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Notice is hereby given of an appeal to the Board of Supervisors from the. followin~Mi<?.ti~r\. of the City 
Planning Commission. · · · · · " · · 

The property is located at 3 l '?.> -3 2-'\ CkLwJ.ugv- J~n A 'St'j 'bf"'cl/1...ot>. 3c;D1/otf '.$ --ol/r 

Date of City Planning cbmmission Action 
(Attach a Copy of Planning Commission's Decision) 

___ The Planning Commission disapproved in whole or in part an application for reclassification of 
property, Case No. · 

___ The Planning Commission disapproved in whole or in part an application for establishment, 
abolition or modification of a set-back line, Case No.------------

/ 

/The Planning Commission approved in whole or in part an application for conditional use 
authorization, Case No. 2-.o Q,. l 2.. l 3 < Y. ·tr . 

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

V:\Clerk's Office\Appeals lnformation\Condition Use Appeal ProcesS5 
August 2011 · 
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Statement of Appeal; 

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

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

Person to Whom 
Notices Shall Be Mailed 

Name 

Telephone Number 

Name and Address of Person Filing Appeal: 

~ v LA.. u..... ?.:, owe v,, ~ 11\.. Q ~ l;...o,v--
'P le~Y1.1"1- t IA j ~ L.c.....~~ lA.s~ c" W\.~d-t..Q.l___ 
~oLoY'e_S Uetjki} :r-~r vu./.entei'\Jt-c~b 

Name 

L/ 0 I&. ;2.,o~ Sr- 5 F cA-'l '111( 
Address ) 

Telephone Number 

Signature of Appellant or 
Authorized Agent 

V:\Clerk's OffICe\Appeals lnfonnation\Condition Use Appeal Process6 
August2011 
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Statement of Appeal: 

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

The approval of Conditional Use Authorization No. 2013.1213CUA, including, among 
other things, to demolish a single family home, to merge lots at 313 Cumberland Street 
and 323 Cumberland Streets (Block 3601, Lots 043 and 044 ), and to construct a new 
three-story over garage, twc;>-family dwelling. 

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

Among other things, the project failed to meet the City's conditional use requirements to 
find that the proposed project is necessary or desirable for, and compatible with, the 

- -
neighborhood or the community. The Jot merger required by the project is 

unprecedented and removes a viable buildable lot, thus preventing the separate 
development of two moderately-sized independent homes with yards; when combined 

with the characteristics of the approved second unit, the Commission's decision opens 

the door to more houses in the City that are unaffordable by design. The proposed 

· project is inconsistent with the scale and character of the neighborhood, violates the 
intent of the Dolores Heights Special Use District (Section 241 of the Planning Code), is 
inconsistent with the City's Housing Element, and does not comply with the City's 
Residential Design Guidelines. Denial of the conditional use will not prevent housing 
development; on the contrary, it would allow the modest development of each lot with a 

stand-alone single family home of a size and scale consistent with the neighborhood. 
We incorporate by reference: materials submitted and presented at the Planning 

Commission Conditional Use Hearing. We will provide further explanation, testimony, 

and materials in our brief and at the Board of Supervisors Hearing. 
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Planning Department 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 
San Francisco 
CA 94103 

Re: Conditional Use Appeal: 313-323 Cumberland Street; 

Board of Supervisors Appeal Fee Waiver 

To Whom it May Concern, 

Bruce Bowen is a member of the Dolores Heights Improvement Club and is authorized 
to file the above-referenced appeal on behalf of our organization. 

The Dolores Heights Improvement Club was established in the 1960s and came into 
being around neighborhood issues including development pressures. The Dolores 
Heights Improvement Club is a volunteer residential neighborhood association. We 
come together in the interest of the community to maintain and enhance its appearance, 
safety, communication, and value. The Dolores Heights neighborhood has a 
demarcated area within it called the Dolores Heights Special Use District, which was 
established in 1980 in response to the demolition of housing and the construction of 
large buildings. San Francisco's Planning Code Section 241 describes the intent of the 
Special Use District. Given, among other things, that this project is within this Special 

Use District, and as currently designed does not meet the basic objectives of 

development in context and scale with established character and landscape, as 
described in Section 241, and given that the project involves a lot merger and second 
basement unit which we believe set dangerous precedents for neighborhood and City 
planning, we· previously asked the Planning Commission to deny the request for a 
Conditional Use permit. We are appealing their decision [Case Number 2013.1213CUA] 
for this and other reasons as described in our previous two letters to the Commission 
opposing the project. 

·~~ 
John O'Duinn 
Chair, Board of Dolores Heights Improvement Club. 
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SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPART~~~~-2 PH 

Subject to: (Select only if applicable) 

D Affordable Housing (Sec. 415)· 

D Jobs Housing Linkage Program (Sec. 413) 

D Downtown Park Fee (Sec.412) 

0 First Source Hiring (Adrnin. Code) 

D Child Care Requirement(Sec._414) . • .. ·. ::• 

D Other 

Planning Commission Motion· No. 19604 
HEARING DATE: MARCH 31, 2016 

Case No.: 2013.1213CUA 
Project Address: 313-323 Cumberland Street 
Permit Application: 2014.0627.9813 and 2014.0627.98W 
Zoning: 

Block/Lot: 
Project Sponsor: 

Stafj Contact: . 

RH-1 (Residential - House, One-Family) 
40-X Height and Bulk District 
Dolores Heights Special Use District 
3601/043-044 
Tuija Catalano 
Reuben, Junius & Rose, LLP 
One Bush Street, Suite 600 

San Francisco, CA 94104 
Erika Jackson - ( 415) 558-6363 
erika.jackson@sfgov.org 

ADOPTING FINDINGS RELATING TO THE APPROVAL OF CONDITIONAL USE 
AUTHORIZATION PURSUANT TO SECTIONS 207, 209.1, 303, AND 317 OF THE PLANNING 
CODE TO DEMOLISH A SINGLE-FAMILY STRUCTURE AND CONSTRUCT A NEW TWO
FAMILY STRUCTURE ON A 5,700 SQUARE FOOT LOT WITHIN AN RH-1 (RESIDENTIAL ~ 

HOUSE, ONE-FAMILY) ZONING DISTRICT, A 40-X HEIGHT AND BULK DISTRICT, AND THE 
DOLORES HEIGHTS SPECIAL USE DISTRICT. 

PREAMBLE 

On December 9, 2015 Tuija Catalano (hereinafter "Project Sponsor") filed an application with the 

Planning Department (hereinafter "Deparbnent") for Conditional Use Authorization under Planning 
Code Section(s) 207, 209.1, 303 and 317 to demolish a single-family structure and construct a new two
family structure on a 5,700 square foot lot in an RH-1 (Residential- House, One-Family) Zoning District, a 
40-X Height and Bulk District, and the Dolores Heights Special Use District. 

On March 31, 2016, the San Francisco Planning Commission (hereinafter "Commission") conducted a 
duly noticed public hearing at a regularly scheduled meeting on Conditional Use Application No. 
2013.1213CUA. 

www.sfplanning.org 
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Motion No. 19604 
March 31, 2016 

.··--. 

CASE NO. 2013.1213CUA 
313-323 Cumberland Street 

On January 21, 2016 the Project was determined to be exempt from the California Envfronmental Quality 
Act ("CEQA") as a Oass 1 and 3 Categorical Exemption under CEQA as described in the determination 
contained in the Planning Department files for this Project. 

The Commission has heard and considered the testimony presented to it at the public hearing and has 
further considered written materials and oral testimony presented on behalf of the applicant, Department 
staff, and other interested parties. 

MOVED,. that the Commission hereby authorizes the Conditional Use requested in Application No. 
2013.1213CUA, ~ect to the conditions contained in "EXHIBIT A" of this motion, based on the following 
findings: 

FINDINGS 

Having reviewed the materials identified in the preamble above, and having heard all testimony and 
arguments, this Commission finds, concludes, and determines as follows: 

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

2. Site Descriptio:µ and Present Use. The project is located on the southern side of Cumberland 
Street, between Noe and Sanchez Streets, Block 3601, Lots 043-044. The property is located 
within a RH-1 (Residential - House, One-Family) Zoning District and a 40-X Height and Bulk 
District. The property consists of two lots measuring 25 feet by 114 feet. Lot 043 is developed 
with a two-story single-family residence and lot 044 is vacant. 

3. .Surrounding Properties and Neighborhood. The Project site is located within an RH-1 (Single
Family Residential) District situated in the Castro/Upper Market Neighborhood. Land uses in 
the immediate vicinity of the site are typical of an RH-1 District with primarily residential uses . 

. Most of the buildings in the vicinity range from one to three stories over garage. Ground level 
open space and landscaping at the front and rear are usually abundant. The Project site is located 
within a cluster of RH.:.1 (Residential - House, One-Family) zoned lots approximately 5 blocks 
long by 2 blocks wide surrounded by blocks zoned RH-2 (Residential House, Two-Family) 
Districts, RH-3, and RM-1. Lots in the area have widths ranging from 25 to 75 feet, although the 
majority are 25 feet wide. The lot immediately across the street and the lot i.mm.ediately behind 
the subject property are 50 feet wide, however, the adjacent lot on Cumberland Street is 25 feet 
wide. 

4. Project Description. The Proposed Project is to merge lots 043 and 044, demolish the existing 
dwelling on lot 043, and construct a new three-story over garage, two-family dwelling. Lot 044 is 

currently vacant. A small portion of the building would extend 12' towards the rear below grade 
level. The proposal requires a Conditional Use Authorization for the construction dwelling units 
at a density of one unit per 3,000 square feet of lot area The proposed combined lots result in an 
area of 5,700 square feet 

SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 2 
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Motion No. 19604 
March 31, 2016 

CASE NO. 2013.1213CUA 
313-323 Cumberland Street 

5. Project History. The Proposed Project was initially.filed with the Planning Department as the 
merger of lots 043 and 044 into one 5,700 square foot lot, the demolition of the existing single
family dwelling on lot 043, and construction of a new three-story over garage, single-family 
dwelling. The dwelling unit demolition was reviewed and approved administratively on 
February 3, 2015 because the structure has a value greater than 80% of the combined land and 
structure values of single-family homes m San Francisco. Neighborhood notification for the new 
construction pursuant to Planning Code Section 311 was mailed on May 7, 2015 and expired on 
June 8, 2015. The proposal has since been modified to propose the construction of a two-family 
structure to replace the existing dwelling unit with a comparable unit and preserve the 
predominant density in the neighborhood of one unit per 25 foot wide lot. 

6. Discretionary Review Applications. Two neighbor initiated Discretionary Review Applications 
were filed on June 8, 2015. The concerns of the Discretionary Review Requestor are outlined in 
the Motion. The DR Applications are attached to this packet. The applications were 
subsequently superseded by this Conditional Use Application. The Discretionary Review 
Applications were withdrawn and the fees refunded to the applicants. 

7. Residential-Design Team Review. The RDT reviewed the DR requestor's concerns related to 
building scale and massing, neighborhood compatibility, rooflines, and front setback of the new 
structure. The RDT requested several revisions in order for the proposed new construction to be 
compatible with the Residential Design Guidelines. The Project Sponsor modified the project to 
comply with the following comments: 

• In order to :improve upon the vertical proportions of the building, and remforce a more 
neighborhood-compatible scale and proportion: 

o On first floor, remove the interior storage area located. at the NW corner of the 
building. (RDG, pg. 28-29) 

o Remove the wall to the east of the front entry, or limit it to a minimum railing 
height. (RDG, pg.12-13, 28-29) 

o Limit the amount of glazing on the front fa<_;:ade; RDT recommends eliminating 
the panels of glass along the west side of the fac;ade at the first and second floors, 
replacing them with a solid material This will help to reduce the apparent width 
of the fac;ade, minimize the overall glazing, and improve the solid-to-void ratio 
to be consistent with the neighborhood pattern. (RDG, pg.- 28-29, 43-45) 

o Please provide additional information about the specific material choices for the 
metal finishes and colors. (RDG, pg. 46-48) 

8. Public Comment. The Department has received 15 letters of support of the project, including 
letters from property owners of all immediately adjacent lots on Cumberland Street and Sanchez 
Street. The Department has received 2 neighbor Discretionary Review Applications, and 20 
letters in ·opposition to the proposed project, including a letter from the Dolores Heights 
Improvement Oub. The Department has also received petitions both in support and in 
opposition of the proposed project. 

SAii FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 3 
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Motion No.19604 
March 31, 2016 

CASE NO. 2013.1213CUA 
313-323 Cumberland Street 

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

A. Front Setback. Planning Code Section 132 requires front setbacks so that buildings relate to 
the setbacks provided by adjacent buildings. 

The proposed bui1ding is setback 7 feet 10 inches from the front property line, which is the average 
front setback between the two adjacent buildings. 

B. Rear Yard. Planning Code Section 134 establishes rear yard requirements for all districts. In 
the RH-1 District, a minimum 25 percent rear yard is required. Planning Code Section 241 
states that properties within the Dolores Heights Special Use District must maintain a 
minimum rear yard of 45 percent.of lot depth. The subject lot is required to maintain a 51 
foot rear yard. 

The subject building provides a rear yard setback that is 45 percent of lot depth of approximately 51 
feet 3 inches. 

C. Open Space. Section 135 requires 300 square feet of private open space for each dwelling 
unit or 399 square feet of common open space for each dwelling unit. 

The proposed rear yard provides approximately 2,550 square feet of open space and is directly 
accessible by both units and approximately 950 square feet of private open space that is accessible to 
one unit. 

D. Exposure. Section 140 requires that every dwelling unit have windows in at least one 120-
square-foot-minim.um-size room face directly onto an open area, such as a public street, 
public alley, an open area measuring 25 feet wide by 25 feet deep, or rear yard meeting the 
requirements of fue Code. 

Both dwelling units wouT.d face onto Cumberland Street. 

E. Street Trees. Section 143 requires street trees be planted in certain districts, including the 
RH-1 District. One street tree is required for each 20 feet of lot frontage and for each 
remaining 5egment of 10 feet. 

Three street trees are required for the new 50 foot wide lot. 

F. Parlci.ng. Planning Code Section 151 establishes off-street parking requirements for all uses. 

One parking space per dwelling unit is required. 

The project proposes two off-street parking spaces in a garage. 

G. Height. Section 260 establishes height limits in all districts, with height being measured to 
the highest point on the finished roof in fue case of a flat roof and at the mid-point of the roof 

SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING PEPARTl\llENT 4 
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Motion No. 19604 
March 31, 2016 

CASE NO. 2,013.1213CUA 
313-323 Cumberland Street 

pitch in the case of a pitched roof. The Project site is within the 40-X Height and Bulk 
District, which allows buildings up 40 feet in height. For upsloping lots, the maximum 
height should be measured from curb level within the first 10 feet of the lot from the front 
property line; and at every other point should be taken from the average existing grade. 
Planning Code Section 241 states that properties within the Dolores Heights Special Use 
District cannot exceed 35 feet above grade. 

For upsloping lots, the height is measured from curb level within the first 10 feet. At all other points 
on the lot, the height is measured at a cross-section from the average existing grade. Tne height of the 
proposed building is approximately 32 feet 10 inches within the first 10 feet of the lot as measured from 
curb level, and does not exceed 34 feet 9 inches on all other points· on the lot as measured from average 
existing gratf.e. 

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

A. The proposed new. uses and building, at the size and intensity contemplated and at the 
proposed location, will provide a development that is necessary or desirable, and compatible 
with, the neighborhood or the community. 

The Project wt1l result in two dwelling units on a 5,700 square foot (50 feet by 114 feet) which is 
compatible with the density in this neighborhood. Although the subject block and immediate vicinity 
predominantly consists of 25 foot wide lots, there are several other lots that are similarly sized to the 
subject property, including one immediately across the subject property on Cumberland (Block 3601, 
Lot 45), another immediately behind the subject property (fronting 201h Street) (Block 3601, Lot 15) 
and one adjacent thereto (Block 3601, Lot 16) and another just few properties from the subject property 
on Cumberland (Block 3601, Lat 50). The project will be compatible with the surrounding 
neighborhood density by proposing two units on a double-wide lot. 

The existing project site consists of a vacant lot (at 313 Cumberland), which is proposed to be merged 
with the adjacent lot that is currently impr01Jed with an approximately 877 square foot one-story over 
basement building (at 323 Cumberland). By including two units in the proposed project, the project is 
desirable by avoiding any potential loss or elimination of dwelling units or potential sites for dwelling 
units. The project wm construct two new dwelling units, including one fami1y-sized unit, and replace 
a vacant and debilitated single-family residence. The new residential units, and in particular the unit 
suitable for a family, is in dire need in San Francisca, which currently has an unmet need for housing 
and a decreasing number of families. 

The Project is further necessary and desirable because it will create a high-quality residential buz1ding 
with t-.no units within an established residential neighborhood, complying with existing zoning control 
standards, and General Plan policies that encourage quality housing. 

B. The proposed project will not be detrimental to the health, safety, convenience or general 
welfare of persons residing or working in the vicinity. There are no features of the project 

SAtl FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 5 
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Motion No. 19604 
March 31, 2016 

CASE NO. 2013.1213CUA 
313-323 Cumberland Street 

that could be detrimental to the health, safety or convenience of those residing or working 
the area, in that 

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

The project has been designed to be compatible with its surroundings, and the project sponsors 
htroe worked closely with the neighbors ta ensure compatibility and neighborhood support. The 
project includes a significant front setback, with an additional setback at the top floor. The 
replacement structure's proposed approximate height of approximately 32 feet 10 inches within 
the first 10 feet of the lot as measured from curb le:vel, and approximately 34 feet 9 inches on all 
other points on the lot as measured from average existing grade is below the maximum height 
permitted in the 40-X Height and Bulk District, and is appropriate for the site location and size. 
The proposed size, shape, and arrangement of the project will also match that of neighboring 
structures and the project overall un1l aesthetically enhance the neighborhood. 

By demolishing the existing structure and constructing a new replacement structure, the project 
will increase the structural and seismic safety. 

ii. The accessibility and traffic patterns for persons and vehicles, the type and volume of 
such traffic, and the adequacy of proposed off-street parking and loading; 

The Planning Code requires two off-street parking spaces for a proposed two-unit project. The 
project is compliant with the off-street parking requirements by proposing a tw<r.car garage. The 

project will also result in the elimination of one existing curb cut along Cumberland Street, thus 
contributing to the increase of street parking. 

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

The Project consists of a high-quality single1amily residence, and is not expected to generate any 
noxious or offensive emissions, noise, glare, dust or odors. 

iv. Treatment given, as appropriate, to such aspects as landscaping, screening, open spaces, 
parking and loading areas, service areas, lighting and signs; 

The proposed project is intended to result in a high-quality residential bui1ding providing an 
attractive, safe and comfortable environment. The Project included .a number of landscaping and 
othir design features to ensure that the project massing, size and overall design is desirable and 
compatible with the context. 

C. That the use as proposed will comply with the applicable provisions of the Plani:iing Code 
and will not adversely affect the General Plan. 

SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 6 
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Motion No.19604 
March 31, 2016 

CASE NO. 2013.1213CUA 
313-323 Cumberland Street 

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

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

The proposed project is not located within a Neighborhood Commercial District. 

11. Additional Findings pursuant to Section 317 establishes criteria for the Planning Commission to 
consider when reviewing applications to demolish Residential Buildings. On balance, the Project 
does comply with said criteria in that: 

SAN FRANCISCO 

i. Whether the value of the existing land and structure of the single-family dwelling 
affordable or financially accessible housing (below the 80% average price of single-family 
homes in San Francisco, as determined by a credible appraisal within six months). 

Project meets criterion. . 
The Project Sponsor has prepared an appraisal report, dated December 14, 2015, that valued the 
home at $1,680,000, which is above the 80% average price of single1amily homes (currently set at 
$1,630,000). 

ii. Whether the Project Sponsor has demonstrated that the residential structure is unsound, 
where soundness is an economic measure of the feasibility of upgrading a residence that is 
deficient with respect to habitability and Housing Code requirements, due to its original 
construction. The soundness factor for a structure shall be the ratio of a construction 
upgrade to the replacement cost, expressed as a percent. A building is unsound if its 

soundness factor exceeds SO-percent. A residential building that is unsound may. be 
approved for demolition. 

Project does not meet criterion. 
The Project Sponsor has not submitted a soundness report. 

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

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

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

Project meets criterion. 
The structures appear to be in decent condition, although the property is vacant and is not 
maintained on a daily basis. 

v. Whether the property is an "historic resource" under CEQA; 

PLANNING DEPARTMENT 7 
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Motion l\lo.19604 
March 31, 2016 

CASE NO. 2013.1213CUA 
313-323 Cumberland Street 

Project meets criterion. 
Although the existing structures are more than 45 years old, a re:oie:w of the supplemental 
information resulted in a determination that the structure is not an historical resource. 

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

Project meets criterion. 
Not applicable. The structures are not historical resources. 

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

Project meets criterion. 
The Project does not convert rental housing to other forms of tenure or occupancy, as existing 
building is currently vacant. There are no restrictions on whether the two new units will be 
rental or ownership. 

viii. Whether the Project removes rental units subject to the Rent Stabilization and Arbitration 
Ordinance; 

SAN FRANCISCO 

Project meets criterion. 
No rent controlled units will be removed. 

ix. Whether the Project conserves existing housing to preserve cultural and economic 
neighborhood diversity; 

Project meets criterion. 
Although the Project proposes demolition of a one-bedroom single1amily unit, the number of 
units is maintained at the project site increases by one. The replacement structure will contain 
two units - a two-bedroom and a three-bedroom unit. 

x. Whether the Project conserves neighborhood character to preserve neighborhood cultural 
and economic diversity; 

Project meets criterion. 
The replacement building conserves neighborhood character with appropriate scale, design, and 
materials, and improves cultural and economic diversity by appropriately increasing the number 
of bedrooms from one to.five, which provides family-sized housing. The project would result in a 
net gain of one unit by adding a new two-bedroom unit and provides a net gain of four bedrooms 
to the City's housing stock. 

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

Project does not meet criteri'?n· 

PLANNING DEPARTMENT 8 
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Motion No.19604 
March 31, 2016 

CASE NO. 2013.1213CUA 
313-323 Cumberland Street 

The Project d~es not protect the relative affordability of existing housing, as the project proposes 
demolition of the existing building and construction of a new building. However, it should be 
taken into consideration that the existing building is not considered to be affordable or.financially 
accessible housing because it is below the 80% average price of singlefamily homes in San 
Francisco. The proposed structure also offers a variety of unit sizes. 

xii. Whether the Project increases the number of permanently affordable units as governed 
by Section 415; 

Project meets criterion. 
The Project is not subject to the provisions of Planning Code Section 415, as the projecf proposes 
less than ten units. 

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

Project meets criterion. 
The Project has been designed to be in keeping with the scale and development pattern of the 
established neighborhood character. 

xiv. Whether the Project creates quality, new family housing; 

Project meets criterion. 
The Project proposes one opportunity for family-sized housing on a lot that previously.had none. 
One three-bedroom unit and one two-bedroom unit is proposed within a two-unit building. 

xv. Whether the Project creates new supportive housing; 

Project does not meet criterion. 
The Project does not create supportive housing. 

xvi. Whether the Project promotes construction of well-designed housing to enhance existing 
neighborhood character; 

The overall scale, design, and materials of the proposed buildings are consistent with the block face 
and compliment the neighborhood character with a contemporary design. 

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

Project meets criterion. 
The Project would increase the number of on-site units from one to two. 

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

Project meets criterion. 

SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 
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Motion No.19604 
March 31, 2016 

CASE NO. 2013.1213CUA 
313-323 Cumberland Street 

The project proposes five bedrooms; four bedrooms more that the existi.ng building. 

12. General Plan Compliance. The Project is, on balance, consistent with the following Objectives 
and Policies of the General Plan: 

HOUSING 

Objectives and Policies 

OBJECTIVEl 
IDENTIFY AND MAKE AVAILABLE FOR DEVELOPMENT ADEQUATE SITES TO MEET 
THE CITY'S HOUSING NEEDS, ESPECIALLY PERMANENTLY AFFORDABLE HOUSING. 

Policy1.1 
Plan for the full range of housing needs in the City and County of San Francisco, especially 
affordable housing. · 

The Project site is underused and is near underutilized. The Project site is an ideal infill site that is 
currently vacant and partially undeveloped. The project site is zoned RH-1. The proposed project will 
replace a one-bedroom single-family unit with one two-bedroom unit and one three-bedroom within a two
family residence. 

OBJECTIVE2 
RETAIN EXISTING HOUSING UNITS, AND PROMOTE SAFETY AND MAINTENANCE 
STANDARDS, WITHOUT JEOPARDIZING AFFORDABILITY. 

Policy2.1 
Discourage the demolition of sound existing housing, unless the demolition results in a net 
increase in affordable housing. 

The project proposes demolition of one existing single-family stnicture and construction of a new two
family structure, thus creating new family housing. 

OBJECTIVE4 
FOSTER A HOUSING STOCK THAT MEETS THE NEEDS OF ALL RESIDENTS ACROSS 
LIFECYCLES. 

Policy4.1 
Develop new housing, and encourage the remodeling of existing housing, for families with 
children. 

OBJECTIVE 11 
SUPPORT AND RESPECT THE DIVERSE AND DISTINCT CHARACTER OF SAN 
FRANCISCO'S NEIGHBORHOODS. 

SAN FRANGISCO 
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Policyll.1 

CASE NO. 2013.1213CUA 
313-323 Cumberland Street 

Promote the construction and rehabilitation of well-designed housing that emphasizes beauty, 
flexibility, and innovative design, and respects existing neighborhood character 

Policyll.2 
Ensure implementation of accepted design standards in project approvals. 

Policyll.3 
Ensure growth is accommodated without substantially and adversely impacting existing 
residential neighborhood character. 

Policyll.4 
Continue to utilize zoning districts which conform to a generalized residential land use and 
density plan and the General Plan. · 

Policyll.5 
Ensure densities in established residential areas promote compatibility with prevailing 
neighborhood ·character. 

Policy1L6 
Foster a sense of community through architectural design, using features that . promote 
community interaction. 

Policyll.8 
Consider a neighborhood's character when integrating new uses, and minimize disruption 
caused by expansion of institutions into residential areas. 

As described above, the Project would develop a partial.Ly empty site that is zoned for single-family 
residential development. The Project appropriately locates housing units at a site zoned for residential use 
and increases the supply of housing in conformity with the allowable density limits of the RH-I zoning 
district. The Project provides housing that has a range of unit types for residents with different needs. 

The Project's architectural design is compatible with the existing scale and character of the neighborhood 
givm the unique characteristics and scale of the Project site. The proposed building massing is 
_considerably smaller than the maximum allowable under the Planning Code with 40 foot height and 50 foot 
width limits. The proposed structure is setback from the front to the average of the two, !l.djacent structures 
and provides several setbacks along the east side praperty line. The proposed structure height is stepped to 
provide a transition between the heights of the adjacent structures. The top floor of the proposed structure 
is setback to 1.lisually reduce the massing of the structure. 

RECREATION AND OPEN SPACE ELEMENT 

Objectives and Policies 

OBJECTIVE4 

SAN FRANCISCO 
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CASE NO. 2013.1213CUA 
313-323 Cumberland Street 

PROVIDE OPPORTUNITIES FOR RECREATION AND THE ENJOYMENT OF OPEN SPACE 
IN EVERY SAN FRANCISCO NEIGHBORHOOD. 

Policy4.5 

Require private usable outdoor open space in new residential development. 

The Project will create approximately 2,550 square feet of common open space area and approximately 950 
square feet in a new residential development. The project will not cast shadows over any open spaces under 
the jurisdiction of the Recreation and Park Department. 

TRANSPORTATION ELEMENT 

Objectives and Policies 

OBJECTIVE 24 
IMPROVE THE AMBIENCE OF THE PEDESTRIAN ENVIRONMENT. 

Policy24.2 
Maintain and expand the planting of street trees and the infrastructure to support them. 

Policy24.4 
Preserve pedestrian-oriented building frontages. 

The Project will install ne-.i1 street trees along Cumberland Street. The Project would improve the 
appearance of the neighborhood. At present, the Project site comprises of one improved and one unimproved 
lot. The height of the proposed building is approximately 32 feet 10 inches within the first 10 feet of the lot 
as measured from curb level, and does not exceed approximately 34 feet 9 inches on all other points on the 
lot as measured from average existing grade, which is within the legally permissible height range of 40 feet, 
and is in conformity will the low-scale horizon of neighboring buildings in the area. The landscaping and 
ample open space would improve the aesthetic appeal of the neighborhood. The building is setback 
approximately 8 feet from the front property line and the top floor is setback an additional approximately 20 
feet from the front building wall to provide a smaller massing at the pedestrian scale. 

OBJECTIVE 28 
PROVIDE SECURE AND CONVENIENT PARKING FACILITIES FOR BICYCLES. 

Policy28.l 
Provide secure bicycle parking in new governmental, commercial, and residential developments. 

Policy28.3 
Provide parking facilities which are safe, secure, and convenient. 

The Project includes two Class 1 bicycle parking spaces in the garage area. 

SAN FRAl'ICISCO 
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OBJECTIVE 34 . 

CASE NO. 2013.1213CUA 
313-323 Cumberland Street 

RELATE THE AMOUNT OF PARKING IN RESIDENTIAL AREAS AND NEIGHBORHOOD 
COMMERCIAL DISTRICTS TO THE CAP A CITY OF THE CITY'S STREET SYSTEM AND 
LAND USE PATTERNS. 

Policy34.l 
Regulate off-street parking in new housing so as to guarantee needed spaces without requiring 
excesses and to encourage low auto ownership in neighborhoods that are well served by transit 
and are convenient to neighborhood shopping. 

Policy34.3 
Permit minimal or reduced off-street parking supply for new buildings in residential and 
commercial areas adjacent to transit centers and along transit preferential streets. 

Policy34.5 

Minimize the construction of new curb cuts in areas where on-street parking is in short supply 
and locate them in a manner such that they retain or minimally diminish the number of existing 
on-street parking spaces. 

The Planning Code requires two off-street parking spaces for a proposed two-unit project. The project is 
compliant with the off-street parking requirements by proposing a two-car garage. The project will also 
result in the elimination of one existing curb cut along Cumberland Street, thus contributing to the 
increase of street parking. 

URBAN DESIGN ELEMENT 

Objectives and Policies 

OBJECTIVE 1 
EMPHASIS OF THE CHARACTERISTIC PATTERN WHICH GIVES TO THE CITY AND ITS 
NEIGHBORHOODS AN IMAGE, A SENSE OF PURPOSE, AND A MEANS OF 
ORIENTATION. 

Policy1.7 
Recognize the natural boundaries of districts, and promote connections between districts. 

OBJECTIVE2 
CONSERVATION OF RESOURCES WIDCH PROVIDE A SENSE OF NATURE, 
CONTINUITY WITH THE PAST, AND FREEDOM FROM OVERCROWDING. 

Policy2.6 
Respect the character of older development nearby in the design ·of new buildings. 

SAN FRANCISCO 
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CASE NO. 2013.1213CUA 
313-323 Cumberland Street 

The Subject Property is located in the Castro!Uppe:r Market neighborhood. The Property is located on a 
residential block that is predominantly defined by single1amily dwellings constructed between the 1900's 
and 2000's in a mix of architectural styles, ranging from modern to historic constructed with a variety of 
building materials. Bui1ding heights are generally orte to three stories over garage, with most buildings 
having ground floor garage entrances. 

The replacement building is compatfble with the estabffshed building scale at the street. The proposed 
height at the street is approximately 32 feet 10 inches.. The top floor is setback approximately 28 feet from 
the front property line. The neighborhood building scale at the street is mixed with taller three-story over 
gar.age buildings and shorter single-story buildings. Although the building is larger than its neighbors, it 
is compatible in scale to the surrounding smaller buildings because of this mixed character. The height and 
depth of the building are compatible with the existing mid-block open space. The subject lots are located 
adjacent to lots that front on Sanchez Street; and therefore, the subject lots are near the corner of the mid
block open space. The proposed building has been designed at a depth less than the adjacent bul1ding to the 
east and has incorporated setbacks along the eastern side property line that abuts rear yards. The 
building's form, fflfade width, proportions1 and roofline are compatible with the mixed neighborhood 
context. The proposed side setbacks along the eastern side property line give the proposed building a width 
that is less than the full 50 foot lot width by stepping back 3 feet on the first, 4 feet on the second, and 14 
feet on the third. The roof deck is located entirely within the buildable area of the property and does not 
directly face any adjacent windows. The roofline on the proposed building, which reads as 40 feet wide on 
the third floor, is compatible with other longer rooflines in the immediate vicinity ranging up to 50 feet 
wide. . 

OBJECTIVE4 
IMPROVEMENT OF THE NEIGHBORHOOD ENVIRONMENT .TO INCREASE PERSONAL 
SAFETY, CC?MFORT, PRIDE AND OPPORTUNITY. 

Policy4.5 
Design walkways and parkmg facilities to minimize danger to pedestrians. 

Policy4.13 
Improve pedestrian areas by providing human scale and interest. 

The Project will improve the neighborhood environment by providing a high quality residential 
development. The new building will be compaHble in use and design with other buildings in the 
neighborhood. The Project will result in an improvement to the neighborhood by eliminating the existing 
empty and un-landscaped lot that exists on the Project site. 

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

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

SAN FRANCISCO 
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CASE NO. 2013.1213CUA 
313-323 Cumberland Street 

No neighborhood-serving retail use would be displaced by the Project. 

B. That existing housing and neighborhood character be conserved and protected in order to 
preserve the cultural and economic diversity of our neighborhoods. 

The replacement building conserves neighborhood character with appropriate scale, design, and 
materials, and improves cultural and economic diversity by appropriately increasing the number of 
bedrooms from one to five, which provides family-sized housing. The project would result in a net gain 
of one unit by adding a new t-wo-bedroom unit and provides a net gain of four bedrooms to the City's 
housing stock. 

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

No affordable housing is removed for this Project. 

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

Due to the nature of the Project there are no anticipated adverse effects upon MUNI service or on 
neighborhood parking. 

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

resident employment and ownership in these sectors be enhanced. 

The Project will not displace any service or industry establishment. The project will not affect 
industrial or service sector uses or related employment opportunities. Ownership of industrial or 

service sector businesses will not be affected by this project. 

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

The Project is designed and will be constructed to conform to the structural and seismic safety 
requirements of the City Building Cod~. This proposal will not impact the property's ability to 
withstand an earthquake. 

