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R· E {}f·I ~~r E:g 
l!H~ A H.ITl €ff .s·Lw EI~ ··n S\!HLS. 

NOTICE TO BOARD OF SUPERVISORS OF APPEAL S-t'( N f .f.t A HG!SGr'.) 

FROM ACTION OF THE CITY PLANNING COMMISSl©~t fi~\.Y -2 ffi l: 2 4 
'-· 

:;;·1 _ ___.,,(Yf-l---~· 

Notice is hereby given of an appeal to the Board of Supervisors from the. fol(owing,aqtio·r\.bf the City 
Planning Commission. · ·· . · · · : .·. · · 

The property is located at 3 l ~ - 3 2.'\ Cu.wJ.a.tv- 1 a..n A 'St') 'bf \)cl/Lot>. ]bD 1 /ot.f '!, --0 L/ r 

&,.re-k 3l 2.of ~ . 
Date of City Planning clmmission Action 

(Attach a Copy of Planning Commission's Decision) 

Appe~i=mng Date 

___ 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. 1..e \'"?> ~ l 2.. l 3 < l..l ·}\ · . 

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

V:\Clerk's Office\Appeals lnfonnation\Concfrtion 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: 

'bv~~ ~o~e.., 1 l1'\.QW1...l.;,.a,v--
1> k~ YI. vt. \ lA. j E.;-- L.t:..... i....e,{. Vl s ~ (.\} "W\. J.f'\.. ~ tt ...Q.(__ 

~oloY'eS He.tjh't; :Cvr....,p v'v/.eMAel'l;t-c~b 
Name 

L/oll ~of'- sr- s FcA-vz'-ftt( 
Address ) 

Telephone Number 

Signature of Appellant or 
Authorized Agent 

V:\Clerk's Offlce\Appeals lnformation\Condition Use Appeal Process6 
August 2011 
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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, tw9-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 lot 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 
CA94103 

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

Board of Supervisors Appeal Fee Waiver 

To Whom it May Concern, 

> O .f\f(L '2:::, ( b 

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 FM 

Subject to: (Select only if applicable) 

D Affordable Housing (Sec. 415) D First Source Hiring (Admin. Code) 

D Jobs Housing Linkage Program (Sec. 413) 

D Downtown Park Fee (Sec. 412) 

D Child Care Require,rnlfnt{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 2014.0627.9820" 
Zoning: RH-1 (Residential- House, One-Family) 

40-X Height and Bulk District 
Dolores Heights Special Use District 

Block/Lot: 3601/043-044 
Project Sponsor: 

Stafj Contact: . 

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-F:AMILY 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 "Department") for Conditional Use Authorization under Planning 
Code Secti.on(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 detemlined to be exempt from the California Env:lronmental Quality 
Act ("CEQA") as a Class 1 and 3 Categorical Exemption under CEQA as described in the determination 
contained in the Plaruring 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~ 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 .inlinediate 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 immediately 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 
PLANNJNG 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 in 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 Requester 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 reinforce a more 
neighborhood-compatible scale and proportion: 

o On first floor, rem.ove 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 Llini.t the amount of glazing on the front fai;;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 fai;;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. 

SAN FAANCISCO 
PLANNING DEP.ARTMENT 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 build:ings. 

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. P.Iaruring Code Section 134 establishes rear yard requirements for all districts. Jn 
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 
accessi"ble 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-minimum-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 the Code. 

Both dwelling units would 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. Parlcing. 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 the case of a flat roof and at the mid-point of the roof 

SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING J:>EPARTl'llENT 4 

1 981 



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 Bulle 
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-sectfrm from the average existing grade. 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 34 feet 9 inches on all other points, on the lot as measured from average 
existing grade. 

10. Planning Code Section 303 establishes criteria for the Planning Commission to consider when 
reviewfug 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 wiil 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. Al.though the subject block and immediate vicinity 
predominantly consists of 25 foot wide lnts, 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 2Qth 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, Lot 50). The project will be compatible with the surrounding 
neighborhood density by proposing qao units on a double-wide lot. 

The existing project site consists of a vacant lot (at 313 Cumberland), which is proposed ta 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 will construct two new dwelling units, including one fami1y-sized unit, and replace 
a vacant and debilitated single1amily residence. The new residential units, and in particular the unit 
suitable for a family, is in dire need in San Francisco, 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-qu.ality residential bui1ding 
with two 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 

SAii FRANCISCO 
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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 
hcroe worked closely with the neighbors to ensure compatfbility 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 level, 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 far 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 w11l aesthetically enhance the neighborhood. 

By demolishing the existing structure and ronstructing a new replacement structure, the project 
wi1l 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 twir.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 single-fami1y residence, and is not eipected 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:ting Code 
and will not adversely affect the General Plan. 

SAN FRAUCISCO 
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 relevant requirements and standards of the Planning Code and is 
consistent with objectives and policies of the General Plan as detmled 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 50-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. 

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

Project meets criterion. 

A re:view 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 No. 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 reoiew 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 controIZed 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.fi.ve, 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 DEPAA:TMENT 8 
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Motion No. 19604 
March 31, 2016 

CASE NO. 2013.1213CUA 
313-323 Cumberland Street 

The Projec.t does 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 ta the provisions of Planning Code Section 415, as the project 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 
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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 existing 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 

OBJECTIVE1 
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 Connty 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 single1amily 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 h011sing, unless th~ demolition results in a net 
mcrease in affordable housing. 

The project proposes demolition of one existing single-family stntcture and construction 'of a new two
Jamily 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 housmg, for families with 
children. 

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

SAN FRANCISCO 
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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. 

Policyll.6 
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 partially empty site that is zoned for singlejamz1y 
residential development. The Project appropriately wcates 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-1 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 mid character of the neighborhood 
· give-a the unique characteristics and scale of the Project site. The proposed building massing is 

_co-nsiderably smaller thmz the maximum allowcible under the Planning Code with 40 foot hriight and 50 foot 
width limits. The proposed structure is setback from the front to the average of the two adjacent 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 visually reduce the massing of the structure. 

RECREATION AND OPEN SPACE ELEMENT 

Objectives and Policies 

OBJECTIVE4 

SAN FRANCISCO 
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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. 

Policy 24.4 
Preserve pedestrian-oriented building frontages. 

The Project will install ne-UJ street trees along Cumberland Street. The Project would improve the 
appearance of the neighborhood. At present, the Project site compn'ses 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. 

Policy2B.1 
Provide secure bicycle parking in new governmental, commercial, and re8idential developments. 

Policy2B.3 
Provide parking facilities which are safe, secure, and convenient. 

.The Project includes two Class 1 bicycle parking spaces in the garage area. 
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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 CAPACITY OF THE CITY'S STREET SYSTEM AND 
LAND USE PATTERNS. 

Policy34.1 
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 

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

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

OBJECTIVE2 
CONSERVATION OF RESOURCES WHICH 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. 
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The Subject Property is located in the Castro/Upper Market neighborhood. The Property is located on a 
residential block that is predominantly defined by singlejamily 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 one to three stories over garage, with most buildings 
having ground floor garage entrances. 

The replacement building is compatfble with the established building scale at the street. The proposed 
height at the street is approximately 32 feet 10 inches. The tap floor is setback approximately 28 feet from 
the front property line. The neighborhood but1ding scale at the street is mixed with taller three-story over 
garage buz1dings and shorter single-story buz1dings. 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 buz1ding 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 buz1ding to the 
east and has incorporated setbacks along the eastern side property line that abuts rear yards. The 
building's form, fafade 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 roajlines in the_ immediate vicinity ranging up to 50 feet 
wide. 

OBJECTIVE4 
IMPROVEMENT OF TIIE NEIGHBORHOOD ENVIRONMENT .TO INCREASE PERSONAL 
SAFETY, C<?WORT, PRIDE AND OPPORTUNITY. 

Policy4.5 
Design walkways and parking 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 compatible 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-Iandscaped 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. 
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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 two-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 renwved 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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14. The Project is consistent with and would promote the general and specific piuposes of the Code 
provided under Section 101.l(b) in th.at, 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 health,. safety and welfare of the City. 

SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 16 

1993 



Motion No. 19604 
March 31, 2016 

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 c:t 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 effective date of this Motion shall be the date of this Motion if not appealed (After the 30-

day period has expired) OR the date of the decision of the Board of Supervisors if appealed to the 

Board of Supervisors. For further information, please contact the Board of Supervisors at (415) 554-
5184, City Hall, Room 244, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, San Francisco, CA 94102. 

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

If the City has not previously given Notice of an earlier discretionary approval of the project, the 
Planning Commission's adoption of this Motion, Resolution, Discretionary Review Action or the Zoning 
Administrator's Variance Decision Letter constitutes the approval or conditional approval of the 
development and the City hereby gives NOTICE that the 90-day protest period nnder 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 h:~bTt~~1~th;=ing Commi>sionADOITED the foregning Motion on Much 31, 2016 

Jonas I1. Ionin ~. 
Commission Secretary 

AYES: Commissioners Fong, A~tonini, Hillis, Johnson 

NAYS: Commissioners Richards, Moore 

ABSENT: Commissioner Wu 

ADOPTED: . March 31, 2016 
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AUTHORIZATION 

EXHIBIT A 

CASE NO. 2013.1213CUA 
313-323 Cumberland Street 

This authorization is for a conditional use to allow a two-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 Bulle District, and the Dolores Heights Special Use District; in 
general conformance with plans, dated December 10, 2015, and stamped "EXI-IlBIT 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. Titls 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. Titls 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. This decision conveys 
no right to construct, or to receive a building permit "Project Sponsor" shall include any subsequent 
responsible party. · 

CHANGES AND MODIFICATIONS 

Changes to the approved plans may be approved administratively by the Zoning Administrator. 
Significant changes and modifications of conditions shall require Planning Commission approval of a 
new Conditional Use authorization. 
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Conditions of Approval, Compliance, Monitoring, and Reporting 

PERFORMANCE 

1. Validity. The authorization and right vested by virtue of this action is valid for three (3) years 
from the effective date of the Motion. The Department of Building Inspection shall have issued a 
Building Permit or Site Permit to construct the project and/or commence the approved use within 

this three-year period. 
For information about complia:nce, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, 

www.sf-planning.org 

2. Expiration and Renewal Should a Building or Site Permit be sought after the three (3) year 
period has lapsed, the project sponsor must seek a renewal of this Authorization by filing an 
application for an amendment to the original Authorization or a new application for 
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.ef--planning.org 

