............. (4) Basement no
- : v i 3 Yes or No
(6) Present use of building......Retail. tira.outlet (6) No. of familfes.......u..
(1) Proposed use of building......Samd... (8) NO. Of £8mIHES v
(9 "Type of construction > (10) ;
oo - 1,2,3,4,0r5 Building Code Occupancy Classification
(11) Any other building on wt"”ﬂi"m'"ﬁ"""'(MuSt be shown on plot plan if answer is Yes,)
; es or No
- (12) Does this alteration create an additional floor of oceupancy. ........ D icvnas
: : Yes or No
(13) Does this alteration create an additional story to the building.......... Jux.no......
i . Yes or No
-(14) Electrical work to be performed.........] 10 e Plumbing work to be performed........ 29
) Yes or No Yor or No
-(15) Ground flgor aréa of building..}000.......... sq. ft. (16) Height of building.........L8 ft.

(17) Detailed description of work to be done

s REMOVA, PATEIEION dividing, vilcanizing. room and tire shop, .
Construct platform on top of toilet rooms for storage

[ITIRTTRTTITe

(18). No portion of Bullding‘ or structure or scaffolding used during construction, to be closer than 6’0” to

3

‘ahy wire containing more than 750 volts, See Sec. 385, California Penal Code.

Address... 1122 Oak Street

'_'(20)7 General contractor,....Ra. S Silverberg California License No.:79523.......o
Address i 1122 Oak Street ; :

(21) Arcﬁitnot - . ' California Certificate NOu....emeressrommsessens -
Aaamss i T A o P ¥

(22) Engineer s California Certificate No....ccooooococuronemereancnnsnn

o Address ; '

(23) I hereby certify and agree that if a Fermit is fssued for the construction described in this nspllca-
‘tion, all the provisions of the permit and all laws and ordinances applicable theréto will be complied with,
I further agree to save San Franclico and its officlals and em loyees harmless from all costs and
«ddmages which may accrue from usé or occupancy of the sidewal , street or subsidewalk space or from
‘anything else in connection with the work included in the permit, The foregoing covenant shall be bind-

ing upon the owner of said property, the-applicant, their heirs, successors and assignees,
Lo (24) Owner,..Kah.& Kevilla (Phone. JN,.3-6315 )

“(For Contact by Bureau)

Address....c/q..Contrastor

By.Y u/«’%/ﬁL{‘(’K%ﬁg ......... ...Address.. 1122..0pk, Stroet
Owner's Authorlzed Agent to be er's Authorized Architect, Englneer or Gorieral Contractor,
PERMIT' OF OCCUPAT‘JCY MUST BE OBTAINED ON COMPLETION OF HOTEL OR
APARTMENT HOUSE PURSUANT TO SEC. 808 SAN FRANCISCO BUILDING CODE,
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TRAL PERMIT BURBAU Féss
1066
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BUILDING INSPECTIO Write in Ink—File Two Coples
CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO g
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS
BLDG. FORM CENTRAL mmm' BUREAUZ °
APPLICATION FOR BUILDING PERMIT
3 ADDITIONS, ALTERATIONS OR REPAIRS' R 7 3 luvd e a
Application is hereb, dtotthut tthuthSng !orpermh‘:éz
cation ereyme e De ment of Public Works o on
build in pp accordance the plans and apeciﬂcationu submitted herewith and according to the des
tion and for the purpose hergnf £ E
(1) Location. e, MM :
(2) Total Cost (§) /5\00 ...... ..(8) No. of Stories.... A (4) Basement or Cellar..... .é::’;%.._
(5) Present Use of building... /2 R&-..C.0. (8) No. of families.....-mmr e &
(4] Proposed Use of building. s (8) No. of hmmu......................
(9) Type of construction ke (10) 15..3 g
1,2,8,4,0r 6 Proposed sundm.cmcu-mum s
(11) Any other building on lot............. ..,l/.a ..... (must be shown on plot plan if answeris yes,) = - - -
yea or
(12) Does this alteration create an additxonal story to the building? .......... 4/ .d. F_
(18) Does this alteration create a horizontal extension to the buildlng? ..... o _.KZ...... s
yes or no
(14) Does this alteration constitute a change of occupancy ....... .:0? a
-]
(16) Electrical work to be performed..... Yeu. by Picidbtagwosle to b pertrinnd. ....x.%(&..ng
. yes orno yesorno
(17)° Automobile runway to be altered or installed...... MJ ......... P
yeaorno
(18) Sidewalk over sub-sidewalk space to be repaired or altered......... 4{’(2 ......
yes or no
(19) Will street space be used during construction?..... l[ [) ........
yes or no
(20) Write in description of all work to be performed under this application:
(Reference to plans is not sufficient)
i o £ os. Vo /l 4 3 Z
.............. 78 /o> ol ,a,e/wa B Coten lex _ E
2 AR a4
(21) Supervhlon of construction by. Address ‘ - i
(22) General ContraMrAWA & JENSEN California License No../..ZZ.é...‘L.....;‘....‘.gbi ;
. 10l WILLIAMS AVENUE w -
AQdress gy R AN TS ES, AR, 84753 o
(28) Architect or Engineer. California Certificate Nou......oceecmeresivnions
$5 b B
Address ; ' 2 )
(24) Architect or Engineer California Certificate No..............coeooen. !.
(for construction) E
Address é

| (26) I hereby certify and agree that if a permit is issued for the construction described in this.a pu.
: cation, all the provisions of the permit and all laws and ordinances applicable. thereto: wlﬁ
! complied with. T further agree to save San Francisco and its officials and employees’ hnrmleu
i . from all costs and damages which may accrue from use or occupancy of the sidewalk, strest: ora'
3 subsidewalk space or from anything else in connection with the work included in the permit:
i foregoing covenant shall be binding upon the owner of said property, the: appliunt. their heirs,

" successors and assxgnees

(26) Ownerdlovs & Lo 0 (Phona ?'L 2

Addrm‘M ------ DZZL‘A F : lm-w'n-.-uAM3 .A.vauuﬁ
Adrh'egg sAN FRANGCISCO. CALIF. 94-2

By, gl N & e ... Address..... S

! Owner’s Authorized Arc! General tuetn'

; TIFICATE OF FA‘ﬁ\TAL c'oM'fifm"oﬁ AND/OR PERIIT OF OGOUPANGY SUST BB

: OBTAINED ON COMPLETION OF WORK OR ALTERATION INVOLVING AN ENLAR|

; MENT OFF THE BUILDING R A CHANGE OF OCCUPANCY PURSUANT TO SEC,;
AND 809, SAN FRANCISCO BUILDING "‘ODE, BEFORE BUI'LDING ccurmn
Pursuant to Sec. 804, San Francisco Building Code, the building permit shall be poeted on jo
Owner is responsible for approved plans and application being kept at building site, - 4
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AdOD VIDIdH0