G. .That landmarks and historic buildings be preserved. 

A landmark or historic building does not occupy the Project site. 

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

development. 

SAN FRANCISCO 

The project will have no negative impact on existing parks and open spaces. The Project does not have 
an impact on open spaces. 
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CASE NO. 2013.1213CUA 
313-323 Cumberland Street 

14. The Project is consistent with and would promote the general and specific pirrposes of the Code 
provided under Section 101.l(b) in that, as designed, the Project would contribute to the character 
and stability of the neighborhood and would constitute a beneficial development. 

15. The Commission hereby finds that approval of the Conditional Use authorization would promote 
the heal~ safety and welfare of the City. 
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DECISION 

CASE NO. 2013.1213CUA 
313-323 Cumberland Street 

That based upon the Record, the submissions by the Applicant, the staff of the Department and other 
interested parties, the oral testimony presented to this Commission at the public hearings, and all other 
written materials submitted by all parties, the Commission hereby APPROVES Conditional Use 
Application No. 2013.1213CUA subject to the following conditions attached hereto as "EXHIBIT A" in 
general conformance with plans on file, dated December 10, 2015, and stamped "EXHIBIT B", which is 
incorporated herein by reference as though fully set forth. 

APPEAL AND EFFECTIVE DATE OF MOTION: Any aggrieved person may appeal this Conditional 
Use Authorization to the Board of Supervisors within thirty (30) days after the date of this Motion No. 
19604. The effoctive date of this Motion shall be the date of this Motion if not appealed (After the 30-
day period has expired) OR the date of the decision of the Board of Supervisors if appealed to the 
Board of Supervisors. For further information, please contact the Board of Supervisors at (415) 554-
5184, City Hall, Room 244, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, San Francisco, CA 94102. · 

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

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

I hereby;~¥£r thr the Planning Commission ADOPTED the foregoing Motion on March 31, 2016. 

1om:.r'.,;~' 1; ::::::::, 
Commission Secretary 

AYES: Commissioners Fon& Ar:itonini, Hillis, Johnson 

NAYS: Commissioners Richards, Moore 

ABSENT: Commissioner Wu 

ADOPTED: . March 31, 2016 
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AUTHORIZA TfON 

EXHIBIT A 

CASE NO. 2013.1213CUA 
313-323 Cumberland Street 

This authorization is for a conditional use to allow a tvvo-family residence located at 313-323 Cumberland 
Street, Block 3601, Lots 043-044 pursuant to Planning Code Section{s) 207, 209.1, 303, and 317 within a 
RH-1 Zoning District, a 40-X Height and Bulk District, and the Dolores Heights Special Use District; in 
general conformance with plans, dated December 10, 2015, and stamped "EXHIBIT B" included in the 
docket for Case No. 2013.1213CUA and subject to conditions of approval reviewed and approved by the 
Commission on March 31, 2016 under Motion No 19604. This authorization and the conditions contained 
herein run with the property and not with a particular Project Sponsor, business, or operator. 

RECORDATION OF CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 

Prior to the issuance of the. building permit or commencement of use for the Project the Zoning 
Administrator shall approve and order the recordation of a Notice in the Official Records of the Recorder 
of the City and County of San Francisco for the subject property. This Notice shall state that the project is 

subject to the conditions of approval contained herein and reviewed and approved by the Planning 
Commission on March 31, 2016 under Motion No 19604. 

PRINTING OF CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL ON PLANS 

The conditions of approval under the 'Exhibit A' of this Planning Commission Motion No. 19604 shall be 
reproduced on the Index Sheet of construction plans submitted with the Site or Building permit 
application for the Project. The Index Sheet of the construction plans shall reference to the Conditional 
Use authorization and any subsequent amendments or modifications. 

SEVERABILITY 

The Project shall comply with all applicable City codes and requirements. If any clause, sentence, section 
or any part of these conditions of approval is for any reason held to be invalid, such invalidity shall not 
affect or impair other remaining clauses, sentences, or sections of these conditions. 1bis decision conveys 
no right to construct, or to receive a building permit "Project Sponsor" shall include any subsequent 
responsible party. · 

CHANGES AND MODIFICATIONS 

Changes to the approved plans may be approved administratively by the Zoning Administrator. 
Significant changes and modifications of conditions shall require Planning Commission approval of a 
new Conditional Use authorization. 
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CASE NO. 2013.1213CUA 
313-323 Cumberland Street 

Conditions of Approval, Compliance, Monitoring, and Reporting 

PERFORMANCE 

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

2. Expiration and Renewal Should a Building or Site Permit be sought after the three (3) year 
period has lapsed, the project sponsor m.ust seek a renewal of this Authorization by filing an 
application for an amendment to the original Authorization or a new application for 
Authoriz~tion. Should the project sponsor decline to so file, and decline to withdraw the permit 
application, the Commission shall conduct a public hearing in order to consider the revocation of 
the Authorization. Should the Commission not revoke the Authorization following the closure of 
the public hearing, the Commission shall determine the extension of time for the continued 
validity of the Authorization. 
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, 
www.sf-planning.org 

3. Diligent pursuit. Once a site or Building Permit has been issued, construction must commence 
within the ti.meframe required by the Department of Building Inspection and be continued 
diligently to completion. Failure to do so shall be grounds for fhe Commission to consider 
revoking the approval if more than three (3) years have passed since this Authorization was 
approved. 
For information 11.bout compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, 
www.sf-planning.org 

4. Extension. All ti.me limits in the preceding three paragraphs may be extended at the discretion of 
the Zoning Administrator where implementation of the project is delayed by a public agency, an 
appeal or ·a legal challenge and only by fhe length of time for which SU.ch public agency, appeal or 
challenge has caused delay. 
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, 
www.sf-planning.org 

5. Conformity with Current Law. No application for Building Permit, Site Permit, or other 
entitlement shall be approved unless it complies with all applicable provisions of City Codes in 
effect at the time of such approval. 
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, 
www.sf-planning.org 
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DESIGN - COMPLIANCE AT PLAN STAGE 

CASE NO. 2013.1213CUA 
313-323 Cumberland Street 

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

7. Street Trees. Pursuant to Planning Code Section 138.1 (formerly 143), the Project Sponsor shall 
submit a site plan to the Planning Department prior to Planning approval of the building permit 
application indicating that street trees, at a ratio of one street tree of an approved species for 
every 20 feet of street frontage· along public or private streets bounding the Project, with iffiY 
remaining fraction of 10 feet or more of frontage requiring an extra tree, shall be provided. The 
street trees shall be evenly spaced along the street frontage except where proposed driveways or 
other street obstructions do not permit. The exact location, size and species of tree shall be as 
approved by the Department of Public Works (DPW), In any case in which DPW cannot grant 
approval for installation of a tree in the public right-of-way, on the basis of inadequate sidewalk 
wid~ interference with utilities or other reasons regarding the public welfare, and where 
installation of such tree ()n the lot itself is also impractical, the requirements of this Section 428 
may be modified or waived by the Zoning Administrator to the extent necessary. 
For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378, 
wwr.o.sf-planning.org. 

8. Landscaping. Pursuant to Planning Code Section 132, the Project Sponsor shall submit a site 
plan to the Planning Department prior to Planning approval of the building permit application 
indicating that 50% of the front setback areas shall be surfaced in permeable materials and 
further, that 20% of the front setback areas shall be landscaped with approved plant species. The 
size and specie of plant materials and the nature of the permeable surface shall be as approved by 
the Department of Public Works. 
For information about compliance, contact the Case Plllnner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378, 
www.sfplanning.org 

9. Landscaping, Screening of Parking and Vehicular Use Areas. Pursuant to Planning Code· 
Section 142, the Project Sponsor shall submit a site plan to the Planning Department prior to 
Planning approval of the building permit application indicating the screening of parking and 
vehicle use areas not within a building. The design and location of the screening and design of 
any fencing shall be as approved by the Planning Department The size and species of plant 
materials shall be as approved by the Department of Public Works. Landscaping shall be 
maintained and replaced as necessary. 
For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378, 
www.sfplanning.org 
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10. Project Sponsor will 1) work with Staff on improved exposure for the second unit; 2) provide a 
1:1 parking ratio, without compromising the second unit; and 3) record an NSR identifying the 
property as a two-upit building. 

PARKING AND TRAFFIC 

11. Bicycle Parking. The Project shall provide no fewer than two Oass 1 bicycle parking spaces as 
required by Planning Code Sections 155.l and 155.5. 
Far information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, 
wzow.sfplanning.org 

12. Parking Requirement. Pursuant to Planning Code Section 151, the Project shall provide two (2) 
independently accessible off-street parking spaces. 
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, 
www.sf-.planning.org 

13. Managing Traffic During Construction. The Project Sponsor and construction contractor(s) 
shall coordinate with the Traffic Engineering and Transit Divisions of the San Francisco 
Municipal Transportation Agency (SFMTA), the Police Department, the Fire Department, the 
Planning Department, and other construction contractor(s) for any concurrent nearby Projects to 
manage traffic congestion and pedestrian circulation effects during construction of the Project. 
Far information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, 

· www.sf-planning.org 

MONITORING - AFTER ENTITLEMENT 

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

OPERATION 

15. Sidewalk Maintenance. The Project Sponsor shall maintain the main entrance to the building 
and all sidewalks abutting the subject property in a clean and sani~ condition in compliance 
with the Department of Public Works Streets and Sidewalk Maintenance Standards. 
For information about compliance, contact Bureau of Street Use and Mappinf5r Department of Public 
Works, 415-695-2017, http://sfd:pw.org 

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

implement the approved use, the Project Sponsor shall appoint a community liaison officer to 
deal with the issues of concern to owners and occupants of nearby properties. The Project 
Sponsor shall provide the Zoning Administrator with written notice of the name, business 
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address, and telephone number of the community liaison. Should the contact information 
change, the Zoning Administrator shall be made aware of such Change. The community liaison 
shall report to the Zoning Administrator what issues, if any, are of concern to the community and 
what issues have not been resolved by the Project Sponsor. 
For information about campliance,. contact Code Enforce:ment, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, 
w11rw.sf-planning.org 
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Pursuant to Planning Code Section 308. i (b), the undersigned members of the Board of Supervisors 
believe that there is sufficient public interest and concern to warrant an appeal of the Planning Commission on Case No. 

J.Ol3-. l'l..l3 ~rt'\~ , a conditional use authorization regarding (address) 313 ---"b'2-3 ~ko.v~,..._J. St
________________ __, District.J[. The undersigned members respectfully request the Clerk 
of the Board to calendar this item at the soonest possible date. 

DATE 

{Attach copy of Planning Commission's Decision) 

V:\Clerk's Office\Appeals lnfomiation\Condition Use Appeal Process8 
August2011 
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0 •Jrsuant to Planning Code Section 308.1 (b), the undersigned members of the Board of Supervisors 
ieve that there is sufficient public interest and concern to warrant an apQeal of the Planning Co111mission on Case No. 

·,...,.,,\\. \'1.\ let.ti\ , a conditional use authorization regarding (address) 61J - 31-) CV...~'i4Y'"I~ ~ 
----------------~ District .lb . The undersigned members respectfully request the Clerk 
of the Board to calendar this item at the soonest possible date. 

DATE 

(Attach copy of Planning Commission's Decision) 

V:\Clerk's Office\Appeals lnfonnation\Condition Use Appeal Process8 
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Pursuant to Planning Code Section 308.1 (b), the undersigned members of the Board of Supervisors 
believe that there is sufficient public interest and concern to warrant an appeal of the Planning COJvmisslion on Case No. 
~ol3. t.t.l.2 c t.l f\ 'a conditional use authorization regarding (address) ; l')- ~t.) c"' ""'-~'if" A.J't.J.. 
----------------~ District _s_. The undersigned members respectfully request the Clerk 
of the Board to calendar this item at the soonest possible date. · 

SIGNATURE DATE 

C).~ 

(Attach copy of Planning Commission's Decision) 

V:\Clerl<'s Offfce\Appeals lnformation\Condition Use Appeal Process8 
August2011 
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0 1irsuant to Planning Code Section 308.1 (b), the undersigned members of the Board of Supervisors 
ieve that there is sufficient public interest and concern to warrant an appeal of the Planning Commission on Case No. 

"'-""' ~. l'l. \ 3 CIA~. a conditional use authorization regarding (address) ) f 1> "'31...::?i C.1A.k>..1>&r lit it A.. '>t" 
----------------~ District_t_. The undersigned members respectfully request the Clerk 
of the Board to calendar this item at the soonest possible date. 

SIGNATURE DATE 
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(Attach copy of Planning Commission's Decision) 
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0· ~t~11!t:~a~~~~,. 
City Planning ~lsslon . · 
ease No. --; __.0r ~ - / 1- c~; r.=tJ#.AIK:. ') o ''°1 1 : 2 ':: Ci.I!·'~ Pii·< L. I !1 ~ •. v 

The undersigned declare that they are hereboj subscribers to this Notice of Appeal and are ownerG of property '
affectod IJlj lhe pmposed amendment ot condilional use (that is, owners of property within lh~ area lhat ls Iha wbject of .. 61::~---.-· 
the application for amendment or conditfonaJ use. or within a radius of 300 foot of the exterior bOUnaanes of the property. CY 

If ownmhlp has changed and 8:S$8$SRtelll roll has not been amended, we attach pcoof .of ownMship change. H 
signing for a firm or corpotarion. proof of authorization to sign on behalf of the organization ls attached.. , .. . - ~ 

Slroot Address, 
property cwmecl 

: ;1~~~'1\~~.5fr 
5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. ______ _ 

11. --------
12. ______ _ 

13. ---:------

14. --------

15. --------
16. ______ _ 

17. ______ _ 

18. ______ _ 

19. ______ _ 

20. ______ _ 

21. ______ _ 

22. 

, __ ,,,_,, ____ ,, __ ,, ___ , ___ ,_,_ .. ___ ....... --.. ·-----------·--------------"·--.. ------· ·-------·--.. -·-----
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CityPlann~ommissio11u~Yrt'f -2 PM t: 25 
Case No. 11> -12.fg;l.MI\'.- · 

. . - .* ~.-

The undersigned declare that tliey are hereby subscribers to this Notice of ~ ··anci are~ers of property 
affected by the proposed amendment or concfrtional use (that is, owners of property within the area that is the subject of 
the application for amendment or conditional use, or within a radius of 300 feet of the exterior:boU(ld~s, ~f the property. 

'·. .. '. . .. 

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

street Address, 
property o~ed 

1 . .5911 f q .S.1 
2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10.~---------------

11.~---------------
12. ________________ _ 

1a ________________ _ 

1~-----------------
15.~---------------

17. ________________ _ 

18.~---------------

1~-----------------
20. ________________ _ 

21. ________________ _ 

Printed Name of Owner(s} Original Signature 

:5cnt. J\-. #tttJ~k1'( of Owner(s} · ~ 
w</i.JC1~-r/fi¢.11r µj{..~ LW:tiu 

V:\Cferk's Office\Appeals lnfonnation\Condition Use Appeal Process7 
Au~ust2011 
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The undersigned declare that they are hereby subscribers to this Notice of' Appeat-~ers--of-property 
affected by the proposed amendment or conditional use (that is, owners of property within the area tn'at is the subject of 
the appficalion for amendment or conditional use, or within a radius of 300 feet of the exterior bound~es of the property. 

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

Street Address, 
property owned 

Assessor's 
Bk>ck& Lot 

Printed Name of Owner(s) 

1. '3Cf't2 - '}.t:rt4 ~ceci· ~WO Jo J...{, 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

9. 

10. ---------

11. ---------
12. ________ _ 

13. ________ _ 

14. ________ _ 

15. ________ _ 

16. ________ _ 

17. ---------

18. ---------

19. ---------

20. --------

21. ---------
22. __________ _ 

V:\Cerk's Olfice\Appeals lnformation\Concfrtion Use Appeal Process7 
August 2.011 
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Original Signature 
ofOwner(s) 

cL--LT ~£µ~ 
c;;., f'ee:... 



<;.,•; ;i:; (,,, :\ v -2 p;J. 
u,,, 'J f'rri l l l-1 

City Planning Commission 
Case No. Tu,t;;:!. l 12...\ :-::.._~ 

l = 25 

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

Street Address, Assessor's Printed Name of Owner(s) Original Signature 
prope':f. owned Block & Lot /!b8e;?:r B. of Owner(s) .• 

1. 
6.JA;f!t/tz t71l££1 .JhOJ-Dg'f HIG<!>JN86T-HAM. ~-(!!!!!;__~ 

2.111 CA1-Mb-vir/~3P(-1$2 C1d--he viry,, 
1
k-uf/;s.rb ~~ 

3. J] 1 G"""-l.-tr{~ 7>r. o_t-0"'17- L1.AJ~--r . S:F?e ~_,/ 
4. -J;/;f., err HJ,Q~£L,.¢,~ 300 t -too KJJ\oKk< , lM?)==---~ 

(/ I \ V v 

s. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

1~--------
15~--:-------
16. _______ _ 

17. --------

18. --------
1R _______ _ 

20. _______ _ 

. 21. _______ _ 

V:\C!erf<s Offlce\Appeals lnfonnalion\Concfllion Use Appeal Process7 
August2011 
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CityPlan~ngCommiss~f!rfJ MAY -2 PM t: 25 
Case No. l. 01 3 , I '.l.. l'.S c..v~ 

The undersigned declare that they are hereby subscribers to this Notice of 4~ · andare~operty 
affected by the proposed amendment or conditional use {that is, ~wners of property within the area that is the subject of 
the application for amendment or conditional use, or within a radius of 300 feet of the exterior bounqaries of the property. 

. . ., ~ . ~ ~ . 

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

Street Address, Assessor's Printed Name of Owner(s) Original Signature 
property owned Block & Lot of Ow_ner(sL 

1, 323 Cc.J~C.~~~'\ 3bu/ /c'i'S" ~<.?tlJ-l8ffi- s:. &fl+t.et,, ~ ~?"~ ~ 
2. 3 tr Cdv-b6 "v"'\ ~tvl ~co' /b5o EhMkvll /4-N'WO-- T+e. 

:: ~~czt~~C:ffk{Z~ ~:----''-----i---""'----z!F-+-
5. ~·cfb S4iV! E7- ST ·6L::o{ / / D l Su '.bAthilz f, , JWl LE'-/ , 

I 
/.;:..,;. ""f)l....,..t-:.;,1".,;--

-----6- . ·--···-·-···· .•... -==o:-:==c::c:.:.:::~--------·--···-·----··-·--------"···---··--~_--::_-=._···_-_··· -------

7. &t-io S.t\1v' CJ-<t-i: 1\ ,~1,.:()(/1 bt> 

a. WJf{J ,sQwli1a:tSt 3l'~-~oo 
9_ 3Go /!,uM'l',f12-l-hv051 'JbDi/ 

11. --------

12. _______ _ 

13. _______ _ 

16~--------
17. _______ _ 

18. --------
1a _______ _ 

20. --------
21. _______ _ 

/\A c__µ~-~\{();NV\-:S 
Aizic, .,j _ OL~ES 

Av>u ,-~ C!Je v Pf-I Ullj 

V;\Clerk's Offica\Appeals lnfonnation\ConaJtion Use Appeal Process7 
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..,.w '"" ? P"1 1 • ?5 
City Plann· Commissionltl ( b f!i;{ 1 - '- 1 ' '-

Case No. ~IS -IZr>C.UA- ---
The undersigned declare that they are hereby subscribers to this Notice of Ap~ and are own~ of property .. 

affected by the proposed amendment or conditional use {that is, owners of property within the area that is fhe subject of 
fhe appRcation for amendment or conditional use. or within a radius of 300 feet of the ext~or boundarie$ of the propef'tY. 

ff ownership has changed and assessment roll has not been amended, we attach proof-of ownership change. If 
signing for a firm or corporation, proof of authorization to _sign on behalf of the organization is attached. 

Street Address, Assessor's Printed Name of Owner(s) 
property owned Block & Lot 

1. ~Oo tP1 .. nL{6iS:'.1il_AJviJ 31>D1/\o:) 
2. '32-'2 l'0i'4y1:::.l::1LU\!!l(J 3'6o t/ i 02_ 

I 
3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

'· 8. 

9. 

10. 
-------~ 

11. --------

12. --------

15. --------

17. _______ _ 

1a~--------
19. ________ _ 

20. ________ _ 

21. ________ _ 

22._---'--------

V:\Clelk's Ofllce\Appeals lnformalion\Condition Use Appeal Process7 
Augusl:2011 
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~"-'~ "' v " P'' l ·5 . l.li i t1 tJii~. t - L fi : 2 
City Planmr;ig Commission 
Case No. ?of~ -1.:Zf3,.C.Uf\- . (?-----~-

The undersigned declare that they are hereby subscribers to this Notice of Appeal· and are owners of property 
affected by the proposed amendment or conditional use (that is, owners of property within the ~rea th~t is the subject of 
the appfication for amendment or conditional use, or within a radius of 300 feet of the exterior bOundaries of the property. 

If ownership has changed and assessment roll has not been amended, we attach proof of ownership change. If 
signing for a furn or corporation, proof 9f authorization to sign on behalf of the organization is attached. 

Street Address, 
property owned 

1. ~1> 7 ?_5 Gr, \JE1f\~ --'~ 5'1 

2. ;) 1 S Cur-[ b~Ac.-~ ;st. 
~-A- ~ I ~ 3. -0_,,L- GtAmnedM?A 

4. 332 ~mbv4~ 

5. 050 S--M)clzL 

6.~&rn~ 
V' 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10.~~------

11. --------

12. _______ _ 

13. --------
14. --------

15. --------

16. --------

17. --------

1a ~-------
19. _______ _ 

21. --------

Assessor's 
Block&Lot 

306(~054. 

3£Cr- OS~ 

·k1-offi 
3bol-Df5 
'JJ.c:ol/tio1A 

31:iL>l/ v>(J-
, 

V:\Clerk's Office\Appaals lnformation\Con<fltion Use Appeal Process7 
August 2011 · . 
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~.c·,;r Mi,'( -2 Pr'"I I: ?5 dJdl fiH -

The undersigned declare that they are hereby subscribers to this Notite of Appeal and are owners of property 
affected by the proposed amendment or conditional use (that is, owners of property within the area that is·the subject of 
the application for amendment or conditional u$e, or within a radius of 300 feet of the exterior boundaries of the property. 

If ownership has changed and assessment roll has not been amended, we attach proof of ownership change. ff 
signing for a firm or corporation. proof of authorization to sign on behalf of the organiZation is attached. 

Printed Name of OWner(s) 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. --------

11. --------

12. --------

13. --------

14. --------

15. --------

16. --------

17. --------

18. --------

19. --------

21. --------
22. _______ _ 

V:\Clerk's Office\Appeals lnfolTllation\Condition Usa Appeal Process7 
August2011 
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re Original,Sfj 
of0,,0e 

,/-'------



City PlannilJ.9 Commi$§f<:l\11Y -2 PM l: 2.5 
Case No. l:.ol'!> -lZ(~a.<A- c_ 

The undersigned declare that they are hereby subscribers to this Notice ~/Appeal and ar~~operty 
affected by the proposed amendment or conditional use {that is, owners of property within the area that is the subject of 
the application for amendment or conditional use, or within a radius of 3()0 feet of the exterjor:,bo.undaries of the·property. 

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

Street Address, 
property owned 

1. 328 C:o<Lt..ll@fllAtJ Dsr 

2. 32.5 C<J;1J..f~ LHJIJ S'Y-

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7 . 

.;J. 

Assessor's 
Block& Lot 

~vdf+ 
3~1 /6cfr 

I 

V:\C!erk's Office\Appeals lnformation\Condition Use Appeal Process? 
August 2011 
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City Planning Commission 
Case No. :i:.o \ ~, \1..\S•C'lA-....,\11-,.__---1cj'--'"-~o....__~-~ 

The undersigned declare that they are hereby subscribers to this Notice of Appeal and are owners of property 
affected by the proposed amendment or conditional use (that is, owners of property within the area that i~ the subject of 
the application for amendment or conditional use, or within a. radius of 300 feet of the exterior boundaries of the property. 

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

Street Address, Assessor's 
property owned ';7 Block & Lot 

1. 'ft>20 2 0 L 51-ltU~ 3bn1 lo1< 

Printed Name of Owner(s) 

P£ 1 fir l~a 5 Ii ,,v 

2. fM.£-vt1Sf0 IJ/r 'fl//lt./ 1 &:. o l /o I~ _-J_o_A_l\J __ tv_v...:;...~_;_F __ _ 
I vt' 

a. :f 6Jb -ao¥trt 3601.faw mat>fLk Jtlfl-4S 

4. ~~&..u# cfl--·· rwry_ 3<,01 /611 1-'r~ R. 12~ 1 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

12.~~~~~----

13.~-~~--~~-

14·~--~~-~--

15.~--~~~~--

16·---~---~-

17.~~-~---~-

18.~-~~---~-
19. ________ _ 

20. ________ _ 

21. ---------
.22. ________ _ 

V:\Clerk's Offlce\Appeals !nfonnation\Condilion Use Appeal Process7 
August2011 
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:fitf'. Jf,A ''{ -2. D'·J _[ •• /5 L\.1;VtU·t. tf'J _ 

City Planning Commission : .. -" ,.?sJ._,,.. 
Case No. 'J-o \ ~ , 11...1.JC:U. w--·- '-....r"-----

The undersigned declare that they are hereby subscribers to this Notice of Appeal and are owners of property 
affected by the proposed amendment or conditional use (that is, owners of property within the area that is the s$ject of 
the application for amendment or condilional use. or within a radius of 300 feet of the exterior bOundaries of the property. · · · 

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

Street Address, 
property owned 

1. t•f07 2- Lo fh. ~I 
2. lf o]-'7- 2-D~ ~ 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. --------

11. -----~--

12. --------

13. --------

14. --------

15. _~------

16. --------

17. --------

18. --------

19. --------
20. _______ _ 

21. --------

Assessor's 
Block&lot 

1'9l /o-i..."L-
' 

3fc6( /p 2:2 
I 

Printed Name of Owner(s) 
(.,{JVb. lf{l, 

Si t>.i~AI ,Pr111(P.. -1-w.~J? 

V:\Clerk's Ofl!ce\Appeal& lnformation\Concfrtion Use Appeal Process7 
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Original Signature 
ofOwner(s) 

7J~<11ctg~~ 
·-/J ,,., . 4-. _,(;7 ' 

<·"i-..J-'""" " tA....J'.'...t'~~ 
..,. j 



2iHb MAY -2 PN l: 25 

City Planning CommisSiOn ~....-----
Case No. 'l.-013~ t i...13cuJf '-J 

The undersigned declare that they are hereby subscnbers to this Notice of ApPeaf am:J are owners of property 
affected by the proposed amendment or conditional use (that is, owners of property within the area that is the.subject of 
the application for amendment or conditional use, or within a radius of 300 feet of the exterior boundaries of the property. 

·' 
If ownership has changed and assessment roll has not been amended, we attach proof of ownership change. If 

signing for a firm or corporation, proof of authorization to sign on behalf of the organization is attached. 

Street Address, 
property owned 

1. l(? 7- L-(lvf,EJ;;; St 
2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