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

www .. sf-planning.org 

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

v..1ww.sf-planning.org 

5. Confonnity 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 infonnation about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, 

www.sf-planninx.org 

SAN FRANCISCO 
Pl.ANNING DEPARTMENT 19 

1996 



Motion No. 19604 
March 31, 2016 

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 the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558--6378, 
www.s(-planning:.org 

7. Street Trees. Pursuant to Planning Code Section 138.1(formerly143), 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 pny 

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 whlch DPW cannot grant 
approval for installation of a tree in the public right-of-way, on the basis of inadequate sidewalk 
width, interference with utilities or other reasons regarding the public welfare, and where 
installation of such tree cm 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 Plrxnner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378, 
WW1.o.sfplanning.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, fu.at 20% of the front setba,ck 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 Puinner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378, 
www.sfplanning.org 

9. Landscaping,. Screening of Parking and Vehicular Use .Axeas. 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.sf-planning.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 155.1 and 155.5. 
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, 

W<DW.sf-planning.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. 
For 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, 

ww-c.0.sfplanning.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 Mappinf?r Department of Public 
Works, 415-695-2017, http://sfdpw.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 

SAlll FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 21 

1998 



Motion No. 19604 
March 31, 2016 

CASE NO. 2013.1213CUA 
313-323 Cumberland Street 

address, and telephone number of the community liaison. Should the contact information 
change, the Zoning Administrator shall be made aware of such Change. The community liaison 
shall report to the Zoning Administrator what issues, if any, are of concern to the community and 
what issues have not been resolved by the Project Sponsor. 
For information about compliance,. contad Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, 
www.sfplanning.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 . 

.2.0l3·.l'2..l3 <:IA.~ , a conditional use authorization regarding (address) 313 ~~'2-3 ~bwl.,,.;.c.J, St
________________ __, District J:[. The undersigned members respectfully request the Clerk 
of the Board to calendar this item at the soonest possible date. 

SIGNATURE DATE 
,.,.~ ... GI (L_ .. , l \ l 

' ' ' . ,,,1 l' • ! '---. . ._...\_...(___ . 

(Attach copy of Planning Commission's Decision) 

V:\Clerk's Office\Appeals lnformation\Condition Use Appeal Process8 
August2011 

2000 



D11rsuant 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 apP-eal of the Planning CofT\mission on Case No. 

· .... ..,\\. \'l.\ lClA-t\ , a conditional use authorization regarding (address) 61.l - 3 "L) CV...~'ah""f ~ )'(' 
________________ __, District .tg, . 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\Conditlon Use Appeal Process8 
A~gust2011 

2001 

\ 
I 

I· 
~ 
\ 



Pursuantto 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 C0111misslion on Case No. 
~ol3. [.t.t;, c "4. f\ , a conditional use authorization regarding (address) ~ l)- ~ 1..} C"' ,.._~v fA.Jlt.L 
----------------~ District _a_. The undersigned members respectfully request the Clerk 
of the Board to calendar this item at the soonest possible date. · 

SIGNATURE DATE 

C).~ y / l).& }le~ 

(Attach copy of Planning Commission's Decision) 

V:\Cferk's Office\Appeafs lnformation\Condition Use Appeal Process8 
August2011 

2002 

I 
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0
• irsuant 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. 
"""""' ~. I "l.\ 3 CIA\\'. a conditional use authorization regarding (address) 3 I~ .... 31..:!J C""'~l,.al'"" lititA.. 0.,t
----------------~ District _t_. The undersigned members respectfully request the Clerk 
of the Board to calendar this item at the soonest possible date. 

SIGNATURE DATE 

(Attach copy of Planning Commission's Decision) 

V:\Clerk's Office\Appeals lnformation\Condition Use Appeal Process8 
August2011 
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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 Commission on Case No. 
2 o\3.. 12 \ ~toA, a conditional use authorization regarding (address)JIV~:2. 3 Cu Me b.g?A-NA 
________________ __. DistrictX. The undersigned members respectfully request the Clerk 
of the Board to calendar this item at the soonest possible date. 

DATE 

lf-) o-/(:, 

(Attach copy of Planning Commission's Decision) 

V:\Clerk's Office\Appeals lnformation\Condition Use Appeal Process8 
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"~ ;J',~~~ ~ff£~~£{,~l£ 
City Planning Com.!!Jlsslon . • 
CaseNo. 7,..0f? - 12-Cj,,~M.A-: 2 "\l I·?'-= 

{c)i:.: di·il - t'!i ~· ..... v 
The undersigned declare that lhay are hereby subscribers to this Notice of Appeal and are owners of property <-

afflld8d bf die proposed amoodmenl or oondilional use (that is, owners of propefty within lh~ area lhal ls the subject of ...&_.:,..___._ .. 
!tie applicallon for amendment or conditional use, or wllhln a radius of 300 feel of the exterior bOUMailes of the property. Ct-' 

If ownership has changed and assessment roll has not been amended. we attach P'oof .of ownership change. H 
signing for a firm or corporalion. proof of authorization to sign on behalf of the organization ls attached.. , '· . · ,, · 

3. -------
4. ______ _ 

5. 

6. -------

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. ______ _ 

11. ______ _ 

12. ______ _ 

13. ______ _ 

14. ______ _ 

15. ______ _ 

16. ______ _ 

17. ______ _ 

18. ______ _ 

19. ______ _ 

20. ______ _ 

21. ______ _ 

22. 

..-.. -------· __________ ,,_ .. ______ _ 

2005 



g~::~~~~J~~~~l~Y-2 PM t: 25 
. . - .. - f..-.~~ 

The undersigned declare that they are hereby subscribers to this Notice of APPeat and_ar_e....,~~ .. -ei_s_o_f_p-ro_perty_<_. 
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;f.loupdc;uies. t:>f the property. . . .. : '• . ·- . . . .. 

If owneiship 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.J911 1q .S.1 
2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7 . 

. a. 

9. 

12.~~~~~~~~-

1a~~~~~~~~-

1~~~~~~~~~-

15.~~~~~~~~-

17.~~~~~~~~-

18.~~~~~~~~-

1a~~~~~~~~-

20.~~~~~~~~-

21.~~~~~~~~-

Printed Name of Owner(s) Original Signature 

Scrrr: rt• .{# !Ul>r-sw\f of Owner(s) . ~ 
w(iJc,~...-jf@Wr tMJ{.~ ~f9--e. 

V:\Cleik's Office\Appeals lnfonnation\Condition Use Appeal Process7 
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P.! f: C FJ V E~lJ. 
He:~ .A ~1~ TIY €~ F .s:lJf' E Jt{ ·v 1·S::0 ~I.:S 

.s· J~~ r~~4 FA l; f~ c: is ~::;··o 
City Plann~· Comm~{Qnlt1, ~ .t\J ') . pt, i I . ? ,-

" f?/l'A·'·"':\)i- '1'1 "; Case No. f 2 r1../-r/. Cl~" c.. • · ' ~- v 

The undersigned declare that they are hereby subscribers to this Notice oi;i Appeat-and +ers of property 
affected by the proposed amendment or conditional use (that is, owners of property within the area is the subject of 
the appfication for amendment or conditional use, or within a radius of 300 feet of the exterior~~~~~ of the property. 

If ownership has changed and assessment ron 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 
Block&Lot 

Printed Name of Owner(s) 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

9. 

10. _______ _ 

11. --------
12. _______ _ 

14. _______ _ 

15. _______ _ 

16. _______ _ 

18. _______ _ 

1~--------
20. --------

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

V:\Clerk's Office\Appeals lnfonnation\Condilion Use Appeal Process7 
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2007 

Original Signature 
ofOwner(s} 

cL--LT ~lµ_, 
c<1 fFee.. 



&.,":·!"" ~d.iU 2 Ii"~ ;.,, ,· .. , f!''j l - °"d 
t,.;,,,·~ !t \) fr\·~ I .. I 

City Planning Commission 
caseNo. 'l-DJ1J.i \Le::.~ 

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 wilqirt the at~a that is the subject of 
the application for amendment or conditional use, or within a radius of 300 feet of the exterior boundarie8 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 
propeii'. owned Block & Lot J2D8EICI B. of Owner(s) .. 

1. 
6J.z..Afft/iz t71!£;el .Jt,OJ-b'6'f Hl6tr-JNl5DJf/AllA. ~-~~ 

2.1211 tJ1.1Y1b-wrl~&ot-W.2 C1f-hehfl.U ~U1sTn ~~ 
s.J]l G~1,,.v-{J 3r.o{-'6~2--L1AJt>'1 S:Ppe ~/,/ 
4. /J;(j/,Cl{ff-PQt£i,.i!}b 3toD{ -loP KJJ\otc.\'.kS .. ~-· ~~ 

u' . I I V Q 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. _______ _ 

11. --------

13. --------

14. --------

15: --,-------
16. --------

17. --------

18. --------

19. --------

20. -------

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

V:\Clerk's Office\Appeals lnformation\Concfllion Use Appeal Process7 
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2008 



City Planni_ng Commiss~~ f fi fiAY - 2 PM I : 2 5 
Case No. l. 01 3 , I 'l. L~ C....V/.t . 

The undersigned declare that they are hereby subscribers to this Notice of A;;~1 and areo~operty 
affected by the proposed amendment or conditional use (that is, 9wners 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 ot 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 Block & Lot 

32.3 C1.J\Q,{_C>~'t'\tva~r 3bu/ /o'f~ 1. 

--~o==-"'==-==::=::.--:::~-=--·-··---·-·-"•··--·--"-···-"--~ .. ----.... -_-:...-:::....· .. _--·_ .. -------

7. Gelo S.Av lkt-l 11 ,1.-0(/1 bt-> N\i<:-µ~"--~\-lc:i~~ 
'\ 01- (, A-.. O a. (o(){:J cScu1.drnt~dL :7bt>_Yf'oo ~rz..1 C, "j. ~L\-JE$ 

9. 3 bo fY,vMf-ifl2-L-iftvO c;r J bD/ / A-v>l-1 ill\ C'iae v P/i Ullf 
1Q _______ _ 

11. _______ _ 

12. --------

13. --------

14. --------

15. --------

16, --------
17. _______ _ 

18. --------

19. --------

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

22. _______ _ 

V:\Clerk's Office\Appeals lnformation\Con<fllion Use Appeal Process7 
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"'I'· ··'" ") P"' 1 · 25 City Plann· Commissioniti I b h;; f - t.. . fl ' · 
Case No. ~1$ -12.r>C.UA- -~ 

The undersigned declare that they are hereby subscribers to this Notice of Ap~ and are own<l of property ... 
affected by the proposed amendment or conditional use (that is, owners of property within the area that is th~ subject of 
the appRcalion for amendment or conditional use, or within a radius of 300 feet of the exterior boundarie$ of the propert:Y. 