AN FRANCIGCO T _
) f \ \ I I ')l l.! i g
I / | ‘CENTRAL PERMIT BUREAU Fét . S
oM 848 G - 5 ) 1& ;
DEPARTMENT OF Write in Ink—Filo Two Coples*”. B -
H NCoInapEeT N "'wa:v
BUILDING INSPECTION CITY AND COUNTY OF BAN FRANCISCO §<g o
Bﬂ;’c\f%\}ﬁl‘ OF PUBLIC WORKS - , U‘E e
_ ; CENTRAL / svide
£y APPLICATION FOR BUILDING PERMIT S mmmuigﬁ b
;«’_ 3 ADDITIONS, ALTERATIONS OR REPAIRS JuL 22 uss 35 &2
Application is hereby made to the Department of Publi v\vT o L;“lba F = aml..mxm“' 5; g
pp i ade to epartment of Public Works of S i
build in accordance with the plans and specifications submitted herewith l;ndrgggg?il{zortg the del?ﬁ% -g -
tion and for the purpose hercinafter set forth: ' g; -
(1) Locauon.......I.u.:y..tc.....%....Ls&.mu............................... E 8
° . [ -
(2) Total Cost (8).3.@20QQ..(8) No. of Stovies..... L. (4) Basement or Couar,.....,uz.a......g§g .
) (8) Present Use of building... LR .o COLAPL AN o (6) No. of families.... i B S
(7) Proposed Use of DUilding...ooovcegoeses Mo ssesapmsisasssAB) N0 Of TRIIHGE. .ooevcmemessacss gg%
; =
(9) Type of CONSEEUCEION.....ooecovsmece o fovervsracsnrcrrinorns (10) ... A | .-.'-;';
) 1,2/8,/4,0orb Proposed Building Code Clasaification & B
1 (11) Any other building on lot........... /A% s (must be shown on plot plan if answer is yes.) ESE
1 yos or no v
' (12) Does this alteration create an udditional story to the building? .......ALQ....... E E
yesor no
(18) Does this alteration create a horizontal extension to the building? .....ALL....... a E
y€s or n 1
(14) Does this alteration constitute a change of occupancy /UO ............ y 3
N yes or no . . SE ;
(15) Electrical work to be perrormed...xgz?....... (16) Plumbing work to be performed.....xf.?.é...;...ﬂ o] -3
ves or no yes or no =2=
(17) Automobile runway to be altered or installed.......ALO........ :
ye8 or no ) ’
(18) Sidewalk over sub-sidewalk space to be repaired or altered..... £.0......... ;
yes or no
(19) Will street space be used during construction?..... &2

(20) Write in description of all work to be performed under this application:

yes or no

(Reference to plans is not sufficient)

(21) Supervision of coastruction by e Address.
(22) General Contractor....... MAYEAS SENSEL coyi00mig License N
Address -.... nffW’LL‘A“’}AZE: U -
(28) Architect g;gsgineeﬁAN""?‘-N?" S ... California Certifieate N
AQAPEBS oo cvcissssssssssmosmrsmmssaaressssssesconssmesisasasasrrvmsearabnrmrs creiiianss
(24) Architect or Engineer California Certificate No
Address ’ i
(25) I hereby certify and agree that if a permit is issued for the construction des’é'rl‘ib.ed ) pli

(26)

this a .
cation, all the provisions of the permit and all laws and ordinances appli’chbleﬁher’etéiwlﬁ he®
complied with. I further agree to save San Francisco and its officials and employees harmiess Z 4
from all costs and damages which may accrue from-use or occupancy of the sidewalk, street"‘ors 5
subsidewalk space or from anything else in connection with the work included in the permit. TheX;,
foregoing covenant shall be binding upon the owner of said property, the gpplicant, their helra,.:' i
successors and assign ;._; -t
owner.//r.....% thumuzusmgzi 2095
OITWILLIAMSTAVERN (fract by BureauZ @ - . .
BAN FRANCISES, CALIF 93123 w8

% ...Address = : {

er’ horized Architect, Engincer or General Contractor. :
IFICATE OF FINAL COMPLETION AND/OR PERMIT OF OCCUPANCY MUST BE
OBTAINED ON COMPLETION OF WORK OR ALTERATION INVOLVING AN. ENLARGE-
MENT OF THE BUILDING OR A CHANGE OF OCCUPANCY PURSUANT: TO-SEC. 808
AND 809, SAN FRANCISCO BUILDING CODE, BEFORE BUILDING IS:O0CCUPIED, )

Pursuant to Sec. 304, San Francisco Building Code; the building perﬁiﬁ'éhl;il' bié‘ posted on job.
Owner is responsible for approved plans and application being kept at building site.

Address A £ it

By....
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SAN FRARNMC

e

DEPAFII\’E[\'l OI’

1 BHC 0

|)4LN PRAL PERMIT BUREAU F43s

BUILDING INISPEC

i

by

(7) Proposed Use of building

-68~ o

Write in Ink—File Two Copies ;

0

CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO E

“TBEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS <
BLDG. FORM CENTRAL PERMIT BUREAUZ
APPLICATION FOR BUILDING PERMIT -

3 ADDITIONS, ALTERATIONS OR REPAIRS 5
.................. Sepl. A2 éf A

Application is hereby made to the Department of Public Works df San Francisco for permmslon toZ

build in accordance with the plans and specifications submitted herewith and accordmg to the descrip

tion and for the purpose herem? setflrth // Cf% /é// f /FV////

(1) Location..........
3) No of Stories...

(2) Total Cost ($) /ﬂfdo S
Tore. & /0/4

(5) Present Ug: of building..

ES NOT do

~=2(8) "No. of families......

(9) Typeof construction............cccoooueveeeeeee. oo (10) e
IZ/!, 4,0rb Proposed Building Code Classification
{< (must be shown on plot plan if answer is yes.)

yesor no

(14) Does this alteration constitute a change of occupancy

yes or no
(16) Electrical work to be performed,....%......... (16) Plumbing work to be performed %

yes or no A yesorno
(17) Automobile runway to be altered or installed...... 7 {7/ —

APPROVAL OF THIS APPLICA

yesor no /f
(18) Sidewalk over sub-sidewalk space to be repaired or altered 0

(19) Will street space be used during construction?....//. [2 5

yes or no
(20) Write in description of all work to be performed under this application:
(Reference to plans is not sufficient)

7

.. Vi
2 o projeclion
vd T

(21) Supervision of const rucfion }yffﬁﬂﬁ’f »Ié{/ﬂ/ 6 Address/ﬂﬂ//Z / /71{- ‘FOJF

SHALL BE STARTED UNTIL A

CONSTRUCTION LERDER

(22) General Contracto 00’/‘ QU 9/’5 _California Licepse No./2&, ,7 ...........
Address . L00.LTaH. Bbe.. Soull Jau auiiio

(28) Architect or Engineer . ..ccuanmuamsmsm s California Certificate No
(for design)
AIAGYOEE . oesemmmsssoe vt S e s S et s SR TS R oS on g FAR e SRt

(24) Architect or Engineer . ... . California Certificate NOu.oo....cocvovevieene.