l 

10. --------

11. --------

12. --------

13. --------

14. --------
15. _______ _ 

16. _______ _ 

17. --------

18. --------
19. _______ _ 

2a _______ _ 

21. --------

22. ----------

Assessor's Printed Name of Owner(s) 
Block&Lot 

3&o'f /vcoL J~J PayJU_/ 

V:\Clerk's Oft!ce\Appeals lnformation\Condition Use Appeal Process7 
August2011 
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Original Signature a:= /) I 

~~~ 

\l( 
l7 



f~. ·E· r~ EJ 1/ E~D 
£r~~ .J. .. ~ 11\ e F .SlJ r:r B.}r{ v 1 s·~J fts 

S ~~~~ l':.i! F f{ t. t-·J. C t S (~·~J 

City Planning Commission 
Case No. ;l..o l ">· rt:.rrt~A 

The undersigned declare that they are hereby subscnbers to this Notice of Appeal anµ are owners of property 
affected by the proposed amendment or conditional use (that is, owners of property within the area that is the subject of 
the appfication for amendment or conditional use, or within a radius of 300 feet of the exterior boundaries of the property. 

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

Street Address, Assessor's 
Block& Lot 

Printed Name of Owner(s) 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

11. 

12. 

13. 

14. 

15. 

16. 

17 .. 

18. 

19. 

20. 

21. 

22. 

property owned 

LlCJ~o 20-it-\ ST 

ii 

3r,,0J /al.~ 
3 <o<l \ {DJ.}l 

V:\Clerk's Offlce\Appeals lnformalion\Con<fJ!ion Use Appeal Process7 
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Original Signature 
of10wrfr(s~ · 

~~ 

<Ji),/ 
;~!· 

13(, 
l1 



City Planning ~ommis,sj91),,. . . ,.., . 
Case No . .9..o l ~. 1£lt!1~t\,l r\L PM l: 2 6 

The undersigned declare that they are hereby subscribers to this Notice of' Appeal---a.~~roperty 
affected by the proposed amendment or conditional use (that is, owners of property within the. ;r~ ¥ai' is the subject of 
the application for amendment or conditional use, or within a radius of 300 feet of the exterior boundaries of the property. 

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

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

Street Address, 
property owned 

L(o<-1) 2-~ 5·t-· 

L(() Ifs Jocii. St 

Assessor's 
Block& Lot 

3&,oi.t/o Sy 
I 

31.70Lf (o~Lf· 

V:\Clerk's Office\Appeals Information\Condltion Use Appeal Process? 
August2011 
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From:·"Wlliili .. lllll•~!iiiiii--1!!!!• 
Subject: 

Date: April 25, 2016 at 7:05 PM 
To: 

---·~ .. ·-·-·--·· . ----

The uridet:slgl'led daciate Iha! they are'h1;1raby subscribers to this Notiw of Appeal and ara owners of pr-operty 
affoctoo btJ !he ~ runMC!menl or coodiOO!lal use (!Mt is. DY;illefB of property within !he ~ that is the subf.'!-ct of 
th9 appf'icaticn for a.mandmGnt at ~ ui;e, or wiltlln a: ramus o! 300 feet Gf the exterior txxmdaries of tr.e propertf. 

If ownership has manged and ~onl r-Oll hat> not bOOn atne:nded, wn altadl proof of own~ip charlga. If 
signing tor a lirm ot C'XldpOtation,. proof ol authoriz<Ni0t1 to tligil on behalf 1;1f Iha organization is attacbed . 

.2.. 

3. 

4. 

5_ 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. ---~----

ll. -----~~= 

12. ~-------

13. --------

14. --------

15, --------

16. --------

17. --------

18. ~---~~--

19. --------
2(L _______ _ 

2f. --------

2355 
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HH6 MAY -2 PM t: 26 
City Planning Commission 
Case No • .:t.o Ll·1> I LI "3 CY,. t\ (!? 

The undersigned declare that they are hereby subscribers to this Notice of Appeal and are owners of property 
affected by the proposed amendment or conditional use (that is, owners of property within the area 1hat is 1he subject of 
1he application for amendment or conditiOnaf use. or within a radius of 300 feet of 1he exieriOr boundaries of 1he property. 

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

Street Address, 
property owned 

Assessor's 
Block&Lot 

Printed Name of Owner(s} 

1. &./t.J' 7 1..<J'\""' \ t 

z 'f o 1 l ;Lo -r ')y-

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. --------

11. --------

12. --------

13. --------

14. --------

15. --------

16. --------

17. --------

18. --------

19. --------
20. _-_____ _ 

21. --------
22. ___ - ___ _ 

3 <-o"f la 1 l 
' ~(,o'1/o Ir) 

V:\Oerk's Office\Appeals lnfonn<Jlion\Condilion Use Appeal Process7 
August2011 
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Original Signature 

m1!1#::1 



~::~~ifi>Afifi~t~ Pri 1~ 26 
c..._ 

The undersigned declare 1hat they are hereby subscribers to this Nottad of J\ppe-ai 4 owners of property 
affected by 1he proposed amendment or conditional use {1hat is, owners of property within the area that is the subject of 
the application for amendment or conditional use, or within a radius of 300 feet of the exterior boundaries of the property. 

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

Street Address, 
property ownsd 

1. '{Lt/ Lh--er-iy 
2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

8. 

$. ·=·---~--------·-------··---

Blo&l<&~-

p .. :....1-...........r "'~""""'- -E ..n ... --. .... dr,;:...,,_ 
i· MU\-..--·'--""'·---~ _...,,.. •.• .,.;:;.\;;;;,.J 

3(,,pt.j/(;1{5 Su -z_/t-J.J"1F <) ~Y(}/\ I 
e::;!.~~ S!~r!~n~ 
vf 0-.;;.ner(s} 

~ A !fri~-u . 

--~==---=-·=·-==~--

.,..,.,~ 

i"U. 
·~··"·-•-•-··--·••---.···P.·--••'"'-• •-•- ----•-·•·-~· ··-• ----=---~--'·-··'-·'•"•··~-·-·----·--- --<-··--~ -···•• .,,-·-•-- ••·•··-··-•- ·-·~-~~-

1 i. ~~----------------------------·--~- ---- ------~'~. ---~-----~--~-- ..... ·---·· ... -- .. - - -- ----

.,..., 
i!.~ .. ~==-~-~--~--~-~~ 

14.. ---·-----~-~------··-----~ 

~~- ~~- ----··- --· 

1-1 .. ----------- ------------- -

~e 

i':'!;~ --- --·----~'-~·-

~""" 
)V,. .,....,. ........... ...=-.- -··-··' ··~· • 

?n ---- -·--· ·-' . 

az"' ________ ._ 

'J':'!-,{:.:-_.-
ffe.,';. - ·-: i1 
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CERTIFICATION OF TRUST 

I, CHRISTINE T. NAHNSEN, · Trustee of the C;ISTINE ~;~;;· 
TRUST confirm the f ollQwing facts: . .. . . .. . ,,• :-. . · · 

: . . ·.":: .. 
2011 

1. The CHRISTINE T. NAHNSEN 2011 TRUST (hereinafter 
referred to as "Trust") is currently in existence and was created 
by me under declaration of revocable living trust on the same 
date this document was signed below. 

2. The Settlor of said Trust is CHRISTINE T. NAHNSEN. 

3. The CHRISTINE T. NAHNSEN 2011 TRUST is revocable. 

4. The currently acting Trustee of said Trust is CHRISTINE 
T. NAHNSEN as the sole Trustee. 

5. 

6. 

The Trustee has all ppwers conferred by California law. 
' 

Title of trust assets should be as follows: 

CHRISTINE T. NAHNSEN, Trustee of the 
CHRISTINE T. NAHNSEN 2011 TRUST established· 
under Declaration of Revocable Living Trust 
dated September 21, 2011. 

7. The CHRISTINE T. NAHNSEN 2011 TRUST has not been 
revoked, modified, or amended in any manner which would cause the 
representations contained in this certification of trust to be 
incorrect. 

8. This certification is being executed in conformity with 
the provisions of California Probate Code Section 18100.5, 
Chapter 5320, Statutes of 1993. 

Dated: September tl! , 2011. 

CHRISTINE T .. N~SEN, Trustee 
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CERTIFICATE OF ACKNOWLEDGMENT OF NOTARY PUBLIC 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 

On St?' ff 2/. cdoJ/, before me, c:;:;;t//f?Jr /7 £!7:r7- . 
Notary Public, personally appeared CHRISTINE T. NAHNSEN who 

proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be the 

person(fr?" whose name~ is/a~ subscribed to the within 

instrument and acknowledged to me that p.e:/she/tJ1.-eY executed the 

same in J:µS/her/µfeir authorized capacity Ci¢·, and that by 

~/her/th&:Lr signature (?Y-on the instrument the person (,s], or 
/ 

the entity upon behalf of which the person (,sf acted, executed the 

instrument. 

I certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the 

State of California that the foregoing paragraph is true and 

correct. 

WITNESS my hand and official seal/ 

Signature ~& 
(Seal) ef!cµ/#4 (#'ff~ 
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I RECORDING REQUESTED BY: 
Chicago Title Company 
Escrow No.: 07-35405627-BJ 
Locate No.: CACTI7738-7738-2354-0035405627 
Title No.: 07-35405627-RM 

When Recorded Mail Document 
and Tax Statement To: 
Karl W. and Lillemor E. Leichum 
413 Hillsborough Blvd 
Hillsborough, ca 94010 

APN: Lot 001A, Block 3601 

. The undersigned grantor{s) declare(s) 
Documentary transfer tax is $15,712.SO 

.£' 

GRANT DEED 

[ ] computed on full value of property conveyed, or 

SPACE ABOVETIUS l.INEFPRRECORDER'S USE 

[ ] computed on full value less value of liens or encumbrances remaining at time of sale, 
[ ] Unincorporated Area City of San Francisco, 

FOR A VALUABLE CONSIDERATION, receipt of which is hereby acknowledged, Jae Michael Luna, a single man 

hereby GRANT{S) to Karl W. Leichur'n and Lillemor E. Leichum, Trustees of the Karl W. and Lillemor E. Leichum 
Revocable Trust Dated 05/03/1995, 

the following described real property in the City of San Francisco, County of San Francisco, State of califomia: 
SEE EXHIBIT "A" ATTACHED HERETO AND MADE A PART HEREOF 

DATED: November 27, 2007 

STATE OF CAUFORNIA • ) 
COUNlY OF f";aumaJVC/ J e .I ) 

ON No~~~~ before me, 
MJ1~M..x:-~-ra__ a.w-- l 

(here insert name :ad title of !h7 officer), personally 
appeared .,,\ac /!1/dfi"--~U/(/6( 

personally known to me (or proved to me on the basis of 
satisfactory evidence) to be the person(s) who,se name(s) 
is/are subscribed to the within instrument and 
acknowledged to me tfiat he/she/they executed the same 
in his/her/their authorized capacity(ies), and that by 
his/her/their signature(s) on the instrument the person(s), 
or the entity upon behalf of which the person(s) acted, 
executed the instrument. 

Witness my hand an~ ~aL 

Signature,~ . (Seal) 

MAIL TAX STATEMENTS AS DIRECTED ABOVE 
FD-213 (Rev 7 /96) GRANT DEED 
(grantXOB-07) 
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.1 Escrow No.: 07-35405627-BJ 
Locate No.: CACTI773B-mB-2354-0035405627 
ltfe No.: 07-35405627-RM 

,·, 

EXHIBIT "A11 

THE LAND REFERRED TO HEREIN BELOW IS SITUATED IN THE Cl1Y OF SAN FRANCISCO, COUNlY OF SAN FRANOSCO, 
STATE OF CALIFORNIA AND IS DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS: 

BEGINNING AT A POINT ON THE SOUTHERLY LINE OF 19TH STREET, DISTANTTHEREON 70 FEET WESTERLY FROM 
THE WESTERLY LINE.OF SANCHEZ STREET; RUNNING THENCE WESTERLY ALONG SAID LINE OF 19TH STREET 35 FEET; 
THENCE AT A RIGHT ANGLE SOUTHERLY 57 FEET; THENCE AT A RIGHT ANGLE EASTERLY 35 FEET; AND THENCE AT A 
RIGHT ANGLE NORTHERLY 9 FEIT TO THE POINT OF BEGINNING. 

BEING A PORTION OF MISSION BLOCK NO. 107. 

APN: Lot OOlA, Block 3601 
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. CERTIFICATE OF TRUST 

I, Elizabeth Kantor, hereby declare under penalty of perjury under th\; laws of the State of 
California and certify that; · 

1. On March 11, 1993, the undersigned, as Settlor and Trustee, s~gned a Declaration 
of Trust, which established a revocable living trust known as the Elizabeth Kantor Trust (the 
"Original Trust"). Subsequent thereto ·and on June 21, 2006, the Settlor and Trustee amended 
and restated the Original Trust in its entirety (the "Amended and Restated Trust"). The Settler. 
and Trustee executed a First Amendment to the Aniended and Restated Trust on September 17, 
2012 (the "First Amendment"). The-Amended and Restated Trust'and the First Amendment 
thereto are hereinafter referred to as the "Trust". 

2: This Certificate-0fTrust is a true and c01Tect representation of the terms of the 
trust instrument 

3. Elizabeth Kantor is the currently acting Trustee of the Trust. 

4. . The Trust is not of record in any court oflaw and has not been recorded in the 
public records of any county. 

5. The 'J;'rust has not been revoked, modified, or .amended in any manner, which 
would c<;i.use the representations contained .herein to be incorrect 

6. Elizabeth Kantor has reserved the sole right and authority to amend and revoke 
the Trust as long as she is alive. · 

7. Elizabeth Kantor is the sole current beneficiary of the Trust. 

8. Title to assets of the Trust should be taken in substantially the following form: 

Elizabeth Kantor, Trustee, or her successor in trust under the 
Elizabeth Kantor Trust dated March 11, 1993, and any 
amendments thereto: 

9. The Trust can be identified by.the social security number of the Settlor and will 
be provided upon request. 

10. This Certificate of Trust is intended to serve as a "Certification of Trust" under 
California -Probate .Code Section 18100.5, as amen4ed. Its purpose is to certify the existence of 
the Trust, the identity and powers of the Trustee, the manner of taking title to assets, and to 
summarize some of the more important provisions of the Trust so that the Trustee can deal with 
third parties, such as financial institutions, stock transfer agents, brokerage houses, title 
companies, insurance companies, and otl1ers, without disclosing the entire Dec.laration of Trust, 
which is a private a.lld confidential document. · 

017956.0001\4110240.I 1/15/2016 1 
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FIRST AMENDED AND RESTATED 
TRUST 

DATED JUNE 21, 2006 

Recitals: 

A. Elizabeth Kantor ("'Elizabeth Kantor"), as settlor and trustee, signed a Declaration of 
Trust, which established a revocable living trust known as the Elizabeth Kantor Trust (the 
"Original Trust"), on March 11, 1993. 

B. Elizabeth Kantor now desires to amend and restate her trust (the "First Amended and 
Restated Trust"), so that no reference need be made to the original Trust, as follows: 

Operative Provisions: 

ARTICLE I 

DECLARATIONS 

Section L 1 Conveyance to Trustee. Elizabeth Kantor, (referred to herein as the 
"settlor" or the "trustee," depending on the context) designates herself as trustee and 
declares that she has set aside and holds, IN TRUST, the property described in Schedule 
A attached to this instrument. 

Section 1.2 Name of Trust. The trust created in this instrument may be referred to as 
the "Elizabeth Kantor Trust." 

Section 1.3 Trust Estate. All property subject to this instrument from time to time, 
including the property listed in Schedule A, is referred to as the trust estate and shall be 
held, administered ·and distributed according to this instrument. 

Section 1.4 De:fmitions. In general a "settlor" (or trustor) is an individual or entity that 
creates a trust; a °'trustee" is an individual or entity that holds legal title to trust assets and 
manages such assets for the benefit of trust beneficiaries pursuant to a trust agreement; 
and a "beneficiary" is an individual or entity with a beneficial interest in the trust assets 
for whose benefit such assets are managed. The settler of this trust is also the initial 
trustee and beneficiary. 

ARTICLE2 

DISTRIBUTIONS DURING LIFETIME OF SETTLOR . 

Section 2.1 No Allocation Between Principal and Income. During the settlor's 
lifetime, the trustee shall not be required to allocate receipts and disbursements between 
income and principal. All receipts collected by the trust shall be deemed principal and 
expenses shall be charged to principal. 
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THE Rl!:NRIEITA S. CURRIER TRUST 

ARTICLE ONE 

CREATION OF TRUST 

PAGE:1 

1.1. Declaration.. HENRIBTTA S. CURRIER of San Francisco County~ Califomi~ 

·who is herein referreCl to as "the Tmstor11 or "the Trustee,'' depending on the context, hereby 

declares that she holds certain property (the "tiust estate") in trust, to be held, administered, and 

distributed according to the tenns of this instrument. 

1.2. Name,.~ of Trusts. Thetmsts created by this instrument shall be known 

collectively as the HENRIETTA S. CURRIER TRUST, and each separate trust created under this 

instrument shaH be referred to by adding the name or designation of that separ-trt:e trust as it 

appears in the appropriate section of this instrument. 

1.3. Effective Date. This declaration sh.all be effective immediately on execution by all 

the parties. 

1.4. Marital Status. The Truster i.s not married. 

1.5. Identification of Livine Children. The Trustor has no living children. 

1.6. No Deceased Children. The Tru..c:itor has no deceased children. 

1. 7. Definitions of Child, Children, and Issue. The terms "child" and "children11 shall 

include natural-born and legally adopted children of the Trustor. The terms 11issue11 and 
11descendants" shall include natural-born and legally adopted lineaJ descendants of the Tmstor 

indefinitely. The tenm 11issue11 and 11descendants11 shall not include any stepchild of a lineal 

descendant of the Trustor unless such stepchild fa a legally adopted lineal descendant of the 

Trustor. The words "living" and "surviv.ing0 shall include unborn persona iu. the period of 

gestation .. 

ARTICLE TWO 

TRUST ESTATE 

2.1. Definition of Trust Estate. All property subject to this instrument from time to 

time is referred to as the "trust estate" and shall be held, administered. and distributed as. provided 

in this instrume.o.t. The Trustee shall hold. ad.minister, and distribute the property described in any 

schedules of property (which are attached hereto and made a part of this trust inst.run.tent), any 
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8.9. Severability Clause. Tf any provision of this instrurnent is invalid, that provision 

shall be di$regarded, and the remainder of this instrument shall be construed as lfthe invalid 

provision had not been included. 

8.10. California Law to Apply. All questions concerningthe validity, irtterpretation, 

and administration of this instrument, including any trusts created under this instrument, shall be 

governed by the laws of the State of California, regardless of the domicile of any Trustee or 

beneficjary, 

8.11. Gifts to 0 Heirs«. For any gift to heirs of the Trostor that is made in this 

instrume.nt, those heirs shall be determined as if the Trustor had died intestate at the time for 

distribution prescribed in this instrument, and the identity and shares of those heirs shall be 

detem1ined according to the California laws of succession that concern separate property not 

acquired from a previously deceased spouse and that are in effect at the time the Trustor is 

deemed t·a have dfod. 

ARTICLE NINE 

SIGNATURE AND EXECUTION 

9.1. E:xecutioo. 1 certify that I have read the foregoing declaration of trust and that it 

correctly states the terms and conditions under whicl:i the trust estate is to be held, administered, 

and distributed. As Tmstee of the trusts created by this declaration of trust, I approve this 

declaration offl't.lst in all particulars, and agree to be bound by its terms and conditions. As 

Trustor of the trusts created by this declaration of trust> I approve this declaration of trust in all 

particulars, and agree to be bound by its terms and conditions. 

Dated tlla_ f:f-=-~1., '2:::{ > 20 t]t'·} . . 

TRUSTOR-TRUSTEE 

18 
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:. -, .. _ v 

ACKNOWLEDGMENT 

State of California 

County of cXt/ .rl< 
) 
) SS 

) 

On , . //tc ., 4 2 f / /[l;:l'.· before me, the undersigned notary public in and for the 
State of California, person8.lly appeared HENRIETTA S. CURRIER, personally known to me (or 
proved to me on the basis of satisfactoiy evidence) to be the person whose name i$ subscribed to 

. the within instrument and acknowledged to me that he/she executed the same i:o his/her authorized 
capacity, and that by his/her signature on the instrument, the person, or the entity upon behalf of 
which the person acted, executed the instrument. 

WITNESS my hand and official seal. 

/~: / ./ 
Signature -.. ~-&=--· ~k:/.,~,t~:f.L-,,. +'2/.._,. z..._,,· i'-" .. c,,_..,/+---

19 
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THE :JACKSON-TURLEY FAMILY TRUST 

ARTICLE ONE 

. CREATION OF TRUST 

· i.1. :. Declaration. WILLIAM R. JAC:((SON and SUZANNE E. TURLEY, husband 

and wife, of San Franciseo County; California, who are herein referred to as "the Trristors" or 
\. . ~ . 

"the Trustees,'.' depf'.n9ing on.the cont~xt, he~eby declare that they hold certain prop~rty (the 

•itrust estate") in ti:us~ to be held; a~inistered, and distributed according to the terms of this · 

instrument 

1.2. Names of Trusts. The·trus~ treated by this instrument shall be k:qown 

collectively as the JACKSON-TURLEY.FAMILY TRUS'I'., and each separate. trust created under " 

this instrument shall be referred to .bY addµig ~e name or'des!gri.ation of that separate trust as it 

appears iii the apP.r.opriate ~ection of tbi~ instrument 
.· 

. 1.3. . Effectlvf? ·Date. This declaration. shall be effective immediately op. execution by . 

all the parties .. 

1A. I~~ntification of Livfug Children. The Trustors.have no living children. 

15. ·No Deceased Children .. The Trustors·have no·deceased cruldren. 

1.6. J)e:fmitiolis of Child, Children, and Issue. The terms. "child''. and "children" 

shall ·in.elude na~-bom and legally adopted children·of either Truster. · The terms .!!issue'' and 

'.'descendan~" shall mcluc:Ie na~-bom and legally adopted lineal destendants ·9f ~ither Trustor 

iii.de:fu:iitely. The terms 11issue11 and 11d~scendani:s11 shall :hot include any.step~hild of~ lineal 

d~cendant of either Trustor unless such st~pchild is a legally adopted lineal descendant of either. . 
. . . 

Trustor: The words 11living1~ amf 11survivjng'i Shall in.elude .unborn pe~ons in the period of 

gestation. No child bom to or adopted, by the SUrvivin.g Trustor after.the death ofthe Deceased . . . . . . . 
Trustor, or issue of such child, shall be considered·a: rrcbild", "is~ue" or 11desc~ndan~" for the 

plirpose of receiving an)'.' share of TRUST B or TRUST C. 

ARTICLETwO 

TRUST ESTATE 

2.1. Definition of Trust Estate. All property subject to this ?i~trument from time to 

time.is referred to as the "t:nist estate11 and shall be held, _adm.inisn;:red, and distnlmted as 
. . 

provided in this instrument The Trustee shall hole}, administer, a:b.d distribute-the property - . . 
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RECORDING REQUESTED 
·By 

AND WHEN RECORDED 
MAIL TO 

DAVID A. BROMLEY 
1855 Olympic Blvd. #200 
Wahmt Creek, CA 94596 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

UNIFORM STATUTORY FORM POWER OF ATTORNEY 
(California Probate Code Section 4401) 

Springing Durable Power of Attorney 

NOTI~: ~POWERS_ GRANTED BY TIIlS DOCUfy.lENT ARE BROAD AND 
SWEEPJNG_ TIIBY ARE-EXPLAINED IN TIIB UNIFORM STATUTORY FORM 

. POWER OF ATTORNEY ACT (CALIFORNIA PROBATE CODE SECTIONS 4409-
4465). IF YOU HA VE ANY QUESTIONS ABOUT TIIBSE POWERS, OBTAJN 
COMPEIBNT LEGAL ADVICE. TIIlS DOCUMENT DOES NOT AUTHORIZE 
ANYONE TO MAKE :MEDICAL AND OTHERHEALW CARE DECISIONS FOR 
YOU. YOU MAY REVOKE THIS POWER OF ATTORNEY LATER IF YOU WISH 
TODO SO. 

I, WII.LIAMR. JACKSON,, the principal, appoint SUZANNE E. TURLEY as my agent 
( attomey-in-fact) to act for me in .any lawful way wi~ respect to the following initialed subjects: 

If SUZANNE E. WR.LEY is unable or unwilling to acS th~n I appoint the following in 
the _order named as my agent: 

FIRST ALTERNATE: 
SECOND ALTERNATE: 
THJRD ALTERNATE: 

HENRIETTA S. CURRIER 
GLENN REID 
HARDYL. THOMAS 

. I 
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TO GRANT ALL OF.TIIE FOLLOWING POWERS, lNITIAL THE LINE MARKED 
wrTII A (N) AND IGNORE TIIE LINES IN FRONT OF THE OTHER POWERS. 

TO GRANT ONE OR MORE, BUT FEWER THAN ALL OF THE FOLLOWING 
POWERS, lNITIAL THE LINE IN FRONT OF EACH POWER YOU ARE GRANTING. 

TO WITHHOLD A POWER, DO NOT JNIT1AL THE LINE IN FRONT OF IT. YOU 
MAY, BUT NEED NOT, CROSS OUT EACH POWER WITHHELD. 

INITIAL 

(A) 

(B) 

(C) 

(D) 

(E) 

(F) 

(H) 

(I) 

(J) 

.. (K) 

__ (L) 

___ (M) 

!ffl}- # (N) 

Real Property Transactions. 

Tangible Personal Property Transactions. 

Stock and Bond Transactions 

Co:\]llllodity and Option Tf'.lliSacti.ons. 

Banking $id other Fll;tancial Institution Transactions. 

Business Opera~g Transactio:qs. 

Estate, Trust, and other Beneficiary Transactions. 

Claims and Litigation. 

. Personal and Fm;nily Maintenance. 

Benefits from Social Security, Medicare, Medicai4-or other governmental 
programs, or civil or 
military service. 

Retirement plan T!ansactions. 
I 

Tax matters. 

AIL OF THE POWERS LISTED ABOVE. 

YOU NEED NOT IN1TIAL ANY OTHERLJNES IF YOU INITIAL LINE (N). 

SPECIAL INSTRUCTIONS: . 

I. This durable power of attorney shall become effective only upon my incapacity. 
If, after bt?ing determined incapacitated, I should regain my capacity, the powers conferred by this 
instrument shall terminate. 

2 
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2. I shall conclusively be deemed incapacitated for purposes of thls instrument when 
the agent receives a written and signed opinion from a licensed physician. that I am physically or 
mentally incapable of managing my own :finances. Such written opinion when received ~hall be 
attached to this instrument 'Thi.rd parties may rely on the agent's authority without further · 
eVidence of incapacity when this instrum~t is presented with such physician's statement . 
. attach~d. '.No licensed physician who executes a medical opinion ofincapaeity shall be subject to 
liability because of such execution. I hereby waive any privilege that may apply to release of· 
information included in such ~edical opinion. · 

3. After a determination of incapacity, I shall be deemed to have regained capacity 
upon a written and signed opinion from a licensed physician that I am physically or mentally 
capable of managing my own finances. · · 

4. WlµJe I am not incapacitated, I may modify this durable power: of attorney at any 
time by giving written notice to the agent and I may terminate this power of attorney at any time 
by either myself or by my agent by written notice given by the terminating party to the other 
party. 

5. The Agent shall have the following powers: 

A. To execute and deliver revocable living Trust agreements, to make 
additions to any exispng o~ future living trust of which I am the Trustor, and to amend or 
terminate such Trusts, all so long as such aGts do not substantially alter dis1ribµtion of my estate 
during my lifetime or on my death, and so long as all such acts do not cause adverse tax 
consequences for my estate or my Agent's estate. 

B. To prepare and file all income and other federal and state tax returns 
which. the principal is required to file; to sign the principal's name; hire preparers and advisors 
and pay for their services; and to do whatever is necessary to protect the principal' s assets from 
assessments for income taxes and other taxes. The agent is specifically authorized to receive 
confidential infortnation; to rece~ve checks in payment of any refund of taxes, penalties, or 
interest; to execute waivers (includi:J;ig offers of waivers) of restrictions on assessment or 
collec!Ion of tax deficiencies and waivers of notice of disallowance of claiµls for·credit or refund; 
to execute consents extending the statutory period for assessment or collection of taxes; to 
e?Cecute closing agreements·under Internal Revenue Code section 7121, or any successor statute; 
and to del~gate authority or substitute another representative with respect to all above matters. 

. C. To have access to al}: safe deposit boxes in the principal's name or to which 
the principal is an authorized signatory; to contract with financial institutions for the maintenance 
and continuation of safe deposit boxes m the principal's name; to add to and remove the contents 
of all such safe deposit boxes; and to terminate contracts for all such safe deposit boxes. 

3 
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. D. To. make Cfuect payments to the provider for tuition and medical care for 
the principal's issue under Internal Revenue Code section 2503( e) or any successor statute, which 
excludes such payments from gift tax liability. 

E. To make gifts to continue any pattern of gift giving established by the 
principal. 

· F. To mak:~ gifts ori my behalf to a class composed of my children, any of 
their issue, or both to the full extent of the federal annual gift tax exclusiOn under Internal 

. Revenue Section2503(b) of any successor statute. 

' · G. To make gifts and other transfers without Qonsideration or with less than 
full consideration, including forgiveness oflo_ans and completion of charitabJe pledges made by 
me; provided, however, that the Agent shall not make gifts to the Agent unless the gifts are for 
the Agent's health, support and maintenance and do not exceed Five Thousand Dollars ($5,000) 
in any calendar year; provided, however, that if a gift is made to any of my children, the .Agent 
shall make a substantially similar concurrent gift to each of my other children. · 

H. · To. consent to split gifts made by my spouse to third persons under Internal 
Revenue Code Section 2513 or any success~r statute, and similar provisions-of any state or local 
gift tax laws. 

6. On my death, this power shall terminate and the assets of the principal shall be · 
distributed to the duly appointed personal representative of the principal's estate; or, if no estate 
is being ad.ministered, to the persons who lawfully. take the assets witp.out the necessity of 
administration including the Trustee of any Trust which is the beneficiary of the principal's estate 
when they have supplied the· agent with satisfactory documents as provided by law. · · 

UNLESS YOU DIRECT OTIIBRWISE ABOVE, TIIIS POWER OF ATTORNEY IS 
EFFECTIVE IN.IMEDIATELY AND WILL CONTINUE UNTIL IT IS REVOKED EVEN 
THOUGH YOU BECOME INCAPACITATED. 

This power of attorney will continue to be effective even though I become incapacitated. 

(STRIKE THE PRECEDING SENTENCE IF YOU DO NOT WANT THIS POWER OF 
ATTORNEY TO CONTINUE IF YOU BECOME INCAPACITATED.) 

EXERCISE OF POWER OF ATTORNEY WHERE MORE THAN ONE AGENT 
DESIGNATED: . 

If I have designated more thari. one agent, the agents are to act SEP .ARA'.'TEL Y. 

4 
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(IF YOU APPOlNTED MORE THAN ONE AGENT AND YOU WANT EACH 
AGENT TO BE ABLE TO ACT ALONE WITHOUT THE OTHER AGENT JOINJNG, WRITE 
THE WORD "SEPARATELY" IN THE BLANK SPACE ABOVE. IF YOU DO NOT INSERT 
ANY WORD IN THE BLANK SPACE, OR IF YOU WRITE THE WORD "JOJNTL Y,11 THEN 
ALL OF YOUR AGENTS MUST ACT OR SIGN TOGETHER.) 

I agree that any tlrird party who receives a copy of this document may act under it. 
Revocation of the power of attorney is not effect as to a third party until the third party has actual 
knowledge of revocation. I agree to indemnify the th:ifd party for any claims that arise against the 
fuird party because of reliance on this power of attorney. 

Signed this .z... " "' '7 ,20~. 

¥~/{~---
WILLIAM R. JAci.fSON' 

BY ACCEPTING OR ACTING UNDER TIIB APPOlNTMENT, THE AGENT ASSUMES 
THE FIDUCIARY AND OTIIER LEGAL RESPONSIBILITIES OF AN AGENT. 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA ) 
COUNTY OF CONTRA COSTA ) 

On Mt? , 20&, before me, the undersigned, a Notary Public, personally 
appeared WJLLIAM R. JACK.SON, personally known to me (or proved to IDt;'. on the basis of 
satisfactory evidence) to be the person whose nanie is subscribed to the within :instrument and 
aclmowledged to me that he executed the 'same in his authorized capacity, and that by bis 
signature on the instrument the person, or the entity upon behalf of which the person acted, . 
executed the instrument. 

WITNESS my hand and official seal. ~ 

Notary~ 
DAVrD BROMLEY 

Commission# 1374668 z 

Notary Public - California ~ 
Contra Costa County 

· MyComm.ExpiresSepl4,2006 
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Diane s: Moran Revocable Trust 

DIANE S. MORAN REVOCABLE TRUST 

ARTICLE ONE 

CREATION OF TRUST 

1.1. Declaration. Diane S. Moran of Marin County, California, also known as 

Dawn Moran, or Diane Susanne Moran who is herein referred to as "the settlor" or "the 

trustee," depending on the context, hereby declares that she holds certain prop.erty (the 

"trust estate") in trust, to be held, administered, and distributed according to the terms of 

this instrument. 

1.2. Names of Trusts. The trusts created by this instrument shall be known 

collectively as the Diane S. Moran Revocable Trust, and each separate trust created.under 

this instrument shall be referred to by adding the name or designation of that separate 

trust as it appears in the appropriate section of this instrument. 

1.3. Effective Date. This declaration shall be effective immediately on execution 

by all the parties. 

1 A. Marital Status. The settlor is not currently married. 

1.5. Identification of Living Child. The settlor has one living child~ Mark A. 

Moran, born July 20, 1972. 

1.6. No Deceased Children. The settlor has no deceased children. 

1 f Definitions of Child, Children, and Issue. As used in this instrument, the 

terms "child11 and "children" refer to natural children and to children who have been 

legally adopted during minority by the parent or parents from or through whom thefr right 

to inherit or to"take is determined or derived, and the term "issue" refers to all lineal 

descendents of all generations, with the relationship of parent and child at each 

generation being dete1mined by the definitions of "child" and "children" set forth in this 

1 
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RECORDJNG REQUESTED BY 
Heather Robertson 

AND WHEN RECORDED MAIL TO 
Heather Robertson 
Heather Robertson 
8 Mount Tenaya Court 
San Rafael, California 94903 

APN: 3601-047 

CONFORMED COPY of document recorde4 

12/0112011 J20.11J30.9434 
on with documen!::!1 "th the original 

Thi5 document l!iti> not bct'n tomp 'iEcoRDER 
SAN FRANCISCO ASS_ESSOR- . 

Space above line for Recorder's Use 
NOTAXDUE. 

TRUST TRANSFER DEED 

The undersigned Grantors declare under the penalty qf perjury that the following is true 
and correct: 

Documentary transfer tax is NONE. Not pursuant to a sale. No consideration. A transfer -
into a revocable trust. Rev. & Tax Code Section 11930. 

Unincorporated area ~ City of San Francisco 

This is a transfer into a revocable trust excludable from reassessment under Rev. & Tax 
Code ·section 62( d). · 

FOR NO CONSIDERATION, GRANTORS Brent Horowitz and Heather Thompson, 
husband and wife, as Community Property, hereby GRANT TO Brent Horowitz and Heather 
Thompson, Trustees of the Horowitz Family Trust dated September 22, 2011, that real property 
in the City of San Francisco, County of San Francisco, State of Californi~ described in Exhibit 
"A" attac¥ hereto and incorporated-herein. 

Dated: September 22, 2011 

.·~ 
Heather Thompson 
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ACKNOWLEDGMENT 

State of California 

County of San Francisco 

) 
) 
) 

On September 22, 20i 1, before me, Heather Robe~on, a notary public, personally 

appeared Brent Horowitz and Heather Thompson, who prov~ to me on the basis of satisfactory . 

. . evideppe to be ~e persons 'YJ.iose ~~ -~~ ~scnoed to :J:b.e Y.41hfl].~~~ ~4-.- ------· _____________ _ 

acknowledged to me that they executed the same in their authorized capacities and that by their 

signatures on the instrument the persons, or the entity upon behalf of which the persons acte<L 

executed the instrument 

I certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that 

the foregoing paragraph is true and correct. 

WITNESS my hand and official seal. 

Heather Robertson (Seal) 

My-commission expires on: July 24, 2014 

Mail tax statements to: Brent Horowitz and Heather Thompson, 328 Cumberland Street, San 
Francisco, California 94114 

2375 



.~ :.· . ~ r 

1HE I.AND REFERRfDl'O HfREIN BELOW JS SD1Jln'B) JN lME OlY OF SAN FRANClSCO,. alUNlY Of SAN 
fRANCIS(l),. SfATE OF C"AllfORNIA, MD JS DE5CR1BED AS fOl1DWS: 

- -
Beginning at a point on the northerly li1e d Cumbedand street, dislant1henm 155 feetYt'e!lerly mm the wes1e1y 
line oc $l1chez Street; CQJCI ruringthenm wesledf along said lined Cmlheriand Stleet25 feet; tlEre at a right 
angle northerly 1i4 feet; thence at a right angle eastertr 25 feet; and tJtence ata rigllt anglesoulberty U4 feettn the 
point of beginaling. · · 

sang ,,ait0t MiSSbl BiOct No.. w. 
APN: L.ot047,. Blodc3601 

-··~--·· . ... ..: . . . -···---~~~--~·----------~ - -·. 

2376 



CONFCiR.MED COPY 
Original of this document is ln the 

..... ~. ('\.(. ; '"' . -$ 

Peter Landes esq 
THIRD AMENDED AND RESTATED TRUST AGREEMENT 

.......... ;-:-xtr• 

OF 

NANCY L. KOKOLJ TRUST 

THIS AMENDMENT TO AND RESTATEMENT OF TRUST AGREEMENT is 
entered into on ::f J L :£. ;J,.f , 2015, between NANCY L. KOJ{OLJ, referred to 
hereinafter, as the Settlor, Cl NANCY L. KOKOLJ, as the Trustee.\ 

The Settlor and the Trustee have heretofore entered into a Trust Agreement dated August 
12, 1997, establishing the NANCY L. KOKOLJ TRUST, which was amended and restated in 
its entirety on August 8, 2000, and was further amended and restated in its entirety on January 
15, 2004 (hereinafter for convenience referred to as the "Trust Agreemenf'). Pursuant to the · 
power reserved to the Settlor it is the desire of the Settlor to further amend the Trust Agreement 
in its entirety and completely restate the terms thereof as hereinafter set forth. 

ARTICLE I 

NAME OF TRUST AND TRUST ESTATE 

1.1. Name of Trust. This trust name shall remain as the NANCY L. KOKOLJ TRUST. 

ARTICLE II 

FAMILY DECLARATION 

2.1. Family Information. The Settlor is unmarried and does not have a domestic partner. 
The Settlor has no children or descendants. 

ARTICLE ID 

. DISTRIBUTION 

The Trustee will apply and distribute the trust estate and the income from it in the following 
manner: 

3.1. During Settlor's Lifetime. 

1 
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REVOCABLE TRUST AGREEMENT 

THE ANNAM. CARTER AND DONALD RAY CARTER REVOCABLE TRUST-

Anna~- Carter and Donald. Ray Carter, Trustors and Trustees 

---"'!"-~=1=_~=· =----'.;{_;;:(S°;_· ___ · ' 1996 
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FIRST AMENDMENT TO 
REVOCABLE TRUST AGREEMENT 

-
THE ANNA M. CARTER AND DONALD RAY CARTER REVOCABLE TRUST 

Anna M. Carter and Donald Ray Carter, Trustors 

and 

· Anna M. Carter, TrQstee 

-~---. ~-:t--.r~---·2oos 
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as the donor's executor), accrued income so 
transferred shall be treated as income and shall not 
be included in "inventory yalue.'" 

PART EIGHT 

If any person for any reason or in any manner whatever, directly or indirectly, 

contests this agreement in whole or in part, on any ground whatever, or opposes or objects to any 

of the provisions.hereof or seeks to invalidate any such provisions, ·or seeks or endeavors to 

s~cceed to the trust property or any part thereof otherwise than through the trust agreement, as 

amended to date, then such person ~hall neither ~e nor receive any of such trust property, and 

any gift or ·other interest in the trust property to which such person would otherwise be entitled by 

virtue of the provisions of the trust agreement, as amended to date, shall be revoked and be · 

canceled and rendered void and of no effect whatever, and such trust property shall instead be 

given to those persons who would be entitled thereto under the provisions o:f the trust agreement, 

as amended to date, had such person predeceased both trustors without issue. 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties hereto have executed this agreement 

effective the. day and year fust above written. 

Anna M. Carter, Truster 

£>cmaU ~In e~-~ {hu¢-~;~ 
Donald Ray Carte~Iustor 
By Anna M. Carter, his attorney-in-fact 

Anna M. Carter, Trustee 

20 
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

COUNTY OF A-~~ 
) 
) 
) 

. On this.2-qJh day of A-vr1'!/- , 2005, before me, the undersigned No:tary 

Public, personally appeared Anna M. Carter, p0fSonttlly knovm to me-( or proved to me on the 

basis of satisfactory evidence} to be the person whose name is subscribed to the within 

instrument, and she-acknowledged to me that she executed the same in her authorized capacities · 