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 Block & Lot 

1. ~00 CPu~k61:;112-ljwviJ 30D1)I 02> 

2. '32.:2 GJ1'4/Sl:::ll..-Lt\ti'P 3601/ i oL. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7 . 

.. 8. 

9. 

10. ________ _ 

11. --------

12.. ---------

13. --------
14. ________ _ 

15. ________ _ 

17. _______ _ 

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

20. ________ _ 

21. --------

22. --------

I 

Printed Name of Owner(s) Original Signature 
of er(s) 

Ot"N~ rll~ti\~ .. ~~be . ~1'~11/ 
·01~ k.t~ c:.is: TAt~ . a " .··1JJ~ 

V:\Cletk's Olfice\Appeals lnfonnation\Condition Use Appeal Process7 
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ZB1G rtH -2 Prl ! : t5 
City Plannigg Commission 
Case No. ?of~ -J.Zf3>C«A- ~--·~·· 

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 th~ ~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 ftrm or corporation, proof 9f authorization to sig~ on behalf of the organization is attached. 

Street Address, Assessor's 
property owned Block & Lot 

1. 3,7?) ~\:>2,r\~.__.,~ 5-1 3f;O(~ 654 · 

2. ;)13' Cu"ib~A'---~st. 30Crr OS~ 

3. ~3 2 C1;wnbedwJ ·6'::ii - o'f9, 

4. 332 Cu.mbv'1~ 2kvl-Vf6 
5. · 050 S--tM)d£L "Blc:0 1/bo1A 

s. beU tmn~ 3hDl/ v>s-
V' I 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. --------

11. --------

12. --------

1a _______ _ 

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

18. _______ _ 

19. _______ _ 

20. --------

21·--------
22. _______ _ 

V:\Clerk's Office\Appeals lnformation\Conaltion Use Appeal Process7 
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ZD(fi 1~iH -2 PM \: 25 
City Planni1'!9_ Commi~~ ...:il 
ease No. ?D< '3- t'1..:f6~~.Acs~u;,.---~ 

The undersigned declare that they are hereby subscribers to this Noti~ of Appeal and are owners of property 
affected by the ptopoSed 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. 

Printed Name of OWner(s) 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. --------

11. --------

12. --------

13. --------

14. --------

15. --------

16. --------

17. --------

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

21. --------

V:\Oerf(s Offlce\Appeals lnfonnation\Condilion Use Appeal Process7 
August2011 

2012 



City Planni!J9 Comnii~§i<maY -2 PM I: 25 
Case No. ~l~ -1Z~cu A- c__ 

The undersigned declare that they are hereby subscribers to this Notice ~/Appeal and ar~roperty 
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 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 ~orlt..~Dsr 

2. :SW C(J•ttf'~ LNJ(J s-r 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

~-

d. 

11.~~~~~~~~~ 

12.~~~~~~~~~ 

18.~~~~~~~~~ 

19.~~~~~~~~~ 

Assessor's 
Block& Lot 

XDtjdf+ 
st:o1 I 6<£-t 

I 

V:\Clerk's Office\Appeals lnformation\Condition Use Appeal Process? 
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ZfH6 MAY -2. PM l: 25 
City Planning Commission 
Case No. :2:-0\-:!., fk\?)>Q'\A....,,_.~;\------f-G~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 roH 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 

. I/ 

1. 'fp20 2 0- 5FlrU~ )Got/DI< 

Printed Name of Owner(s) 

7>£1€/r L"'9a5fi,..,_, 

2. ~£...,t1'-f0I* l/,l/llj 3bo1/or~ _.J_o_A---'"''---lv-:...::..l-~F __ _ 
3. qoJb -d,,JJ'149f:_ 3601 /(Jw JU.aotlA. JIJflA.~ 

4. ~~eu.w cff-· rwr;1.. 3<,01 /6l'f ~rf.,i-d_ R. £2?&t& 1 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

13. ________ _ 

14. ---------
15. ________ _ 

16. ________ _ 

17. ________ _ 

18. ________ _ 

19. ________ _ 

20. ________ _ 

21. ________ _ 

.22. ________ _ 

V:\Clerk's Office\Appeals lnfonnatton\Condilion Use Appeal Process7 
August2011 

2014 



City Planning Commission c .. -, .?v.+ 
CaseNo. 1-t.>\:'J, IV.3C:U.~ \....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,. . 
Iha 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 oorporation, proof of authorization to sign on behalf of the organization is attached. 

Street Address, 
property owned 

1. lfOTL Lo fb t:;! 
2. l.foJ---:l.- tz;~ ~ 

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 /0"1.."L-• 

Printed Name of Owner(s) 
(,{JV~1Jh'l. 

)lf)!~ c/ ~l/''flf't. -J_.1 f.A.£)7 . """"·~ •• 'fV .. r- --

V:\Clert<s Oll!ce\Appeals lnfomlation\Concfllion Use Appeal Process7 
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2015 

Original Signature 
ofOwner(s) 

·7~~0~~ 
./] . 4" £7 

/"'-'-'W ,, 1"'-ft1~ 
) 



f'"-._ ... , ;. ,, .~."' .. , '\( ,.,. P'' n..J ; b tri=i - c:. " r1 

City Planning CommisSiOn ~--~-
Case No. "Z.-013~ t z..13cul':t Q 

The undersigned declare that they are hereby subscribers to this Notice of ApPeaf an~ are owners of property 
affect.ed 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(? 2 Ll~£/:;i 2± 
2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

l 

10. --------

11. --------

12. --------

13. --------

14. --------

15. --------

16. --------

17. --------

18. --------

19. --------

20. --------

21. --------
22. _______ ___ 

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

3&o'f /viot- J~J Payn.£_/ 

V:\Oerk'$ Ofth:e\Appeals lnfonnation\Condi!lon U$& Appeal Process7 
August2011 

2016 

Original Signature 

;r;::;:J~ 

lt( 
l7 



Wt6MAY-2.PM ~=26 

City Planning Commission ~ 
CaseNo. ;2..01>.run~A 

The undersigned declare that they are hereby subscnbers to this Notice of Appeal an~ are owners of property 
affected by the proposed amendment or conditional use (that is, owners of property within the aiea 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, 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 

1.-1030 2011-1 Si 

ii 

1'oJ /o'J-"{ 
3<oo1 {oJ-~ 

V:\aert<s Office\Appeals lnfonnation\ConcfJlion Use Appeal Process7 
August2011 

•i. 

2017 

Original Signature ofm 



(~: t. C~ EJ '~t L£;D 
B'~) .!!:~ r. ~3 er StJr-~t.:~ V)':i.~i.R. ·; 

s·:~tl r~J ~ :·~ ;~~·1c~is<1~"J 
City Planni~ Commi~sj<?!l _ . ' . . 
Case No. :.t-o I~ • ('{jlH!J'itU. W- PM P 2 6 

The undersigned declare that they are hereby subscribers to this Notice of' A~a!-aAG--~~roperty 
affected by the proposed amendment or conditional use (that is, owners of property within the ar;~¥at 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/o '/ ::-· J-C.t"- > ·r 

Assessor's 
Block & Lot 

Printed Name of Owner(s) Original Signature 

OZJ:&IL 
2. Lf() lf S 2ocii. 5t 

3(po'-f/oey 
J 

3 k?vL/ (olfL( ~~::=::.::2.---Z':::t!:@.=::::::··--:-.~-=· ~·M 1 c:ftJti'L Ge cFArJ 
3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

14. --------

V:\Clerk's Oflice\Appeals lnformation\Condition Use Appeal Process? 
August2011 
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From:·""iiliiii•llJlll•~fiiii--1!!!!!!!!• 
Subject: 

Date: April 25, 2016 at 7:05 PM 
To: zmsMAY -2 PM 1: 26 

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

The undetsigned. daclate Iha! !hey are·ht;Jreby subScribers to this Notice of Appeal and are owne.JS of proparty 
affoctoo b-j !he ~ amoodment or condi!ional use (!Mt is, ~ of property wi!hin the araa that is lha subf!d: !'.lf 
tho ~ fer amendmGnt or ~ ur;e, or wiltlin a radioo ol 300 foot of lhe i;;xterlor boornfarff;ls of tr.a poopert;r. 

If ownership has changed Md ~ont t.o!I has not boon amended, wa ~ proof of o-.mef'Ship change. If 
signing lot a linn Of OOtpOtation. proel of :wlhorizruian lo BTgtA on behalf of the organization bs. attacMd. 

3_ 

4. 

5_ 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. ___ ~----

11. ------~~ 

12. ~-------

13. --------

14. --------

15. --------

16. --------

17. --------

18. -----~--

19. --------
2() ________ _ 

2j. --------

2019 lSfi 
17 



HH6 MAY -2 PM l: 26 
City Planning Commission 
Case No • .a..oLjl·; (i..1'3CY. 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 subject of 
the application for amendment or conditiOnaf 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 authonzation to sign on behalf of the organization is attached. 

Street Address, 
property owned 

Assessor's 
Bfock&Lot 

Printed Name of Owner(s) 

1. &./(J~ 2 1..d'\"" \ t 

2. 'foll l...O t' C,L 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. _________ _ 

11. --------

12. --------

13. --------

14. --------

15. --------

1~ --------~ 

17. --------
18. ________ ~ 

1a ____ ~---~ 

2.1. --------

22. --------

3 (,,o'f lo 1 l 
' 3(,o'1/o If) 

V:\Clatk's Offlce\Appeals lnformidion\Condilion Use Appeal Process7 
August2011 

~~t Ho~ 
/JNNlf Pl.~ 

2020 

Original Signature 

m~~ 



City Planning CJ>int• rrf~!illl ~.? PM I ~ 2 6 
Case No. 2.0l ~ .. tiUJ :si(t.\,ft"' 

<-.. 