(for construction)

= -Address .. ersermarnie

(25) I hereby certlfy and agree that if a permit is issued for the constructxon descrlbed in thls appll-n."'
cation, all the provisions of the permit and all laws and ordinances applicable thereto will beoa
complied with. I further agree to save San Francisco and its officials and employees harmless 22
from all costs and damages which may accrue from use or occupancy of the sidewalk, street ornm
subsidewalk space or from anything else in connection with the work included in the permit. The=
foregoing covenant shall be binding upon the owner of said property, the applicant, their heirs, @ =

Do
successors and assignees. -2
26) Ovner... [z ; Aé.é v ///é (Phone...Zé.../..A...éésﬁ___)"e,

-’ For contract by Bureauz 0
Address . é 00 7(’//'/{/ .

B}&fﬁaff L)ZV%&[’ Q@ deress../.éé.//é /% f IJ:

Owner’s Authorized Agent to be Own thorized Architect, Engineer or General Contractor.
CERTIFICATE OF FINAL COMPLETION AND/OR PERMIT OF OCCUPANCY MUST BE
OBTAINED ON COMPLETION OF WORK OR ALTERATION INVOLVING AN ENLARGE-
MENT OF THE BUILDING OR A CHANGE OF OCCUPANCY PURSUANT TO SEC. 808
AND 809, SAN FRANCISCO BUILDING CODE, BEFORE BUILDING IS OCCUPIED.

Pursuant to See. 304, San Francisco Building Code, the building permit shall be posted on job.

ngmi is__ responsible for approved plans and application being kept at building site.
—

. e

NO WORK

Eﬁ:mT.
)

THIS IS
BUILDIN

= e

FOR THE ELECTRICAL WIRING OR PLUMBING INSTALLATIONS. A SEPA-

RATE PERMIT FOR THE WIRIWG AND PLUMBING MUST BE OBTAINED.

Ertcr nomo and branch desigration if any, At f“ere

ia co lnowa coastsuction (cawyr, enter “‘unkaowa™.)

ooMeTEueTAON §EMNED

ADDJESS OF



AdOD 1VIOIdd40

AT FRRTTC 75 (L FOR DEPARTMENTAL USE ONLY

v

N

, VED
] f \ ‘\ .. 'fPPT 1 :‘ B
I l i ¥ w Fhppa. s 2 #
Jl 4 “"4:0& o :

CRVINE S B
DE]’I/“ﬁ']‘?I\/‘E[\IT OF ECT P'AN CHECK Frre

BUILDING INGPECTION A\ 3} iag

FILING FEE RECEIPT NOL S 74 3

JE W
() Logation £a52

CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO :QJ(
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS

accordance with plans and spegifi
with and for the purpose set forth

gt.}:cmc SIGN &7

3
- Dat‘g}ﬁ =
AL

P E
S
e e

Tk U
S L

ST TS

SWTLY

G @odd @l 1is ﬁai Leg

[y

PERMIT NO Snodd 9 e et R
ISSUED " 19 @ '_rol_téfcfést‘sis _fZZéU‘T : EV

- - {5). Present iise’of biiilding

(3) Height at center fins of front of bulding;- B _Ft. Fsoay Nuibaf of 3toridé
: '  CERE AL

=

Seum

2

D Tr e P
building__
Eohoo 4iden 1o s S ns 0

(6) Typeof building [1.1... 1.2  [13__.[14._

7) Mroyé_ﬁrﬁnmber for standardized signs
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Proposed Project

No Project

Partial Preservation

Full Preservation

Demolish existing building and construct a new, 8-
story residential building with ground-floor retail
space, common residential amentiy spaces and an
on-grade planted courtyard, garden and play space
located on the northwest corner where it has the
most access to direct sun

No changes. Existing building and surface parking lot
at corner of Turk and Larkin Streets would remain.

Retain portions of the existing building and construct
new 7-story residential building with set backs from
existing facades facing Turk and Larkin Streets. Gut-
rehab of existing building includes converting use of
second story to 2 residential units and replacing
garage doors with storefront at ground-floor retail
and common space*

Construct a new 7-story residential building behind
existing building with a second story extension on the
south wing (including setbacks). Gut-rehab of existing
building includes converting use of second story to 2
residential units and replacing garage doors with
storefront at ground-floor retail and common space.*

Description
Height 79 30 68 68
Number of Stories 8 2 7 7
Number of Residential Units 108 0 42 31
Square Foot by Use
Residential 81,869 SF 0 SF 31,985 SF 24,370 SF
Res. Support & Common 3,564 SF 0 SF 3,500 SF 3,500 SF
Commercial/Retail 2,597 SF 9430 SF 4,650 SF 4,750 SF
TOTAL SF 105,802 SF 9430 SF 59,070 SF 45,940 SF
Open Space
On-grade open space 5,240 SF 0 SF 6,230 SF 6,230 SF

NOTES:

* Plan assumes available openings, such as garage doors, which collectively exceed 25% of external wall surfaces facing public streets, can be changed to storefront without being considered "demolition” under Planning Code SEC 1005. Square footage
estimates assume that marketable ground-floor retail spaces would be feasible notwithstanding 75% interior demolition limitations.

500 Turk

COMPARISON OF PRESERVATION ALTERNATIVES date:

21615
scale:

P1.1

2017-05-22
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PART I: HISTORIC RESOURCE EVALUATION

Buildings and Property Description

500 Turk Street is a one- to two-story, stucco-clad, reinforced concrete building located on a square
(137.5'x137.5") lot at the northwest corner of the intersection of Turk and Larkin Streets in San Francisco’s
Tenderloin neighborhood. The subject building has an L-shaped plan with an open parking/vehicle
maneuvering area at the street corner between its two wings; the subject property also encompasses a
rectangular open area, apparently used for parking, to the north of the subject building. The subject
property is located within the North of Market Residential Special Use District and an 80-T Height and
Bulk District.

Designed by architect Henry A. Minton and structural engineer L. H. Nishkian, the subject building was
constructed in 1935. It comprises a central, two-story section with a short and wide one-story wing
extending to the south and a longer, narrower one-story wing extending to the east. The building’s
minimalist Art Deco styling consists of bays divided by faceted pilasters that carry a frieze that features
abstracted dentils on the street-facing facades and on the wings. At corners or other locations where there
is a change in building scale, the faceted pilasters are taller and taper to points. Most of the building is
painted brown except for the frieze area, which serves as a sign location and has been painted white. All
sections of the building have flat roofs enclosed by parapets. Fenestration, ornamentation, and building
openings are limited to the street-facing or parking area-facing south and east facades. The utilitarian
north and east facades have no openings or fenestration.