as trustor and as trustee and as attomey-in:-fact of Donald Ray Carter (trustor), and that, by her 

signatµre on the instrument, the persons or the entity upon behalf of which she acted, executed 

the instrument. 

· WITNESS my hand and official seal. 

21 

Notary Public 

My commission expires ~ 27; 1-0D-6 
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THE l?ETER D. LARSEN AND JOAN L. WOLF TRUST, 

Da~ed Dec~er 19, 1~95 

TRUSTEES' CERTIF·ICATION OF ';['RUST 

. . 
1~ Identity of Trustors and Trustees; Date of Trust. ·we, PETER· 

2. 

D. LARSEN and JOAN L .. WOLF, certify that we are the Trustors 

and original and presently serving Trustees of "THE. PETER D. ' 

~$EN AND JOAN L. WOLF ft.UST, Dated December 19~ 1995," as 

restat~d on February ~' 2008 · · 

Existence of Trust; Trust is Revocable . Said Trust is a 

revocable inter vivos grant~r trust.. The Trust · is in full -; 

force and effect. The Trustors have the pqwer to revoke the 

Trust. 

3. Sigp.ature Authority; Powers of Trustees. The enclosed copy of 

pages ~' 29-38, and ·55 of the Trust are true and correct 

copies of said pages; list the identity of the Trustees; 

define· the signature authority of the Trustees; and list 

relevant powers of the Trustees. 

4. Taxpayer Identification Number. U.S. Treasury Regulation 

Sections 1. 671-4, i. 6012-3 (a) (9) and 301. 6109-1 (a} (2) provide 

that eithe.r Trustor's Sqcial Se~urity Number 

(·-- for PETER D.- L~SEN or --. 

for JOAN ·L. WULF) may.,· be used in. lieu of a separate taxpayer 

identification number for the Trust. 

5. Title tq Trust Assets .. Title to Trust assets should be taken. 

as follows: Peter D. Larsen and Joan L. Wulf, Trustees of "The 

Peter D. Larsen and Joan L. Wulf Trust, Dated December .19, 

1995." 

1 -
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6. 

7. 

Certification is Current. The Trust has not been revoked, 

modified or amended in any manner which would cause the 

representations in this certification to be incorrect. This 

certification is being signed by all currently acting··Trustees 

·of the Trust. 

Enforceability; Authority. This certification is. made 

pursuant to California Probate Code Section 18100.5 and 

California Commercial Code Section ·8403(4)-(6), true and 

correct copies of which are attached hereto. Any transaction 

entered into by . a person acting in reliance upon 'this 

certification shall be enforceable against the Trust assets. 

8. Liability of Persons Refusing to Accept Certification.· 

Probate Code Section 18100 .s (h) provides that .any per101on ·, 

refusing to accept this certification shall .be liable for 

damages, including attorney's fees, if the court .determines 

that the person acted in bad faith. 

9. Certification. We declare under penalty of perjury under the 

laws of the State of California that the foregoing is true and 

correct. 

California. DATED: -~-··-'-~~;;~--' 2 0 Q 8 I at . 

PETER D. LARSEN, Trustee 

JOAN 

- 2 -
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA )' 
) SS, 

COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO ) 

On Flffl,f,11A@4 . /3 , 2008, before me, ?Am@...IH~. '/duA_tt,J a Notary 
Public for the State of California, personally appEtared PETER:D. 
LARSEN and JOAN L. WOLF, who proved to me on the basis of 
satisfactory evidence to be the persons whose names are 
subscribed to the within instrument and ac)cnowledged to me that 
they ez:ecµted the same ~n.their authorized· capacities~ and that 
by their signatures on the instrument the persons, or the entity 
upon behalf of which the persons acted, executed the instrument. 

I certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the 
State of California that the foregoing paragraph is true and 
correct. 

Witness my .hand and official seal. · 

V2£:1_ {! <1Jfs= 
Notary Public 

- 3 
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The Lyon 1999 R.evocab~e T~ust. 

March _g, 2012 

Stephen c. Lyon and Suzanne S. Lyon, husb~~q ~nd wife, sometimes 

referred to herein as "Sett3=-ors" and sometimes as "T:c1~ste~sn,. 

declare that they are setting aside in trust, v~~i9U$ ~$sets 

described in Schedule 11A", which is.attached hereto, which are 

to be held subject to the follo~ing terms and cond~tions: 

1.. COMMuNITY PROPERTY: Any community property 

transferred to the Trust shall remain community property after 

its transfer. Additionally, Settlors>' here)::iy declare that any 

sepax;ate property contributed to the trust is hereby deemed to 
' I 

be·and is converted to community property. It is the Settlors 1 

intention that the Trustees shall have no more extensive power 

over any·comro.unity p~operty 

transfered to the trust estate than either of the Settlors 

w.oul.d hav.e had under Cali~ernia Civil Code, concerning 

community property, had this Trust not been created, and this 

:j_m;trument shall be sn interpreted -t0 achieve this intention. 

This limitation shall terminate on the death of either Settlor should 

the surviv;Ln.g S~ttlor so.choose. 

2. LrFET:tME USE: The settlors sh~ll ·have the right to 

occupy, without paying rent, the house and real property 

owned by the trust and to use the furniture and furnishings 

located therein. Husband and wife have ~wo children, now 

· livingF Adam W. Lyon and Chad H. Lyon, both adults and all 
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N) 

... 

Set t1 or.s ,_,{;·2i;~~~(&:~;fa;;,~, .. : . ~ J >y> A-< ; l L 'j•7'r-:_ 
I ,., ' 

Stephen C. Lyon l.JSuzanne S. Lyon 

Trustees; 1P~~~Jt;j~.,?> 
/ I i'' 

§·<tephen C. ' Lyon 

State of California 

Coulilty of San Fran1dsco 

•\ 
~ f ,~ 
" ' 

~ ).t.t: "i -'CALL .. j ( ';)'""'"'-. 
··'Suzanne S. Lyon 

~ On March 9, 2012 before me, M. Zermeno, l\lotary Pt..tblic, personally appeared Stephen C. tvon and 
en Suzanne s;, tyon who proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be the persons whos<! 

names are subscribed to thE! within lnstrument and acknowledged to 11.re that they execLtted the 
same in their authorized capacities, and that by their s.ignatures on the instrument the p1=rsons, or 
the entity upon behalf of which the persons acted, executed the fnstrurnent. 

J certify under.PENAL TY OF PERJURY under thE: laws of the State of California that the foregoing 
paragraph i.s true and correct. 

WITNESS mv hand <1nd official seal. 

r
htli\J~:.$dl'l<l1W~&~~~ .. 1:1l 
,~\t;gg;,:1A M. ZERMENO : 

-~V •. - ':;;) Commission#-· 19~1T116 
~ ;~~f_~ :.'.~~ Notary Pulilic - Ca!l!urrtia ~ 
z \~F' "· )J San Fnrncisco Cou11ty ~. 
1 '"'. W"~ My Camm, E:i:pires Auo s·I~ 2015 tt 
).u..""'"ill~P"~fill~"ifl~ 
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ASSIGNMENT AND DECLARATION OF INTENT 

The undersigned, GEORGE HOMSEY, hereby declares that as Trustee of the -
GEORGE W. HOMSEY TRUST, he is acquiring and will hold in the name of GEORGE 
W. HOMSEY TRUST but without further reference to his .fiduciary capacity all items 
listed on the Schedule A of Trust Assets attached hereto and incorporated herein as 
amended from time to time as well as household furnishings, automobiles, jewelry, bank 
accounts, securities, bonds, clothing and other personal property of any kind in his name 
and henceforth such assets shall and will belong to said Trust and not to him individually. 
Unless specifically included in the Schedule A of the Trust, this Deeiaration shall not 
apply to retirement plans including, but not limited to: Individual Retirement Accounts, 
pension accounts, 40l(k) plans, 403(b) plans, 457 plans, profit sharing plans, Keogh 
plans,. SEP IRAs, annuities, insurance policies, pay on death accounts, Totten Trusts, 
assets titled in joint tenancy and any qualified plans not listed above. 

He further declares as Trustee that he accepts all of the above-referenced items as 
trust property. He further declares that, except to the extent of the interest provided to 
him under the terms and provisions or said Trust, he has no personal interest in any of the 
above itemized personal properties, it being intended that this Declaration constitutes an 
affirmation of trust ownership which shall be binding on his heirs, admiriistrators, 
executors and assigns. 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the undersigned has executed this instrument 

thisrlyof dc#W'.2005. 

BY: {f1t{it::J 
State of California } 
County of Alameda } 

Trustee/Settlor 

On ~b~ f 'f , 2005, before me, Heather Tremain, a Notary Public in and 
for said State, personally appeared GEORGE HOMSEY, personally known to me (or 
proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence) to be the person whose name is 
subscribed to the within instrument and acknowledged to me that he executed the same in 
his authorized capacity and that by his signature on the instrument the person, or the 

· entity upon behalf of which the person acted, executed the :instrument. 

WITNESS my hand and official seal. 

si~~ 
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APPLICATION FOR 

l. /-'lppl1canl ancl F'roj.::cl lnfor1nalic111 

APPLICANT NAME: . 
t ~;:2: 
. G"' 

·-"'"' . \ ~. '&Y'u u... Bow~vt 
APPLICANT AODReSS: 

· <'11<) s3 3 o s a c. 4r ::, 
::.\'.('. b~ j-i • .L\4~~ 

'{oHo .2.D~ ":>i 

)Ol.Y\ f ~c \~£.~ CA 
f-0 

Nt:IQHB()RHOOD ORGANIZATION NAMG; 
. -:l 

! NEIGHBOR]D ~·R~A~~!N~DDRtsl ~ \ ~k'\l. '1: }.t.o... r v-ov.a.. ~ "") . <.: ~~ 1 . 
: TELEPHONE: 

l? a '1.cr<. I\{ '-l 2 (. 
Sc...lA. WO\V\ c..\sw CA · EMAIL: 

. PRO.JECT ADDRESS: 

: PLANNING CASE'. NO.: . BUIWING PEHMIT APPLICATION NO.: 

. ""'"."'· 6l~l., ... '\ ~hl 

.1.0 \'1,.0Gl\lo1. '\ f,1...0 

~~. Fli::.:quired Criteri:.=i. for C~rantinD Waiver 

(All must be satisfied; please attach supporting materials) 

hf~ 

DATE OF DECISION (IF ANY): 

l~ The appellant is a member of the stated neighborhood organization and is authorized to file the appeal 
on behalf of the organization. Authorization may take the form of a letter signed by the President or other 
officer of the organization. 

ffi The appellant is appealing on behalf of an organization that is registered with the Planning Department 
and that appears on the Department's current list of neighborhood organizations. 

1.7i The appellant is appealing on behalf of an organization that has been in existence at least 24 months prior 
to the submittal of the fee waiver request. Existence may be established by evidence including that relating 
to the organization's activities at that time such as meeting minutes, resolutions, publications and rosters. 

~!.:l The appellant is appealing on behalf of a neighborhood organization that is affected by the project and 
that is the subject of the appear. 
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For Dop«rtmonl Uoe Only 

Applicntkm received by Plnnning D~~partmcnt: 

By:-~--·-···· 

Submission Checklist: 

[] APPELLANT AUTHORIZATION 

[] CURRENT ORGANIZATION REGISTRATION 

[] MINIMUM ORGANIZATION AGE 

[] PROJECT IMPACT ON ORGANIZATION 

[J WAIVER APPROVED [J WAIVER DENIED 

S/.\H fH,~NCISCO 
FIL.ANNING 
D!':PARTMllNT 

Central Reception 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 
San Francisco CA 94103·24 79 

TEL: 415.558.6378 
FAX: 415.558.6409 
WES: http://www.sfplanning.org 
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Date: 

Planning Information Center (PIC) 
1660 Mission Street, First Floor 
San Francisco CA 94103-2479 

TEL: 415.558.6377 
Planning sla// ,,,e .qwii/able by p/1ono and ar 1/10 PIC COiJnler. 
No iippoiflfrTP)nl is. 11oc;1.":o.o;.:>;Jry. 



.·---·. 

Appeal Waiver Attachment 

• John O'Duinn, Chair of the Board of the Dolores Heights Improvement Club (DHIC), 
authorizes Bruce Bowen, member of Dolores Heights Improvement Club and member of 

its Planning and Land Use Committee, to file an appeal of the 313-323 Cumberland 

Street Conditional Use Authorization Case No. 2013.1213CUA on behalf of DHIC. 

• DHIC is a neighborhood organization registered with the Planning Department as 

referenced by the Planning Department on the spreadsheet available here: 
http://sf-planning.org/neighborhood-groups-map, and as shown in the attached list of 
neighborhood organizations 

• DHIC encompasses 313 and 323 Cumberland Street. The boundaries of the DHIC 
encompass homes within the area approximately bounded by the following four streets: 
Castro, 18th Street, Dolores Street and 22nd Street. 

o DHIC was established in the 1940s and was directly involved in the establishment of the 
Dolores Heights Special Use District (Planning Code Section 241} as referenced in the 
San Francisco Planning Commission Resolution No. 8472(January10, 1980). See also 

http://doloreshelahts.org/ and 
http://www.sfgate.com/bayarea/place/article/Dolores-Heights-architecture-is-like-a-tapest 

ry-4766006.php. See also attached Meeting Notke from September 25, 1990, and front 

pages of the Dolores Heights Residential Design Guidelines, issued by DHIC in March 

1998. 

• DHIC is an organization that is affected by the project. Among other things, the project 
affects the goals of the Dolores Heights Special Use District, the provisions of the 
Dolores Heights Residential Design Guidelines, and unique character of the 
neighborhood. 
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Planning Department 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 
San Francisco 
CA 94103 

Re: Conditional Use Appeal: 313-323 Cumberland Street; 

Board of Supervisors Appeal Fee Waiver 

To Whom it May Concern, 

-------·----

Bruce Bowen is a member of the Dolores Heights Improvement Club and is authorized 

to file the above-referenced appeal on behalf of our organization. 

The Dolores Heights Improvement Club was established in the 1960s and came into 
being around neighborhood issues including development pressures. The Dolores 
Heights Improvement Club is a volunteer residential neighborhood association. We 
come together in the interest of the community to maintain and enhance its appe.arance, 
safety, communication, and value. The Dolores Heights neighborhood has a 
demarcated area within it called the Dolores Heights Special Use District, which was 
established in 1980 in response to the demolition of housing and the construction of 
large buildings. San Francisco's Planning Code Section 241 describes the· intent of the 
Special Use District. Given, among other things, that this project is within this Special 

Use District, and as currently designed does not meet the basic objectives of 

development in context and scale with established character and landscape, as 
described in Section 241, and given that the project involves a lot merger and second 
basement unit which we believe set dangerous precedents for neighborhood and City 
planning, we previously asked the Planning Commission to deny the request for a 
Conditional Use permit. We are appealing their decision [Case Number 2013.1213CUA] 
for this and other reasons as described in our previous two letters to the Commission 
opposing the project. 

~L~ 
John O'Duinn 
Chair, Board of Dolores Heights Improvement Club. 
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lpper Market 

Alan Beach-Nelson 
President 
Castro/Eureka Valley Neighborhood 
Association 
P.O. Box 14137 
San Francisco, CA 94114-2827 

Bruce Murphy 
President 
Eureka Valley Trails/ Art Network 
170 Yukon Street 
San Francisco, CA 94114-2306 

Donald Bateman 
0 
Twin Peaks Eastside Neighborhood Alliance 
(TPENA) 
70 Crestline Drive, #11 
San Francisco, CA 94131 

Jason Henderson 
Vice Chariman 
Market/Octavia Community Advisory 
Comm. 
300 Buchanan Street, Apt. 503 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

Lucia Bogatay 
Board Member 
Mission Dolores Neighborhood Association 
3676 20th Street 
San Francisco, CA 94110 

Peter Cohen 
0 
Noe Street Neighbors 
33 Noe Street 
San Francisco, CA 94114 

Richard Magary 
Administrator 
Merchants of Upper Market & Castro 
(MUMC) 
584 Castro Street #333 
San Francisco, CA 94114 

Ted Olsson 
Member . . . . . 
Market/Octavia Community Advisory 
Comm. 
30 Sharon Street 
San Fi:ancisco1 CA 94114-1709 

Andrea Aiello 
Administrator . 
Castro Upper Market Community Benefit 
DistrJct 
584 Castro Street #336 
San Francisco, CA 94114 

Carol Glanville 
President 
Mt. Olympus Neighbors Association 
290 Upper Terrace 
San Francisco1 CA 94117 

Edward Scruggs 
0 
Eureka/17th Street Neighbors 
413417th Street 
San Francisco1 CA 94114 

Jeff Parker 
Steering Committee Member 
Friends of Upper Douglass Dog Park 
750 27th Street 
San Francisco, CA 94131 

Planning and Land Use Committee 0 
0 
Dolores Heights Improvement Club-DRC 

. P.O. Box 14426 
San Francisco, CA 94114 

Peter Heinecke 
President 
Liberty Hill Neighborhood Associaton 
30 Hill Street · 
San Francisco, CA 94110 

Scott Wiener 
Supervisor1 District 8 
Board of Supervisors 
1 Dr. Carlton B Goodlett Place, Room #244 
San Francisco, CA 94102-4689 

2394 

Bill Tannenbaum 
o· 

P37 

Sharon Street Neighborhood Associatior. 
46 Sharon Street. · 
San Francisco, CA 94114 

David Villa-Lobos 
Executive Director 
Heart of the Triangle 
P.O. Box 642201 
San Francisco1 CA 94164 

Gary Weiss 
President 
Corbett Heights Neighbors 
78 Mars Street 
San Francisco, CA 94114 

Joe Curtin 
President 

. Castro Area Planning + Action 
584 Castro Street, Suite 169 

. San Francisco1 CA 94114 

David Troup 
President 
Duboce Triangle Neighborhood Association 
2261 Market Street PMB #301 
San Francisco, CA 94114 

Priscilla Botsford 
President 
Eureka Heights Neighborhood Association 
382 Eureka Street 
San Francisco1 CA 94114 

Sean Quigley 
President 
Valencia Corridor Merchant Association 
1038 Valencia Street 
San Francisco, CA 94110 
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About the DOLORES HEIGHTS IMPROVEMENT CLUB 

ffistory and Purpose 
Established in 1940' s, the Club was formed to preserve and enhance the 
quality of the special neighborhood on Dolores Heights hill. Throughout 
it's history, the Club has been active in neighborhood and city issues such 
as zoning. safety, traffic regulation, beautification, garden projectS, etc; 

The Club was responsible for the drafting and implementation. of the 
Dolores Height Special Use District legislation in 1980 and impleme:ntation 
of the undergrounding of utilities of several blocks on the Dolores Heights 
hill. 

Membership 
The Club is open to membership by residents of the area generally bounded 

J_J_y_QilJ!ch, l~th ~tree~ Noe Street and 22nd Street Residents of adjoining 
blocks are al.Sowelcoille"fo 101n:-------~,,~~-----,,_. ,.,. __ -~ . .,<-~--~-z,.,-,,--- .. ·-----'----· .. ~. 

If you are interested in becoming a member, we invite you to attend a 
meeting of your neighbors of our special area of the City. Membership 
dues are $10.00 per year. Send dues to: 

Dave Evers, Treasurer 
Dolores Heights Improvement Club 
345 Liberty Street 
San Francisco, CA 94114 

Informa.tion can also be obtained by c:illing: 
Tom Holder, Club Secretary, at 285-9530. 

Board of Directors 

Jean Burbank Dave Evers 
760 C11urc11 340 Liberty 

Bruce Muncil Ron Rica 
336 Cumberland 1 o Rayburn 

Tom Holder 
3680 21st 

Henry Shapiro 
361 Hill 

Bob Killian 
864022nd 
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RESIDENTIAL DESIGN GUIDELINES 
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PREPARED BY TIIE DESIGN REVJEW COMMITTEE 
OF Tiffi DOLORES HEIGHTS lMPROVEMENT CLUB 

Donald E. Earlenbaugh 
Stephen Lomika 

Philip Mathews, Architect 
Stephen O,Connell, Urban Planner 

Jerry Pike, Architect 

DIDC 
3732 21st Street, San Francisco, CA 94114 

E-mail: doloresheights@hotmail.com 
Telephone: 647-4228 
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Carroll, John (BOS) 

- .. om: 
mt: 

fo: 

Cc: 

Subject: 

Categories: 

Good afternoon, 

BOS Legislation, (BOS) 
Thursday, June 02, 2016 2:46 PM 

.. -... 

'bruce.r.bowen@gmail.com'; 'info@doloresheights.org'; 'Tara N. Sullivan'; 
'tcatalano@reubenlaw.com'; 'shaughey@reubenlaw.com'; 'James Reuben'; 'Gary Weiss' 
Givner, Jon (CAT); Stacy, Kate (CAT); Byrne, Marlena (CAT); Rahaim, John (CPC); Sanchez, 
Scott (CPC); Jones, Sarah (CPC); Starr, Aaron (CPC); Rcidgers,_AnMarie (CPC); lonin, Jonas 
(CPC); BOS-Supervisors; BOS-Legislative Aides; Calvillo, Angela (BOS); Somera, Alisa 
(BOS); BOS Legislation, (BOS); Carroll, John (BOS); Jackson, Erika; Lew, Lisa (BOS); 
Jalipa, Brent (BOS) 
Appeal Response - Conditional Use Authorization Appeal - 313-323 Cumberland Street -
Appeal Hearing on June 7, 2016 

160527 

Please find linked below an appeal response received by the Office of the Clerk of the Board from Tuija I. Catalano, 
representing the Project Sponsor, concerning the Conditional Use Authorization Appeal for the proposed project at 313-
323 Cumberland Street. 

Project Sponsor Letter - June 2, 2016 

The appeal hearing for this matter is scheduled for a 3:00 p.m. special order before the Board on June 7, 2016. 

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

Board of Supervisors File No. 160527 

Thank you, 

John Carroll 
Legislative Clerk 
Board of Supervisors 
San Francisco City Hall, Room 244 

. San Francisco, CA 94102 

(415)554-4445 - Direct I (415)554-5163 - Fax 
john.carroll@sfgov.org I bos.legislation@sfgov.org 

• 4ffl Click here to complete a Board of Supervisors Customer Service Satisfaction form: 

The Legislative Research Center provides 24-hour access to Board of Supervisors legislation and archived matters since August 1998. 

Disclosures: Personal information that is provided in com.munications to the Board of Supervisors is subject to disclosure under the California Public Records Act and 
the San Francisco Sunshine Ordinance. Personal information provided will not be redacted. Members of the public are not required.to provide personal identifying 
information when they communicate with the Board of Supervisors and its committees. All written or oral communications that members of the public submit to the 
Clerk's Office regarding pending legislation or hearings will be made available to all members of the public for inspection and copying. The Clerk's Office does not 
redact any information from these submissions. This means that personal information-including names, phone numbers, addresses and similar information that a 
member of the public elects to submit to the Board and its committees-may appear on the Board of Supervisors website or in other public documents that members 
of the public may inspect or copy. 

1 
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Carroll, John (BOS) · 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

· Subject: 
Attachments: 

Categories: 

Mr. Carroll, 

Tuija Catalano <tcatalano@reubenlaw.com> 
Thursday, June 02, 2016 1 :35 PM 
BOS Legislation, (BOS) 
Carroll, John (BOS) 
Appeal of CU on 313-323 Cumberland - Project Sponsor Brief 
BOS Project Sponsor Briefw. exhibits (6-2-2016).pdf 

160527 

Attached.please find a copy of the project sponsor's brief in opposition to the CU appeal on 313-323 Cumberland for 
inclusion in the BOS packages. Two (2) hard copies are on their way to the Clerk's Office, however; if you need any 
additional hard copies, we would be happy to produce them. 

A copy can also be downloaded from the following link: 
https://www.dropbox.com/s/3s2hiseo0fkaa3b/BOS%20Project%20Sponsor%20Brief%20w.%20e.xhibits%20%286-2-
2016%29.pdf?dl=O 

Please let me know if you have any questions. 

Thank you, 

REUBEN, JUNilUS. & ROSE, u_p 

Tuija Catalano, Partner 
One Bush Street, Suite 600 
San Francisco, CA 94104 
T. (415) 567-9000 
F. {415) 399-9480 · 
c. {925) 404-4255 
tcatalano@reubenlaw.com 

www.reubenlaw.com 

PRIVILEGE AND CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE - This transmittal is intended solely for use by its addressee, and may contain 
confidential or legally privileged information. If you receive this transmittal in error, please email a reply to the sender 
and delete the transmittal and any attachments. 

1 
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REUBEN, JUNIUS & ROSE, LLP 

President London Breed 
San Francisco Board of Supervisors 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

June 2, 2016 

Re:· 313-323 Cumberland Street (3601/043 and 044) 
Brief in Opposition to Appeal of Conditional Use Authoriz.ation 
Planning Department Case No.: 2013.1213CUA 
Hearing Date: June 7, 2016 
Our File No.: 8920.01 

Dear President Breed and Supervisors: 

Our office represents RSAA, LLC, owner of the properties at 313 and 323 Cumberland 
Street (the "Property"). The Property consists of two 25-foot by 114-foot lots, one of which is 
improved with a one-story over basement single-family residence (323 Cumberland) and the other 
is a vacant lot (313 Cumberland). The project will result in the demolition of the existing 877-sf 
structure, merger of the two lots, and construction of a building that will contain one family-sized 
unit for the personal use of the Property owners and a second, smaller unit (the "Project"). 

On February 4, 2016, a conditional use authorization was approved for the Project by the 
Planning Commission for the construction of two units on the combined lot at the RH -1 zoned 
Property. Although the Project opponents, including Mr. Bruce Bowen who signed the appeal on 
behalf of the Appellant, pushed for the addition of a second unit to the Project, they now appeal the 
Planning Commission's decision to approve that second unit and the Project ("CU Appeal"). 
Despite the limited basis of appeal for the Project that required a conditional use approval only for 
the purpose of allowing the construction of two units instead of one (i.e. the addition of the second 
unit), the Appellant raises a number of unrelated issues that should not be considered on the CU 
Appeal for a fully Code compliant Project. 

The Project is compatible with the neighborhood in design, scale and massing, supported 
by many neighbors including at least five (5) of the immediately adjacent six (6) neighbors, and 
appropriate and compliant with the applicable Planning Code and other criteria as described more 
fully below. If, despite this, the Board finds that the Planning Commission improperly granted the 
conditional use authorization, it should exercise its jurisdiction and address that limited decision by 
approving the.Project and requiring the removal of the second dwelling unit. 

JarnasA Reuban I Andrew J. Junius I Kevin H. Rose I Daniel A. Frattin I John Kevlin 

Tuija I. Catalano I Jay F. Drake I Lindsay M. Petrone I ·sheryl Reuban1 I Thomas Tunny 

David Silverman I MelindaA Sarjapur I Mark H. Loper I Jody Knight· I Stephanie L Haughey 

ChloeV. Angells I ·Louis J. Sarmiento I Jared Eigerrnan2.~ I John Mcinerney 1112 

1. Also admitte<l in New York 2. Of Counsel 3. Also admitted in Massachusetts 
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One Bush Street, Suite 600 
San Francisco, CA 94104 

tel: 415-567-9000 
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President Breed and Supervisors 
June 2, 2016 
Page2 

A. Project Description 

The proposed merger of the existing lots will result in an approximately 5,700-sf, 50-foot 
by 114-foot lot. The Project proposes to demolish the existing structure and construct a new 
_building ·with approx. 7, 100 sf of residential uses, within an almost 3 3-foot tall three-story over 
basement building that will include two (2) units. The two (2) new units will include an 
approximately 5,550-sf family-sized unit for the project sponsor's family, a second approximately 
1,550-sfunit, and an approximately 900-sf garage. 

The Project includes a second unit as requested by the Appellant. The existing Property 
contains only one (1) unit. However, due to the proposed merger of the lot with the adjacent 
vacant lot, the Project was revised to include two (2) units thereby avoiding any potential loss or 
elimination of a dwelling unit on the vacant portion of the Property. The Planning Code does not 
impose a minimum unit count or a minimum density for any property or for the merger of two or 
more parcels. The change and the addition of the second unit was made in response to the 
Planning Department's request, and in order to address the objections, including those by Mr. 
Bowen, during the planning process about "loss of affordability and the loss of an in-fill housing 
opportunity site." Despite that, Appellant challenges the approval of the second dwelling unit. 

One building with two· units is preferred by the Property's neighbors. Construction of a 
single building on the merged Property is preferred by several neighbors and will result in a 
smaller building than would likely be constructed if the existing two (2) parcels were constructed 
with two (2) separate structures without a merger. The benefits of the Project as compared to 
constructing two (2) buildings on two (2) separate lots include the following: 

• A 2-unit/2-lot project would not require any side yard setbacks, as compared to the Project, 
which is required to provide a 3-foot side setback on one side due to the width of the 
merged property. Exceeding the side yard setback requirements, the Project proposes 
significantly larger setbacks along with eastern property boundary starting with a 3-foot 
setback at the front and increasing to over 13 feet towards the back of the Property, none of 
which are realistic for a project either of the current 25-foot wide lots alone; 

·•· By constructing a single building on two lots, the Project does not need to, and does not, 
utilize the maximum height or building envelope permitted by the zoning. The proposed 
Project also provides for a larger front setback than is required by the Code, which was 
incorporated pursuant to the adjacent neighbor's request (Mr. Lynch at 327 Cumberland), 

. and in order to minimize to the Project's overall size and massing and the appearance 
thereof. A 2-unit/2-building/2-lot _project would quite likely result in Code compliant 
buildings that would be larger than the single building proposed by the Project; and 

• A 2-unit/2-lot project would result in two (2) curb cuts along the 50 foot street frontage for 
the required vehicular access. In contract, the Project proposed only one (1) ten-foot wide 
curb cut, thereby increasing the amount of available street parking for the neighborhood 
and decreasing conflicts between pedestrians and vehicles. 

REUBEN, JUNIUS & ROSE. llP 
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President Breed and Supervisors 
June 2, 2016 
Page3 

B. CU Appeal by the Appellant 

The Appellant asserts that the CU Appeal is necessary to correct policy errors made 'by the 
Planning Commission and to avoid establishment of a precedent or creation of a new housing 
policy by the Project. Contrary to the Appellant's arguments, this Project and this CU Appeal do 
not create any new housing policies for the City. The CU Appeal is about the Project at the 
Property, and cannot be extended to anything else beyond that. New housing policies can, and do, 
get created, but not in the context of individual projects· or appeals. 

The Appellant argues that by allowing the Project and the proposed merger, the City would 
thereafter be inundated with projects proposing mergers of individual lots followed by 'demolition 
of existing housing units and construction of large single-family residences. The Appellant 
suggests that the approval of the Project would create a policy in favor of such proposals with 
Citywide impacts. The not.ion that any single project, such as this Project, would create a Citywide 
housing policy or establish an irreversible, or for that matter, any kind, of a policy is simply 
absurd. First and foremost, the Project involves a unique set of circumstances that ·are highly 
unlikely to exist anywhere else, thus making it improbable that another project similar to the 
Project would even be proposed. The Property consists of a vacant lot that was sold concurrently 
and together with the adjacent lot There simply are not many, if any, similar situations where an 
existing single-family lot would be immediately adjacent to a vacant lot under common ownership, 
and subject to concillrent sale, which was the case when the project sponsor purchased the 
Property over three (3) years ago. It is also impossible for one to create such a situation by first 
demolishing an existing building in order to create a vacant property next to an improved lot since 
Section 317 of the Planning code requires a replacement structure to be approved prior to the 
approval of a demolition of an existing structure. In sum, the circumstance involving the Project 
(i.e. the merger of a vacant lot with an adjacent improved lot) is rare, and thus it is simply 
inaccurate to believe that the Project would or could result in any precedent. 

Contrary to the Project, a proposal to merge two adjacent properties, neither of which is 
vacant, and both of which are improved with an existing unit, would involve an entirely different 
set of requirements and regulations. Specifically, Section 317 of the Planning Code regulates the 
loss of residential units as a result of a merger of two of more units, demolition and/or conversion. 
If a project were to propose a merger of two (2)1ots containing two (2) units, which is not the case 
here, such project would require a conditional use authorization by the Planning Commission, 
subject to specific findings per Section 317 of the Planning Code relative to the type and size of 
the existing units vs. the proposed unit (or units). Simply stated, the Planning Code already 
governs such project proposals and this CU Appeal and/or Project will have no impact on such 
projects, and certainly will not create any new policies in that regard. 

To the extent that any existing regulations and zoning controls are deemed not to be 
adequate, the Planning Code provides for processes for the amendment of the Planning Code that 
can be utilized to change existing zoning controls. The Board of Supervisors has the ultimate 
authority to approve such policies and universal amendments that impact how and where housing 

REUBEN, JUNIUS & ROSE.UP 
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San Francisco, CA 94104 

tel: 415-567-9000 
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President Breed and Supervisors 
June 2, 2016 
Page4 

or any other development. can be built. The Project complies with all existing policies, zoning 
requirements and development standards and limitations. To the extent that the Appellant is not 
satisfied with the existing controls, the remedy is to pursue amendment of such controls however, 
any such "amendment" or creation of a new policy is not done in the context of an individual 
project or appeal, such as this Project or this CU Appeal. 

The Appellant's arguments for the CU Appeal are in many ways circular. On one hand, the 
Appellantargues for the preservation ofthe·existmg two lots 'as is' and for the construction of two · 
separate buildings, which realistically would result in larger overall massing and would effectively 
ignore the extensive revisions that have been made to the Project over a period of more than two 
(2) years in cooperation with the immediate neighbors in order to ensure that those neighbors who 
could be most impacted by the Project are supportive. At the same time, the Appellant argues for 
the reduction in the Project's currently proposed massing and scale claiming that the neighbors' 
have not been heard and that the proposed approx. 1,550-sf second unit is inadequate and contrary 
to the City's housing policies in a neighborhood, which the Appellant describes as predominantly a 
"street of2,000 sf homes." 

A summary of the Appellant's key arguments is included and analyzed below: 

0 The Project sets a "dangerous precedent" 
affecting all RH-1 and RH-2 
neighborhoods in the City, creating a 
"new housing policy" 

ii:!Fiilf ·~~·,'"~~··,. 

!~1111!; 
2 The second unit is a "sham" unit, 

deprived of natural light, failing to 
comply by housing policies, General Plan 
and Section 317 criteria. 

Not true. The CU Appeal and the Planning Commission decision 
affect the Project at the Property and do not create any new 
housing policies. Housing policies are created by new legislation 
and/or by the amendment of existing zoning controls, and not by 
decisions on individual projects. See Part B above for more 
detailed response. 

Not true. With 2 bedrooms, approx. 1,550 sf, a separate 
entrance, extensive light wells and windows, separate entrance to 
the parking garage and other features, the second unit is a true 
unit that complies with all applicable Planning Code requirements 
as well as the housing policies. The Appellant is accurate in that 
the second unit is smaller than the main unit, however, there is 
nothing negative about creating a smaller, relatively more 
affordable second unit. 
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4 Demolition of the existing house at the 
Property removes "relatively affordable 
housing" and is contrary to a host of 
requirements, policies and criteria. 

6 The Project's entitlement process was 
suspect and subject to political 
interference an~ inadequate due 
diligence by Planning. 

~~r ,;it tiitrlffIB--l'~ 
·~~~;~;~::_.~'.:.) :r 

Incorrect. Valued at approx. $1.68 million, the existing approx. 
980-sf house is not affordable by any standard or definition. In 
fact, based on the City's criteria, the value of the existing house is 
above the 80% average price of single-family residences is' the City, 
thus characterizing the existing housing as "not affordable or 
financially accessible housing." Notwithstanding the value of the 
existing house, the Project is creating a a second unit that is 
smaller at approx. 1,550 sf, thus arguably creating relatively more 
affordable housing than two equally sized units at the Property 
would provide. 
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C. The Projec~ Has Extensive Neighborhood Support 

The Project has been carefully designed. to be compliant with all Planning Code 
requirements and, equally importantly, the Project's massing and design has been revised multiple 
times in order to ensure compatibility with the existing neighborhood and to address requests by 
immediate neighbors. The Appellant is asking the Board to ignore a lengthy cooperative process 
with the Project's immediate neighbors, which resulted in numerous revisions to the Project for the 
benefit of existing neighbors. 

The Project sponsor worked very closely with neighbors, holding three (3) separate 
neighborhood meetings and many individual meetings with different neighbors, in addition to 
being available and responsive to many more emails and phone calls. A timeline with some of the 
key meetings, events and Project revisions is included in Exhibit A. The original Project was 
larger and quite different from the Project that is before the Board now. The current Project is the 
product of collaboration with the neighbors and the Project sponsor's willingness and interest in 
creating a project that the neighbors can and will support. As a result, at the Planning Commission 
the Project sponsor submitted support letters from twelve (12) neighbors along with a petition with 
a total of 64 signatures, of which 55 were additional signatures in support of the Project. See 
Exhibit B for the inclusion of the support letters and petition signatures. . · 

The owners have worked particularly closely with the neighbors who share common 
property boundaries with the Property. The support from the imme<;].iate neighbors is shown in 
green color in the block map below. It is quite common for immediate neighbors to oppose a 
project. The support of five surrounding neighbors shows that the Project actually benefits the 
neighborhood. 

CU·MBERLANO· 
311C~ JO/ ...................... ....,_...,_......,.......,,,,._, 

N 
w 
J: 
'0 :z 
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D. The CU, and Project as a Whole, Was Properly Granted 

The Project was granted a conditional use authorization in order to allow two (2) units at 
the Property consistent with Section 209.1 of the Planning Code. The Project as originally 