The undersigned declare that they are hereby subscribers to ·this NotiB~ uf ~ owners of property 
affected by the proposed amendment or conditional use (that is, owners of property within the area that is 1he subject of 
the application for amendment or conditional use. or within a radjus 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. '-{1.1-1 Lih--erfy 
2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

e. ·~·--·---------~---------
"ffi 

Ass~r's 
B!ock&Lct 

EV• ~ ..... , .. ,4.-..-...·~-,,.,_. _ _..__ ••• _. ••• -=--·~--'-··-·- ---·"'-·'~~ 

11. ~=------·--·-------------·=-·-

.. .., 
!~~~~~~~~~~ 

14. ~--·-~-~-~--~-----··---·-~ 

Hi -~. ·---·. __ 

f7. ~--------------------
-::c. 
i:~- --- ~-----:..,_ 

2l)_ -·--· ·- . . . 

_ .• ,.{!,~_• i 

.···:,· 

<f&, -----·-

'J:':·~C-:·_: 
A._·;,.. . -:1-1: 

0:!;~~~ S!~~~rG 

~A4~ 

===·-=--·~---------·- ~--==~ ... -~-=···===~-

- - -- --
--~.--- .. ~-·---=-=-=-- ..... ·---·· .... ·- ..• ·' ·~ ., ...... _ __ __,,,_.,,,..._, __ . --~~---

2021 J &/ lf 



CERTIFICATION OF TRUST 

I I CHRISTINE T. NAHNSEN I, Trustee of the c~-ISTINE ~ NAHNSE;,,, 
2011 TRUST confirm the following facts: , :. :· , , ,, , -

\· "- . . '·~ ~·: ::: : ·: :· 

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: SeJ?tember /1 I , 2011. 

CHRISTINE T .. NAHNSEN, Trustee 

2022 



CERTIFICATE OF ACKNOWLEDGMENT OF NOTARY PUBLIC 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA ) 
) 

COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO ) 

On Sif Pf 2/. clv//, before me, c;;;.t//f?/r /7 ,£Tb'7- _ 

Notary Public, personally appeared CHRISTINE T. NAHNSEN who 

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

person(;¥( whose name 031 is/ a~ subscribed to the within 

instrument and acknowledged to me that 9-£-/she/t.Ja'BY executed the 

same in J:µS/her/-µreir authorized· capacity (i~-, and that by 

):H"'$/he:i::'/the:i::""r signature (p:,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) <fkP.//P-lf I #ff~ 
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l RECORDING REQUESTED BY: 
Chicago Title Company 
Escrow No.: 07-35405627-BJ 
Locate No.: CACTI773B-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 

' £.1 

;·--.. 

APN: Lot 001A, Block 3601 SPACE ABOVETIIIS llNEFPRRECORDER'S USE 

GRANT DEED 

The undersigned grantor{s) declare(s) 
· Documentary transfer tax is $15,712.50 

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

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

hereby GRANT(S} to Karl W. Leichum 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 Qty of San Francisco, County of San Francisco, State of California: 
SEE EXHIBIT"A" A1TACHED HERETO AND MADE A PART HEREOF 

DATED! November 27, 2007 

STATE OF CAUFORNIA • ) 
COUNlY OF /5CMl-z9Za!YG J C .1 ) 

ON Alo /hj~~ ~ ~ before me, 
MJ1~M.£_(}-fa~ PA.bl'/ l 

(here insert name ~d title of ,th7 officer), personally 
appeared ~QC /l!::/cA11.e~U#tf!t. 

personally known to me (or proved to me on the basis of 
satisfactory evidence) to be the person(s) whose 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 ma 
Signature,.~ (seal) 

o. M. JIMENEZ COMM.#148 CJ • NOTARYPUBU~-""A10,JJ ~ <-n• ct>Ai.i" ~RN/A ..: co .. · ""' .. asco COUNTY 
Jvv v ... 0 ~W;,,MAY12,3001( ...- ..,... .,.... . 

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.: CAC117738-7738-2354-0035405627 
"'tie No.: 07-35405627-RM 

EXHIBIT "A" 

THE LAND REFERRED TO HEREIN BELOW IS SffiJATED IN THE CITY OF SAN FRANQSCO, COUN"TY OF SAN FRANCISCO, 
STATE OF CAUFORNIA AND IS DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS: 

BEGINNING AT A POINT ON THE SOUTHERLY UNE OF 19TH STREET, DISTANTTHEREON 70 FEET WESTERLY FROM 
THE WESTERLY UNE.OF SANCHEZ STREET; RUNNING THENCE WESTERLY ALONG SAID UNE 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 NORIHERL Y 57 FEET 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, signed 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 1 7, 
2012 (the "First Amendment"). The.Am.ended and RestatedTiust'and the First Amendment 
thereto are hereinafter referred to as the "Trust". 

2: This Certificate .of Trust is a true and correct 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 Trust has not been revoked, modified, or.amended in any manner, which 
would e<;mse 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 amen<;led. 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 paiiies, such as financial institutions, stock transfer agents, brokerage houses, title 
companies, insurai1ce companies, and others, without disclosing the entire Dec.laration of Trust, 
which is a private and confidential docun1ent. · · 

017956.0001\4110240.l 1/15/2016 I 
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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 1.1 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 1RUST, 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 settlor 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 Hll:NRIE'ITA S. CURRIER TRUST 

ARTICLE ONE 

CREATION OF TRUST 

PAGE: 1 

1.l. Declaration. HENRIETTA S. CURRIBR of San Francisco County> California, 

·who is herein referref.l to as "the Trustor" or "the Trustee, 11 depending on the context, hereby 

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

distributed according to the tenns of this instrument. 

1.2. N ame,s of Trusts. The trusts created by this instrument shall be known 

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

instrnment shall be referred to by adding the name or designation of that separ-ate 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. 

1.4. Marital Status. The Trustor is not married. 

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

1.6. No Deceased Children. The Tru.qtor has no deceased children. 

1.7. Definitions of Child, Children, and Issue. The terms "child" and "children" shall 

include natural-born and legally adopted children of the Trustor.. The tenns "issue" and 

"descendants" shall in:clude natural-born and legally adopted lineal descendants of the Trustor 

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

de&cendant of the Trustor unless such stepchild ia a legally adopted lineal descendant of the 

Trustor. The words 11living" and "surviving'' shall include unborn persons in 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 instrurne.nt. The Trustee shall hold, administer, and distribute the property described in any 

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

shall be disregarded, and the remainder of this instrument shall be construed as if the invalid 

provision had not been included_ 

8.10. California Law to Apply. All questions concerning the validity, interpretation, 

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

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

beneficiary. 

8.11. Gifts to 0 Heirstt. For any gift to heirs of the Trustor that is made in this 

instrument, 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 

determined 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.o have died. 

ARTICLE NINE 

SIGNATURE AND EXECUTION 

9.1. Execution. l certify that I have read the foregoing declaration of trust and that it 

correctly states the teIIDs and conditions under which the trust estate is to be held, administered, 

and distributed. As Tmstee of the trusts created by this declaration oftrus~ I approve this 

declaration of tnist in all particulars, and agree to be bound by its terms and conditions. As 

Trust.or of the trusts created by this declaration of trust1 I approve this declaration. of trust in all 

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

Dated \lla £'£"-~\ '2::1 , 20 t-}1'"·). 

TRUSTOR-TRUSTEE 

18 
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State of California 

County of 6.It/ /t:(_ 
) 
) SS 

) 

ACKNOWLEDGMENT 

PAGE:19 

On , . ,..,/&-c., 4 2 f , /r"t:.t· before me~ the undersigned notary public in and for the 
State ofCalifumia, personilly appeared HENRIETTA S. CURRIER, 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/she executed the same io 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 haxid and official seal. 

Signature j)'uh~ 

19 
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THE :JACKSON-TURLEY FAMJLY TRUST 

ARTI~EONE 

. CREATION OF TRUST 

i.1. . ~Declaration. WILLIAM R. JACKSON and SUZANNE E. TURLEY, husband 

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

. "the Trustees,'.' depe:n9.ing on.the cont~xt, he~eby declare that they hold certain prop~rty (the 

•itrust estate") in tius~ to be held, ~inistered, and distributed according to the tenns of this · 

instrument. 

1.2. Nam.es of Trusts. The ·trus~ created by this instrument shall be known 

colle~tively as the JACKSON-TURLEY.FAMILY TRUS1;, and each separate. trust created under 

this instrument shall be referred to _by ad.ding ~e name or'des~gnation of that separate trust as it 

appears iii the appropriate section of this instrument 
.· 

. 1.3. . Effectiv~·Date. This declaration, sh~I be effective immediately on execution by . 

all the parties .. 

1A. l~entification of Living Children. The Trustors.bave no living children. 

1.5. ·No Deceased Childr·en .. The Trustors·have no·deceased chlrdren. . -

1.6. J?e:fmitioiis of Child, Children, and Issue. The tenns. "child''. and "children" 

shall-:include na~-born and legally adopted children·of either Trustor. ·The tenns-'!issu.e" and 

"descendants" Shan mclude natnral-born and Iegaily adopted lineal descendan.ts·9f either Trustor . .. . . . 
i:P.de:fuiitely. The terms "issue" and 11d~scendants11 shall :hot include any-step~hild of~ lineal 
.. . . . . 

descendant of either Truster unless such stepchild is a legally adopted lineal descendant <:>f either 

'Truster: The words 11living1
'. and. 11s~vjng1i Shall ~clu~e up.born pei:-sons in the period of 

gestation. No child born to or adopted, by the SUrviving Trustor after.the death ofthe Deceased 
- . . . . . . 

Trustor, or issue of such child, shall be considered-a: nchild", "is~ue" or 11des·ce:ndant11 for the 

pu°rpose of receiving an)'.' share of TRUST B or TRUST C. 