The central two-story section is divided into two bays: an angled bay facing the intersection with an open
vehicular entry at the base and a single window at the second story, and, flush with the east facade of the
south wing, a bay with a glazed storefront at the base and a pair of windows in the second story. Two
more pairs of windows are located on the east and south fagades of the second story of the central section,

www.sfplanning.org


mailto:jeanie.poling@sfgov.org
mailto:jorgen.cleemann@sfgov.org

Historic Resource Evaluation Response CASE NO. 2016.010340ENV
June 5, 2017 500 Turk Street

looking out over the roofs of the one-story wings. All second-story windows are three-over-three steel-
frame sash. At least one window appears to have been boarded up.

The one-story south wing consists of three bays each on its south, Turk Street-facing elevation and its
east, parking area-facing elevation. On Turk Street, there is a central entry with hollow metal doors, a
profiled transom bar, and a glazed transom. This entry is flanked on either side by storefronts. The west
storefront has a low bulkhead, a tripartite window, a profiled transom bar, and a tripartite transom. The
configuration is similar on the east storefront of the Turk Street facade except here the show window has
been partially infilled by an opaque covering and smaller windows. A sign cabinet (“Michelin”) has been
installed on the face of the fascia over these Turk Street bays.

The basic storefront configuration found in the Turk Street bays extends around the corner onto the three
bays found on the east, parking area-facing elevation of the one-story south wing. Here the wider central
bay contains a door flanked on either side by fixed show windows. The northernmost bay on this
elevation shows the greatest degree of variation, with a higher bulkhead, altered window configuration,
and security bars. In the signband area in the fascia above the storefronts, the business name has been
spelled out with dimensional letter signage. Beneath the letters a smaller sign reads “Since 1912.”

On the other side of the central two-story section, the one-story east wing features five bays on its south,
parking area-facing elevation. The westernmost three are entirely open vehicular bays with roll-down
metal gates. The easternmost two bays have been infilled with solid materials and include two recessed
doors with two-light transoms. Dimensional letter signage (“Tire & Auto Service,” “Goodyear”) has been
affixed to the signband area in the fascia above these five bays. The east, Larkin Street-facing facade of
the east wing contains two bays that may have once contained storefronts, but have been infilled with
opaque materials. “Kahn & Keville” is spelled out in dimensional letters in the signband area above these
bays.

Two diamond-shaped illuminated “Goodyear” signs are installed on the roof at the ends of the building’s
two wings. There is also a marquee sign supported by two posts located in the parking lot, near the street
corner, that features a rotating assortment of aphorisms and quotations.

Since the time of its initial construction in 1935, the subject building has undergone numerous exterior
alterations. Some of these alterations are documented in the permit history. Others do not appear in the
permit history, but can be deduced from a comparison of historical photos with existing conditions, and
occasionally corroborated by building permits that might not be particularly informative on their own.
Among the more instructive historical photographs are a 1938 aerial photo and several 1953-54 San
Francisco Police Department photos that were taken to document auto accidents at the intersection, but
incidentally capture the subject building in the background.

Within several years of original construction, the property contained gasoline pumps and a mounted
neon sign (“Shell”) at the southeast corner of the open lot. Two of the easternmost bays along the south
fagade of the east wing contained storefronts that appear similar to the extant historic storefronts on the
south wing. The dentils that currently run along the bottom of the friezes on the one-story sections
originally extended across the bottom of the friezes on the central two-story section as well. In terms of
signage, the permit history records the construction in 1937 of a post-mounted neon sign, which is likely
the “Shell” sign at the corner. Otherwise the original signage program is unknown; by midcentury it
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featured, in addition to the “Shell” sign, dimensional letter signage over the bays indicating the company
name as well as the various products that it sold (“Television,” “Refrigerators,” “Lifeguards”). There
were also two diamond-shaped “Goodyear” signs suspended from outriggers at the top of poles installed
in the ground near the ends of the wings. These appear to be the same signs that are currently installed
on the roof.

It is unclear exactly when the non-extant features were removed, but they may have been lost in a 1959
fire that was documented in the San Francisco Chronicle. However, the only building permits that were
issued in the immediate aftermath of the fire were for relatively minor interior alterations, suggesting that
the damage was minimal. If this is the case, the alterations that removed the features referenced above
(the gas pumps, select storefronts, the dentils in the two-story section, some of the signage) may have
occurred later.

Aside from the diamond-shaped Goodyear signs that likely date to the 1950s, the installation dates for the
existing signs are unknown. Most of the existing signage appears modern and standard in design. A San
Francisco Chronicle article from 1982 references the marquee at the corner, confirming that this sign (or an
earlier version of it) was standing at that time (see “CEQA Historic Resource Evaluation,” below, for
further discussion of the marquee sign).

Pre-Existing Historic Rating / Survey

The subject property, known as the Kahn and Keville tires and batteries shop, has been evaluated in the
Van Ness Auto Row Support Structures Survey of 2009/2010, and given a National Register status code of
3CS (appears eligible for the California Register as an individual property through survey evaluation).
The building is considered a “Category A” property (Known Historical Resources) for the purposes of the
Planning Department’s California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) review procedures.

Neighborhood Context and Description

The immediate context for 500 Turk Street is defined by its location at the juncture of several different
overlapping districts: the Van Ness automotive district, the Tenderloin, and the Civic Center. Due to the
building’s current and historical use and location, its relationship with the automotive district—centered
on Van Ness Avenue, two blocks to the west—may be the most relevant contextual factor. This district is
described as follows in the Van Ness Auto Row Support Structures Survey, adopted by the San Francisco
Historic Preservation Commission in 2010:

Van Ness Avenue, from its beginning at Market Street to just north of Pacific Avenue, was the
premier auto showroom district in San Francisco from shortly after the earthquake and fire of
1906 until the 1980s. Although only a few active auto dealerships remain on the avenue, many
buildings that were built as auto showrooms and that have undergone adaptive reuse survive to
the present day. In addition, many early garages, auto repair shops, and other automotive
support buildings still stand within a two-block radius of Van Ness. This corridor, about 22
blocks in length and slightly over three blocks in width, contains by far the largest concentration
of auto-related buildings in San Francisco.
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Although many of these buildings now have other uses, their auto related origins are often
evident from their architectural appearance. The larger auto showrooms typically have wide
expanses of glass in the lower and upper stories, a monumental scale, and sometimes lavish
ornamentation to advertise their products. Garages used for automobile storage and auto repair
shops possess wide portals for auto entrance and egress, and often the width of these entrance
bays is repeated across the entire fagade. Showrooms and garages are usually built of reinforced
concrete, a material that facilitated large window areas and the storage of autos on upper stories.
The distinctive appearance of these buildings is clearly derived from their original uses, and thus
one can find a close tie between the history and the architecture of these buildings.

These buildings proved useful as auto showrooms, garages, and repair shops for many decades.
Although over 90% were built during the period 1909-1929 (and nearly 100% by 1937), dozens of
these buildings continued to serve these uses into the 1980s. After 1909, it was almost never
economical to tear down an existing automotive building in order to replace it with a newer one
for autos, regardless of changing technologies, new styles, and a growing population. The fact
that most were built of reinforced concrete, could support great weight, and were rated as
“fireproof” gave these buildings a timeless quality as far as their usefulness for the auto industry
was concerned. A few of these buildings maintain their original use almost 100 years after they
were constructed.