proposed included only one (1) unit. However, the Project was revised to include two (2) units in 
order to account for the potential (albeit not actual) loss of a unit that could result if a second unit 
were constructed on the currently vacant portion of the Property in the absence of the proposed lot 
merger. 

The Project is necessaiy and desirable, adding two well-design.ed units. including a 
relatively affordable unit. The Project will create a high-quality residential building with two (2) 
units within an established residential neighborhood, complying with existing zoning controls and 
General Plan policies that encour<~ge provision of quality housing. The Project includes one 
family-sized unit, replacing a vacant and debilitated building, and a second, smaller and relatively 
mor~ affordable unit (also consistent with requests made by the Appellant). 

There is no violation of an existing lot pattern. The Project will result in two (2) dwelling 
units on a 5,700-sf, 50-foot by 114-foot lot, which is compatible with the density in the 
neighborhood. There are several other lots that are similarly sized, including three lots across from 
the Property on Cumberland (Block 3601, Lots 45, 102 and 103), two lots adjacent to the Property 
fronting 20th Street (Block 3601, lots 15 and 16), and other lots nearby on the same block of 
Cumberland. (Block 3601, lots 50, 38). Therefore, the existing pattern provides for a mix 9f lot 
widths and sizes with which the Project is consistent. More importantly, the Project has been 
carefully designed to be compatible with the existing context (e.g. via use of setbacks and 
material.s) and consistent with the pedestrian scale and residential character of the neighborhood. 

The Project is consistent with neighborhood character. The existing neighborhood lacks 
"defined visual character" that is recognized in the Residential Design Guidelines ("RDG") due to 
the mix of both modem and historic/older homes, including a varied mix of building materials, as 
is illustrated in the block photo montage below. For example, with respect to the roofline, there 
are a variety of different types of rooflines, including horizontal rooflines like that proposed by the 
Project. 

Source: Google Streetview, not in scale 
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The Project incorporat~s a sizeable front setback at the ground level, co11Sistent with the 
front setbacks for the adjacent buildings, and provides an appropriate transition between the street 
and the building, with a more than 10-foot front setback for primary building fa9ade/wall. An 
additional front setback is provided at the third story of the building, which is set back 
approximately 15 feet from the front property line·. The Property is'located in the 40-X height and 
bulk district, yet the proposed total building height is only approximately 33 feet. Last but not 
least, the primary rear yard mass is significantly offset from the eastern property line, protecting 
mid-block open space for the keylot properties on Sanchez Street. 

It is also important to note that, contrary to the Appellant's (incorrect) assumption, the 
merger of the two (2) lots and the construction of one building is more compatible and sensitive 
than the construction of two (2) separate homes on two (2) separate lots. With a single lot, the 
Project is able to provide the significant side yard setback noted above and eliminate one of the 
existing curb cuts, thereby increasing the availability of on-street parking in the .neighborhood. 
Appellant's belief that a two-building scenario would provide the neighboring houses similar 
access to light, air and open area is simply not true - it is not feasible to assume that a building on a 
25-foot wide lot would provide side setbacks up to approx. 13 feet in width when none are 
required by the Code. 

The Project creates added housing, not a loss of housing. Appellant argues that denial of 
the Project would result in "modest development of each lot with a stand-alone single family home 
of a size and scale consistent with the neighborhood." However, the likely outcome of denial of the 
Project would be two homes with a cumulatively greater impact on the surrounding properties, 
which is precisely why the Project has the support of the surround neighbors (Appellant lives on 
another block). The Project as proposed provides two dwelling units while being responsive to the 
scale of the neighborhood and the concerns of surrounding neighbors, and should be upheld as 
supported by the Planning Department and approved by the Planning Commission. 

E. · Jf the Board Finds that the CU was Improperly Granted, the Appropriate Relief is to 
Eliminate the Second Dwelling Unit 

The only decision made by the Planning Commission and ripe for appeal is conditional use 
approval of a second dwelling unit. The remainder of the Project is Code-compliant. Appellant 
argues that: "the project failed to meet the City's conditional use requirement to find that the 
proposed project is necessary or desirable for, and compatible with, the neighborhood or the 
community." ·'However, it is not the residential use that must be found to be desirable and 
compatible, but the construction of two dwelling units. In setting the zoning regulations for the 
RH-1 District, the City has already decided what uses and building envelopes are appropriate, and 
this Project meets these requirements. On the other hand, if the Board finds that the second unit is 
not desirable and compatible, the appropriate relief is to remove that unit, leaving a completely 
Code-compliant Project. 
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F. Conclusion 

The Project creates two dwelling units within a building envelope and design that is 
sensitive to the neighbors and compatible with the existing neighborhood, without the need for 
modifications from Planning Code requirements other than for addition of the second unit. 
Therefore, the CU Appeal should be denied. If the CU Appeal is granted, it should be limited to 
the question of whether the second unit was properly approved, and the Project should be upheld 
with the second dwelling unit removed. Thank you for your consideration. 

Very truly yours, 

REUBEN, JUNIUS & ROSE, LLP 

~-. ·f) /.il ... 1,./ .A" 

1/iijtlv~· ~ ~ 

Tuij a I. Catalano 

Enclosures: 
Exhibit A - General Timeline for project 
Exhibit B - Support letters and Petition 

· · Exh. Bl -Richard Lynch at 327 Cumberland (Block 3601, Lot 42) 
Exh. B2 - Allen Chen-Cecily Gallup at 311 Cumberland (Block 3601, Lot 7) 
Exh. B3 -Annabel Teal-Justin Shaffer at 660 Sanchez (Block 3601, Lot 8) 
Exh. B4-Ken Smith at 662 Sanchez (Block 3601, Lot 8A) 
Exh. B5 - Bill Phipps at 668 Sanchez (Block 3601, Lot 9) 
Exh. B6 -Michael Jahr-Wei Wang at 339 Cumberland (Block 3601, Lot40) 
Exh. B7 - Viskin Vadakan-Patrick Amihood at 352 Cumberland (Block 3601, Lot 51) 
Exh. B8 - Sarah and Lee Clancy at 369 Cumberland (Block 3601, Lot 34) 
Exh. B9 -NinaKhosla at 391-393 Cumbeland (Block 3601, Lots 30 and 31) 
Exh. BlO - John Bokelman at 655 Sanchez (Block 3600, Lot 29) 
Exh. B 11 - Paul and Myle Saab at 677 Sanchez (Blok 3600, Lot 28) 
Exh. B 12 - Jessica Lessin at 41 Cumberland (Block 3598, Lot 40) 
Exh. Bl3 -Petition in support of the Project, with 55 unique signatures beyond those 
supporters who provided a letter 

Exhibit C - Listing and map of nearby "larger" horn.es 
Exhibit D - Map of nearby larger lots 
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cc: Supervisor Eric Mar 
Supervisor Mark Farrell 
Supervisor Aaron Peskin 
Supervisor Katy Tang 
Supervisor Jane Kim 
Supervisor Norman Yee 
Supervisor Scott Weiner 
Supervisor David Campos 
Supervisor Malia Cohen 
Supervisor John Avalos 
John Carroll, Board of Supervisors Clerk's Office 
John Rahaim, Plannillg Director 
Erika Jackson, Project Planner 
John Maniscalco, Project Architect 
Jim Reuben, Reuben, Junius & Rose, LLP 
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EXHIBIT A 
(HISTORICAL SUMMARY OF KEY NEIGHBORHOOD MEETINGS AND PROJECT REVISIONS} 

313-323 CUMBERLAND STREET 

3/24/14 

4/25/14 

5/2/14 

6/19/14 

8/27/14 

9/24/14 

10/16/14 

10/27/14 

1117/14 

12/1/14 

2/3/15 

2/4/15 

2/6/15 

2/25/15 

3/9/15 

Pre-application Meeting 1 

Met with adjacent neighbors (Alan and Cecily-.311 Cumberland, Richard -
327 Cumberland) - heard concerns 

Met with adjacent neighbors (Alan and Cecily, Richard) - presented 
proposed revision 

Submitted initial scheme to Planning Department (reflecting neighbor modifications) 

Rev;sions included: 
- increased entire front/street setback by 3' (removing 107 sf) to address eastern 
neighbor concerns about light/air/view 
- increased west setback by 5' (removing 64 sf) at level 2 to address western 
neighbor concerns about light/air/view 

Received Comments from Planning (Notice of Planning Department 
Requirements #1) 

Categorical Exemption from CEQA signed and completed 

Revised project is taken before the ROT and found to have addressed .the 
Department's concerns 

Met with Ken Smith (662 Sanchez) and discussed fencing and property 
line issues 

Submitted revision 1 to Planning Department 

Revisions included: . 
- removed 5' x 3' - 1 O" from NW comer of level 1 (removing 19 sf) to address 

Planning Department request 

R and A request that we revisit the design to find a more cohesive design 
solution 

ZA issues approval of demo permit 

Redesigned scheme informally presented to Planner for review 

Met with adjacent neighbors (Alan and Cecily, Richard) - presented 
proposed revision 

Redesigned scheme is taken before the ROT - slight modifications 
requested 

Modified scheme is taken before the ROT and found to have addressed 
the Department's concerns 

JOHN MANISCALCO ARCHITECTURE inc.442 Grove Street San Francisco, CA 94102t 415.864.9900 f 415.864.0830 
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3/13/15 

4/5/15 

4/21/15 

4/27/15 

.5/25/15 

5/28/15 

6/8/15 

8/19/15 

8/3/15 

9/10/15 

9/10/15 

10/1/15 

11/13/15 

121XX/15 

12/10/15 

317/16 

EXHIBIT A 

(HISTORICAL SUMMARY OF KEY NEIGHBORHOOD MEETINGS AND PROJECT REVISIONS) 

Submitted revision 2 to Planning Department 

Revisions included: 
- increased front/street setback by 2'-8" of level 1 (removing 82 st') to benefit both 
east and west neighbors 
- increased setback at NE comer by 3'-4" of level 2 (removing 34 st') to benefit east 
neighbor 
- increased front/street setback of level 3 by 4'-1" (removing 146 st') 
to reduce concerns about street presence and massing 
- lowered west volume at first floor by 2'-6" to benefit west neighbor 

Letter sent to neighbors to present the revised proposal 

Pre-application meeting 2 

John/Ruchi met with Richard to discuss his concerns 

Aditya/Ruchi met with Richard over dinner 

Invite sent to neighbors to meet with Frank Rollo to answer their geo tech questions 

DRs filed by Rhett Currier and Bruce Bowen 

Met with Rhett, Junona, Bruce to see if we could reach a compromise 

Jim/Aditya met with Rob Levy 

Met with Rob Levy to show him plans and see if he could broker compromise 

ROT meets to review project again following DR request 

Met with Erika Jackson and David Winslow of SF Planning to review new post-DR 
ROT comments 

Requested ROT revisions submitted to Planning 

Revisions included: 
- eliminated we stem first floor volume to benefit western neighbor 
- eliminated western window on front facade at both first and second floor, reducing 
gt azing at front facade by 20% 
- eliminated solid wall at eastern side of entry porch 

Planning requests addition of second unit 

Revised plans submitted including second studio unit 

Revisions included: 
- reconfigured interior to add a 680 sf second unit at ground level 

Met with Comm. Antonini who requested a larger family-sized second unit 

.JOHN MANISCALCO ARCHITECTURE inc.442 Grov.e Street San Francisco, CA 94102 t 415.864.9900 f 415.664.0830 
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3/9/16 

3/18/16 

3/31/16 

4/13/16 

5/31/16 

EXHIBIT A 
(HISTORICAL SUMMARY OF KEY NEIGHBORHOOD MEETINGS AND PROJECT REVISIONS) . 

Met with Comm. Richards who requested a larger family-sized second unit 

Revised plans submitted including enlarged second studio unit 

Revisions included: 
- reconfigured interior to increase the size of the second unit to a 1546 sf 2 bedroom/2 
bath unit 

CU Hearing 

Revised plans per DR hearing comments and requests submitted 

Revisions included: 
- light-well increased in size and stepped planters to yard introduced to increase light 
into lower unit 

Revised plans per DR hearing comments and requests submitted 

Revisions included: 
- light-well increased further in size and increased south facing glazing introduced to 
increase llght into lower unit 

JOHN MANISCALCO ARCHITECTURE inc.442 Grove Street San Francisco, CA 94102t415.864.9900 f415.864.0830 
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December i:ztn, 2015 

Planning Commission and Department 
c/o Erika Jackson 
City and County of Sal) Francisco 
1650 Mission: Street, Suite 400 
San Francisco; CA 94103 

RE: Planning Department Case no. 2013.1213 
Building permit no. 2014.06.27:9820 
313:..323 CumberlandStreet 

Dear Ms. Erica Jackson; 

EXHIBITB1 

My wife and I are the owners of th_e residential property at 327 Cumberland Street which is directly 
adjacent (to the west) of the above mentioned project. 

The owners have met with me an a nu:rriber of occasions to walk me through their proposed plans and 
have incorporated various changes that! have asked for. Some particular changes ·that have been 
important to me are; 

• Maintaining iight and views from my deck 
~ Having a large front setback 011 their project 
" The setback (on the West} between our properties 

The owners Aditya and Ruchi and their architect John have been very accommodating and I am very 
appreciative oftheirthoughtfulnesstowards addressing my concerns. 

My wife has been very itland we appreciate the owners' sensitivity to our needs. With the new changes 
she tan continue to enjoy the views and sun~hlrie from our deck. 

RuchJ and Aditya have also promised to constructthe building with minimum disruption to 
accommodate tny wife's needs. We are very fond of them and urge planning to approve their project. 

Very Truly Yours; 

Name: Rkhard Lynch 
Address: 327 Cumberland Street, San Frandsco 
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Date: ~,2015 
Planning Commissiqn and Department 
% Erica Jackson 
City and County of San Francisco 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 
San Francisco, CA 94103 

RE: Planning Department Case no. 2013.1213 
Building permit no. 2014.06.27.9820 
313-323 Cumberland Street 

Dear Ms. Jackson, 

EXHIBIT 82 

We are the owners of 311 Cumberland Street, which is directly adjacent to the east of 
313- 323 Cumberland Street. We had previously written a letter of support to Michael 
Smith who we understand is no longer at the planning commission. 

Ruchi and Aditya have met with us several times over the last year in aqdition to 
organizing several neighborhood meetings. Early on, they even visited our house with 
their architect so they could more deeply see and understand our concerns with respect 
to views, privacy and light from our deck. Their designs have evolved over time and we 
believe they've satisfactorily addressed our concerns They even organized a meeting 
with the geo-tech surveyors so they could answer all neighbors' concerns about 
excavations. 

We appreciate the additional setback on the east and the front which has both resulted 
in good separation between our properties and protected our light, privacy and views 
from our deck. 

We believe the construction of one residence across the two lots is better than two 
separate buildings. Two buildings would inevitably result in a larger footprint than the 
current design. With a single house, they've also managed to include a 3 feet setback on 
the western side which wquld not be required in a two-lot, two-building scenario. 

We would like to express our support for the project and we hope the planning 
department approves the project as proposed by Ruchi and Aditya. We look forward to 
having them as neighbors. 

Thank you for taking the time to read this letter. 
Sincerely, 

Addre . 311 Cumberland St 
SF, CA.94114 

Cecily Gallup 

/0_~ 
~~J:Cv 

2415 



EXHIBIT 83 
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Date: December 8~ 2015 

Planning Commission and Department 
c/o Erika Jackson 
City and County of San Francisco. 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 
San Francisco, CA 94103 

RE: -Planning Department Case no. 2013.1213 
Building permit no. 2014.06.27.9820 
313-3.23 Cumberland Street 

Dear Ms. Jackson: 

EXHIBITB4 

I'm Writing to indicate. my support for Ruchi and Aditya's plans for the 
construction of a single family home at 313-323 Cumberland Street. 

My property at 662 Sanchez Street is directly adjacent to the east of Ruchi 
and Aditya's property. I have met with _Ruchi, Aditya and their architect to 
review the plans for the· proposed project. I appreciate that they were sensitive 
to the four neighbors bordering their property on the e·ast and selected a 
.design with .a 14-feet set back from that property line, resulting in a house 
with a smaller footprint. They've be.en iterating on the proj~ct in response to 

' . . 

feedback for the last two years, and r also appreciate the design 
improvements with regard.s to the facade. I have no objett_fon to these plans 
and support the project's application. 

Sincerely., ""' 

~~ 
Ken Smith 
662 Sanchez Street 
San Francisco 
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.·~·Planning Commission and Department 
Clo Erika Jackson 
City and County of San Francisco 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 
San Francisco, CA 94103 

RE: Planning Department Cas·e no. 2013.1213 

Buifding permit no. 2014.06.27.9820 
313-323: Cumberland Street 

Dear Ms. EriCa Jack~on, 

l::AHll::SI I ts!J 

/);We are residents at the residential property at 668 Cumberland Street which is directly adjacent (to 
J;,;/ eaSt) of the above mentioned project. 
~:.:: ,.·: ~ .. 

~:: .. , ...... :· .. 

:·-~.;~ -: .... :.:;. .... _::: ;·: .: .. '.: 
......... •''•' ~ ..... " .. ::.: ·' 

./ .·. 
-·_,: 

.... :·~··: .: .. 

. . ~·. •': . 



Michael Jahr 
339 Cumberland St, SF, CA 94114 

Date: December 3,. 2015 

Planning Commission and Department 
c/o Erika Jackson 
City and County of San Francisco 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 
San Francisco, CA 94103 

RE: Planning Department Case no. 2013.1213 
Building permit no. 2014.06.27.9820 
313-323 cu·mberland Street 

Dear Ms~. Jackson, 

EXHIBIT 86 

We are th_e·owners of 339 Cumberland Street. a few doors· down from the proposed 
construction of the single:-family residence a:t 31.3-323 Cumberland. We are strongly in 
favor of allowing the project to proceed without any further delay. 

Ruchi and Adity'a have organized multiple meetings with:the neighborhood, and we've 
seen their plans for the new construction ofa 3-story over basement dwelling. We think 
the project is a positive addition to the neighborhood arid the house above ground fits in 
quite nicely with the rest of the neighborhood. The project is well designed without being 
too intrusive or overwhelming. We very much appreciatefhe si11gle construction across 
the two lots versus two buildings on two lots, which would result in a larger footprint. 

We would like to express our strong support for the project and to urge the Planning 
Commission to approve the project as proposed by the project sponsor. We look forward 
bweJcoming Ruchi and Aditya to the neighborhood. 

Regards, 
r 

/],A .f!,/1 
i .. ~·/~{ ~ 

Michael Jahr and Wei Wang 
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Date: ])a:. b , 20i5 

Planning Cotnmission and Department 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 
San Frantisco; CA 94103 

RE: Planning Department Case rid. 2013.1213 
Building permit no. 2014.06.27.9820 

Dear Ms. Jackson: 

EXHIBIT 87 

We own Bs2· Cumberland Street, which is a few houses down from 31~-323 CumbeJland Street. 
We are hap.pyto see the project site improved. The project is able· to take the vacant lot and 
build a more sensitive design for single ~mily home that is compatible with the neighborhood. 
Tlie neighborhood has many different types of homes from Modern to Victorian and we feel 
their pr:oject fits in nicely with the varied character Of the neighl:)orhood. We especially 
appreciate that they chosetc:i buiid a sn'laller .home across the two lots than they otherwise 
would have been allowed that is in scale with the neighborhood and sensitive to the neighbors. 

We've known Ruchi and Aditya for a few years now and believe they've engaged the neighbors 
numerous times and have provided an .opportunity for a.n open dialogue. We have been 
saddened by the number of hoops they've had tofu mp through the get their project approved. 
We would like to express our support for the project and urge the Planning Commission to 
approve the: project without delay. 

Sincerely, 

// !1 rl . · 
l/3rt1 Ufr;btl.J}J/;Pt-

Visrin Vichit Vadakan Patrick Amihood 

Address: 352 Cumberland Street, San Francisco, CA 94114 
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~;sg~]1~b~~;~~~~~~~~~~l~~lf !llil~Vf~1~fl . 
. now: We believe the house ~swell designed and is a gi;eat:iidditi'qil to.the ne!giib6rlioddJw~;H12e':· .. ... -
tfiefr use.Of wood and the use of setbacks on the front which is ·sensitive to the neigbbbrs'.~ Wi¥>: .·· > 
prefer :ih~f cons@.ctipn of a single home across two lots becau:se of ~hich the j:>i'tije_~~:i>pQ·I).Sbr,s ·~ .· · 

· :have beeil,ahle to.include the generous setbackS. Having:tecenU'y renovated ou~ h6\Jsef\V¢ • /· • .. ·.·. ·· 
appreciate thatthe'ptoject sp6rtsors have designed a code ·compliant project and are not;seekmg.:. 
any exceptions fr6n.f Plannmg Code requirements. . . . . . 

I appreciate R.ud:ii. imd. Aditya' s sensitivity to the neigh,bors and hope the planning co:rri1J}iksfo!i 
approves thefr proje¢tas proposed. · 

Lee Clancy· . .· 
.· -



Date: December 9th, 2015 

Planning Commission arid Department. 
c/o Erika Jackson 
1650 Mission Street, Suite ·4oo 
San Francisco, CA 94103 

EXHIBIT 89 

RE: Planning Department Case no. 2013.1213; Building permit no. 2014.06 .. 27 .9820 
313~323 Cumberland Street 

Dear Ms. Jackson, 

I'm writing to express my strong support for the project at 313-323 Cumberland Street. I own a 
house on the same block a few houses west of Ruchi and Aditya's property. My address is 
391-393 Cumberland Street. Ruchi and Aditya have hostedtwo nei&hborhood.meetings and 
also organized a meeting with. their geo-tech surveyors to answer any ·questions we the 
neighbors might have~ 

There are many single-family _homes across double lots in the neighborhood (including my own 
home) and Ruchi and Aditya's project across.the double lots fits.right in. I really like the plans 
because they worked hard to design a home that was appropriate in scale with the rest of the 
neighborhood. I appredate the setback in the front and the additional setback on the third floor 
because ofwhich the hc>use simply looks like single family home with 2 floors. I was surprised to 
learn of.all the additional setbacks in the sideya·rd which seemed very ge·nerous to their 
adjacent neighbors. I also like the fai;ade and aeSthetics which adds to the varied character of 
the neight:Jorhood. 

I hqpe the Planning Commission approves their project as proposed. 

Al\ ·-.·~ 
~ . ; . 

Name: Nina Khosfa 

Address: 391-393 Cumberland Street. 
San Frandsc.o, CA 94114 
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'P.i~i.hlrig.Commission and Department. 
,,.}t/.c{'Ef.lka Jackson · 
il}:Ci{\/ and County of San Francisco 

~t(}fit~;~·~r~~~~~~:,~~=~1~u~te 400 

Planning Department Case no. 2013.1213 
Building permit no. 2014.06.27.9820 
313-323 Cumberland Street 

.. ~'.1Wfl6tn It May Concern: 

EXHIBIT 810 

··w;:<keproximity to the proposed project1 and have seen the plans for the new construction 3-

,,~~(nentsingle-family residence at 313-323 Cumberland. 

fdf'd~~igrtwm be a positive addition to the neighborhood and see no reason to opp.ose. 
"''.r~~{mysupportfor the project and I urge the Planning Commission to approve the 

:·~·bY.ifie.pfoject sponsor. · 
···:·.; ~-- '::·::..-' .. 
;.::.·.:·-" 

:-·:-:·:_?:~f~~:=?/:.~:°J. ~:·:::·:~·:=··.··· .. ::· ·.· ... ·. : : .. 

:··.· .: .. :·:_·· ... 



Dec 13th~. 2015 

To: 
Planning Commission and D~partment 
1650 Mission Street; Suite 400 
San Frandsto, CA 94103 

subject: 
Piannin~ Department Case no. i013.1213 
Building permit no. 2014.06.27.9820 

Dear Ms. Jackson: 

EXHIBIT 811 

We are the owners of 677 Sanchez which is located a few houses. away from Ruchi and 
Aditya's project. 

We are writjng to you in support oftheir project. We believe that their house will be a 
significant improvement both over the· existing structure as well as to the neighborhood 
at large. 

My wife and I find th.e design of the house to be great and we are exdted to have such a 
building on the same blo~kas us. 

Their project is within the planning code and We appreciate that they have not asked for 
a single exception or variance. Given thatthe project is within code, we are very 
supportive of the .construction. We believe that it is very important thatthe city 
approves such projects without delay because it will also help with the housing crisis. 

Ruchi and Aditya have been incredibly welcoming offeedback through the course of 
their project (which has now been under design for _18 months). They have held multiple 
neighborhood meetings, commissioned multiple geo-tech reports. We have been very 
impressed with how approachable and open ~hE!y have been throughout the whole 
process. 

We strongly urge the Planning department to approve Ruchi and Aditya's project given 
all the positive aspects that it will .bring to the neighborhood .. 

Paul Saab M0~ saab}f ~b 
Address:6 Sanchez, San Francisco, CA 94114 
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D.ate: _. becemher 1:4 __ J2dis 

Plarinihg.commission and Department 
c/o.Erika Jackson 
City arid County of San Fratkisco 
16'50 Mission street,Suite 400 
San Franciseo; CA 94103 

RE: Planning Department Case no. io1:3.1213 
BuildingjJermit no. 2014.06.27.9820' 
3i3-323 Cumberland Street 

To Whom ltMay Concern:. 

. EXHIBIT 812 

I reside in dose proximity to the proposed project, and have seen the. plans for the new construction 3~ 
story ewer ba~ement single~family residence at 313,-323 Cumberland. 

l wo.uld like to express 111y.sqpporfforthe project c;md I urge the Planning commission to approve the 
' . . ' 

project as proposed by the. project sponsor. I think the combiriing·oftwo kits makes a lot of sense and 
will atjd more to the community than two separate houses goir)g U.P ·(}n the individu;:il lots. 

Sincereiy, 

~6~e.~6f4t;. 
Name: . ____ .Jessica Lessin_· ___ _ 

Addre5s:_41 Cumberland St._. _____ _ 

__ SFCA 94110 ____ _ 
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Petition in Support of the project at 313-323 Cumberland Street 

The .approx. 5;700-sf project site contains a vacant Jot at 313 Cumberland and an exlstlng 1-story over basement building 
at.323 Cumberland! Ruchi Sanghvi and Aditya Agarwal are proposing to demolish the existing structure and to build a .3-

.. story over basement single-family residence at the. site. · 

!'¥~.;;"":.t·':':"d/",;N .. ,"'"''''-''';'''''"'·;*~ , .. r.liln e :i . amei,,. 
,-~·c::-.:\:•;: .• ~.:--'!'··, ·~ 0:>.-='"::7""-:!0t;::O~:;; '.~ ·.~,_;,1 ,·; _.. , c·. 
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We, the undersigned, hereby express our support for the project at 313-323 Cumberland, and we urge the Planning 
Departm~nt and Planning Commission to not ta~e Discretionary· Review (DR) and to approve the proj~ct as 
proposfad by the project sponsors. · 

~ 

~~ 

~ 

~.~~a:~~~~y~~~l;~~t~f{~~Hf;J~:ti~! 

'-tP ~ CE6 :hf_ c~ 
~1 <211- j>·/.( f ~ 

~·~ ~ ~~'":b
. A 9. l\: \]. ' 

5.){o <ff ~.o ~ 'Jt ~t W\ 
')y CA '1111 

3as fi u'f"\=>.-,(3.sf 

SP Cf4rr:r 

\..\3-~ -../\ct:sbu"'3 St.· s F CA Cl l I \I J.1 . 

4. o:t--.1.. cg. /rd.. G6fv;..J eb 
,:;..; . ~ C) le t ~ l 

~2~"5: 2~ ... d St-/;:.•-
C /t '14-1 r Cf 

Lt'-s ("" ·1.:.~; 
q. 

l'=1-'i c.,J.1: .. ~vJ.tJo.J S't, 'Sf= 

C-A Cf '-1 /J '1 
'2-7 'r" Di ~\4-101'\J. sf s r: 
(A '1<-r llL 

~L('Z-[ (5 

tz/?{15' 

\?-f~ j 1$ 

t~/3/15 
\Q./\ ~l1-· 

tc;l/s/1.r 
CZ/~ It 

1~1 f /1~ 



N> 
.,i:::. 
(.,) 

0 

Petition in Support of the project at 313-323 Cumberland Street 

' The approx. 5,700-sf project site contains. a vacant lot at :313 Cumberland and an existing 1-story over basement buildjng 
at 323 Cumberland. Ru.chi sanghv.iand Aditya Agarwal are proposing to demolish the existing structure ancl ta build?~-
story over bas.ement single-family residence at the site. · 

We, the undersfgned1 hereby express our support fotthe project: at 31.3-323 Cumberlanq, and we urge.the Planning 
Pepartment· and Planning commission to not take Discretionary Review (DR) and to approve the project as 
proposed by tfle projetj: sponsors. 
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Peti.tion in Support of the project at 313-323 Cumberland Street 

{¥JkfA wtQ?;ex, 

th VI If l\. .fa1 a Siu-'1 

Tv s-r <ti St\A'1'Bl---

,~ rto..be..l '!"" ~ \. 

· The approx. 5,700-sf project site contains a vacant lot at 313 Cumberlancj and an existing i:-story over basement b1.,1ilding 
at 343 Curn.berland, Rl!chl Sanghvi and Aditya Agarwal ar~ propC)slng to demolish the existing structure and to build a 3-
story over basement single-family resJde.nce at the site. 

· " We, the underslgnedr her.eby express ou.r support for the project at 313~323 Cumberland,. and we urge the Planning 
Oepartme11t and P~allning Commission ~o not tal<,e Piscretiona.ry Review (DR) and to ppprove the. project as 
proposed by the project sponsors~ 
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Petition in Support of the project at 313·323 Cumberland Street 
1 The approx. ·5,700-sf project site contains a vacant lot at 313 Cumberland ahd an existing 1-story over basement building 

at 323 Cumberlcind. {:\uchl· Seinghvland Aditya Agarwal are proposing to demolish the exlstiJig strµcture and fo build a 3-
story over basement single-family resldence at the site. · 

We, the undersigned, hereby express our support for the project at 313-323 Cumberland, and we urg.e the PliU:ming 
Department and Planl'ling Commisslcm to no.t take Oi$cretionary Review (DR) aild tQ approve the projf,:lct as 
proposed by the project sponsors. 
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Petition in Support of the project at 313-323 Cumberland Street 

0/\11 lti M. P\Jr'1.€. '\. V 

The approx. 5,700-sf project site contains a vacant lot at 313 Cumberland and an existing 1-story over basement building 
.at 323 Cuml;lerlanc). Ri.lchi Sanghvi and Aditya Agarwal.are proposing to demolish the existing structure and.to build a 3-
story over basemeht single~fartilly residence at the site. 

We, the qndersignetj; hereby expr~ss our support for the project at 313-323: cum.berland, and we urge. the Plann~ng 
Department ~nd Planning CQmmlssio.n to not take Discretionary Review (DR) and to approve the proje~t:c~~ 
proposed by the· project sP,onsors. · · 
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Petition in Support of the project at 313-323 Cumberland Street 

~l/,fr' ~NGr;.~~ 

The approx. 5,700-sf project site contains a vacant lot at 313 Cumberland and an existing 1-stoiy over basement building 
at 323 Cumberland. Ruchi Sanghvi and Aditya Agarwal are proposlng to demolish the existing structure and to build a 3- · 
story over basement single-family residence at the site. 

We, the undersigned, hereby express our support for the project at 313-323 Cumberland, and we urge the Planning 
Department and Planning Commission to not take Discretionary Review {DR) and to approve the project as 
proposed by the project sponsors . 
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Petition in Su~port of the project at 313-323 Cumberl;md Street . I . . 
-, The approx;~,700-sf pro-d<:ct site c?ntains a vacant ·lot at 313· Cµm~erland: and an existfng l~ry over .basement ~uUi:ling 

at 3Z3 c.umb rland., ~uch1 saoghvi .. a.ndAqJtYa AgarwaI:a.re proposing to.i;Jernollsh tJ;e exf?tlng ?trµp~ure and: to bJ,.uld a~;;.. 
ii $tOry ov~r biii ement single-family tesiden~e ~t the Site .. 

, We1. the l:l.hde*Jgnetj, her~by .expre.ss·oqr.;suppprt. for 'the project at: 313.,.323 Cumbeda~d, ancj we ·Org¢· the Plan~in~ 
: Departmen and Planning· Commission to; not ta~e Piscretionary.Review (Dlt). and to approv..., the project: ~s 
; proposed b. I the project spom~ors. · 
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EXHIBIT C ~ LARGER HOMES IN DOLORES HEIGHTS 

360 Cumberland Street 
' . 

362 Cumberland Street 

369 Cumberland Street 

359 Cumberland Street- subject to verification 

293 Cumberland Street 

366 Liberty Street 

4016 20th Street (Bruce Bowen's house) 

4020 20th Street (direct rear neighbor) 

615 Sanchez Street 

655 Sanchez Street 

706 Sanchez Street 

765 Sanchez Street 

775 Sanchez Street 

400 Hill Street 

801 Sanchez Street 

806 Sanchez Street 

3701 21st Street 

3707 21st Street 

3717 21st Street 

3721 21st Street 

3745 21st Street 

3677 21st Street 

(assumed when 
(Per Assessor) unknown) 

3129 670 

3135 503 

3560 579 

2952 500 

2430 875 

3267 400 

2986 450 

3578 450 

3345 450 

3040 400 

3600 375 

3720 1616 

3742 500 

5668 615 

4733 -
4294 400 

4294 400 

4295 400 

4215 400 

3253 ' 486 

3800 400 

4343 -

2436 

3799 

3638 

4139 

3452 

3305 

3667 

3436 

4028 

3795 

3440 

3975 

5336 

4242 

6283 

4733 

4694 

4694 

4695 

4615 

3739 

4200 

4343 

\ 
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Carroll, John (BOS) 

r:"rom: 
.mt: 

fo: 

Cc: 

Subject: 

Categories: 

Good afternoon, 

BOS Legislation, (BOS) 
Friday, May 27, 2016 12:10 PM 
bruce.r.bowen@gmail.com; info@doloresheights.org; Tara.N. Sullivan; 
tcatalano@reubenlaw.com; shaughey@reubenlaw.com; James Reuben; Gary Weiss 
Givner, Jon (CAT); Stacy, Kate (CAT); Byrne, Marlena (CAT); Rahaim, John (CPC); Sanchez, 
Scott (CPC); Jones, Sarah (CPC); Starr, Aaron (CPC); Rodgers, AnMarie (CPC); lonin, Jonas 
(CPC); BOS-Supervisors; BOS-Legislative Aides; Calvillo, Angela (BOS); Somera, Alisa 
(BOS); BOS Legislation, (BOS); Carroll, John (BOS); Jackson, Erika; Lew, Lisa (BOS); 
Jalipa, Brent (BOS) 
Appeal Response - Conditional Use Authorization Appeal - 313-323 Cumberland Street -
Appeal Hearing on June 7, 2016 

160527 

Please find linked below an appeal response received by the Office of the Clerk of the Board from the Appellant, 
concerning the Conditional Use Authorization Appeal for the proposed project at 313-323 Cumberland Street. 

Appellant Letter- May 27, 2016 

The appeal hearing for this matter is scheduled for a 3:00 p.m. special order before the Board on June 7, 2016. Please 
·note that I will be sending another message to you later this afternoon forwarding the hearing notice for the matter. 

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

Board of Supervisors File No. 160527 

Thank you, 

John Carroll 
Legislative Clerk 
Board of Supervisors 
San Francisco City Hall, Room 244 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
(415)554-4445 - Direct I (415)554-5163 - Fax 
john.carroll@sfgov.org I bos.legislation@sfgov.org 

II 
tlti!J Click here to complete a Board of Supervisors Customer Service Satisfaction form. 

The Legislative Research Center provides 24-hour access to Board of Supervisors legislation and archived matters since August 1998. 

Disclosures: Personal information that is provided in communications to the Board of Supervisors is subject to disclosure under the California Public Records Act and 
the San Francisco Sunshine Ordinance. Personal information provided will not be redacted. Members of the public are not required to provide personal identifying 
information when they communicate with the Board of Supervisors and its committees. All written ar oral communications that members of the public submit to the 
Clerk's Office regarding pending legislation or hearings will be made available to all members of the public for inspection and copying. The Clerk's Office does not 
redact any information from these submissions. This means that personal information-including names, phone numbers, addresses and similar information that a 
member of the public elects to submit to the Board and its committees-may appear on the Board of Supervisors website or in other public documents that members 
of the public may inspect or copy. 

1 

2439 



Carroll, John (BOS) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Categories: 

Bruce Bowen <bruce.r.bowen@gmail.com> 
Friday, May 27, 2016 8:49 AM 
BOS Legislation, (BOS) 
Carroll, John (BOS) . 
Appeal of Conditional Use Authorization - 313-323 Cumberland Street 
323 Cumberland Appeal May 27.pdf 

160527 

Subject: Appeal of Conditional Use Authorization - 313-323 Cumberland Street 

Please find attached the file "323 Cumberland Appeal May 27.pdf', our submittal of 
documentation to be shared with members of the Board prior to the hearing of this item on 
June 7, submitted in response to.the Clerk's May 11, 2016 letter. 

I will deliver 2 copies of this submittal to your office this morning. 

Thank you 

Bruce Bowen 

1 
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London Breed, President 
San Francisco Board of Supervisors 
1 Or. Carlton B. Goodlett Piace 
City Hail, Room 244 
San Francisco, Ca. 94102-4689 

May 27, 2016 

RIE: Appeal of 313-323 Cumberland Street Conditional Use Authorization 
Planning Case No. 2013.1213CUA 
Board of SUpervisors Appeal Scheduled for June 7, 2016 
Zoning: RH-1 and DOiores Heights Special Use District 

Dear President Breed and Members of the Board: 

ZG!& MltY 27 AM 10: ! 6 

On behalf of the Dolores Heights Improvement Club (DHiC}, I am appealing the Planning 

Commission's 4 to 2 vote (Wu absent} to approve the Conditional Use for 313-323 Cumberland Street 

("323 Cumberland") because of the important policy errors in the Planning Commission's decision and 

the dangerous precedents it sets. The Commission's decision opens the door to more houses that are 

'
1Unaffordable by Design". It reduces housing stock and continues the trend of flipping the City's 

neighborhoods toward the top 0.1%. This decision affects all RH-1 and R!-1-2 neighborhoods in the City

not just Dolores Heights. The Commission is either unwilling to stop this trend or doesn't have the 

tools, so we in DHiC are looking to the Board of Supervisors to help us. 

PrQject and Appeal Summary 

The project consists of (1) the merger of two large RH-1 lots into one, (2} the.demolition of an 

existing relatively affordable home and (3) the new construction of a roughly 8,000 square foot building 

that accommodates one show-place residence and one small secondary unit The project requires 

Condmonai Use because of the second unit in an RH-1 zoning district. The property is located in the 

Dolores Height Special Use District ("SUD") (Planning Code Section 241). 

This appeal is based on the followmg..euorsJn..the-Commlssion's..rlecision.whlch,-if.aUo.wed-t0------· - -·--

stand, will create new housing policy for the City and undo efforts to moderate the trend toward ever 

more unaffordable houses for the few: 

(1) the lot merger removes the potential of two normal single-family homes from the site, 

contrary to all City policies that seek to preserve and promote housing; 

(2) the proposed sham second unit is so much smaller than the main unit, so awkwardly 
designed, so poorly located within the building, and so deprived of natural light, it is obvious it 
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wifl never be used by a separate family, thereby failing in execution to comply with housing 

policies in the General Plan and Section 317 criteria; 