ARTICLE TWO 

TRUST ESTATE 

2.1. Definition of Trust Estate. All property subject to this _in~~ent from time to 

time is referred to as the 0 trust estate" and shall be held, a~ed, and dis1nouted as - . . . - . 
provided in this instrument The Trustee shall hol~ administer, and distribute·the property - . . 
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RECORDING REQUESTED 
·By 

AND WHEN RECORDED 
MAJLTO 

DAVID A. BROMLEY 
1855 Olympic Blvd. #200 
Wahmt Cree~ CA 94596 

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

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

Springing Durable Power of Attorney 

NOTiq:: Tim POWERS_ GRANTED BY THIS DOCUJy.IENT ARE BROAD AND 
SWEEPJNG_ TIIBY ARE-EXPLAINED JN TIIE UNIFORM STATUTORY FORM 

. POWER OF ATTORNEY ACT (CALlFORNIA PROBATE CODE SECTIONS 4409-
4465). IF YOU HA VE ANY QUESTIONS ABOUT TIIBSE POWERS, OBTAIN 
COMPETENT LEGAL ADVICE. THIS DOCUMENT DOES NOT AUTIIORIZE 
ANYONE TO MAKE MEDICAL AND OTI;IBRHEAL'.QI CARE DECISIONS FOR 
YOU. YOU MAY REVOKE THIS POWER OF ATTORNEY LATER IF YOU WISH 
TO DO SO. 

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

If SUZANNE E. TURLEY is unable or unwilling to act, then I appoint the following in 
the_order named as my agent: 

FIRST ALTERNATE: 
SECOND ALTERNATE: 
TH1RD ALTERNATE: 

HENRIETTA S. CURRIER 
GLENN REID 

· HARDYL. THOMAS 

. 1 
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TO GRANT ALL OF. THE FOLLOWING POWER$, JNITIAL THE LINE MARKED 
wrrn A {N) AND IGNORE THE LINES IN FRONT OF THE OTHER POWERS. 

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

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

INITIAL 

(A) 

(B) 

(C) 

(D) 

(E) 

(F) 

(H) 

(I) 

(J) 

.. (K) 

__ (L) 

____ (M) 

tlfi}· {N) 

Real Property Transactions. 

Tangible Personal Property Transactions. 

Stock and Bond Transactions 

Co:i;nmodity and Option T~tions. 

Banking ~d otherFilfancial Institution Transactiops. 

Business Opera~g Transactio~s. 

Estate, Trust, and other Beneficiary Transactions. 

Claims and Litigation. 

. Personal and Fru;nily Maintenance. 

Benefits from Social Security, Medicare, Meclicai4.or other governmental 
programs, or civil or 
military service. 

Retirement plan Tiansactions. 

I 
Tax matters. 

ALL OF THE POWERS LISTED ABOVE. 

YOU NEED NOT INTI1AL A.NY OTHER LINES IF YOU INITIAL LJNE (N). 

SPECIAL INSTRUCTIONS: . --.. 
1. This durable power of attorney shall become effective only upon my incapacity. 

If, after b1?ing deten:rrined incapacitated, I should regain my capacity, the powers conferred by this 
instrument shall ternrinate. 

2 
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2. I shall conclusively be deemed incapacitated for pm.poses of this 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. Third parties may rely on the agent's authority without :further · 
eVidence of incapacity when this instrum~tis presented with.such physician's statement. 
_attach~d. ".No licensed.physician who executes a medical opinion ofincapaCity shall be subject to 
liability because of such execution. I hereby waive any privilege that may apply to release of· 
information included in such medical 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. W4iJ.e I am not incapacitated, I may modify this durable powe:r: of attorney at any 
time by giving written notice to the agent and I niay 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 Jiving Trust agreements, to make 
additions to any exispng or future living trust of which I am the Trustor, and to amend or 
terminate such Trusts, all so long as such a(fts do not substantially alter distrihµtion of my estate 
during my lifetime or on my dea~ 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 information; to rece~ve checks in payment of any refund of taxes, penalties, or 
interest; to execute waivers (including offers of waivers) of restrictions on assessment or 
collec"!ion of tax deficiencies and w~ivers of notice of disallowance of clai!ns 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 suceessor statute; 
and to delegate 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 direct payments to the provider for tuition and medical care for 
the principal's issue under Internal Revenue Code section 2503( e) or aliy 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 exclusi6n under Internal 

. Revenue Section2503(b) of any successor statute. 

' . 
· G. To make gifts and other transfers without qonsideration or with less than 

full consideration, includ:iug 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 A.gent 
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 administered, to the persons who lawfully.take the assets wi¢.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 faw. 

UNLESS YOU DIRECT OTHERWISE ABOVE, TIIlS POWER OF ATTORNEY IS 
EFFECTIVE IM:M.EDIATELY AND WJLL 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 SENIENCE 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 APPOINTED MORE THAN ONE AGENT AND YOU WANT EACH 
AGENT TO BB ABLE TO ACT ALONE WITIIOUT TIIB OTIIBRAGENT JOINING, WRITE 
THE WORD "SEP ARATBLY" IN THE BLANK SPACE ABOVE. IF YOU DO NOT INSERT 
ANY WORD IN THE BLANK SPACE, OR IF YOU WRITE THE WORD "JOINTLY," THEN 
ALL OF YOUR AGENTS MUST ACT OR SIGN TOGETHER.) 

I agree that any third 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 thiid party for any claims that arise against the 
third party because of reliance on this power of attorney. 

Signed this -:z.. ' / '7 20~. 

BY ACCEPTING OR ACTING UNDER THE APPOINTMENT, THE AGENT ASSU1v.IBS 
THE FIDUCIARY AND OTHER LEGAL RBSPONSIBILITlES OF AN AGENT. 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA ) 
COUNTY OF CONTRA COSTA ) 

On M/'7 , 20&, before me, the undersigned, a Notary Public, personally 
appeared WILLIAM R. JACKSON, personally known to me (or proved to m~ on the basis of 
satisfactory evidence) to be the person whose nanie is subscribed to the witb.ID. iristrument and 
aclmowledged to me tliat: 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~ 
DAVID BROMLEY 

Commission :fl: 1374668 z 

Notary Public - Cafrfornia ~ 
Contra Costa County 

. MyComm. Expi!esSep 14, 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 settler" or "the 

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

1.4. Marital Status. The settler is not currently married. 

1.5. Identification of Living Child. The settler has one living child; Mark A. 

Moran, born July 20, 1972. 

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

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

terms 11child11 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 determined by the definitions of "child" and "children" set forth in this 

1 
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RECORDING REQUESTED BY 
Heather Robertson 

AND WHEN RECORDED MAIL TO 
Heather Robertson 
Heather Roberts9n 
8 Mount Tenaya Court 
San Rafael, California 94903 

APN: 3601-047 

N
FORMED COPY of document recorde4 co . . 

12/0112011 J2011J309434 
on with documen!!: "th the original 

This doeument ~as; not bc•m ~omp i£coRDER 
SAN FRANCISCO ASSESSOR- . 

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 California, described in Exhibit 
"A" attacht<1 hereto and incorporated.herein. 

Dated: September 22, 2011 
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ACKNOWLEDGMENT 

State of California 

County of San Francisco 

) 
) 
) 

On September 22, 20i1, before me, Heather Robertson, a notary public, personally 

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

. . evideppe to be fl.le persons ~~ose nap;i~ .~e Sl!hscn"bed to~~ :y4tltj_11jns~~t ~<1- ------· ------.. - _____ _ 

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~ 

executed the instrument. 

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

the foregoing paragraph is true and correct. 

WTINESS 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 
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THE 1AND REFERRED ID HEREIN BELOW JS SD1JA1B) lNTIU: OlYOF SAN FRANOSCO,. alUN1Y OfSAN 
FRANCISCO, SfAlE OF CAl.lfORHIA, AND JS DESCRJBB> AS fOWlWS: 

- -
Beginning at a point on the northerly lined Combertand 5bl!et, dislantthereon 155feet~fiom1he westBly 
rme «Sanchez Sbeet; and nming thence wesfl!dy along said line fl a.nbedand Sbeet25 feet; there at a right 
angle northeriy 1i4 feet; thence at a right angle easter1J 25 Ceet; and QIE!llCe ata rightanglesoullaedtf U4 feet to the 
point of begiauling.. · 

. _____ ... -·- . . ... --~--~--·---- ·-·-- -
·.- .. ----·-····· -

eeiOg part cl Mission Block No. ro7. 

APN: L.ot047, Block3601 
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C:ONFOR.MED COPY 
Or\ginal of this document is ln the 

~,~. nr: ". ,c 

Peter Landes ssq 
THIRD AMENDED AND RESTATED TRUST AGREEMENT 

.......... ~-.rt.'· 

OF 

NANCYL.KOKOLJTRUST 

THIS AMENDMENT TO AND RESTATEMENT OF TRUST AGREEMENT is 
entered into on .::JU L ::£. 'J.J , 2015, between NANCY L. KOJ{OLJ, referred to 
hereinafter, as the Settlor, Ci 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 

LL 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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REVOCABLETRUSTAGREEMENT 

THE ANNAM. CARTER AND DONALD RAY CARTER REVOCABLE TRUST -

Anna~· Carter and Donald Ray Carter, Trustors and Trustees 
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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 

-~-.r-. ·-=--;<-Tr----' 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.'" 

PARTEIGHf 

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 

Sl!-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 pmvisions ~f the trust agreement, 

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

IN WI1NESS WHEREOF, the parties hereto have executed this agreement 

effective the day and year first above written. 

Anna M. Carter, Tru.stor 

£>cm~~~ C~-4' (hucA-1;??~~ 
Donald Ray Carter, ru.stor 
By Anna M. Carter, his attorney-in-fact 

Anna M. Carter, Trustee 

20 
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

COUNTY OF A-~~ 
) 
) 
) 

. On this2-9Jh day of~M-: , 2005, before me, the undersigned Notary 

Public, personally appeared Anna M. Carter, ~ona:lly kaov.n 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 truster and as trustee and as attomey-in:-fact of Donald Ray Carter (trust01;), 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 
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THE l?ETER D. LARSEN AND JOAN L. WULF TRUST, 

Da~ed Dec~er 19, 1~95 

TRUSTEES' CERTIF·ICATION OF ';['RUST 

. . 
1~ Identity of Trustors and Trustees; Date of Trtlst. ·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.' 

~SEN AND JOAN L. WULF ft.UST, Dated December 19~ 1995," as 

restat~d on February ~' 2008 · · 

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

revocable inter vi vos grant~r trust.. The Trust · is in full \ 

force and effect. The Trustors have the po.wer to revoke the 

Trust. 

3. Signature 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, 1". 6012-3 {a) (9} and 301. 6109-1 (a} (2) provide 

that eithe.r Trustor•s Sqcial Sec;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 to 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 9ause 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. s 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 Se7tion 18100 .5 (h) provides that .any per~on 

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. 

DATED: i.)1-;; t 2008, at 
----;-~---

California. 