Regarding tire stores in particular, the survey states the following:

Manufacturers of rubber goods began to make solid tires for carriages, wagons, and bicycles, and
then pneumatic tires for bicycles and automobiles as the market for such developed. National
businesses devoted primarily or entirely to manufacturing automobile tires emerged in the early
20% century.

A few such had outlets in San Francisco as early as 1905. In 1906, after the earthquake and fire,
three of four tires dealers in the city were in the study area. In 1914, there were 37 tire dealers in
the city, and 76% of them were in the study area. The percentage dipped as the numbers of
dealers increased; for example, in 1929, 37% of the city’s 100 tires dealers were in the study area.

The subject property’s neighbor to the west (at 550 Turk Street, on the other side of the adjacent surface
parking lot) is a stylized garage building constructed in 1924. This building serves as additional
connective tissue tying the subject building to the automotive district’s spine along Van Ness Avenue.

Directly to the east of the subject property (across Larkin Street) is the National Register-listed Uptown
Tenderloin Historic District, described as follows in its 2009 nomination:

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

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

Whether using visual, architectural, social, cultural, or historical criteria, the boundaries of the
neighborhood have long been notable hard to define, extending at a maximum from Market
Street on the south to the “fire limits” line between Bush and Pine on the north, and from Union
Square on the east to Van Ness Avenue on the west. Demolitions and new construction on the
east, west, and southwest borders have substantially changed those areas and helped to identify
clear boundaries for the district.

The row of buildings located directly across Larkin Street from the subject property appears to be the
exact type for which this district was designated: six-story residential buildings of masonry construction
built between 1912 and 1927 and featuring commercial establishments on the ground floor. The building
on the opposite (southeast) corner of the intersection of Turk and Larkin is smaller (3 stories) but
otherwise conforms to this mold. Although not included in the historic district, the opposite side of the
subject block (along Polk Street) contains a similar collection of residential buildings as well as some
smaller commercial establishments. The subject property’s neighbor to the north is the sprawling 1- to 2-
story Phoenix Hotel, which was originally constructed in 1956 and has since the late 1980s been a magnet
for musicians, celebrities, partygoers, and tourists. While this building’s construction date and distinctive
mid-century form exclude it from the historic district, its motel/hotel use is roughly consistent with the
way that this area has historically been used.

The more broadly defined Tenderloin neighborhood is also significant for its historical association with
San Francisco’s Lesbian, Gay, Bisexual, Transgender, and Queer (LGBTQ) community. Historic Resource
Evaluation Responses prepared by the Planning Department for other properties (950 Market Street,
2013.1049E; 1028-1056 Market Street, 2014.0241E) have identified a California Register-eligible Tenderloin
LGBTQ Historic District that encompasses all of the National Register-listed Uptown Tenderloin and
Market Street Theater & Loft Historic Districts, and extends slightly to the east and west to capture
additional significant properties.

The Citywide Historic Context Statement for LGBTQ History in San Francisco, adopted by the Historic
Preservation Commission in 2015, describes the Tenderloin as follows:

When the Red-Light Abatement Act closed brothels throughout California in 1914, prostitution
moved to the streets. The Tenderloin became a headquarters for San Francisco’s sex trade, as
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straight, gay, and transgender prostitutes worked the streets and taverns in the Tenderloin and
on Market Street between the Tenderloin and the waterfront. Along with North Beach, the
Tenderloin became one of the city’s earliest queer enclaves. The concentration of multi-story
residential hotels constructed in the first decades after the 1906 earthquake and fire helped create
a dense neighborhood that served many working-class and lower-income residents. In addition
to affordable housing, the large number of queer bars, nightclubs, bathhouses, theaters, and
bookstores located in the Tenderloin from the early 20t century through the 1990s helped sustain
a lasting LGBTQ presence in the neighborhood.

California Hall, located one block west of the subject property at the intersection of Polk and Turk Streets,
is a five-story social hall and office building that was built in 1912 and designated an Article 10 landmark
in 1984 for its architecture and its association with the city’s German community. Since that time, it has
also been recognized for its association with LGBTQ history; notably, it was the site of the 1965 Council
on Religion and the Homosexual’s New Year’s Eve Mardi Gras fundraiser, described as “one of the worst
cases of homophobic police harassment in the city’s history.” Polk Street in general has strong ties to
LGBTQ history. According to the LGBTQ context statement: “During the 1960s, [Polk Street’s] gay
footprint moved north from where it began near the Civic Center and California Hall, and its economic
and demographic profile moved beyond the old vice-district nightlife model.”

The LGBTQ context statement is also helpful for filling in gaps in the description of the Tenderloin that
relate to its history as the home to some of the city’s poorest and most marginalized communities, as well
as recent immigrants:

In the 1960s, the Tenderloin saw an influx of socially and economically marginalized people who
had been forced out of areas of San Francisco that has been targeted for redevelopment,
especially the Western Addition and South of Market areas. The combination of increased and
very mixed population, along with the Tenderloin’s already high number of low-income
residents living in single-room occupancy hotels or on the streets, led to neighborhood activists
organizing for financial and social assistance.

Yet the Tenderloin has continued to be home to many LGBTQ people, who live alongside more
recent immigrants from Southeast Asia and the Middle East, in large part due to controls that
have maintained the neighborhood’s residential hotel housing stock.

In some ways the dominant contextual element for the subject property is the massive Philip Burton
Federal Building that occupies the entire block to the south, across Turk Street. Although not located
within the Civic Center historic district, this building could be considered the northernmost extension of
the collection of governmental and institutional buildings to the south that was originally developed in a
uniform Beaux Arts style in the years following the 1906 earthquake and fires. Completed in 1964, the
Burton building presents an imposing 21-story wall of stone, metal, and glass that rises sheer from the
property line on Turk Street (there is an open plaza on the other side of the block, along Golden Gate
Avenue). Pedestrian access along Turk Street is limited to a series of building entries located in the
middle of the block; otherwise the Burton building has no retail presence or any other feature to engage
pedestrians.
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CEQA Historical Resource(s) Evaluation
Step A: Significance
Under CEQA section 21084.1, a property qualifies as a historic resource if it is “listed in, or determined to be

”

eligible for listing in, the California Register of Historical Resources.” The fact that a resource is not listed in, or
determined to be eligible for listing in, the California Register of Historical Resources or not included in a local
register of historical resources, shall not preclude a lead agency from determining whether the resource may qualify

as a historical resource under CEQA.