{3} the Conditional Use requirements were not met by the project; 

(4) the demolition of the existing small home removes relatively affordable housing, contrary to 

Section 317 criteria, General Plan policies, Conditional Use finding requirements, Proposition M 

and the intent of the Dolores Heights Special Use District; 

(5) the new construction of an 8,000 sf building, out of scale and out of character with the 

neighborhood, both tailer and wider than neighboring structures, in an area characterized by 

2,000 sf units and buildings, does not conform to the Residential Design Guidelines, Conditional 

Use finding requirements, General Plan policies and the intent of the Dolores Heights Special 

Use District; 

(6} the entitlement process for this project was suspect due to politicaf interference and 

inadequate due diligence by the Planning Department; and 

(7) neighbQrhood opposition to the project was not given sufficient weight in the 

decision-making process. 

. . 
A lot merger to create a double-wide interior lot, in an area where the sponsor-acknowledged 

pattern of development is of standard lots, is not compatible with the neighborhood. A lot merger which 

forever removes the potential for two stand-alone sing! e family homes with their own yards is neither 

necessary nor desirable. A development which creates a fake second unit to get around the loss of 

housing is not only not necessary or desirable, but is directly contrary to the intent of the City's housing 

policies. Demolishing a relatively affordable smaller home to be replaced by a structure far larger than 

any in the neighborhood is not necessary, desirable or compatible. 

The following provides substantial documentation on these and other issues for your 

con~ideration. I ask that as you read through this material you keep in mind the overarching Conditional 

Use requirement: that the project be 11necessary or desirable for, and compatible with, the neighborhood 

or the community, 11 a standard that has not been even remotely approached .. much less met. 

{1) The Lot Merger: A Citywide Issue 

The merger of two residential units requires Conditional Use. The merger of two standard-sized 

RH-1 /ots, even though such a merger can have the same effect as a unit merger, is currently 

unregulated. Because of density rules having to do with "rounding, 11 and Conditional Use provisions 

based on lot size, there are some circumstances in which a lot merger could increase density. Although 

regulating lot mergers may be challenging, it is possible and indeed necessary. It is therefore incumbent 
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upon planning staff, during their careful analysis of every proposed lot merger, to ask the question, "Will 

this merger result in an undesirable loss of density?" No such analysis -- careful or otherwise -- occurred 

In this case. 

The project site consists of two RH-1 lots, each 25 feet by 114 feet. One lot has an existing 

sing1e-family home of about 900 sf plus garage/crawl space; one lot is vacant. The original proposal was 

to tear down the existing home, merge the lots, and construct one 8,600 sf single-family house. The lot 

merger effectively and permanently would remove. one potential new housing site from the City. This 

vacant lot was identified as an infill housing site and counted as a potential residential unit in the City1s 

recent update of the Housing Element (pp. D2-D9 and background tables}. 

We neighbors, concerned about this project and its impacts called, we wrote, we questioned. 

Why would the Planning Department remove one buildable lot -- a lot that was identified in the General 

Plan as a potential new housing site? The staff demurred for a year as we mounted a campaign to 

enforce the City's housing policies. 

The staff has never really addressed the lot merger issue except to say now that the 8,000 sf 

building as currently proposed has a small second unit the issue is moot. We disagree. (See Section {2) 

Upstairs/Downstairs below). A small second unit in the basement of a mansion does not replace two 

stand-alone homes, each home having several bedrooms and yards of its own, especially when the small 

. second unit is unlikely to ever house anyone other than the sponsors and their guests. 

As we demonstrated in the Planning Commission hearing, not a single interior lot in our 

immediate neighborhood has been merged in over 50 years. On the block face and block face across the 

street there are only two double lots {Exhibit A). In a larger area - the entire subject block and facing 

block - out of a total of 79 interior lots only five are double lots. This is well under 10% and, more 

importantly, all of those five double interior lots were already in existence before 1965 (Exhibit B }. Even 

the sponsor's own attorney acknowledged this in their Conditional Use filing: "the subject block and 

immediate vicinity predominantly consists of 25-foot wide lots" {sponsor's CU application, p.1 of 

attachment). If there was any historical trend it was to ~ lots between 1935 and 1946 when two 

double lots were split into single lots -- a trend that strengthens what the developer admits is the 

predominate lot pattern and creates more modest sized homes consistent with the predominant 

neighborhood pattern. 

The sponsor also states in the application that the project is supportable because it adds one net · 

housing unit to the site, as if the disapproval of the project would prevent a second unit. On the contrary} 

a disapproval of the Conditional Use could result in a new stand-alone home on the vacant fot and the 

existing relatively affordable home on the other lot. The sponsors could build a new home of up to 5 
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bedrooms (only three are proposed in the main unit) in a 3,000 sf home. A couple seeking a starter 

home could purchase the home and add on as their family and income grows over time. 

At the Planning Commission hearing, we also demonstrated that no interior lot mergers such as 

the one proposed for this project have occurred in the City since at least 20081
. Objective 2 of the City's 

housing element reads "Retain existing housing units and promote safety and maintenance standards, 

without jeopardizing affordabifity". In the case of 323 Cumberland we are asking that the City protect 

something even more fundamental than existing housing: we are aski~g for the preservation of the 

underlying standard sized Jfil, a building block for retaining reJatively affordable housing. 

By allowing the merger of two lots to accommodate the construction of one massive building, we 

are saying to that small segment of the population for whom money is no object, "if you can afford it, 

your personal desires are more important than long-established City policy." If we allow a lot merger in 

Dolores Heights, the precedent will be cited to support lot mergers - and associated demolitions -- in 

every neighborhood. And once the lot merger is approved, the new overly-large lot will then be the 

justification to build mansions many times larger than the long-established homes around it. 

{2) Upstairs{Downstairs: The So-Called Second Unit 

As noted above1 we protested the lot merger and resulting loss of a potential housing unit on the 

site. Only after neighbors filed an application requesting that the Planning Commission take 

Discretionary Review on the project, highlighting this issue with extensive policy documentation and the 

support of dozens of neighbors, did the staff finally relent -- although not on the lot merger. They asked 

the sponsors to include a second unit in the 8,000 sf building to make up for their merging the lots. 

The initially proposed second unit was 600 sf in walled-off space in the basement. The second 

unit has grown in size because of well-founded concerns that it was not a real unit. Even as recently as 

the Planning Commission hearing, however, its two bedrooms were each about comparable in size to the 

master bathroom in the real unit upstairs. The second unit was listed at 1,500 sf on the plans but this 

appears to include a large and uninhabitable pit dug into the ground to expose minimal light and air to 

the unit. Size, however, is only one of the second unit's deficits. lt is located adjacent to the 900 sf garage 

and a laundry, b~th associated with the larger unit. The only natural light in the rear bedrooms comes 

from pits dug out beneath grade. All of the Planning Commissioners agreed the light and air exposure 

was not acceptable and imposed a condition of approval to improve it (Exhibit C). The lower unit's only 

front window is surrounded above and to the sides by the grand exterior entry to the real unit and by 
front yard landscaping (Exhibit D). This unit is not only small; it is invisible to the outside world. It is dear 

1 Analysis based on Planning Department Staff report on Affordable Housing report from January 28, 2016. The Staff's analysis 
is based on data beginning in 2008;·in fact, we don't know when the last comparable lot merger might have occurred. It may 
have been many years before. 
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by the second unit's subordinate status, subterranean location, location adjacent to garage door and 

laundry, and frightening lack of natural light that it wm never be used by a separate family. 

Our concerns about this second unit are heightened by the tre1I1d we see occurring throughout 

our neighborhood and others - the loss of housing through conversion of multi-family buildings, 

including flats, into massive oversized single-family homes with perhaps an au pair or other sham second 

unit. For example, 50-52 Oakwood, 1242-1244 19th Street, 376 San Carlos, 250 Fair Oaks, 891 Noe, and 

others that we know of all are examples of effective loss of units (examples in Exhibit E}. This trend of 

removal of relatively affordable units through conversion to huge units with subordinate second units, 

which we believe makes a mockery of the recent Avalos/Kim ordinance to tighten regufation of unit 

removals, will only worsen when combined with unregulated lot mergers. 

We have no doubt the sponsors will produce another version of the second unit for your packets · 

at the eleventh hour, not wanting to be embarrassed by the currently configured plan. But we also have 

no doubt that whatever they will propose will not be a second unit on equal footing -- in size, in building 

location, or in natural light exposure - to the "real" unit the owners propose. If we want two rear units at 

this site, there is a simple way to get them -- deny the Conditional Use. The owners wm be able to return 

to the current circumstance -- two separate tots that can each accommodate moderate-scaled, 

stand-alone homes. They can build a new home on the vacant lot and add on to the existing home. 

(3) Conditional Use Consideration is Not limited to Ju.st the Segmd Unit 

The sponsor argues this is a "code-complying project," with the only aspect needing review being 

the second unit because this is in an RH~l district. When a Conditional Use is required,forany reason, 
the required findings must be made of the entire development. Tnis is dear from the language in Section 

303(c}1: 

"The proposed use or feature, at the size and intensity contemplated and at the proposed 

location, will provide a development that is necessary or desirable for; and compatible with~ the 

neighborhood or the community" (emphasis added}. 

A lot merger to create a double-wide interior lot, in an area where the sponsor-acknowledged 

pattern of development is of standard lots, is not compatible with the neighborhood. A lot merger which 

forever removes the potential for two stand~alone single family homes with their own yards is neither 

necessary nor desirable. A development which creates a fake second unit to get around the loss of 

housing is not only not necessary or desirable, but is directly contrary to the intent of the City's housing 

policies. Demolishing a relatively affordable smaller home to be replaced by what we expect will be an $8 

million, 8,000 sf home is not necessary, desirable or compatible in a neighborhood of homes under 2,000 

sf with valuations one-quarter of the home proposed. The construction of a home which towers above 
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its immediately adjacent neighboring buildings (Exhibit F) and is four times the size of most other homes 

on the block is not necessary, desirable or compatible. 

{4) The Demolition 

When a Conditional Use is required of new construction and a demolition is a part of the project, 

Section 317(d)(2) requires the consideration of Section 317's sixteen demolition criteria (Exhibit G) as 
2 . . 

part of the Conditional Use . We do not believe the demolition meets ten of the sixteen criteria (those 

highlighted in yellow on Exhibit G). Clearly the project does not conserve existing housing (criteria 7}. 

With replacement of an 8,000 sf building on a street of 2,000 sf homes, it does not conserve 

neighborhood character {criteria 8). As it replaces a home valued by the Zoning Administrator in his 

administrative review {Exhibit H) at $1.6 million with a home anticipated to be valued at $8 miilion, the 

project does not protect the.relative affordability 9f existing housing {criteria 9). The project does not 

increase the number of permanently affordable units {criteria 10). Because it removes a vacant lot 

previously identified in the Housing Element as an infill-housing site, it does not locate in-fill housing on 

appropriate sites in established neighborhoods (criteria 11). While the new house may be said to add 

one family-sized unit, this would also be true of any home built on the vacant lot. Were the home 

proposed for demolition to be preserved, a modest addition to that home would also render it ideal for 

family housing. Thus, in net, the project does not increase the number of family-sized units on-site as 

effectively as one that would not require demolition and Conditional Use {criteria 12}. The project does 

not create supportive housing (criteria 13). As explained below, we do not believe the project is of 

superb design or otherwise enhances the existing neighborhood character (criteria 14). While the 

proposal pretends to increase the number of on-site dwelling units, it is obvious the downstairs unit is 

never going to house a separate family, whereas retention of the existing home and construction of a 

new home on the vacant fot will add a real second unit for a real family {criteria 15). Finally, while the 

proposed building contains 5 bedrooms, the retention of the existing home {even without any addition) 

and the new construction of a 3,000 sf home on the vacant lot would increase the number of bedrooms 

{perhaps to more than 5) while also providing for true famHy housing on each of two lots (criteria 16). 

Afl projects changing use or proposing new buildings are also subject to Proposition M (Planning 

Code Section 101.l{bj) and General Plan policies. The General Plan policies most relevant to the 

demolition are Objectives 2 and 3 of the City's Housing Element. These are, perhaps, two of the most 

important of all City policies in the context of a City facing unprecedented levels of homelessness, 
evictions and well-documented inadequacy of affordable housing. 

Housing Element: Objective 2: Retain Existing Housing Units, and Promote Safety and 

Maintenance Standards, without Jeopardizing Affordability. Also General Plan Housing 

2 317{d){2): "!f Conditional Use authorization is required for the replacement structure by other sections of this Code, the 
Commission shall consider the demolition as part of its decision on the Conditional Use application." 
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Element: Obiective 3: Protect the Affordability of the Existing Housing Stock, Especially Rental 
Units. 

The sponsor highlights the Zoning Administrator's finding that the existing home is not affordable. 

Its value surpassed the then-in-effect threshold of affordability by a hair.. But more importantly, it is 

relatively affordable in this neighborhood and in this City; and its removal will mean one more family 

that could struggle to get a foot in the door of a starter home will now be priced out of the market. The 

subterranean second unit in the proposed building will never be made available for sale and even if it 

were, no family in its right mind would buy it. 

(5) The New Building: Out of Scale and Character 

The new building is too large for this neighborhood. It is too large in area; it is too tall for its 

location; and it is too wide. The average area of buildings on the block and the block across the street is 

just over 2,000 sf (Exhibit I). The sponsor states that much of the square footage is subterranean. It is 

true the second unit is principally buried underground - which is why it has no light and will never be 

used as a separate unit. But the top of that unit and the garage is above grade in front, raising the rest of 

the house far above its neighbors {Exhibit F}. And so the square footage results in a building that not only 

is massively larger than those around it but also appears massively larger than those around it. 

The City's Residential Design Guidelines are organized with 6 key Design Principles. The very first 

Principle, which was in fact one of the reasons these guidelines were developed in the 1980s, is to 
11ENSURE THAT THE BUILDING'S SCALE IS COMPATIBLE WITH SURROUNDING BUILDINGS." 

The guidelines direct us to look at the existing block pattern, lot pattern and visual character to 

help determine scale. By none of these standards does this building blend into this block. The sponsor 

points to the only two otJler properties on this block face and across the street that aiso have double lots 

to justify not only the lot merger but also the proposed building scale. These two buitdings stand on lots 

that have been unchanged in size for over 50years; indeed, these lots are to the best of our knowledge 

simply remnants of the original lot layouts. On these lots the homes have habitable areas under 2,300 sf 

each and are broken into discrete vertical elements to mirror separate neighboring homes on narrower 

lots (Exhibit J}. The proposed building is the opposite - it is one massive width and appears as one 

massive unit. Nowhere on this block face or across the street is there any street-facing facade that so 

diverges from the size and width pattern. 

The Planning Commission Resolution that established the Dolores Heights Special Use District 

(Exhibit K) identified our neighborhood as an example of one of five then-designated "examples of 

·outstanding and unique areas which contribute to San Francisco's visual form and character and in which 

Page 7 of10 

2447 



neighborhood associations should be encouraged to participate in a cooperative: effort to maintain the 

established character. 11 

finally, Planning Code Section 241 states that the Dolor.es Heights SUD was established in order 

to, among other things, "encourage development in context and scale with established character and 

landscape11 and "preserve and provide for an established area with a unique character and balance". The 

house is demonstrably out of context and scale; the lot merger rends, not preserves, the unique 

character and balance. 

{6} The Entitlement Process was flawed 

From the beginning, the entitlement pro<;:ess for this project has not felt right to us. 

e As noted above, planning staff refused to acknowledge the obvious conflict between their 

recommending against unit mergers on other projects while at the same time recommending 

approval of a lot merger and the originally proposed one-unit home despite the result being 

the same - the loss of a unit. That both the sponsor and staff now say it was "the Planning 

Department" that caused the addition of the second unit is absurd; the Department was 

confronted with our making this a public issue, making it impossible for them to continue to 

sidestep this important and potentially embarrassing issue. 

o When we asked for a hearing date after we and staff could read - and analyze - the 

Conditional Use application and plans, the planner explained the dates she had previously 

offered (between late February and mid-March) were being taken off the table without 

debate because, 11the Department was contacted by the Mayor's Office yesterday and they 

have instructed us to reschedule this project to the Planning Commission calendar for 

February 411 (Exhibit L). 

e The summary of our Commission hearing presentation from one Planning Commissioner - a 

Mayoraf appointee - so inaccurately portrayed our testimony we walked away with the 

impression the Mayor's involvement in this project, like his office's published involvement 

with the Airbnb vote, extended beyond scheduling. 

e The sponsors threw a fundraiser for our Supervisor. 

• The sponsor's attorney exchanged emails with our Supervisor's aide about potentially 

rescheduling the appeal, and changing the briefing schedule for the appeal, which we were 

never informed about until we asked. 

• Our Supervisor's aide wrote the Board clerk that we had agreed to a rescheduling when we had 
never even been consulted. 

(7) Neighborhood Support was not given adequate attention in the Planning Commission's Decision 
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Our appeal was signed by almost 30% of property owners in the project vicinity and was also 

subscribed to by five Supervisors. Our O\'Vn Supervisor did not subscribe to the appeal. 

More than 125 neighbors have signed petitions aimed at changing the project (Exhibit M). The 23 

neighbors who spoke in opposition to the Conditional Use at the Planning Commission did so on specific 

policy grounds summarized by category (and explained at length in this brief) in the hearing minutes 

{Exhibit C). This compares to the 10 supporters of the project, 8 of whom were colleagues or employees 

of the sponsors, or their partners/spouses/friends, who primarily spoke about the positive personal traits 

of the sponsors. We want to make dear we do not disagree with their kind characterizations of the 

sponsors. Rather, we point out that this is not about personal traits; it's about neighborhood character 

and housing policy. Nice people removing relatively affordable housing and replacing it with wholly 

unaffordable housing in a massive structure three or four times the size of adjacent homes have the 

same effects as less nice developers doing the same thing. 

The sponsor notes the immediate neighbors on Cumberland and Sanchez support the project. 

Those neighbors believe the side setbacks and rear building walls in the project would provide them with 

more adjacent open area than an alternative with two stand-alone homes. We believe a two-building 

alternative could provide adjacent neighbors with a similar situation. More importantly, we believe that 

to trade away a buildable lot that could house an additional family for a massive building spanning two 

lots is a quid pro quo that harms us all. This rationale would support the merging of every set of adjacent 

lots and even the demolition of two adjacent homes to merge lots and buitd a single massive building 

and would result in a newly emerging pattern of 5,700 sf lots in every neighborhood-- a pattern more 

typical of Pacific Heights or peninsula suburbs than Dolores Heights. 

The precedent-setting nature of the lot merger has also caused other Neighborhood Associations 

to join us in opposing this project. In addition to the Dolores Heights Improvement Club, we have to date 

received letters of opposition to this project from four other organizations: the Eureka Valley 

Neighborhood Association, the liberty Hill Neighborhood Association_, the Duboce Triangle 

Neighborhood Association, a.nd Protect Noe's Charm, representing families throughout San Francisco 

who see that if two RH-1 lots can be merged in Dolores Heights they will next be merged a!! over the City 

(Exhibit O}. 

Of important note is another phrase in the Dolores Heights SUD resolution: 11 neighborhood 

associations should be encouraged to participate in a cooperative effort .... " We wanted such a 

cooperative effort with Planning Department, but that is not what happened. We felt very shut out of 

the review process, although Planners Michael Smith and Erika Jackson answered all of our questions 

politely and we take no issue with them. Now that we have passed the Planning review stage, we have 

offered to meet with the sponsors, neighbor to neighbor and absent attorneys, in search of a mutually 

acceptable resolution. 

Page 9 of10 

2449 



Summaey 

The Dolores Heights Improvement Club is a neighborhood organization that has been in existence 

since the 1960s, today representing 450 families. We are a volunteer neighborhood organization whose 

purpose is to maintain and enhance our community's appearance, safety,. communication, and value, and 

are the drafters of the Special Use District legislation that applies to these lots and the surrounding 

neighborhood. The Planning Commission's resolution adopting the Dolores Heights SUD specifically 

encourages our association to "maintain the established character" of our neighborhood. We have 

repeatedly welcomed new neighbors and houses, both new construction and remodels, and strive to 

accommodate both when they respect the very neighborhood character and context that has drawn 
them here. 

The policy implications of this application are so dear. Approval of the CU wm mean anyone who 

can afford to buy two lots will be able to buy them, merge th.em_, demolish what's left of the City's starter 

homes, and build a single family mansion many times the size of everything around it. 

If left unchanged, the effect of this CU will undermine not only the provisions of the Dolores 

Heights Special Use District and Section 241, but more importantly it will set in motion a powerful trend 

that will continue to erode the City's housing stock. 

We ask that you deny the Conditional Use so that we can work with the sponsors on a modest 

addition to the existing home or a new home on the vacant lot, leaving the City with two homes for two 

families - homes of a size and character that work in Dolores Heights. 

Sincerely, 

Bruce R. Bowen 
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1965 LOT/BUJCK MAP: 

SLX DOUBLE fNTERJOR LOTS 
. OUT of 79 lNTER!OR LOTS 

B'Yu OF DOUBLE INTERJOR 
LOTS 

CURRENT TAX ASSESSOR M~AP: 

A REDUCTION IN INTERIOR 
DOUBLE LOTS 
BY .ONE (because it became a 
corner lot) 

ALL OF THE CURRENTLY· 
EXISTING INTERIOR DOUBLE 
LOTS DATE FRO.M BEFORE 1965 

rr~rcr'i'N'·1:"Roouc:r10N''·o·F1N1:£R·io'R1 
l: 1: 

f DOU~L~ LOTS ON THESE f. 

f BLOCKS L'I ~ I OVER 50 YE..\RS. ' ! ' 
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8. 2013.1213CUA (E.JACKSON: (415) 558-6363) 
313-323 CUMBERLAND STREET - south side between Noe and Sanchez Streets; Lot 043-044 of Assessor's Block 
3601 (District 7) - Request for Conditional Use Authorization., pursuant to Planning Code Sections 207, 209.1, 
303, and 317 to demolish a single-family structure and construct a new tvvo-family structure on a 5,700 square 
foot lot in a RH-1 (Residential - House, One-Family) Zoning District, 40-X Height and Bulk District, and the 
Dolores Heights Special Use District. This action constitutes the Approval Action for t.lie project for the purposes 
of CEQA, pursuant to Section 31.04(h) of the San Francisco Administrative Code. 
Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Conditions 

SPEAKERS: = Erika Jackson - Staff presentation 
+Jim Reuben - Project presentation 
+John Maniskelko - Design presentation

Heather Thompson - Precedent, lot merger
Mellisa Kennedy- Scale, FAR-
John Odin - Dolores Heights SUP-
Greg Roberts - Opposition-
(F) Speaker Liveability-
Bruce Bowen - Lot mergers-
David PEnnybaker --
Sam Fleschman - Does not meet CU findings
Carolyn Kennedy- Section 317-
0zzie Roam - Oppostion-
Hett Courrier - Opposition-
(M) Speaker - Precedence-
Liz Clarke - No ski resort on Cumberland
Joanne King - Opposition-
Karl Leachman - Opposition-
Matt McAbe - Opposition-
Renee de Cossio - Opposition-
Edward Mason - SO' wide lots-
(F) Speaker - Opposition-
Elizabeth Kantor - Character of the neighborhood
(F) Speaker - Opposition 

+ (M) Speaker - Support 
+Justin Schafer - Support 
+Annabel Teal - Support · 
+ Vicera Vitchekatasan - Family housing 
+Will StockweJI - Support 
+ Adam Osceri - Support 
+ (M) Speaker - Support 
+ (M) Speaker - Support 
+ (M) Speaker - Support 
+ (F) Speaker - Support 
+ Nina Kosla - Support-

Franchesca Prada - Opposition-
Georgia Schuttish - Homeownership precedents 

ACTION: A proved with Conditions as a..~ended to indude: 

AYES: 
NAYES: 
MOTION: 

Fong, Antonini, Hillis, Johnson 
Richards, :Moore, Wu 
19604 
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(C) The Planning Commission shall consider the following additional criteria in the review of applications for 
Residential Demolition: 

(i) whether the property is :free of a history of serious; continuing Code violations; 
(ii) whether the housing has been maintained in a decent, safe, and sanitary condition; 
(iii) whether the property is an "historical resource" under CEQA; 
(iv) whether the removal of the resource will have a substantial adverse impact under CEQA; 
(v) whether the project converts retrial housing to other forms of tenure or occupancy; 
(vi) whether the project removes rental units subject to the Rent Stabilization and Arbitration 

Ordinance or affordable housing; 

(x) 

1rraJirta . 

(xiii) 

2467 



EXHIBITH 

2468 



Zoning Administrator Action Memo 
Administrative Review of Dwelling Unit Demolition 
February 3, 2015 

CASE NO. 2013.1213D 
323 Cumberland Street 

single-family dwelling which was reuiewed by the Department in conjunction with the demolition permit. 
The ne:w construction permit proposes a replacement building that has five bedrooms a:nd five full baths 
and two half baths in approximately 7,181 square-feet. The proposed building has been re:oiewed by 
Department staff and been determined to cmnply with the Residential Design Guidelines. :.· 

2. If Conditional Use authorization is required for approval of the permit to demolish a Residential 
Building by ofher sections of tlris Code, the Commission shall consider the replacement structure 
as part of its decision on the Conditional Use application. If Conditional Use authorization is 

required for the replacement structure by other sections of this Code, the Commission shall 
consider the demolition as part of its decision on the Conditional Use application. If neither 
perm.it application is subject to Conditional Use authorization, then separate Mandatory 
Discretion Review cases shall be heard to consider ihe permit applications for the demolition and 

the replacement structure. 

Condition.al Use autlwriza.tion is not required by any other part of the Planning Code for this proposal. 
The applicant filed a Mandatory Discretionary Reaiew application for demolition of the subject building. 

3. Single-Family Residential Buildings on sites in RH-1 Districts that are demonstrably not 

affordable or financially accessiole, that is, housing that has a value greater than at least 80% of 
the combined land and structure values of single-family homes :in San Francisco as determined 
by a credible appraisal, made within six months of the application to demolish,. are not subject to 
a Mandatory Discretionary Review hearing. 

The subject building is a singl.e-family huuse within a RH-1 District and is therefore eligible to be exempted 
from a Mandatory Discretionary Review hearing under this provision of the Planning Code. The project 
sponsor submitted a credible appraistil report dated 711412014 that was prepared Blakely Appraisals in 
accordance with the Planning Code, which was verified by the Departnumt to demonstrate triat the value of 

the subject property at $1,600,000 i;; greater than at least 80% of the combined land and structure values of 
single-family homes in San Francisco. Therefore, the approval af the demnlition permit does not require a 
Mandatory Discretionary Review hearing before the Planning Commission and can be approved 
administratively. A copy of the referenced appraisal report can be found in the project file. 

4. Residential Buildings of two units or fewer that are found to be unsound housing are exempt 
from Mandatory Discretionary Review hearings and may be approved administratively. 
"Sormdness" is an economic measure of the feasibility of upgrading a residence that is deficient 
with respect to habitability and Housing Code requirements, due to its original ronstruction. The 
"souruhless factor" for a structure shall be the ratio of a construction upgrade cost to the 
replacen;ient cost expressed as a percent. A building is unsound if its soundness factor exceeds 
50%. 

The subject building is a single-famil.y house and has not been found to be unsound. TherefOre, it is 
ineligible to be exempted from a Mandatory Discretionary Revi..e:w hearing under this provision of the 

Planning Code. · 

2 
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.SUBJECT PROPERTY: Proposed demolition of a 950 sf ho:me, merger with va,cant, buildabie l·ot 
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Numbers in blue a:re from tax asses.sm~nt recQrds:r modlfied upwardly from MLS records. Proposed building woutd be 

l; j 

appr·ofilmately 5855 sf by tax assessor plus 2256 sf garage and stora.ge. {Ta.x Assesso1r's record:s el<dude garage and non- ! 
habltable space.) 

AY:tiRAGE 1t!OME :S.l:i'll ON THl:S Bi:OOK ilS W21 SF, PROPOSED t10MI! lS A.tMOO.l Wl:I P:fl'!CENI LARGEJL SQUAA.fi! FOO'ifAGiE, 
WttlLE NOT R!iGlJLA fill[}, IS. A OJRECT REREC'llON Of· MASJSUi\G Al\ID illNVS.OPE. 

THE PROPOSED PROJECT Will NOT ONLY DEMOLISH A· HOME THAT IS REALTIVELV MUCH MORE 
AFFO'RDABLE THAN rrs REPLACEMENT BUILDING BUT Will ALSO REMOVE A BUILDABLE 
VACANT LOT; RESULTlNG IN THE EFFECTlVE LOSS OF 2 STAND-ALONE FAMILY HOMES 
FOR THE REPLACEMENT WITH ONE MANSION WITH A SUBTERRANEAN 2ND UNIT THAT Will 
NEVER BE USED BY A SEPARATE FAMILY. 
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tot 38 ~ropertv 
There are only two lots on this block that are 50 feet wide .. - 'lot 38 and lot 45. 
Hom.es on both thes.e lots are under 2300 sf each and ar.e broken up 
into two dis.crete front.ages to :read Uke two 5,epar.ate buUdings. 
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SAN FRAJ.fCISCO 

CITY PIJ!.NNil.lfG CO:r-lMISSION 

REISOLTITION NO;. 84-72 

\o/HEREAS, The City Plaim;ng Colilll1ission on November 8,. 1979 and. 
J"anuary 10, 1980 heard .Application. No~ Zf179.24 under. Section 302 
o:f the City P.lanning Code to reclassi;fy property :from an RH:-1 
district to an RR-:.1 district with addi.'ti.orial ~egulat.ions as the 
DOLCRES HEIGil!i1S SPECIAL USE :DISTRICT,. and on .Tan:ua:cy 10,. 1980 heard 
Application Noo ZT79.6 under Section 302 o:f the City Plamring Code 
to amend the text o:f that" Code by adding a new Section 2~1 th.ere.to 
and amend:iug other Sections as approp.riate :fcir i;he llurp9se _o:f 
implementing tbe DOLORES HEIGHTS·SPECillL USE DISTRICT i.nth ooth 
the map and the text amendments .to apply to the property described 
as :follows: 

.All property currently in an RH-1 (.ffouse, One-Family) 
district in. the Blocks bounded by l9TR, 22ND, .NOE .AIDJ 
CHURCH STREETS and the block bounded_ by l9TH, 20TlI, 
NOE AND EARfFORD S!l.'REETS, Lots 15-l?,, J.8-34, 49-5? 
in Assessor's Block 3600 7 Lots 5-7, ?A, 8, BA,. 9-1?, 
17A, 18-25, 27-31 1 31A, 32-45, 4?-49, 49A, 50, 50.A, 
51-.53 1 :·53A, 54-55;· 57-58, 85-B6 in Assessor's Block 
3601; :tots 3-29 in .Assessor's Block 3602, ·~ots 1-4, 
6-8, BA, 9--13, l.5, l.5A, 16-l8, l8At 19-26, ~2, 
~7, 51-52, 58, 5811..,.· 68-71, 76-90 :in .Assessor's Block 
360lJ.,, -Tuts 15-1?, 19'-21, .21.A, ?2-23, r;f-36, 36A., 
37,....40, 42, 42A, 43, 43.A, 44-50, 5QA, ...--~ 5.LA, 52-55, 
55A, 5~ 55G~ 56-60 in Assessor's Block 3605, Lots 
13.-16, 15.A., l?, 17A, 18-19, 21-28, 2811., 29-31, 37-40, 
43, 4?-48, 48A., 49, 491:., 50-631 63A, 64-65, and .U, 
€!7-68, 71-75, 78-79 :in Assessor• s :Block 3620, Lots 

. 1:-4, .. 7_;9,. 41-65,. 70, 73-7?. 7711, 78, ?&tl. 79-83, 
87-90, 92-93 in Assessor• s :Block 3621.; 

WHEREAS, Except for .fifteen lots on Caselli .Avenue, Nineteenth .. 
and Danvers Streets, the. suqje,ct p:roperty comprises all of the RR-1 
zoned property north o:f · !J.lipper ;Street, south and east o.f Market 
Street and west of :r-Iission Street; and 

WEREAB, Dolores Heights i~ iisted i.D.. the-_Urban Design. Element 
o:f the Comprehensive F.l.an. as ozie o.f .five examples o.f outstanding 
and uniqUe axe as which con:t:ci.bute to San Francisco 's visual .form.· 
and character and in 11hich neighbomood associations should be 
encouraged to participate in a cooperative e.f'.fort: to maintain the 
established character; and 

WREREA.S, Dolores Heigb..iis has a strong and actiYe neighborhood 
associ.a.itlon which has .ro.r many ;rea:rs used vol.unta:r-Y e:f'.:fo:rts to 
pI'ovide a positive in:fluence on the development o.f this neighborhood 
and which has been. instrumental in. the initiation. o.f this proposed 
special use district; and 

HREREA.S, The proposed special use distriet would intpose a rear 
yaxd. :requirement equal to 45"), o.f the depth o:f the lot, would. limit 
the height of buildillgs to 35 feet measured to a plane which slopes 
-vd:th ihe slope o.:t the lo~ and located 35 .f'eet above the lot and would 
encourage tlie participation of the neighborhood association in the 
consideration of any variances tnat might- be gra.n:ted .:from the proposeo 
limits; and 
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RESOLUTION NO. 84-72 
Page ~ 

WHEREAS, Designating '.Dalo.res Heights as a special use 
distxict with more restrictive c~oJ.s than nmr -eris"!; will 
prese:rve and protect existing views .from. public ·and private 
vantage points and will e:rwo=age .fu:ct;he.r participation by 
neighborllood groups in the continued maintenance and improvement 
o:f · this neighborhood; and· 

rJHEHEAS~ The orig:inaJ proposa1 as mod:i!ied to s:impli;f'y review
o.:f building permits is within the capability o:f the Depart111ent 
o:f City :Pl.ann;ng to ad.miJrister; and 

\IBEREAS~ I'Iodi.:rica:tion of' 'the original :proposal to simplify 
·--------:rerielf-c.f-buildiug paL'nd:ts aou'.Or~cethe Straiii: 'Upon "the 

Department's resources that eSt~llsbment of thi·s Special Use 
District vould otherrise entail"; and 

ir[EEREAS, Adjustments to provisions of this Special. Use 
District to re.fleet exceptional or ~m:dina:ry ci:rcumstances, 
practical. d:i:f.fic.ul:t:ies and unnecessa:cy hardships,. and preservation 
and enjoyment o:f substan.t:ial·prope:rty rights, can b'e made through 
the variance procedures o:f tb.e City_ P.fanning Gode.,, \i'hich contains 
criteria that protect the right· of everyone concerned; and 

WHEREAS, A. final negative declaration was adopted and issued 
.for this project on November 8, 1919 uri.der .file Noe EE79~378; 

THEREE'ORE BE IT m:somn,. !Ehai; the City .Plannjng Ooimnissi.on,. 
be:fo::re acting on the :project itself' under ..tl.-pplications Numbered 
ZH79-24- and fil'79.6 hereby decla:res that it has .reviewed and 
considered the illfonation conta:ine<'I .i:n the negative declaration; 
and 

HE fl FfIR<JIHER RESOLVED, That the City Planning Commission 
.finds that: the public necessity,. -convenience and gen~al welfare 
require that applicat:ions numbered Z!1?9.24 and Z'1!79-6 be APP.ROVE:Do 

I he:reby certify that the .foregoing Resolution was .AD~ by 
i;he City Pl.annjng Colilllli.ssion at its regular meeting of ·Janua:r;r 10, 
1980v 

· ·. Lee Ygods, J:r. . ·. 
__ ... ...:.--- ---· -Sew:et;ar;r --~-------------

Al:ES: Commissioners Bie.rman, De~, Kelleher, Mignola, 