PETER D. LARSEN, Trustee 

JOAN 

- 2 -
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA ) . 

) SS, 

COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO ) 

On FeB(tJAIV/ . /3 , 2008, before rne, ?AmeL..4--C. '-/tJ1JJ_t:,J a Notary 
Public for the State of California, personally appe'ared PETER D. 
LARSEN and JOAN L. WULF, who proved to rne on the basis of 
satisfactory evidence to be the persons whose names are 
subscribed to the within instrument and ac.knowledged to me that 
they execµted 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. · 

~(}~ Notary Public 

- 3 
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The Lyon 1999 Revoca.b~e Trust 

March _9 I 2012 

Stephen c. Lyon and Suzanne S. Lyon, hu?b?.~g ~nd wife, sometimes 

referred to herein as "Sett3=ors" and sometimes as 11 T:c~ste~s ''r. 

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

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

to be held subject to the following terms and cond~tions: 

1.. COMMuNITY PROPERTY: Any community property 

transferred to the Trust shall remain conununity property after 

its transfer. Additionally, Settlors, here,by declare that ariy 

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·corrun.unity property 

transfered to the trust estate than either of the Settlors 

w.oul.d hav.e had under Cali:jfer-nia Civil Code, concerning 

co:ro:ro.unity property, had this Trust not been created, and this 

;!.n~trwn~nt shall he so interpreted t0 achieve this intention. 

This limitation shall terminate on the death of either Settlor should 

the survi~n.g S~tt.lor 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 

·living, Adam W. Lyon and Chad H. Lyon, both adults and all 

2049 
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_, 
<:<~,;.~>) . :4i:,_., ... · .• . .- ....... 

Set tlors ,_,{)'ij~idf t~t)~;;;; · ---~-- .,i ,J ·h\ 1.':; ... -" .. l.,_"".·~'"'"i. ,,__,~ .. ___ .. _.(_(_._L_
1 

'.;1;}:' .. ..., .. __ ". 
Stephen C.. Lyon USuzanne S. Lyon 

State of California 
Coumty of Sari Fran1dsco 

.; ) 
.. .1suzanne S. Lyon 

o On Maren 9, 2012 before me, M. Zermeno, l\lotarv Public, per:3onally appeared Stephen C. ILyon and 
~ Suzanne s;, Lyon who proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be the persons whose 

names are subscribed to the? within i.1strument and aci<nowledged to rne that they execL\ted the 
same in thE~ir authorized capacities, and that by their signatures on the instrument the p1:rsons, 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 fon:.going 
paragraph i.s tr.ue and correct. 

WrrNESS mv hand and official seal. 
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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, secutj.ties, 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 Declaration 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 IR.As, 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 au 
affirmation of trust ownership which shall be binding on his heirs, admiriistrators, 
executors and assigns. 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the undersigned has executed this instrument 

tbisl.ffayof d~2oos. 