Individual Historic District/Context

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

Criterion 1 - Event: |Z| Yes|:| No Criterion 1 - Event: |:| Yes|z| No
Criterion 2 - Persons: |:| Yes|z| No Criterion 2 - Persons: |:| Yes|z| No
Criterion 3 - Architecture: |Z| Yes|:| No Criterion 3 - Architecture: |:| Yes|z| No
Criterion 4 - Info. Potential: |:| Yes |X| No Criterion 4 - Info. Potential: |:| Yes |X| No
Period of Significance: 1935-1972 Period of Significance:

|:| Contributor |:| Non-Contributor

Based on the information provided by the consultant, Caitlin Harvey, and found in the Planning
Department, Preservation staff finds that the subject building is individually eligible for inclusion on the
California Register under Criteria 1 and 3. The area surrounding 500 Turk does not exhibit a
cohesiveness of building type, style, size, age, or function, and thus does not qualify as a potential eligible
historic district under any criteria. Because the boundaries of the California Register-eligible Tenderloin
LGBTQ Historic District have not been formally defined, and because the subject property has no known
association with LGBTQ history, the subject property has not been evaluated as a potential contributor to
this historic district.

Criterion 1: Property is 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.

To be eligible under the event Criterion, the building cannot merely be associated with historic events or
trends but must have a specific association to be considered significant. Staff finds that 500 Turk Street is
eligible for listing on the California Register as an individual resource under Criterion 1 for its association
with the development of a collection of businesses on and around Van Ness Avenue that catered to the
automobile industry. Within this context, it is specifically significant for the longevity of its use as a tire
and battery shop.

At the time of the 1906 earthquake and fire, the subject property contained a group of masonry buildings
devoted to residential, commercial, and light industrial uses. This group was demolished in the
conflagration, and the site remained largely vacant for the next 29 years, the only occupant having been a
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small, apparently temporary structure on the corner that may have housed a saloon. The subject building
was constructed in 1935, at a time when much of the surrounding area had already been rebuilt with
apartment buildings, hotels, and automotive structures.

The adopted Van Ness Auto Row Support Structures Survey, which lists longevity of use as one of the
qualities that was assessed to determine significance, notes that “[t]he first and only occupant of this
building has been Kahn and Keville, dealers in tires, auto batteries, and appliances from 1935 to the
present.” The Survey provides the following evaluation under Criterion 1:

Completed in 1935, this is a moderately late example of an automobile tire and battery shop.
With [82] years of such use in its history ... it has good to excellent longevity in this use.
Although this building was not one of the earlier examples of a building that had such uses, it
had these uses for longer than almost any other building, and has extremely high integrity. It is
also clear that Kahn and Keville were major tire dealers in San Francisco, specializing in
Goodyear practically from their founding.

One aspect of the longevity of Kahn and Keville’s tenure at the subject building that enhances its
significance under Criterion 1 is the firm’s creation and stewardship of the marquee sign at the corner,
which has become something of an informal local landmark. According to one account recorded in a
2015 blog entry (https://blog.purristan.com/9/kahn keville a san francisco landmark), the genesis for

the marquee was a notebook that company founder Hugh J. Keville carried with him when he served in
World War I, and in which he recorded thoughts that helped alleviate the stress of combat. Returning
from the War, he transferred his thoughts to a blackboard in the company office, a format that was
eventually translated to the marquee that stands today. The sign has since become a fixture of the
neighborhood, featuring a rotating assortment of quotations, commentary on current events, and
witticisms. Writing in 1992, celebrated San Francisco Chronicle columnist Herb Caen referred to the
marquee’s contents as “fortune-cookie-type thoughts.” Caen’s first reference to the sign occurred in 1982,
ten years earlier.

The immediate context for the subject building contains a wide range of different building types
associated with a variety of diverse historical trends and events, and features only one other automotive
structure (the garage at 550 Turk Street). Staff therefore finds that the subject building does not
contribute to a potential eligible historic district under Criterion 1. The Van Ness Auto Row Support
Structures Survey, the definitive document for the evaluation of significance for association with the
development of the automobile sales and service industry in San Francisco, identified only one eligible
historic district in the survey area, located several blocks from the subject property on Pine Street.
Notably, the boundaries of other historic districts in the broader area—the Uptown Tenderloin Historic
District and, somewhat more remote, the Civic Center Historic District—were drawn in ways that
exclude the subject building. As noted, the subject building has not been evaluated as a potential
contributor to an LGBTQ historic district.
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Criterion 2: Property is associated with the lives of persons important in our local, regional or
national past.

Records indicate that 500 Turk Street was owned by Mrs. F.H. Rolandi at the time of its construction in
1935. The Kahn & Keville business moved into the building immediately upon completion and has
occupied the site ever since.

Kahn & Keville was formed out of the partnership of Harry H. Kahn and Hugh ]J. Keville. Harry Kahn
was the son of German immigrants who initially settled in New York City and then moved to San
Francisco, where Harry was born in 1878. In 1900 he was working as a steward on a ship. By 1910 Harry
had married wife Daisy and was working as an automotive electrician. Two years later he began his
partnership with Hugh J. Keville. Like Kahn, Keville was a native San Franciscan and the son of
immigrants (Irish, in Keville’s case). Keville appears to have moved out of San Francisco proper fairly
early in life; since at least 1930 (and very possibly earlier), he and wife Adelaide lived in and around
Burlingame. During the 1910s and 20s, the Kahn & Keville shop steadily expanded and moved around to
a variety of different locations (489 Golden Gate Avenue, 982 Post Street, 1600 Bush Street). Throughout
the 1920s and early 30s the partners were engaged in a number of different civic ventures and
promotional schemes that regularly made the news. In 1920, for instance, Kahn led a group of local boy
scouts on a trip to Europe, where they collected mementos from World War I battlefields. The firm also
sponsored a semi-professional baseball team. Furthermore, Kahn and Keville both appear to have acted
as spokesmen for some of the Goodyear company’s less traditional ventures, such as manufacturing
zeppelins and providing landing tires for planes attempting round-the-world flights. Promotions of this
sort appear to have ebbed around the time that they moved into the extant building in 1935, although
their conventional advertisements remained a fixture in local newspapers for decades to come. Kahn
died in 1953; Keville followed in 1975.

In spite of their involvement in civic affairs and their media presence, neither Kahn nor Keville are found
to be important to our local, regional, or national past such that the subject property with which they are
associated could be found to be significant under Criterion 2. The news items mentioned above are
relatively insignificant and in any event are restricted to a fairly brief period in the 1920s and early 30s.
Their single greatest contribution to the public realm appears to have been their sustained ownership and
operation of their tire shop; the significance of the longevity of that stewardship is assessed separately
under Criterion 1. Similarly, original owner Mrs. F.H. Rolandi has not been found to important to our
past.

Therefore the subject is not eligible for inclusion in the California Register under Criterion 2, either
individually or as a contributor to an eligible historic district.

Criterion 3: Property embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region, or method of
construction, or represents the work of a master, or possesses high artistic values.