Nakashima, Rosenblatt, Starbuck. · 

NOES: None ... · 

Jl.BSEN2: None. 

PASSED: Jan:uar;r 10, 1980 ... 
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Cumberland Hearing Reschedule 

Jackson, Erika <erika.jackson@sfgov.org> 
To: Bruce Bowen <bruce.r.bowen@gmail.com> 

Hi Bruce, 

Bruce Bowen <bmce.r.bowen@gmail.com> 

Tue, Dec 22, 2015 at 7:02 AM 

The Department was contacted by the Mayor's Office yesterday and they have instructed us 
to reschedule this project to the Planning Commission calendar for February 4. 

I will need all final documents from you by Tuesday, January 19 for inclusion in the Planning 
Commission packet. 

Thanks, 

Erika 
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Petition dated as of March 2015, regarding 
Proposed new construction at 323 Cumberland Street and 

Dolores Heights Improvement Club review of buildil'.lg permits and 
variances, and new regulations for Monster Homes in Dolores Heights 

We, the undersigned, as residents of Dolores Heights and/or members of the local 
Neighborhood Association, the Dolores Heights Improvement Club (DHIC), are alarmed by a 
recent trend of the Planning Department failing to encourage the Sponsors of numerous 
construction projects in our neighborhood to observe the Residential Design Guidelines, 
induding the goals of Section 241 of the City Planning Code, which created the Dolores Heights 
Special Use District. Section 241 provides in part: "'In order to •.. encourage development in 
context and scale with established character and landscape, there shall be a Dolores Heights 
Special Use District." 

We specifically disagree with the Zoning Administrator's Action Memo of February 3, 2015 (Case 
No~ 2013.12130, Building Permits 2014.06.27.9813 and 2014.06.27.9820), which states "The 
proposed building has been reviewed by Department staff and been detennined to comply with 
the Residential Design Guidelines.• We can identify several specific elements of the proposed 
building which we find clearly do not comply with the Guidelines. 

Any new project that, like the one at 323 Cumberland St, proposes replacing a house of 877 
gross square feet with a house of 7, 181 gross square feet (data according to the project 
sponsor's Application, dated October 1, 2014) is not in compliance with the principles and intent 
of either the Residential Design Guidelines or Section 24 i _ 

A few further examples among the many such instances in the Dolores Heights SUD include 
projects at 400 I ll!I Slt., 3721 21st St, 3660 Hill St, and 359 Cumberland St. 

We believe, in addition, that the Planning Department's pattern of approving building permits 
and granting variances for projects that so dramatically violate the Guidelines' and Code's 
requirements regarding development in "context and scale" with our neighborhood only creates 
precedents to grant similar variances more easily, creating a "slippery slope" effect and 
destroying the integrity of Section 241 and the Residential Design Guidelines. 

Therefore, we hereby request that 

1) The Planning Department protect the Dolores Heights Special Use District (SUD} by enforcing 
the intent as well as the specific provisions of Section 241 of the City Planning Code, demanding 
the observance of the Residential Design Guidelines, and encouraging the participation of the 
DHIC in the consideration of any projects and variances in the boundaries of the Dolores Heights 
SUD, all as contemplated by the preamble of the San Francisco City Planning Commission 
Resolution No. 8472; and 

2) Our representative to the San Francisco Board of Supervisors, the Hon. Scott w4i/er, draft a 
bill similar to Board of Supervisors Resolution 150192 (applying controls to d~Ki~pment in 
Corona Heights that alters the character of the neighborhood) and/or take whatever other 
measure that he deems appropriate to protect the Dolores Heights SUD and to avoid the 
destruction of an "outstanding and unique area which contributes to San Francisco's visual form 
and character" as provided in Resolution No. 8472. 
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Petition dated as of March 2015, regarding 
Proposed new construction at 323 Cumberland Street and 

Dolores Heights Improvement Club review of building permits and 
variances, and new regulations for Monster Homes in Dolores Heights 
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Petition dated as of March 2015, regarding 
Proposed new construction at 323 Cumberland Street and 

Dolores Heights Improvement Club review of building permits and 
variances, and new regulations for Monster Homes in Dolores Heights 
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Petition dated as of March 2015, regarding 
Proposed new construction at 323 Cumberland Street and 

Dolores Heights Improvement Club review of building permits and 
variances, and new regulations for Monster Homes in Dolores Heights 

We, the undersigned, as residents of Dolores Heights and/or members of the local 
Neighborhood Association, the Dolores Heights Improvement Club (DHIC), are alarmed by a 
recent trend of the Planning Department failing to encourage the Sponsors of numerous 
construction projects in our neighborhood to observe the Residential Design Guidelines, 
including the goals of Section 241 of the City Planning Code, which created the Dolores Heights 
Special Use District. Section 241 provides in part "In order to ... encourage development in 
context and scale with established character and landscape, there shall be a Dolores Heights 
Special Use District" 

We specifically disagree with the Zoning Administrator's Action Memo of February 3, 2015 (Case 
No. 2013.12130, Building Permits 2014.06.27.9813 and 2014.06.27.9820), which states "The 
proposed buifdjng has been reviewed by Department staff and been determined to comply with 
the Residential _Design Guidelines.• We can identify several specific elements of the proposed 
building which we find clearly do not comply with the Guidelines. 

Any new project that, like the one at 323 Cumberland St., proposes replacing a house of 877 
gross square feet with a house of 7,181 gross square feet (data according to the project 
sponsor's Application, dated October 1, 2014) is not in compliance with the principles and intent 
of either the Residential Design Guidelines or Section 241. · 

A few further examples among the many such instances in the Dolores Heights SUD include 
projects at 40@ I Iii! et., 3721 21st St., 3660 Hill St., and 359 Cumberland St. 

We believe, in addition, that the Planning Department's pattern of approving building permits 
and granting variances for projects that so dramatically violate the Guidelines' and Code's 
requirements regarding development in "context and scale" with our neighborhood only creates 
precedents to grant similar variances more easily, creating a "slippery slope" effect and 
destroyi'ng the integrity of Section 241 and the Residential Design Guidelines. 

Therefore, we hereby request that: 

1) The Planning Department protect the Dolores Heights Special Use District (SUD) by enforcing 
the intent as well as the spe6iftc provisions of Section 241 of the City Planning Code, demanding 
the observance of the Residential Design Guidelines, and encouraging the participation of the 
DHIC in the consideration of any projects and variances in the boundaries of the Dolores Heights 
SUD, all as contemplated by the preamble of the San Francisco City Planning Commission 
Resolution No. 8472; and 

2} Our representative to the San Francisco Board of Supervisors, the Hon. Scott ~er, draft a 
bill similar to Board of Supervisors Resolution 150192 (applying controls to development ln 
Corona Heights that alters the character of the neighborhood) and/or take whatever other 
measure that he deems appropriate to protect the Dolores Heights SUD and to avoid the 
destruction of an "outstanding and unique area which contributes to San Francisco's visual form 
and character" as provided in Resolution No. 8472. 

Name Address 
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Petition dated as of March 2015, regarding 
Proposed new construction at 323 Cumberland Street and 

Dolores Heights Improvement Club review of building permits and 
variances, and new regulations for Monster Homes in Dolores Heights 
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Petition dated as of March 2015, regarding 
Proposed new construction at 323 Cumberland Street and 

Dolores Heights Improvement Club review of building permits and 
variancesJ and new regulations for Monster Homes in Dolores Heights 

We, the undersigned, as residents of Dolores Heights and/or members of the loc 
Neighborhood Association, the Dolores Heights Improvement Club (DHIC}, are alarmed by a 
recent trend of the Planning Department failing to encourage the Sponsors of numerous 
construction projects in our neighborhood to observe the Residential Design Guidelines, 
including the goals of Section 241 of the City Planning Code, which created the Dolores Heights 
Special Use District Section 241 provides in part: "In order to ... encourage development in 
context and scale with established character and landscape, there shall be a Dolores Heights 
Special Use District." · 

We specifically disagree with the Zoning Administrator's Action Memo of February 3, 2015 (Case 
No. 2013.12130, Building Permits 2014.06.27.9813 and 2014.06.27.9820), which states "The 
proposed building has been reviewed by Department staff and been determined to comply with 
the Residential Design Guidelines." We can identify several specific elements of the proposed 
building which we find clearly do not comply with the Guidelines. 

Any new project that, like the one at 323 Cumberland St, proposes replacing a house of 877 
grosS square feet with a house of 7,181 gross square feet (data according to the project 
sponsor's Application, dated October 1, 2014) is not in compliance with the principles and intent 
of either the Residential Design Guidelines or Section 241. 

A few further examples among the many such instances in the Dolores Heights SUD include 
projects at 400 Hill St, 3721 21st St., 3660 Hill St, and 359 Cumberland St. 

We believe, in addition, that the Planning Department's pattern of approving building permits 
and granting variances for projects that so dramaticaHy violate the Guidelines' and Code's 
requirements regarding development in "context and scale" with our neighborhood onfy creates 
precedents to grant similar variances more easily, creating a "slippery slope" effect and 
destroying the integrity of Section 241 and the Residential Design Guidelines. 

Therefore, we hereby request that: 

i} The Planning Department protect the Dolores Heights Special Use District (SUD) by enforcing 
the intent as well as the specific provisions of Section 241 of the City Planning Code, demanding 
the observance of the Residential Design Guidelines, and encouraging the participation of the 
DHIC in the consideration of any projects and variances in the boundaries of the Dolores Heights 
SUD, all as contemplated by the preamble of the San Francisco City Planning Commission 
Resorution No. 8472; and 

2) Our representative to the San Francisco Board of Supervisors, the Hon. Scott Weiner, draft a 
bill similar to Board of Supervisors Resolution 150192 (applying controls to development in 
Corona Heights that alters the character of the neighborhood} and/ or take whatever other 
measure that he deems appropriate to protect the Dolores Heights SUD and to avoid the 
destruction of an "outstanding and unique area which contributes to San Francisco's visual form 
and character" as provided in Resolution No. 8472. 

v 
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Wrong Home in th ·vrong Place 

As members of our neighborhood community, we who 
have signed this petition, oppose the project at 
313-323 Cumberland because It will: 

• merge two lots into one, thereby eliminating a potential 
unit of family housing. 

• demolish an affordable home. 

a build one single new building almost 3x larg§r than the 
average-sized home In our neighborhood. 

Printed name Signature Address 

We express our opposition to this project and urge 
our Sf Planning Corumission to reject the 
Conditional Use (CU) and instead: 

• retain the existing home with appropriate updating and 
a reasonable addition so that the house fits within our 
neighborhood's character and scale 

ii retain the two normal-sized lots 

o construction of a new house on the vacant lot that fits 
in our neighborhood in character and size. 

Date Comments, optional 
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As members of our neighborhood community, we who 
have signed this petition, oppose the project at 
313 .. 323 Cumberland because it will: 

~merge two lots Into one, thereby eliminating a potential 
<etiit of family housing. c.o 

• demolish an affordable home. 

• build one single new building almost 3x larger than the 
average-sized home In our neighborhood. 

Printed name Signature Address 

We express our opposition to this project and urge 
our SF Planning Commission to reject the 
Conditional Use (CU) and instead: 

• retain the existing home with appropriate updating and 
a reasonable addition so that the house fits within our 
nelghborhood1s character and scale 

o retain the two normal-sized lots 

• construction of a new house on the vacant lot that fits 
Jn our neighborhood in character and size. 

Date Comments, optional 
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vvrong Home 1n rne vvrong f-'tace 

As members of our neighborhood community, we who 
have signed this petition, oppose the project at 
313-323 Cumberland because it will: 

• merge two lots lnto one, thereby eliminating a potential 
unit of family housing. 

11 demolish an affordable home. 

"' bulld one single new building almost lx larger than the 
average-sized home Jn our neighborhood. 

Address 

·3u.,., SJ.em+'rl- Oion101\/;( 

t\11;-l\~<Y~ C (lU~e tlA;V (.,k_R g;:f 

We express our opposition to this project and urge 
our SF Planning Commission to reject the 
Conditional Use (CU) and instead: 

• retain the existing home with appropriate updating and 
a reasonable addition so that the house fits within our 
neighborhood's character and scale 

• retain the two normal-sized lots 

• construction of a new house on the vacant lot that fits 
in our neighborhood In character and size. 

Comments, optional 
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Duboce Triangle Ne·ighborhood Association . ,-... .. 

(415) 295-1530 I www.dtna.org 

May 20, 2016 

San Francisco Board of Supervisors 
City Hall 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 
San Francisco, CA 94102-4689 

RE: 313~323 Cumberland Street, Planning Case 2013.1213CUA, Permit 
Application Nos. 2014.0627.9813 and 2014.0627.9820 

President Breed and Members of the Board of Supervisors: 

On behalf of the Duboce Triangle Neighborhood Association CDTNN1
), I am 

writing to support the Motion to disapprove the decision of the Planning 
Commission by its Motion No. 19604, approving a Conditional Use Authorization 
identified in Permit Application Nos. 2014.0627.98J 3 and 2014.0627.9820 for a 
proposed project located at 313-323 Cumberland Street 

DTNA fully supports the appeal of the Dolores Heights Improvement Club and its 
authorized agent, the appellant Bruce Bowen in this matter. 

We ask the Board of Supervisors to overturn the Conditional Use Authorization 
granted by the Planning Commission on March 31, 2016, for 313-323 Cumberland 
Street. Among other things, the project failed to meet the City's conditional use 
requirements to find that the proposed project is necessary or desirable for, and 
compatible.with, the neighborhood or the community. The lot merger required by 
the project is unprecedented and removes a viable buildable fot, thus preventing 
the separate development of two moderately-sized independent homes with yards; 
when combined with the characteristics of the second unit (mostly underground, 
mostly behind the garage; a trend that is increa~ingly common in the City), the 
Commission's decision opens the door to more houses in the City that are 
unaffordable by design. Denial of the conditional use will not prevent housing 
development; on the contrary, it would allow the modest development of each lot 
with a stand-alone single family home of a size and scale consistent with the 
neighborhood. 
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vVe believe the projects lot merger and sham second unit set dangerous precedents 
for neighborhood and City planning. 

We join other District 8 Neighborhood Associations: 
"' The Dolores Heights Improvement Club; 
.. The Castro/Eureka Valley Neighborhood Association; 
~ The Liberty Hill Neighborhood Association and . 
>& Protect Noe's Charm, 

and ask that this project be denied its Conditional Use Authorization. 

Sincerely, 

Gary Weiss, Land Use Chair, 
Duboce Triangle Neighborhood Association 
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EVNA 
POBox14137 

CASTRO/EUREKA VALLEY 

NEIGHBORHOOD ASSOCIATION 
The neighborhood association for the Castro, Upper Market and all of Eureka Valley siniee 1878 

March 17, 2016 San Francisco, CA 94114 
www..evna.org 
I I 
EVNA. a 001 (C}(4) Non-profit, San Francisco Planning Commissioners 

1Tax !D: 51-0141022 
1 San Francisco Planning Department 

Eurelta Valley Foundatton, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 
a 501(C)(3) Non-profit, 
Tax tO: 2s.oaa11es San Francisco, CA 94103 

I 
ExeCUTIVE COMMtTIEE 
Crispin Holllngs 
President 
Castro Street 

'sc:ott Johnson 
Secretary 
191.h Street 

James Moore 
Treasurer 
1801 Street 
' 
CoMMlTTEE CHAIRS 
JamesKefm 
Newsletter & Social Media 
Castro Village Wine Co . 
• 
Jack Keating (Ex-Officio} 
Planning & Land Use 
17th. Street 

l 
Shefah Barr 
Quality of Life 
17th Street 

I 

MarkMcHale 
Social 
Vanguard Properties 
I 
OrieZaklad 
Technology & Marketing 
,Collingwood Street 

DIRECTORSZ 
Patrick Crogan 
Market Street 
• 
Tim Eicher 
QBar 
r 
Maiy Edna Harrel! 
Castro Street 

I 

Alan Beach-Nelson 
Castro Street 

I 

Late Ollchon 
18th Street 

Ex OFFICIO DIRECTORS: 
Steve Clark Hall 
We am aster 
19th Street 

I 

Judith Hoyem 
Emeritus 
17th Street 

Re: Conditional Use Permit 323 Cumberland Street 

Dear Commissioners, 

The Planning and Land Use Committee of the Castro/Eureka Valley Neighborhood 
Association (EVNA) has reViewed the topic of a Conditional Use permit application for 

• the property at 323 Cumberfand Street. 

The Dolores Heights Special Use District (DHSUD) coc;!e 
{http://p!anning.sanfrandscocode.orn/2/24 !/) states: 

" to encourage development in context and scale with established character and 
landscape, there shall be a Dolores Heights Special Use District ... " 

Added to the planning code by Ord. 286-80, App. 6117/80. 

' The proposed project was within the guidelines of the DH SUD when the project 
sponsors bought the property and the adjacent vacant lot This project. by Its size of 

, more than 8,600 square feet, does not meet the intent of the DHSUD. 

Those two lots are zoned RH-1 and should get, at least, two single-famiiy homes. 
' The City ne.eds more housing, not less. EVNA does not support the Conditional Use 

permit for this project on lot merger. Also, we ask that the Planning Commission deny 
this request for a Conditional Use permit 

Very truly yours, 

/I ~I vt·· 
l __:__..,'2--717 // 

/ y 
Crispin Hollings 

' President 

' About Castro/Eureka Valley Neighborhood Association: 
Castro/ Eureka Valley Neighborhood Association (EVNA) ls the oldest continuously 
operating Neighborhood Association in San Francisco established as Eureka Valley 
Promotion Association in 1878. For 135 years, our members have been working to 

' make this neighborhood a great place to live, work and play. Today, we strive to 
preserve the unique character of our diverse neighborhood while maintaining a 
balance between prospering businesses and residential livability. · 

2498 



Protect Noe's Charm 
The neighborhood organization committed to fair planning for Noe Valley 

March 22, 2016 

San Francisco Planning Commissioners 
San Francisco Planning Department 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 
San Francisco, CA 94103 

Re: Conditional Use Authorization Hearing for 323 Cumberland Street 

Members of the Planning Commission, 

On behalf of Protect Noe's Charm (PNC) neighborhood organization, I am writing to you to 
express our deepest concerns regarding the proposed project at 313 and 323 Cumberland 
Street. Specifically, our concerns are as follows: 

1. Given the radical changes recently proposed for this project, the 311 neighborhood 
notification should have been resent The neighbors within the 150 foot radius of this project 
deserve to know that the Project Sponsor is now proposing to build two units on a property 
in RH-1 zoning district. This implies a change of the zoning district for the two subject 
properties from RH-1 to RH-2, which requires 311 neighborhood notification per Planning 
Departmenf s own processes and procedures. The case report that will be presented at the 
Conditional Use authorization hearing on March 31, 2016 will be incomplete as it will NOT 
have potential new objections that could have come from the neighbors within the 150 foot 
radius of the 311 notification. This is a grave oversight on the part of the Planning 
Department. 

2. Merging the two subject properties that are located in RH-1 zoning district to construct a 
supersized structure of 8000+ square feet does nothing to address the need for more 
affordable housing in San Francisco. If anything, it will contribute to the lack of available 
affordable homes in the City. 

3. If the intent is to create more housing units, why not develop each subject property 
separately and in scale with established character of the block instead of merging the two? 
This is a dubious and disingenuous attempt to pass a supersized and out of scale house of 
well over 5500 square feet that will be only affordable to a tiny percentage of our population. . 
At 933 square feet, the size of the garage alone is what routinely gets passed for new 
apartments in multi-unit complexes being deve!oped all over the City. 

1 
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Protect Noe1s Charm 
The neighborhood organization committed to fair planning for Noe Valley 

4. The proposed structure, which is completely out of scale and out of character with the 
neighborhood will serve as a precedent for lot mergers citywide and in effect, will contribute 
to the loss of housing stock in the City. 

That is why we urge you to deny the request for a Conditional Use permit. 

Sincerely, 

Ozzie Rohm 
On behalf of the 200+ members of Protect Noe's Charm 

2 
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(:Jn1ail Bruce Bowen <bruce.r.bowen@gmail.com> 

----~·--------- . ·-·---·---

LHNA opposition to CU app for 323 Cumberland St 

IEfllzabeth Fromer <efromer3@gmail.com> Mon, Mar 28, 2016 at 9:40 PM 
To: planning@rodneyfong.com, dennis Richards <dennis.richards@sfgov.org>, wordweaver21@aol.com, 
richhilHssf@yahoo.com, "christine.d.johnson@sfgov.org" <christine.d.johnson@sfgov.org>, mooreurban@aol.com, 
cwu.planning@gmail.com 

Dear President Fong and Members of The Pfanning Commission: 

The Liberty Hill Neighborhood Association strenuously opposes the Conditional Use Application for .323 
Cumberland Street which is qn your upcoming agenda this coming Thursday, March 31, 2016. 

We finnly support the well-reasoned positions taken by the Dolores Heights Improvement Club (DH!C - e-mail 
from Caroline Kenady dated February 1, 2016), the Castro/Eureka Valley Neighborhood Association (EVNA) 
{letter to the Planning Commission dated March 17, 2016) and the most recent letter from Protect Noe's Charm 
(from Ozzie Rohm, dated March 22, 2016). 

We find no need to repeat the many well-researched reasons put forward in the above statements. But we join 
with these neighborhoods in requesting that you deny the Conditional Use application for this project and lot 
merger. 

Liberty Hill is both a neighborhood and an Historic Preservation District. VVe've experienced first-hand the 
unfortunate consequences when neighbors are ignored at multiple hearings and buildings are approved that are 
way too big and completely out of character with the rest of the neighborhood. Every inappropriate structure chips 
;.way at our communities by adding to the social and economic inequality we now experience. Similariy, every 
such approval destroys the wonderful aesthetic and attention to detail that has given so many San Francisco 
neighborhoods worldwide respect for their architectural interest and design. 

Once again, we emphatically oppose this project and request that you deny the Conditional Use Authorization for 
the 323 Cumberland project. 

Dr. Elizabeth Fromer 
President 
Liberty Hill Neighborhood Association (LHNA 
efromer:3@gmail.com 
( 415) 826-5334 
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Carolyn Kenady <carolynkenady@gmail.com>Tue, Mar29, 2016 at 8:20 PM 

To: planning@rodneyfong.com, Dennis Richards <dennis.richards@sfgov.org>, 
wordweaver21@aot.com, richhillissf@yahoo.com, christine.d.johnson@sfgov.org, 
mooreurban@aol.com, cwu.planning@gmait.com 

Dear President Fong and Planning Commissioners, 

The Dolores Heights Improvement Club (DHIC) sent you the email below on the 

February 1 to state _our opposition to the 8000+ sf proposal at 323 Cumberland Street 
Because the proposal has been slightly modified, we are writing to clarify that we are · 
still opposed to this project. The new expanded second unit is no more usable or 
authentic than the previous 600 sf studio. It is in the basement- up against the real 

unit's laundry room and appliances and the garage and garage door. Most of the unit 

is completely subterranean and will not get any direct sunlight {indirect light is limited 

via two trenches). 

The building still contains over 8,000 sf. which is many times the size of not just the 

average size of homes in this neighborhood but of every building in this 

neighborhood. Even homes ori the very few existing wide lots are in the 2000- to 

3000- sf range. 

Dolores Heights is one of five areas named as an "outstanding and unique area" in 
the San Francisco General Plan. Policy 2.2 recommends that the City "[r]ecognize 

and protect outstanding and unique areas that contribute in an extraordinary degree 

to San Francisco's visual form and character." It describes what makes Dolores 

Heights so unique: "a uniform scale of buildings, mixed with abµndant landscaping in 

yards and steep street areas. Rows of houses built from nearly identical plans that 

form complete or partial block frontages, arranged on hillside streets as a 

stepped-down series of flat or gabled roofs. Building setbacks with gardens set before 
Victorian facades and interesting entryways." In 1980 the Board of Supervisors 

created a Special Use District (Section 241 of the City Planning Code) to protect the 

unique character and scale of Dolores Heights. 

This is not a Discretionary Review case, in which the neighborhood has to prove 

extraordinary circumstances. It is a conditional use in which the sponsor must prove 

that the lot merger and BOOO+sf building is necessary or desirable and compatible 

with the neighborhood. These standards cannot be met by any objective measure. 
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The existing two-lot configuration provides for two single-family, standalone homes, 

which is what the RH-1 zoning district is intended to promote. 

DHIC joins with Castro/Eureka Valley Neighbors Association (letter also attached), 

Protect Noe Valley's Charm, liberty Hill Neighborhood Association, and many 

families in the neighborhood, who were involved in the special designation of the 
Dolores Heights Special Use District, to oppose this project. We ask you to vote an 

intent to disapprove on Thursday and bring the disapproval motion back in two weeks 

so that the action is settled before the appeal period expires. 

Sincerely, 

Carolyn Kenady 

Chair, Planning & Land Use Committee 

Dolores Heights Improvement Club 

3632 21st Street 

San Francisco, CA 94114 

caroiynkenady@gmail.com 

From: Carolyn Kenady <carolynkenady@gmail~com> 
Date: Mon, Feb 1, 2016 at 6:39 PM 

Subject: Dolores Heights Improvement Club (DHIC); opposition to Conditional Use 

application for 323 Cumberland Street 

To: planning@rodneyfong.com, Dennis Richards <dennis.richards@sfgov.org>, 

wordweaver21@aol.com, richhillissf@yahoo.com, christine.d.johnson@sfgov.org, 

mooreurban@aol.com, cwu.planning@gmail.com 

Dear President Fong and Planning Commissioners: 

I am writing on beharf of the Board of Directors of the Dolores Heights Improvement 

Club, which represents the residents of the Dolores Heights area from Church Street to 

Castro Streets and 19th to 22d Streets. We respectfully ask you to disapgrove the 

conditional use application at 323 Cumb§rland Street on ¥our agend9 this Thyrsday, 

February 4th. 
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The proposed project seeks to demolish one existing 890 square foot small home, 

merge that lot with a vacant, buildable lot, and construct one huge house - listed as 
8373 square feet in the sponsors' Conditional Use application. Originally, the project 

proposed to build a single housing unit. Then two years after the project was proposed, 
the sponsors added a small and awkwardly-situated basement studio. This unit, which 
clearly will never be purchased or rented, was added in late 2015 to address one of the 
many issues we and a host of neighbors have raised. 

We oppose the project for the following reasons: 
1) The demolition of the existing home violates General Plan Objective 2 of the 
Housing Element "Retain Existing Housing Units." Every time the Commission 
approves the demolition of sound and affordable housing it pushes home affordability 

further out of the reach of existing San Francisco families and changes the visual 

character of the neighborhood. What is the point of having this policy in the General 
Plan if it is routinely ignored? 
2) The merging of two standard-sized RH-1 lots ensures that two stand-alone homes 
for families - homes with yards and which will each be available for purchase -- will 
never be possible for this site again. 

3) The scale of the proposed home is out of place in this neighborhdod. At over 8,000 
sf, including garage, it would be almost three times the size of the average home on the 

block, and significantly larger than any home in Dolores Heights. The SF Planning 

Departmenf s Residential Guidelines state "'design the scale of the building to be 
compatible with the height and depth of surrounding buildings." At four floors (one 
partially below grade), the building will loom over the two neighboring homes. The 
Dolores Heights Residential Design Guidelines also recommend that new buildings on 
double lots be limited to 3,847.5 square feet of interior living area. The proposed 

building greatly exceeds this guideline. 

4) The size of the new home will render it unaffordable to 99.9% of all families currently 
residing in San Francisco. The modification a few weeks ago to add a tiny second unit 
in the basement of the proposed home does not create a viable second dwelling unit for 

a family. 

As a conditional use, this project must be proven to necessary or desirable AND 

compatible with the neighborhood AND in compliance with General Plan policies. This 

project meets none of these required finding?. 

Conditional use applications for a second unit in an RH-1 zoning district are appropriate 

for long-extant large lots that because of street frontage width do not qualify for 
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subdivision into two standard-sized lots. We ask that you not support a proposal that 

misuses this code section to justify the loss of a buildable lot and construction of a 

monster house that so violates the context and character of this narrow street and of 

Dolores Heights. 

The proposed proje_ct will have an extraordinary impact on our neighborhood, "an 
outstanding and unique area" with a steep topography and irregular pattern of streets, 
stairways, and buildings. The Dolores Heights neighborhood provides San Franciscans 
and visitors with access to stunning public views of the City and the Bay at every street 
and comer. The sponsors have told neighbors that they purchased the property 

because they love Dolores Heights. Yet they propose a structure that is wholly 
incompatible with the neighborhood and would be more fitting in a neighborhood with 
large residential buildings such as Pacific Heights. 

Disapproval of the conditional use by the Commissioners can result in a code-compliant 

project that does not require conditional use. We propose that the sponsors create a 
modest addition to the existing single-family home and. on the vacant adjacent lot, 
construct a new home in a scale and style compatible with the neighborhood which 

could provide rentaf income and/or more importantly viable housing for an additional 

family. 

Sincerely, 

Carolyn Kenady 
Chair, Planning & Land Use Committee 
Dolores Heights Improvement Club 

3632 21st Street 

San Francisco, CA 94114 

carolynkenady@gmail.com 
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Carroll, John (BOS) 

From: SF Docs (LIB) 
Sent: 
To: 

Tuesday, May 31, 2016 7:59AM 
Carroll, John (BOS) 

Subject: RE:. Please Post Hearing Notice 

Categories: 160527 

Hi John, 

I have posted the hearing notices. 

Thank you, 

Michael 

From: Carroll, John (BOS) 
Sent: Friday, May 27, 2016 4:20 PM 
To: SF Docs (LIB) 
Cc: BOS Legislation, (BOS) 

Subject: Please Post Hearing Notice 

Good afternoon, 

Please post the attached hearing notices for public review. 

160527 - Hea.ring - Appeal of Conditional Use Authorization - 313-323 Cumberland Street 

Thanks so much, 

John Carroll 
Legislative Clerk 
Board of Supervisors 

San Francisco City Hall, Room 244 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
{415)554-4445 - Direct I (415)554-5163 - Fax 
john.carroll@sfgov.org I bos.legislation@sfgov.org 

• d:O Click here to complete a Board of Supervisors Customer Service Satisfaction form. 

The Legislative Research Center provides 24-hour access to Board of Supervisors legislation <md ·archived matters since August 1998. 

Disclosures: Personal information that is provided in communications to the Board of Supervisors is subject to disclosure under the California Public Records Act and 
the San Francisco Sunshine Ordinance. Personal information provided will not be redacted.· Members of the public are not required to provide personal identifying 
information when they communicate with the Board of Supervisors and its committees. All written or oral communications that members of the public submit to the 
Clerk's Office regarding pending legislation or hearings will be made available to all members of the public for inspection and copying. The Clerk's Office does not 
redact any information from these submissions. This means that personal information-including names, phone numbers, addresses and similar information that a 
member of the public elects to submit to the Board and its committees-may appear on the Board of Supervisors website or in other public documents that members 
of the public may inspect or copy. 

1 
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Carroll, John (BOS) 

-:rom: 
ent: 

To: 

Cc: 

Subject: 

Categories: 

Good afternoon, 

BOS Legislation, (BOS) 
Friday, May 27, 2016 4:42 PM 
'bruce.r:bowen@gmail.com'; 'info@doloresheights.org'; 'Tara N. Sullivan'; 
'tcatalano@reubenlaw.com'; 'shaughey@reubenlaw.com'; 'James Reuben'; 'Gary Weiss' 
Givner, Jon (CAT); Stacy, Kate (CAT); Byrne, Marlena {CAT); Rahaim, John (CPC); Sanchez, 
Scott (CPC); Jones, Sarah (CPC); Starr, Aaron (CPC); Rodgers, AnMarie (CPC); lonin, Jonas 
(CPC); BOS-Supervisors; BOS-Legislative Aides; Calvillo, Angela (BOS); Somera, Alisa 
(BOS); BOS Legislation, (BOS); Carroll, John {BOS); Jackson, Erika; Lew, Lisa (BOS); 
Jalipa, Brent (BOS) 
Hearing Notice - Conditional Use Appeal - 313-323 Cumberland Street - Appeal Hearing on 
June 7, 2016 

160527 

The Office of the Clerk of the Board has scheduled an appeal hearing for Special Order on June 7, io16, at 3:00 p.m., to 
hear an appeal of the Certification of a Conditional Use Authorization for the propo_sed project at 313-323 Cumberland 
Street, filed by Bruce Bowen, on behalf of the Dolores Heights Improvement Club. 

Please find the following link to the hearing notkes for the matter: 

June 7, 2016 - Board of Supervisors - 313-323 Cumberland Street Appeal 

I invite you to review the entire matter on our Legislative Research Center by following the link below. 

Board of Supervisors File No. 160527 

Thank you, 

John Carroll 
Legislative Clerk 
Board of Supervisors 
San Francisco City Hall, Room 244 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
(415)554-4445 - Direct I (415)554-5163 - Fax 
john.carroll@sfgov.org I bos.legislation@sfgov.org 

• /Kl] Click here to complete a Board of Supervisors Customer Service Satisfaction form. 

The Legislative Research Center provides 24-hour access to Board of Supervisors legislation and archived matters since. August 1998. 

Disclosures: Personal information that is provided in communications to the Board of Supervisors is subject to disclosure under the California Public Records Act and 
the San Francisco Sunshine Ordinance. Persona{ information provided wifl not be redacted. Members of the public are not required to provide personal identifying 
information when they communicate with the Board of Supervisors and its committees. Alf written or oral communications that members of the public submit to the 
Clerk's Office regarding pending legislation or hearings wifl be made available to a/f members of the public for inspection and copying. The Clerk's Office does nat 
redact any information from these submissions. This means that personal information-including names, phone numbers, addresses and similar information that a . 
member of the public elects to submit to the Board and its committees-may appear on the Board of Supervisors website or in other public documents that members 
of the public may inspect or copy. 

1 
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City Hall 

BOARD of SUPERVISORS 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 

San Francisco 94102-4689 

=.:: 

'~~ 
c:n (J.:1 

Tel. No. 554-5184 
Fax No. 554-5163 

TDD/TTY No. 544-5227 

PROOF OF MAILING 

160527 - Hearing - Appeal of Conditional Use Authorization -
313-323 Cumberland Street 
Hearing Notices - English - Spanish - Chinese - 207 Copies 

Description of Items: Hearing of persons interested in or objecting to the 
certification of a Conditional Use Authorization pursuant to Planning Code, 
Sections 207, 209.1, 303, and 317, for a proposed project at 313-323 Cumberland. 
Street, Assessor's Parcel Block No. 3601, Lot Nos. 043 and 044, identified in 
Permit Application Nos. 2014.0627.9813 and 2014.0627.9820, issued by the 
Planning Commission by Motion No. 19604 dated March 31, 2016, to demolish a 
single-family structure and construct a new two-family structure on a 5,700 
square-foot lot within an RH-1 (residential house, one-family) Zoning District, a 
40-X Height and Bulk· District, and the Dolores Heights Special Use District. 
(District 8) (Appellant: Bruce Bowen, on behalf of the Dolores Heights 
Improvement Club) (Filed May 2, 2016). · 

I, John Carroll , an employee of the City and 
County of San Francisco, mailed the above described document(s) by depositing the 
sealed items with the United States Postal Service (USPS) with the postage fully 
prepaid as follows: 

Date: May 27, 2016 

Time: 11:25 a.m. 

USPS Location: Repro Pick-up Box in the Clerk of the Board's Office (Rm 244) 

Mailbox/Mailslot Pick-Up Times (if applicable): N/A 
~~~~~~~~~~~~~~-