BY:~ik::J 
State of California } 
County of Alameda } 

Trustee/Settlor 

On t/db-~ ff , 2005, before me, Heather Tremain, aNotaryPublic·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~~ 
~~~. :0E:!r:~~:1· ~ 

Notary Pubfic - Callfomla ~ 
Alameda County -

My Comm. Expires Nov 5, 2008 
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APPLICATION FOR. 

I. Appl1ccinl ancl Project lnfon ncit.io11 

APPLICANT NAM.E: . 

E,..-u u.. Bow( II\ 
APPLICANT AODFU;<SS: 

\.[ o Ho 2. D "1" )1 

TELEPHONE: 

<t1 <) 53 3 0 $' 8 " 
EMAIL: 

.-,,-

........ .;;i. 

~t:-

-t.. 
I : 

N 

)Ow\ f ~c ~<i.£.b CA 

NEIQH60AH000 ORGANIZATION NAME: 

. bV"l"t~.r. bow~ jlC4.o.t l..f4'6- .. ; 
.N 

~ . . . -:J 
l . 

: NEIGHBOAJtD ~R~~~!N~DDAtl ~ \ jkil '°!: J.t-l VO\f'.ct. ~ ~ )'. <: ~4 \ 
: TELEPHONE: 

C? a 1><¥<. J '{ '-l 2 (. 

s~""- WO\lll C.:\.S'°" CA q "\t t '1 · EMAIL: 

. PROJECT ADDRESS: 

3\l- °3>1..) c~~l~ot. ~--r-
·. PLANNING CASE NO.: . SLllLOING PERMIT APPLICATION NO.: 

. 4\J l"(. ""' l., ... '\ g tJ 

. 1.0 \'(. 0 <.a.1 . '\ ()'1..<.> 

~~- Fir2quir(:1d Criteria for Grantin~i Waiver 

(All must be satisfied; please attach supporting materials) 

DATE OF DECISION UF ANY): 

I.Yi 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. 

f/i 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. 

[~ The appellant is appealing on behalf of an organization that has bean 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. 

Ill The appellant is appealing on behalf of a neighborhood organization that is affected by the project and 
that is the subject of the appeal. 

2054 

3 



For Oapnrlment Use Only 

Applicati.on received by Planning Department: 

By:_·-·-·" 

Submission Checklist: 

[] APPELLANT AUTHORIZATION 

[] CURRENT ORGANIZATION REGISTRATION 

CJ MINIMUM ORGANIZATION AGE 

[] PROJECT IMPACT ON ORGANIZATION 

[l WAIVER APPROVED [) WAIVER DENIED 
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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 

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

ry-4766006.php. See also attached Meeting Not~ce 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 
establishecjjn 1980 in response to the demoliticm of housing §l_nd 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. 

~t~ 
John O'Duinn 
Chair, Board of Dolores Heights Improvement Club. 

2057 



lpper Market 

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

Bruce Murphy 
President 
Eureka Va!!eyTrails/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:ancisco, CA 94114-1709 

Andrea Aie!!o 
Administrator . 
Castro Upper Market Community Benefit 
District 
584 Castro Strei=t #336 
San Francisco, CA 94114 

Carol Glanvi!!e 
President 
Mt. Olympus Neighbors Association 
290 Upper Terrace 
San Francisco, CA 94117 

Edward Scruggs 
0 
Eureka/17th Street Neighbors 
4134 17th Street 
San Francisco, 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 O 
0 
Dolores Heights Improvement C!ub-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 
Supervisor, District 8 
Board of Supervisors 
1 Dr. Carlton B Goodlett Place, Room #244 
San Francisco, CA 94102-4689 
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Bi!! Tannenbaum 
a· 
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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 Francisco, 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 Francisco, 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 Francisco, 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 Ciub 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. beauti:ficatio~ garden projectS, etc. 

The Club was responsible for the drafting and implementation. of the 
Dolores Height Special Use District legislation in 1980 and impleme:n.tation 
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 

_Qy_ (~_J:u.J!ch, ~~th ~tree~ Noe Street and 22nd Street. Residents of adjoining 
blocks are alsc»-welcome' fu 1om.-~~~,.-~---- .. -,, -· -~·--.. -~ ... : <-~-~-~"'''"""'-"'", .. .,,-_,_...,__, ·"- . 

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 

Information can also be obtained by cilling: 
Tom Holder, Club Secretary, at 285-9530. 

Board of Directors 

Jean Burbank Dave Evers 
700 ctJurch ~ Liberty 

Bruce Muncil Ron Rica 
336 Cumberland 10 Rayburn 

Tom Holder 
3680 21st 

Henr}r Shapiro 
361 Hill 

Bob Kilfian 
36402Znd 

2060 

Rick Lobshure David Meyer 
3676 Z1st , ~46 Liberty 



IlJ)(Q) IL(Q) JR1E§ JHDEJI CG IHTir§ 
RESIDENTIAL DESIGN GUIDELINES 

March1998 
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PREPARED BY THE DESIGN REVIEW COMMITTEE 
OF TIIB DOLORES HEIGHTS 1MPROVEMENT CLUB 

Donald E. Earlenbaugh 
Stephen Lomika 

Philip Mathews, Architect 
Stephen O,Connell, Urban Planner 

Jerry Pike, Architect 

DHIC 
3732 21st Street, San Francisco, CA 94114 

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

crom: 
>ent: 

To: 

Cc: 

Subject: 

Categories: 

Good afternoon, 

Carroll, John (BOS) 
Monday, June 06, 2016 1 :36 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 Planning 
Department, concerning the Conditional Use Authorization Appeal for the proposed project at 313-323 Cumberland 
Street. 

Planning Response - June 6, 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 

• IC.b 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 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 web~ite or in other public documents that members 
of the public may inspect or copy. 

1 
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DATE: 

TO: 

FROM: 

SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

APPEAL OF CONDITIONAL USE AUTHORIZATION 

313-323 Cumberland Street. 

June 6, 2016 

Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board of Supervisors 

John Rahaim, Planning Director - Planning Department ( 415) 558-6411 
Erika Jackson, Case Planner - Planning Department ( 415) 558-6363 

RE: File No. 160527, Planning Case No. 2013.1213CUA - Appeal of the approval of 
Conditional Use Authorization for 313-323 Cumberland Street 

HEARING DATE: June 7, 2016 

ATTACHMENTS: 
A. Planning Commission Executive Summary, Exhibits, & Final Motion No. 19604 
B. Project Sponsor Drawings - Revised May 27, 2016 

PROJECT SPONSOR: Reuben, Junius & Rose, LLP, One Bush Street, Suite 600, San Francisco, CA 94104 

APPELLANT: Bruce Bowen, 4016 20th Street, San Francisco, CA 94114 

INTRODUCTION: 

This memorandum and the attached documents are a response to the letter of appeal to the Board of 
Supervisors ("Board") regarding the Planning Commission's ("Commission") approval of the application 
for Conditional Use Authorization under Planning Code Sections 207 (Dwelling Unit Density Limits), 
209:1 (Residential, House Districts), 303 (Conditional Use Authorization) and 317 (Loss of Dwelling Units 
through Demolition, Merger, and Conversion), 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 ("the Project"). 

This response addresses the appeal ("Appeal Letter") to the Board filed on May 2, 2016 by Bruce Bowen, 
representing neighbors in opposition to the project. The Appeal Letter referenced the Proposed Project in 
Case No. 2013.1213CUA. 

The decision before the Board is whether to uphold or overturn the Planning Commission's approval of 
Conditional Use Authorization to demolish a single-family structure and construct a new two-family 
structure at 313-323 Cumberland Street. 

Memo 
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Appeal of Conditional Use Authorization 
Hearing Date: June 7, 2016 

SITE DESCRIPTION & PRESENT USE: 

File No. 160526 
Planning Case No. 2013.1213CUA 

313 Cumberland Street 

The project is located on the southern side of Cumberiand 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. 

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 immediately behind the 
subject property are 50 feet wide, however, the adjacent lot on Cumberland Street is 25 feet wide. 

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. 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. 

BACKGROUND: 

2014 - Building Pennit Application Filed 
On March 31, 2014, the Project Sponsor conducted a mandatory Pre-Application Meeting with adjacent 
neighbors and neighborhood organizations to describe the project and receive initial feedback. The initial 
Proposed Project was to merge lots 043 and 044, demolish the existing dwelling on lot 043, and construct 
a new three-story over garage , single-family dwelling. 

On June 27, 2014, the Project Sponsor filed Building Permit Applications with the Department of Building 
Inspection for the demolition of a single-family structure on Lot 043 and the new construction of a single

family structure on Lots 043 and 044. 

On September 2, 2014, the Project Sponsor filed a Lot Line Adjustment Application with the Department 
of Public Works for the merger of Lots 043 and 044. 

On September 24, 2014, the Environmental Planning division of the Planning Department ("Department") 

found the project to be categorically exempt from environmental review per Classes 1 and 3 of the 
California Environmental Quality Act ("CEQA"). 

SAN FRANCISCO. 2 
Pl.Al'llllllNG l:>IW~ 
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Appeal of Conditional Use Authorization 
Hearing Date: June 7, 2016 

201412015 - Planning Staff Design Review 

File No. 160526 
Planning Case No. 2013.1213CUA 

313 Cumberland Street 

On August 14, 2014, October 16, 2014, and February 25, 2015, the Residential Design Team reviewed the 
project and subsequent revisions for compliance with the Residential Design Guidelines. 

2015- Demolition Pennit Review, Neighborhood Notice and Discretionary Review Applications 
On February 3, 2015, the dwelling unit demolition was reviewed and approved administratively because 
the structure has a value greater than 80% of the combined land and structure values of single-family 
homes in San Francisco1. 

On May 7, 2015, neighborhood notification for the new construction pursuant to Planning Code Section 
311 was mailed. It expired on June 8, 2015. 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. 

On June 8, 2015, two neighbor initiated Discretionary Review Applications were filed. After the DR 
Applications were filed, the Project Sponsor modified the project to merge lots 043 and 044, demolish the 
existing dwelling on lot 043, and construct a new three-story over garage, two-family dwelling. The new 
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 in an RH-1 Zoning District. 

2015 - Planning Staff Design Review 
On September 10, 2015, the Residential Design Team (RDT) reviewed the DR Applicant'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, improve upon the vertical proportions of the 
building, and reinforce a more neighborhood-compatible scale and proportion. 

On October 26, 2015, the Department held a Policy Coordination meeting and subsequently encouraged 
the Project Sponsor to revise the project to include a replacement structure that contained two dwelling 
units rather than one dwelling unit in order to 1) replace the existing dwelling unit with a comparable 
unit and 2) preserve the predominant density in the neighborhood of one unit per 25 foot wide lot. 

2015 - Conditional Use Authorization Application Filed 
On December 9, 2015, the Project Sponsor submitted a Conditional Use Authorization application to 
demolish a single-family structure and construct a new two-family structure on a 5,700 squ(l.re foot lot. 
The DR applications were superseded by the Conditional Use Application. The Discretionary Review 
Applications were withdrawn and the fees refunded to the applicants. 

1 Planning Code Section 317(d)(3)(A) limits the application of the Conditional Use process within single-family 
zoning districts to only those units that have a level of affordability. Specifically, this section states: "The Planning 
Commission shall determine a level of affordability or financial accessibility, such that Single-Family Residential 
Buildings on sites in RH-1 and RH-1 (D) Districts that are demonstrably not affordable or financially accessible, 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 Conditional Use hearing." 

SAN FRANCISCO 3 
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Appeal of Conditional Use Authorization 
Hearing Date: June 7, 2016 

File No. 160526 
Planning Case No. 2013.1213CUA 

313 Cumberland Street 

On January 21, 2016, the Environmental Planning division of the Department found the project to be 
categorically exempt from environmental review per Classes 1 and 3 of the California Environmental 
Quality Act (Case No. 2013.1213E). 

2016 - Conditional Use Authorization Hearing 

At the March 31, 2016 Commission hearing, the Commission approved Conditional Use Authorization 
pursuant to Planning Code Sections 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. 

The Conditional Use Authorization was approved via Resolution Number 196042 (Attached) with 
Conditions as amended to include: 

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-unit building. 

2016 - Planning Staff Design Review 
Since the Planning Commission hearing, the architect has submitted revisions to address the improved 
exposure and parking ratio (plans dated May 27, 2016). The Department is still working with the 
architect to find a design that meets the intent of the Planning Commission's direction for improved 
exposure to the second unit. 

CONDITIONAL USE AUTHORIZATION REQUIREMENTS: 

Planning Code Section 303 establishes criteria for the Commission to consider when reviewing all 
applications for Conditional Use authorization. To approve the project, the Commission must find that 
these criteria have been met: 

1. That 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; and 

2. That such use or feature as proposed will not be detrimental to the health, safety, convenience or 
general welfare of persons residing or working in the vicinity, or injurious to property, 
improvements or potential development in the vicinity, with respect to aspects including but not 
limited to the following: 

a. The nature of the proposed site, including its size and shape, and the proposed size, 
shape and arrangement of structures; 

b. 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; 

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

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

2 Resolution Number 19604 incorporated a number of Department recommended conditions plus the additional three 
conditions from the Commission as described above. 

SAN FRANCJSCO 4 
PLAllll\IU~O l;)J;;PARTMan" 

2068 



Appeal of Conditional Use Authorization 
Hearing Date: June 7, 2016 

File No. 160526 
Planning Case No. 2013.1213CUA 

313 Cumberland Street 

3. That such use or feature as proposed will comply with the applicable provisions of this Code and 
will not adversely affect the Master Plan. 

In addition, Planning Code Section 317 establishes further criteria for the Commission to consider when 
reviewing applications to demolish or convert residential buildings. These criteria apply to all 
applications to demolish or convert residential buildings. Unlike the Section 303 findings above which 
must be met, the Section 317 criteria must only be considered by the Commission. While the Commission 
must consider all of the 317 criteria, it is within the Commission's discretion to decide how prioritize 
these criteria in determining the overall public value of each project. The Section 317 criteria are as 
follows: 

1. Whether the ProjectSponsor 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 50-percent.. A 
residential building that is unsound may be approved for demolition. 

2. Whether the property is free of a history of serious, continuing Code violations; 
3. Whether the housing has been maintained in a decent, safe, and sanitary condition; 
4. Whether the property is an "historical resource" under CEQA; 
5. Whether the removal of the resource will have a substantial adverse impact under CEQA; 
6. Whether the project converts rental housing to other forms of tenure or occupancy; 
7. Whether the project removes rental units subject to the Rent Stabilization and Arbitration 

'Ordinance or affordable housing; 
8. Whether the project conserves existing housing to preserve cultural and economic neighborhood 

diversity; 
9. Whether the project conserves neighborhood character to preserve neighborhood cultural and 

economic diversity; 
10. Whether the project protects the relative affordability of existing housing; 
11. Whether the project increases the number of permanently affordable units as governed by Section 

415; 
12. Whether the project locates in-fill housing on appropriate sites in established neighborhoods; 
13. Whether the project increases the number of family-sized units on-site; 
14. Whether the project creates new supportive housing; 
15. Whether the project is· of superb architectural and urban design, meeting all relevant design 

guidelines, to enhance existing neighborhood character; 