The Van Ness Auto Row Support Structures Survey provides the following assessment of the subject
property under Criterion 3:

Under Criterion 3, 500 Turk is most important for its plan. It represents a departure from the
plan of automobile repair shops of the 1900s-1920s. These earlier auto repair shops conformed to
the plan of other light industrial building [sic] of those decades, typically filling the entirety of
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their rectangular lots and requiring customers to drive their autos into the building for servicing.
The building at 500 Turk Street, by contrast, fills only a portion of its lot, leaving considerable
outdoors space for maneuvering of automobiles and parking. The building itself is divided into
wings, one of which was devoted to product sales and the other of which holds vehicle bays for
servicing. Offices, it appears, were located at the junction of these two wings. In the design of
this building, then, the architect and his client jettisoned the traditional model of an urban
industrial building and chose instead to take into account the special needs of an auto servicing
business, i.e. one that required outdoor maneuvering space and indoors service bays that were
separated from auto sales. The Art Deco detailing on this building, though minimalist, gives the
building sufficient flair to distinguish it from a purely functional building of this type.

Architect Henry A. Minton and structural engineer L. H. Nishkian are prominent figures who made
significant contributions to the built environment of San Francisco and the surrounding area. Both men
initially benefitted from the high demand for new building that San Francisco experienced in the
aftermath of the 1906 earthquake and fires; their careers subsequently flourished. Minton’s portfolio
includes numerous residences as well as docks and buildings for the auxiliary water-supply system. He
is best known for his work for the Bank of Italy and the Roman Catholic Church. Nishkian, at the
beginning of his career, worked on public works projects for the City for several years, ultimately
attaining the title of Consulting Structural Engineer for the City of San Francisco Building Department.
Subsequently he entered private practice where he designed a number of buildings in the Van Ness Auto
Row area. In the course of his extremely prolific career—he is described in the Van Ness Auto Row
Survey as “one of San Francisco’s two most prominent structural engineers during the 1920s-1940s” —
Nishkian worked on such high-profile projects as the San Francisco Bay Bridge and the Golden Gate
Bridge.

Staff finds that 500 Turk Street is eligible for individual inclusion in the California Register under
Criterion 3 for its innovative design that made a decisive break from the form that urban industrial
buildings had previously taken, and instead responded thoughtfully to the specific needs of the business
it was meant to house. Staff does not find the building to be significant under Criterion 3 as the work of
master architects/engineers: Although both Minton and Nishkian are distinguished within their fields,
they are better known for other buildings that clearly convey their contributions to the built environment.
Finally, staff does not find the building contributes to a potential eligible historic district under Criterion
3 because, as has previously been stated, the variety of building types and styles that constitute the
subject building’s immediate context lack the cohesion necessary for the identification of a district.

Criterion 4: Property yields, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history.
Based upon a review of information in the Departments records, the subject property is not significant
under Criterion 4, which is typically associated with archaeological resources. Furthermore, the subject
property is not likely significant under Criterion 4, since this significance criteria typically applies to rare
construction types when involving the built environment. The subject property is not an example of a
rare construction type.
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Step B: Integrity

To be a resource for the purposes of CEQA, a property must not only be shown to be significant under the California
Register of Historical Resources criteria, but it also must have integrity. Integrity is defined as “the authenticity of
a property’s historic identity, evidenced by the survival of physical characteristics that existed during the property’s
period of significance.” Historic integrity enables a property to illustrate significant aspects of its past. All seven
qualities do not need to be present as long the overall sense of past time and place is evident.

The subject property has retained or lacks integrity from the period of significance noted in Step A:

Location: |X| Retains |:| Lacks Setting: |X| Retains |:| Lacks
Association: |X| Retains |:| Lacks Feeling: |Z| Retains |:| Lacks
Design: |X| Retains |:| Lacks Materials: |X| Retains |:| Lacks

Workmanship: X Retains [ ] Lacks

500 Turk Street retains a good degree of integrity. Although it has undergone a number of alterations
since it was originally constructed —infill of select storefronts, removal of gas pumps, change of signage,
loss of some dentilated ornament, addition of roll-down gates—few of these alterations have had an
impact on the building’s character-defining features. Overall, 500 Turk Street conveys its significance as
an Art Deco-style automobile service building with a distinctive, innovative plan that facilitates vehicular
movement.

Step C: Character Defining Features

If the subject property has been determined to have significance and retains integrity, please list the character-
defining features of the building(s) and/or property. A property must retain the essential physical features that
enable it to convey its historic identity in order to avoid significant adverse impacts to the resource. These essential
features are those that define both why a property is significant and when it was significant, and without which a
property can no longer be identified as being associated with its significance.

The character-defining features of the subject property include the following:

e Plan shape; two perpendicular wings that meet at the northwest corner

¢ Open vehicle maneuvering area at the southeast corner

e Height; one-story wings, with a second story at the northwest juncture

o Storefront infill on the street facades and east fagade of the south wing; vehicular bays on the south
fagade of the east wing

e Art Deco styling, including faceted piers and vertical hash marks in the fascia

e  Steel sash windows

o Signage, including two diamond-shaped Goodyear signs mounted on the roof, and one marquee sign
at the corner featuring rotating content

CEQA Historic Resource Determination

|Z| Historical Resource Present
X] Individually-eligible Resource
[] Contributor to an eligible Historic District
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[] Non-contributor to an eligible Historic District

|:| No Historical Resource Present

PART I: SENIOR PRESERVATION PLANNER REVIEW

Signature: Date:

Tina Tam, Senior Preservation Planner

PART II: PROJECT EVALUATION
Proposed Project X] Demolition X] Alteration

Per Drawings Dated: 7-11-2016

Project Description

The proposal is to demolish the subject building and construct a new, eight-story building. No existing
building features will be retained. The proposed new building will be built out to the property lines on
the Turk and Larkin Street elevations; there will be an open yard at the enclosed, northwest corner of the
site.

Project Evaluation

If the property has been determined to be a historical resource in Part 1, please check whether the proposed project
would materially impair the resource and identify any modifications to the proposed project that may reduce or
avoid impacts.

Subject Property/Historic Resource:
[ ] The project will not cause a significant adverse impact to the historic resource as proposed.

DX] The project will cause a significant adverse impact to the historic resource as proposed.

California Register-eligible Historic District or Context:
DX] The project will not cause a significant adverse impact to a California Register-eligible historic
district or context as proposed.

[] The project will cause a significant adverse impact to a California Register-eligible historic district
or context as proposed.

The proposed project at 500 Turk Street will have a significant adverse impact on the individually eligible
historic resource at 500 Turk Street. The proposed project will result in the complete demolition of the
historic resource.

In order to not have a significant adverse impact on the individual building and the surrounding

properties, the proposed work should:
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Retain the character-defining plan and height of the existing building;

Retain the open vehicle maneuvering area at the corner;

Retain the storefronts and vehicular bays where they currently exist;

Retain the faceted pilasters and vertical hash marks that constitute the Art Deco-styling;
Retain the steel sash windows where they currently exist;

Retain the three signs identified as character-defining.