Signature: -----,.C..~_,.._.,___=_...:=: __ ~~------------
U--- " 

Instructions: Upon completion, original must be filed in the above referenced file. 
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BOARD of SUPERVISORS 

City Hall 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 

San Francisco 94102-4689 
Tel. No. 554-5184 
Fax No. 554-5163 

TDD/TTY No. 554-5227 

NOTIC~ OF PUBLIC HEARING 

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS OF THE .CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN THAT the Board of Supervisors of the City and 
County of San Francisco will hold a public hearing to consider the following appeal and 
said public hearing will be held as follows, at which time all interested parties may 
attend and be heard: 

Date: Tuesday, June 7, 2016 

Time: 3:00 p.m. 

Location: Legislative Chamber, City Hall, Room 250 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett, Place, San Francisco, CA 

Subject: File No. 160527. Hearing of persons interested in-or objecting to 
the certification of a Conditional Use Authorization pursuant to 
Planning Code, Sections 207, 209.1, 303, and 317, for a proposed 
project at 313-323 Cumberland Street, Assessor's Parcel Block No. 
3601, Lot Nos. 043 and 044, iden~ified in Permit Application Nos. 
2014.0627.9813 and 2014.0627.9820, issued by the Planning 
Commission by Motion No. 19604 dated March 31, 2016, to· 
demolish a single-family structure and construct a new two-family 
structure on a 5,700 square-foot lot within an RH-1 (residential 
house, one-family) Zoning District, a 40-X Height and Bulk District, 
and the Dolores Heights Special Use District. (District 8) (Appellant: 
Bruce Bowen, on behalf of the Dolores Heights Improvement Club) 
(Filed May 2, 2016). 

In accordance with Administrative Code, Section 67.7-1, persons who are unable 
to attend the hearing on this matter may submit written comments prior to the time the 
hearing begins. These comments will be made as part of the official public record in this 
matter and shall be brought to the attention of the Board of Supervisors. Written 
comments should be addressed to Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board, City Hall, 1 Dr. 
Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244, San Francisco, CA, 94102. Information relating to 
this matter is available in the Office of the Clerk of the Board and agenda information 
relating to this matter will be available for public review on Friday, June 3, 2016. 

~~ 
Jtn- Angela Calvillo 
I Clerk of the Board 

DATED/MAILED/POSTED: May 27, 2016 2 5 Q 9 



City Hall 

BOARD of SUPERVISORS 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 

San Francisco 94102-4689 
Tel. No. 554-5184 
Fax No. 554-5163 

TDD!fTY No. 554-5227 

NOTIFICACION DE AUDIENCIA PUBLICA 

JUNTA DE SUPERVISORES DE LA CIUDAD Y CONDADO DE SAN FRANCISCO 

SE NOTIFICA POR LA PRESENTE que la Junta de Supervisores de la Ciudad y Condado 
de San Francisco celebran1 una audiencia publica para considerar la siguiente apelaci6n y 
dicha audiencia publica se celebran1 de la siguiente manera, en tal momenta que todos los 
interesados podran asistir y ser escuchados: 

Fecha: 

Hora: 

Lugar: 

As unto: 

Martes, 7 de junio de 2016 

3:00 p. m. 

Camara Legislativa, Sala 250 del Ayuntamiento 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, San Francisco, CA 

Expediente Nlim. 160527. Audiencia para personas interesadas en o 
que se oponen a la certificaci6n de una Autorizaci6n de Uso Condicional 
segun las Secciones 207, 209.1, 303, y 317 del C6digo de Planificaci6n, 
para un proyecto propuesto situado entre 313-323 de la Calle 
Cumberland, Parcela de Manzana Num. 3601, Lote Num. 043 y 044, 
identificado en la Solicitud de Permiso Num. 2014.0627.9813 y 
2014.0627.9820, emitido en la Moci6n Num. 19604 de la Comisi6n de 
Planificaci6n, fechado el 31 de marzo de 2016, para demoler una 
estructura unifamiliar y .construir una nueva estructura familiar de dos 
unidades en un lote de 5,700 pies cuadrados dentro de un Distrito de 
Zonificaci6n RH-1 (casa residencial, unifamiliar), un Distrito de Altura y 
Tamano 40-X y el Distrito de Uso Especial Dolores Heights. (Distrito 8) 
(Apelante: Bruce Bowen, en ·nombre de Dolores Heights Improvement 
Club) (Presentado el 2 de mayo de 2016). 

~~ 
Hngela Calvillo 

Secretaria de la Junta 

FECHADO/ENVIADO/PUBLICADO: 27 de mayo de 2016 
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BOARD of SUPERVISORS 
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Carroll, John (BOS) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Cc: 

Subject: 

Categories: 

Good morning, 

Carroll, John (BOS) 
Wednesday, May 11, 2016 10:45 AM 
bruce.r.bowen@gmail.co.m; info@doloresheights.org; Tara N. Sullivan; 
tcatalano@reubenlaw.com 
Givner, Jon (CAT); Stacy, Kate (CAT); Byrne, Marlena (CAT); Rahaim, John (CPC); Sanchez, 
Scott (CPC); Jones, Sarah (CPC); Starr, Aaron (CPC); Rodgers, AnMarie (CPC); lonin, Jonas 
(CPC); BOS-Supervisors; BOS-Legislative Aides; Calvillo, Angela (BOS); Somera, Alisa 
(BOS);.BOS Legislation, (BOS); Carroll, John (BOS); Jackson, Erika; Lew, Lisa (BOS); 
Jalipa, Brent (BOS) 
Conditional Use Appeal - 313-323 Cumberland Street-Appeal Hearing on June 7, 2016 

160527 

The Office of the Clerk of the Board has scheduled a hearing for Special Order before the Board of Supervisors on June 7, 
2016, at 3:00 p.m. Please find linked below a letter of appeal filed against the proposed project at 313-323 Cumberland 
Street, as well as direct links to the City Surveyor's determination of the sufficiency of the filing signatures for the 
appeal, and an informational letter from the Clerk of the Board. 

Clerk of the Board Letter - May 11, 2016 

City Surveyor Memo - May 10, 2016 

Conditional Use Appeal Letter - May 2, 2016 

I invite you to review the entirety the matter on our Legislative Research Center by following the link below: 

Board of Supervisors File No. 160527 - Conditional Use Appeal Hearing 

Thank you, 

John Carroll 
Legislative Clerk 
Board of Supervisors 
San Francisco City Hall, Room 244 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
(415)554-4445 - Direct I (415)554-5163 - Fax 
john.carroll@sfgov.org I bos.legislation@sfgov.org 

• //(ID, Click here to complete a Board of Supervisors Customer Service Satisfaction form. 

The Legislative Research Center provides 24-hour access to Board of Supervisors legislation and archived matters since August 1998. 

Disclosures: Personal information that is provided in communications to the Board of Supervisors is subject to disclosure under the California Public Records Act and 
the San Francisco Sunshine Ordinance. Person_al information provided will not be redacted. Members of the public are not required to provide personal identifying 
information when they communicate with the Boord of Supervisors and its committees. All written or oral communications that members of the public submit to the 
Clerk's Office regarding pending legislation or hearings will be made available to all members of the public for inspection and copying. The Clerk's Office does not 
redact any information from these submissions. This means that personal information-including names, phone numbers, addresses and similar information that a 
member of the public elects to submit to the Board and its committees-may appear on the Board of Supervisors website or in other public documents that members 
of the public may inspect or copy. 

1 
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BOARDofSUJ.>ERVISORS 

May 11, 2016 

Bruce Bowen 

City Hall 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 
San Francisco 94102-4689 
Tel No. 554--5184 
Fax No. 554--5163 
TDD/TTY No. 544-5227" 

Dolores Heights Improvement Club 
4016 20th Street 
San Francisco, CA 94114 

Subject: Appeal of Conditional Use Authorization - 313-323 Cumberland Street 

Dear Mr. Bowen: 

The appeal filing period for the Conditional Use approval for the proposed project at 313-
323 Cumberland Street closed on Monday, May 2, 2016. As you know, the Conditional 
Use appeal was filed with the subscription of five members of the Board of Supervisors, 
and therefore meets the filing requirements of Planning Code, Section 308.1. 

The City and County Surveyor has informed the Board of Supervisors in a letter received 
May 10, 2016, (copy attached)", that the signatures represented with your appeal of May 2, 
2016, have been checked pursuant to the Planning Code, and represent owners of more 
than 20% of the property involved and would be sufficient for an appeal. 

Pursuant to Planning Code, Section 308.1, a hearing date has been scheduled for 
Tuesday, June 7, 2016, at 3:00 p.m., at the Board of Supervisors meeting to be held in 
City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Legislative Chamber, Hoom 250, San Francisco, 
CA 94102. 

Please provide to the Clerk's Office by noon: 

20 days prior to ·the hearing: 

11 days prior to the hearing: 

names and addresses of interested parties to be 
notified ot' the hearing, in spreadsheet format; and 

any documentation which you may want available to 
the Board members prior to the hearing. 

For the above, the Clerk's office requests one electronic file (sent to 
bos.legislation@sfgov.org) and two copies of the documentation for distribution. 

Continues on next page 
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313-323 Cumberland Street 
Appeal - Conditional Use 
May 11, 2016 · 
Page2 

NOTE: If electronic versions of the documentation are not available, please submit 18 
hard copies of the materials to the Clerk's Office for distribution. If you are unable to make 
the deadlines prescribed above, it is your responsibility to ensure that all parties receive 
copies of the materials. 

If you have any questions, please feel free to contact John Carroll, Legislative Clerk, at 
(415) 554-4445. 

Very truly yours, 

c: Tuija Catalano, Reuben, Junius & Rose, LLP, Project Sponsor 
Jon Givner, Deputy City Attorney 
Kate Stacy, Deputy City Attorney 
Marlena Byrne, Deputy City Attorney 
John Rahaim, Planning Director · 
Scott Sanchez, Zoning Administrator, Planning Department 
Sarah Jones, Planning Department 
Aaron Starr, Planning Department 
AnMarie Rodgers', Planning Department 
Erika Jackson, Planning Department 
Jonas lonin, Planning Commission Secretary 
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• .. Edwin M. Lee 
Mayor 

Mohammed Nuru 
Director 

FUadswelss 
Deputy Direclor and City Engineer 

Jany S3(lgulnetti 
Bureau of Street Use & Mapping 
Mana9er 

Bruce R. Storr'$ P.LS. 
City and County Surveyor 

Bureau of street Use & Mapping 
1155 Market st, 3" floor 
San Francisco, CA 94103 
tel: ( 4-15) 55'.4-582-7 
subdlvlsion.rnanpjnci@sfdpw.org 

sfpublicworl\s.orll 
facebool\.com/sfpubllcworl<s 
twitter.corn/sfpubllcworks 

May 09, .2016 

Ms: Angela Calvillo 
Clerk of the Board 
1 Dr. C.artton B. Goodlet Place 
City Hall - Room 244 
San Francisco, CA 94102 · 

RE: 313-323 Cumberland Street 
Lots 043-044 of Assessor's Block 3601 
Appealing Planning Commissions Approval of 
Conditional Use Application No. 2013. l 213CUA 

Dear Ms. Calvillo: 

-
This letter is in response to your May 6, 2016 request for our 
Department to check the sufficiency of the signatures with 
respect to the above referenced appeal. 

Please be advised that per our calculations the appellants' 
signatures represent 27.773 of the area within the 300 foot 
radius of the property of interest; which is more than the 
minimum required 203 of the area involved and is therefore 
sufficient for appeal. 

If you have any questions concerning this matter, please 
contact Mr. Javier Rivera of my staff at 554-5864. 

Bruce R. Storrs 
City & County Surveyor 
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Carroll, John (BOS) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

Subject: 
Attachments: 

Categories: 

Hello John, 

Mapping, Subdivision (DPW) 
Tuesday, May 10, 20161:48 PM 
Carroll, John (BOS) 
Rivera, Javier (DPW); Somera, Alisa (BOS); Storrs, Bruce (DPW); Calvillo, Angela (BOS); 
Mapping, Subdivision (DPW) 
RE: Conditional Use Appeal - 313-323 Cumberland Street- Verification of Signatures 
Response to Board.pdf 

160527 

Please see the attached file regarding with the outcome of the above-mentioned subject matter. Thank you. 

Sincerely, 

Michael L. Abella, P.E. 
Survey Assistant I 

Bureau of Street Use and Mapping San Francisco Public Works I City and County of San Francisco 
1155 Market Street, 3rd Floor I San Francisco, CA 94103 I (415) 554-5794 I sfoublicworks.org · twitter.com/sfpublicworks 

From: Carroll, John {BOS) 
Sent: Friday, May 06, 2016 3:00 PM 
To: Storrs, Bruce (DPW) <bruce.storrs@sfdpw.org> 
Cc: Sanguinetti, Jerry (DPW) <jerry.sanguinetti@sfdpw.org>; Rivera, Javier {DPW) <javier.rivera@sfdpw.org>; Bergin, 
Steven (DPW) <steven.bergin@sfdpw.org>; Givner, Jon (CAT) <jon.givner@sfgov.org>; Stacy, Kate (CAT) 
<kate.stacy@sfgov.org>; Jones, Sarah (CPC) <sarah.b.jones@sfgov.org>; Sanchez, Scott (CPC) 
<scott.sanchez@sfgov.org>; Rodgers, AnMarie (CPC) <anmarie.rodgers@sfgov.org>; Starr, Aaron (CPC) 
<aaron.starr@sfgov.org>; Calvillo, Angela (BOS) <angela.calvillo@sfgov.org>; BOS Legislation, (BOS) 
<bos.legislation@sfgov.org>; Carroll, John (BOS) <john.carroll@sfgov.org>; Somera, Alisa (BOS) 
<alisa.somera@sfgov.org>; BOS-Supervisors <bos-supervisors@sfgov.org>; BOS-Legislative Aides <bos
legislative_aides@sfgov.org>; Byrne, Marlena (CAT) <marlena.byrne@sfgov.org>; Jackson, Erika 
<erika.jackson@sfgov.org>; Jalipa, Brent {BOS) <brent.jalipa@sfgov.org>; Lew, Lisa (BOS) <lisa.lew@sfgov.org> 
Subject: Conditional Use Appeal - 313-323 Cumberland Street - Verification of Signatures 

Good afternoon, Mr. Storrs, 

The Office of the Clerk of the Board has tentatively scheduled an appeal hearing for a Special Order before the Board on 
June 7, 2016, at 3:00 p.m. The appeal was filed by Bruce Bowen on behalf of the Dolores Heights Improvement Club, 
concerning the Conditional Use Authorization for 313-323 Cumberland Street. . 

Attached please find the appeal filing packet, and a letter requesting verification of signatures submitted with the appear 
filing. 

Thank you, 

John Carroll 
. Legislative Clerk 

1 
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Board of Supervisors 
San Francisco City Hall, Room 244 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

'15)554-4445 - Direct I (415)554-5163 - Fax 
.rn.carroll@sfgov.org I bos.legislation@sfgov.org 

• If& Click here to complete a Board of Supervisors Customer Service Satisfaction form. 

The Legislative Research Center provides 24-hour access to Board of Supervisors legislation and archived matters since August 1998. 

Disclosures; Personal information that is provided in communications to the Board of Supervisors is subject to disclosure under the California Public Records Act and 
the San Francisco Sunshine Ordinance. Personal information provided will not be redacted. Members of the public are not required to provide persona/ identifying 
information when they communicate with the Board of Supervisors and its committees. All written or oral communications that members of the public submit to the 
Clerk's Office regarding pending legislation or hearings will be made available to all members of the public for inspection and copying. The Clerk's Office does not 
redact any information from these submissions. This means that personal information-including names, phone numbers, addresses and similar information that a 
member of the public elects to submit to the Board and its committees-may appear on the Board of Supervisors website or in other public documents that members 
of the public may inspect or copy. 

2 
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• Edwin M. Lee 
Mayor 

Mohrunmed Nuru 
Director 

Fuadswelss 
Deputy Director and City Engineer 

Jerry Sangulnetti 
Bureau of Street Use & Mapping 
Manager 

Bruce R. Storr.ii P.L.S. 
City and County Surveyor 

Bureau of street Use & Mapping 
1155 Market st, 3"'floor 
San Francisco, CA 94103 
tel: (415) 554-5827 
subdivlslon.mappin<ira>sfdpw.org . 

stpublicworks.org 
facabook.com/sfpubllcworks 
twltter.com/stpubllcworks 

May 09, 2016 

Ms. Angela Calvillo 
Clerk of the Board 
l Dr. Carlton B. Goodlet Place 
City Hall - Room 244 
San Francisco, CA 94 l 02 

RE: 313-323 Cumberland Street 
Lots 043-044 of Assessor's Block 3601 
Appealing Planning Commissions Approval of 
Conditional Use Application No. 20 l 3. l 2 l 3CUA 

Dear Ms. Calvillo: 

This letter is in response to your May 6, 201 6 request for our 
Department to check the sufficiency of the signatures with . 
respect to the above referenced appeal. 

Please be advised thQt per our calculations the appellants' 
signatures represent 27.773 of the area within the 300 foot 
radius of the property of interest; which is more than the 
minimum required 203 of the area involved and is therefore 
sufficient for appeal. 

If you have any questions concerning this matter, please 
. contact M·r. Javier Rivera of my staff at 554-5864. 

Bruce R. Storrs 
City & County Surveyor 
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Carroll, John (BOS) 

-,.om: 
.mt: 

To: 
Cc: 

Subject: 
Attachments: 

Good afternoon, Mr. Storrs, 

Carroll, John (BOS) 
Friday, May 06, 2016 3:00 PM 
Storrs, Bruce (DPW) 
Sanguinetti, Jerry (DPW); Rivera, Javier (DPW); Bergin, Steven (DPW); Givner, Jon (CAT); 
Stacy, Kate (CAT); Jones, Sarah (CPC); Sanchez, Scott (CPC); Rodgers, AnMarie (CPC); 
Starr, Aaron (CPC); Calvillo, Angela (BOS); BOS Legislation, (BOS); Carroll, John (BOS); 
Somera, Alisa (BOS); BOS-Supervisors; BOS-Legislative Aides; Byrne, Marlena (CAT); 
Jackson, Erika; Jalipa, Brent (BOS); Lew, Lisa (BOS) 
Conditional Use Appeal - 313-323 Cumberland Street- Verification of Signatures 
Appeal Ur 050216.pdf; COB Ltr 050616.pdf 

The Office of the Clerk of the Board has tentatively scheduled an appeal hearing for a Special Order before the Board on 
June 7, 2016, at 3:00 p.m. The appeal was filed by Bruce Bowen on behalf of the Dolores Heights Improvement Club, 
concerning the Conditional Use Authorization for 313-323 Cumberland Street. 

Attached please find the appeal filing packet, and a letter requesting verification of signatures _submitted with the appeal 
filing. 

Thank you, 

John Carroll 
Legislative Clerk 
"0ard of Supervisors 

n Francisco City Hall, Room 244 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
(415)554-4445 - Direct I (415)554-5163 - Fax 
john.carroll@sfgov.org I bos.legislation@sfgov.org 

•• ti:o Click here to complete a Board of Supervisors Customer Service Satisfaction form. 

The legislative Research Center provides 24-hour access to Board of Supervisors legislation and archived matters since August 1998. 

Disclosures: Personal information that is provided in communicatJons to the Board of Supervisors is subject to disclosure under the Ca/ffornia Public Records Act and 
the San Francisco Sunshine Ordinance. Personal information provided will not be redacted. Members of the public are not required to provide personal identifying 
information when they communicate with the Board of Supervisors and its committees. All written or oral communications that members of the public submit to the 
Clerk's Office regarding pending legislation or hearings will be made available to all members of the public for inspectJon and copying. The Clerk's Office does not 
redact any information from these submissions. This means that personal information-including names, phone numbers, addresses and similar information that a 
member of the public elects to submit to the Board and its committees-may appear on the Board of Supervisors website or in other public documents that members 
of the public may inspect or copy. 

1 

2519 



BOARD of SUPERVISORS 

May6, 2016 

Bruce R. Storrs 
City and County Surveyor, Public Works 
1155 Market Street, 3rd Floor 
San Francisco, CA 94103 

Planning Case No. 2013.1213CUA 

City Hall 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 

San Francisco 94102-4689 
Tel. No. 554-5184 

q 

Fax No. 554-5163 
TDD!fTY No. 544-5227 

313-323 Cumberland Street- Conditional Use Authorization Appeal 

Dear Mr. Storrs: 

The Office of the Clerk of the Board is in receipt of an appeal filed by Bruce Bowen, on behalf of the 
Dolores Heights Improvement Club, of the decision of the Planning Commission by its Motion No. 
19604 dated March 31, 2016, relating to the approval of a Conditional Use Authorization (Case No. 
2013.1213CUA) pursuant to Planning Code, Sections 207, 209.1, 303 and 317, for a proposed project 
located at: 

313-323 Cumberland Street, Assessor's Block No. 3601, Lot Nos. 043-044 

By copy of this letter, the City and County Surveyor is requested to determine the sufficiency of the 
signatures in regard to the percentage of the area represented by the appellant. Please submit a 
report not later than 5:00 p.m., on Monday, May 9, 2016, to give us time to prepare and mail out 
the hearing notices, as the Board of Supervisors has tentatively scheduled the appeal to be heard 
on June 7, 2016, at 3:00 p.m. 

Sincerely, 

~~~ 
l~~~~l~.c ~alvillo 
Clerk of the Board 

c: 
Jeny Sanguinetti, Public Works-Bureau of Street Use and Mapping 
Javier Rivera, Public Works 
Steve Bergin, Public Works 
Jon Givner, Deputy City Attorney 
Kate Stacy, Deputy City Attorney 
Marlena Byrne, Deputy City Attorney 
Sarah Jones, Planning Department 
Scott Sanchez, Planning Department 
AnMarie Rodgers, Planning Department 
Aaron Starr, Planning Department 
Erika Jackson, Planning Department 
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Introduction Form 
By a Mem her of the Board of Supervisors or the Mayor 

Time stamp 

I hereby submit the following item for introduction (select only one): or meeting date 

D 1. For reference to Committee. (An Ordinance, Resolution, Motion, or Charter Amendment) 

D 2. Request for next printed agenda Without Reference to Committee. 

!Zl 3. Request for hearing on a subject matter at Committee. 

D 

D 

D 

4. Request for letter beginning "Supervisor 

5. City Attorney request. 

6. Call File No.I,_-------~' from Committee. 

D 7. Budget Analyst request (attach written motion). 

D 8. Substitute Legislation File No. ~I -----~ 

D 9. Reactivate File No. ~I -----~ 
D 10. Question(s) submitted for Mayoral Appearance before the BOS on 

inquires" 

,__ ____________ ____, 

lSe check the appropriate boxes. The proposed legislation should be forwarded to the following: 

D Small Business Commission D Youth Commission D Ethics Commission 

D Planning Commission 0 Building Inspection Commission 

fote: For the Imperative Agenda (a resolution not on the printed agenda), use a Imperative Form. 

:ponsor(s): 

Clerk of the Board 

fobject: 

Hearing - Appeal of Conditional Use Authorization - 313-323 Cumberland Street 

fhe text is listed below or attached: 

Hearing of persons interested in or objecting to the certification of a Conditional Use Authorization pursuant to 
Planning Code, Sections 207, 209.1, 303, and 317, for a proposed project at 313-323 Cumberland Street, Assessor's 
Parcel Block No. 3601, Lot Nos. 043 and 044, identified in Permit Application Nos. 2014.0627.9813 and 
2014.0627.9820, issued by the Planning Commission by Motion No. 19604 dated March 31, 2016, to demolish a 
:::ingle-family structure and construct a new two-family structure on a 5, 7 00 square-foot lot within an RH-1 
(residential house, one-family) Zoning District, a 40-X Height and Bulk District, and the Dolores Heights Special 
Use District. (District 8) (Appellant: Bruce Bowen, on behalf of the Dolores Heights Improvement Club) (Filed May 

\16). 
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Signature --1· S 

F 

o ponsorin S . F\tf .. ··~( 
or Clerk's Use Only: g uperv:isor: 01,v,. ·. 1~F· ~c~> ~~--
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