AN e

PART Il: SENIOR PRESERVATION PLANNER REVIEW

Signature: Date:
Tina Tam, Senior Preservation Planner

cc: Virnaliza Byrd, Environmental Division/ Historic Resource Impact Review File
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TENDERLOIN
NEIGHBORHOOD
DEVELOPMENT
CORPORATION

201 EpDY ST
SAN FRANCISCO
CA 94102

PH: 415.776.2151
FAX: 415.776.3952
INFO@TNDC.ORG
WWW.TNDC.ORG

@ghbolﬁv\orkﬂ

CHARTERED MEMBER

July 26, 2017

Jorgen Cleeman

SF Planning Department
1650 Mission St., Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103

RE: Architectural Review Committee — 500 Turk
Dear Mr. Cleemann:

As requested, Tenderloin Neighborhood Development Corporation (“TNDC”)
has provided a narrative summary of the proposed project and preservation
alternatives at 500 Turk Street for the Architectural Review Committee.

Proposed Project

The proposed project would replace the existing building on the underutilized
project site at 500 Turk Street with a 100% affordable housing development
with 108 dwelling units, ground floor neighborhood-serving retail uses, and
common residential amenity spaces (the "Project™).

The Project has been designed to provide the maximum number of dwelling
units, taking into consideration the applicable height limit, dwelling unit density
controls and other Planning Code requirements, and the range of dwelling unit
sizes requested by the Mayor's Office of Housing and Community
Development. The Project has also been designed to create attractive and active
building frontages along Turk and Larkin Streets, which would better define
those streets and embrace the public realm as compared to existing conditions,
consistent with the City's Fundamental Principles of Neighborhood
Environment and Residential Design Guidelines. The Project would also
provide outdoor common usable open space for residents on the northwest
corner of the Project site to maximum privacy and sunlight exposure.

Partial Preservation Alternative

As explained in more detail in the Historic Resource Evaluation Part 2 —
Alternatives Analysis, the Partial Preservation Alternative would retain portions
of the existing building in such a way that the character-defining "L-shaped"
building plan would be preserved, although it would include five- to six-story
additions over the northwest corner and a portion of the east-west wing.
Dwelling units would also be provided on the second story of the existing
building, which, along with improvements for the ground floor retail and
common residential amenity spaces, would require a gut-rehab of the existing
building.




The Partial Preservation Alternative would result in approximately 42 dwelling
units (66 fewer units than under the Project), blank property line walls facing
north and west due to required single-loaded residential corridors, open space
for residents along Turk and Larkin Streets that would be fenced off from public
access, and larger retail spaces set back and separated from Turk and Larkin
Streets by the fenced area.

Full Preservation Alternative

As explained in more detail in the Historic Resource Evaluation Part 2 —
Alternatives Analysis, the Full Preservation Alternative would retain the
existing building, including its character-defining "L-shaped" building plan and
one- to two-story building height, although it would include a partial one-story
addition to the existing one-story portion of the south wing to accommodate
additional dwelling units. Dwelling units would also be provided on the second
story of the existing building, which, along with improvements for the ground
floor retail and common residential amenity spaces, would require a gut-rehab
of the existing building. The remainder of the dwelling units would be provided
in a residential tower abutting the north facade of the existing building.

The Full Preservation Alternative would result in approximately 31 dwelling
units (77 fewer units than under the Project), blank property line walls facing
north and west due to required single-loaded residential corridors, open space
for residents along Turk and Larkin Streets that would be fenced off from public
access, and larger retail spaces set back and separated from Turk and Larkin
Streets by the fenced area.



PROJECT OBJECTIVES
500 Turk
May 19, 2017

1. To replace the existing building on the underutilized project site with a 100% affordable
housing development with ground floor retail uses, common open space and common
residential amenity spaces.

2. To construct a high-quality project that includes a sufficient number of residential units
and commercial space to make the development economically feasible for the project
sponsor, its lenders, and its investors.

3. To maximize the number of affordable residential units on the project site to (a) respond
to the current shortage of affordable housing, consistent with the City Affordable
Housing Goals Policy Declaration (Proposition K), (b) contribute to meeting the
objectives of the City General Plan Housing Element, and (c) contribute to ABAG’s
Regional Housing Needs Allocation for the City.

4. To provide a range of dwelling unit sizes, including family-sized units, as requested by
the Mayor’s Office of Housing and Community Development, pursuant to the mandate to
prioritize vulnerable populations, including working families, through use of Affordable
Housing Bond (Proposition A) monies.

5. To create attractive and active building frontages along Turk and Larkin Streets, which
would better define those streets and embrace the public realm as compared to existing
conditions, consistent with City plans and policies, including but not limited to the Urban
Design Element’s Fundamental Principles of Neighborhood Environment and the
Residential Design Guidelines .

6. To provide ample and conveniently located open space that enhances the quality of life
for residents through the provision of outdoor common open space on the ground floor
level.

7. To create a mixed-use project consistent with the land use controls in the Residential-
Commercial, High Density zoning (RC-4) zoning district and the dwelling unit density
controls in the North of Market Residential Special Use District.

8. To create a transit-oriented development that utilizes environmentally-conscious
construction materials and methods.

11250.011 3796710v1



Proposed Project (A)

No Project

Partial Preservation (B)

Full Preservation (C)

TN\

Demolish existing building and construct a new, 8-
story residential building with ground-floor retail
space, common residential amenity spaces and an
on-grade planted courtyard, garden and play space
located on the northwest corner where it has the
most access to direct sun

No changes. Existing building and surface parking lot
at corner of Turk and Larkin Streets would remain.

Retain portions of the existing building and construct
new 7-story residential building with set backs from
existing facades facing Turk and Larkin Streets. Gut-
rehab of existing building includes converting use of
second story to 2 residential units and replacing
garage doors with storefront at ground-floor retail
and common space*

Construct a new 7-story residential building behind
existing building with a second story extension on the
south wing (including setbacks). Gut-rehab of existing
building includes converting use of second story to 2
residential units and replacing garage doors with
storefront at ground-floor retail and common space.*

Description
Height 79 30 12 72
Number of Stories** 8 2 7 7
Number of Residential Units 108 0 56 32
Square Foot by Use
Residential 81,869 SF 0 SF 34,020 SF 26,355 SF
Res. Support & Common 3,564 SF 0 SF 3,500 SF 3,500 SF
Commercial/Retail 2,597 SF 9430 SF 2,850 SF 4,079 SF
TOTAL SF 105,802 SF 9430 SF 63,980 SF 44,300 SF
Open Space
On-grade open space 5,240 SF 0 SF 6,230 SF 6,230 SF

NOTES:

* Plan assumes available openings, such as garage doors, which collectively exceed 25% of external wall surfaces facing public streets, can be changed to storefront without being considered "demolition" under Planning Code SEC 1005. Square footage

estimates assume that marketable ground-floor retail spaces would be feasible notwithstanding 75% interior demolition limitations.
** All proposed options assume building height is determined from the mid-point of Larkin Street per code. Partial and Full Preservation Alternatives assume the reuse of the existing structure and levels with taller ground floor elevation that limits the quantity

of floors/stories allowable per code.
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