16. Whether the project increases the number of on-site dwelling units; 
17. Whether the project increases the number of on-site bedrooms. 

APPELLANT ISSUES AND PLANNING DEPARTMENT RESPONSES: 

The concerns raised in the Appeal Letter are cited in a summary below and are followed by the 
Department's response: 

ISSUE #1: The appellant claims that the lot 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. 
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RESPONSE #1: The Project will 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. Denial of the Conditional Use 
Authorization will not compel the construction of stand-alone single-family homes. 

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 from 
the subject property on Cumberland (Block 3601, Lot 45), another immediately behind the subject 
property (fronting 20th Street) (Block 3601, Lot 15), one adjacent to (Block 3601, Lot 16), and another just 
few properties from the subject property on Cumberland (Block 3601, Lot 50). The project will be 
compatible with the surrounding neighborhood density by proposing two units on a double-wide lot. 

By constructing two units on a double wide lot, the density remains the same as the immediate 
neighborhood. As the appellant notes, lot mergers are currently allowed in this district without the need 
for Conditional Use Authorization. The lot merger does not remove the potential for the construction of 
an additional dwelling unit. The Conditional Use Authorization process that this proposal underwent 
allows for increased density on a lot. Therefore, a larger lot size does not necessarily imply a lower 
density or unit count. The project proposes two residential units; the same number of units would be 
allowed on the lots if they remained unmerged. Additionally, when the Planning Commission approved 
the Conditional Use, they required that the Project Sponsor record a Notice of Special Restrictions against 
the property requiring that it remain a two unit building, thus protecting the density and removing the 
ability to convert the multi-family structure to a single-family unit in the future. Therefore, the lot merger 
would not result in the loss of density. The Planning Commission also directed Planning Staff to 
continue to work with the architect on improving the characteristics of the second unit, focusing on 
exposure, access to the garage, design of the main entrance. Both units have equal access to the rear yard 
and the garage. The lead agency on a lot merger is the Public Works. On September 2, 2014, the Project 
Sponsor filed a Lot Line Adjustment Application with Public Works for the merger of Lots 043 and 044. 
The Planning Department acts as a referral agency and reviews the application for compliance with the 
Planning Code and General Plan. The lot merger application is still pending and if approved, may be 
appealed at a later date. 

ISSUE #2: The appellant claims that the proposed second unit will never be used by another family due 
to its subordinate status, its subterranean location adjacent to the garnge door and laundry, and the lack 
of natural light. 

RESPONSE #2: Although the City cannot compel occupancy of any residential unit, the Commission 
has taken steps to ensure that two separate units are added to the City's housing stock and will be 
maintained as two separate, family-sized dwelling units. 

With the approval of the Conditional Use Authorization, the Planning Commission required that the 
Project Sponsor record a Notice of Special Restrictions against the property requiring that it remain a two 
unit building, thus protecting the density and removing the ability to convert the multi-family structure 
to a single-family unit in the future. 

During the Commissioner's discussion at the Conditional Use hearing, the Commissioners discussed that 
the proposed lot merger may actually result in a building that is more consistent with the existing 
neighborhood character. 
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On the question of /1 affordable by design", the Commissioners stated that if the lots remained separate, it 
would be unlikely that two buildings would be constructed. Further, the Commissioners felt it would be 
likely that both new buildings could potentially be larger than the proposed building due to the 
significant setbacks that are required for the proposed building along the west side property line and the 
front property line. The proposed building does not fill the entire developable area of the lot, whereas 
two new buildings may be approved to fill the developable area of the lot. The Commissioners also 
discussed how if two buildings were constructed with one unit each, both houses would likely still be 
unaffordable. With the price/value of the lots, it would be difficult to find a developer that would be able 
to afford constructing a small cottage on the vacant lot. By building one family-sized unit and including a 
second smaller unit; the Commissioners felt this solution was as close to the concept of "affordable by 
design" as could be achieved given the current real estate market conditions. 

The Commission directed the Project Sponsor to work with Planning staff to improve the exposure to the 
second unit in their Conditions of Approval. The Project Sponsor has submitted the revised drawings 
(dated May 27, 2016) with increased exposure to the living area of the second unit. Planning Staff has 
directed the Project Sponsor to provide exposure on at least a half of the rear wall of the living area of the 
second unit. If the Commission's Conditional Use authorization is upheld by the Board of Supervisors, 
staff will continue to pursue this Commission direction. 

The existing building is both unaffordable and is vacant. Rebuilding a new building is warranted and 
consistent with the housing policies of the General Plan. Ensuring that the new building is complemented 
with an additional but subordinate unit furthers the goal of "affordable by design" for new housing. 
Further, constructing a new building with more bedrooms and two family-sized units to replace the 
existing one-bedroom house is consistent with the criteria in Planning Code Section 317. 

Mayor's Executive Directive 13-01 prioritizes both the building of new housing as well as the retention of 
existing housing stock. The Plm:;ming Commissioners weighed the importance of retaining existing 
housing and the construction of new housing in their decision and decided that the project was necessary 
and desirable because it would add two larger units with more bedrooms in exchange for the demolition 
of the existing smaller one bedroom unit. With their direction to improve the quality of the 
characteristics of the lower unit, the City gains two new family-sized units. 

ISSUE #3: The appellant believes that the Project failed to meet the Conditional Use requirements that the 
Proposed Project is necessary or desirable for, and compatible with, the neighborhood or the community. 

RESPONSE #3: Contrary to the appellant's claims, the Commission did find the project to be both 
necessary and desirable for the neighborhood as well as compatible. 

These findings were made in Motion No. 19604, via Finding 10, A-D. See attached motion for the 
Commission's complete findings. In summary, the Commission's findings weigh the essence of the 
project and whether two lots with one dwelling unit should be replaced by one lot with two dwelling 
units. 

The Project Sponsor's original proposal to construct a single-family dwelling would have been Code 
complying and would not have required a Conditional Use authorization. However, given that the 
prevailing density of the neighborhood is to have at least one unit per 25' lot and given the City's dire 
need for additional housing; the Department encouraged the Project Sponsor to revise the project so as to 
provide two units when merging these two 25' wide lots in order to 1) replace the existing dwelling unit 
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with a comparable unit and 2) preserve the predominant density in the neighborhood of one unit per 25 
foot wide lot. 

As described, the existing project site consists of a vacant lot (313 Cumberland), which is proposed to be 
merged with the adjacent lot (323 Cumberland) that is currently contains an approximately 877 square 
foot one-story over basement building. By including two units in the Proposed Project, the project is 
desirable by avoiding a loss of potential dwelling units. The project will construct two new dwelling 
units, including two family-sized units, and replace a vacant one-bedroom single-family residence. The 
new residential units, and in particular the unit suitable for a family, is in dire need in San Francisco, 
which currently has an unmet need for housing and a decreasing number of families. This change 
requested by the Department preserves the predominant density in the neighborhood of one unit per 25' 
wide lot. 

The Project is further necessary and desirable because it will create a high-quality residential building 
with two units within an established residential neighborhood, complying with existing zoning control 
standards, and General Plan policies that encourage quality housing. 

The Commission also found that the project is, on balance, consistent with the other required findings 
including Dwelling Unit Removal findings per Planning Code Section 317 (Finding 11, i-xviii), Objectives 
and Policies of the General Plan (Finding 12), and the Priority Planning policies per Planning Code 
Section 101.1 (Finding 13). Findings of consistency require a balancing of policies and a determination of 
overall consistency. In preparing proposed findings for the Commission's consideration, the Department 
identified those criteria, objectives, and policies that were most applicable to the Project, as is its practice, 
and the Commission, in approving the motion, agreed with the Department and embraced the findings as 
their own. See the attached motion for the specifics. 

ISSUE #4: The appellant claims that the demolition of the existing small home removes relatively 
affordable housing, is contrary to Planning Code Section 317 criteria, General Plan policies, Conditional 
Use finding requirements, Proposition Mand the intent of the Dolores Heights Special Use District. 

RESPONSE #4: The existing building is not considered to be affordable or financially accessible 
housing because it is exceeding the Planning Code Section 317(d)(3)(A)definition for affordability in 
that it is above the 80% average price of single-family homes in San Francisco. The Commission also 
found that the project is, on balance, consistent with the other required findings including Dwelling 
Unit Removal findings per Planning Code Section 317 (Finding 11, i-xviii), Objectives and Policies of 
the General Plan (Finding 12), and the Priority Planning policies per Planning Code Section 101.1 
(Finding 13). 

An appraisal report, dated December 14, 2015, valued the home at $1,680,000, which is above the 80% 
average price of single-family homes (currently set at $1,630,000). Homes at this price range are 
determined to exceed San Francisco affordability levels per the Planning Code. The Project would 
demolish one dwelling unit (1 bedroom total) to be replaced with two dwelling units (5 bedrooms total), 
a net increase of one dwelling unit and 4 bedrooms. 

Findings of consistency with the General Plan require a balancing of policies and a determination of 
overall consistency. In preparing proposed findings for the Commission's consideration, the Department 
identified those criteria, objectives, and policies that were most applicable to the Project, as is its practice, 
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and the Commission, in approving the motion, agreed with the Department and embraced the findings as 
their own. 

Specifically, the Planning Commission found that "the Project would develop a partially 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-1 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 given 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 adjacent structures and provides several setbacks along the east side property 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 visually reduce the massing of the structure." See the 
attached motion for more specific findings related to the Planning Code and the General Plan. 

ISSUE #5: The appellant believes that the proposed new construction 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. 

RESPONSE #5: The Proposed Project is thoroughly compatible with the neighborhood and multiple 
changes have been made during review to ensure that it is consistent with the City's Residential 
Design Guidelines, the Dolores Heights Special Use District and the General Plan. 

The Residential Design Guidelines. 

The Proposed Project is consistent with the scale and character of the neighborhood and does comply 
with the Residential Design Guidelines. The initial project was reviewed by the Residential Design Team 
(RDT) three times and the Project Sponsor made corresponding revisions to the project before the 
Planning Code Section 311 neighborhood notice was mailed. The RDT gave the following comments: 

August 14, 2014 Residential Design Team Comments 

• Building massing and volumes that are closer to the street should better reflect 25-foot lot 
width/building massing found in the immediate context. (RDGs, p. 23-25, 28-29) 

• Solid-to-void ratio fenestration pattern and window proportions should draw from the 
surrounding context. (RDGs, p. 44-46) 

• Modem design and roofline is compatible with the mixed character of the neighborhood. (RDGs, 
p. 10, 30) 

October 16, 2014 Residential Design Team Comments 

• The RDT supports the revised project The forward most mass has been reduced to 25' in width 
to better respond to adjacent 25' wide lots and structures. (RDGs pgs. 23-25 & 28-29) 

February 25, 2015 Residential Design Team Comments 

• The latest revision has reintroduced the building's emphasis on horizontality with the feature 
that frames the ceiling and floor at the floor level above the garage, thus accentuating the 
building's width. Please explore ways to reduce the emphasis on width so that it responds better 
to neighborhood which is characterized by buildings that are 25' in width. (RDGs page 29) 
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September 10, 2015 Residential Design Team Comments 

In addition, the RDT reviewed the Appellant's concerns (under the Discretionary Review Application) 
related to building scale and massing, neighborhood compatibility, rooflines, and front setback of the 
new structure. The RDT had the following comments: 

In order to improve upon the vertical proportions of the building, and reinforce a more neighborhood
compatible scale and proportion, please make the following changes in order for the RDT to support the 
project: 

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

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

• Limit the amount of glazing on the front fa<;ade; RDT recommends eliminating the panels of glass 
along the west side of the fa<;ade at the first and second floors, replacing them with a solid 
material. This will help to reduce the apparent width of the fa<;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) 

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

• Roofline DR Concerns: The neighborhood contains varied roof forms and widths; the proposed 
roof form and width, with the aforementioned changes, will be in-keeping with the mixed 
neighborhood character. 

• Front Setback DR Concerns: The proposed front and side setbacks together respect the stepped 
setback pattern that follows the topography of the block, and is in-keeping with the mixed 
neighborhood pattern. 

November 13, 2015 Project Sponsor Revised Project 

• Project Sponsor submits revised project in response to Residential Design Team comments. The 
Project Sponsor complied with all.RDT comments from September 10, 2015. 

In advance of the hearing, The Department 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 Club. The Department 
has also received petitions both in support and in opposition of the Proposed Project. 

At the Conditional Use hearing, 21 people spoke in opposition to the project and 12 people spoke in favor 
of the project. During the Commissioner's discussion at the Conditional Use hearing, the Commissioners 
discussed how the opposition for the project is from the larger community and that the adjacent property 
owners are all in support of the project. The Commission acknowledged that it was difficult to suggest 
specific changes to design and scale of a building without an .immediately adjacent neighbor concern to 
respond to. 

The Subject Property is located in the Castro/Upper Market neighborhood. The Property is located on a 
residential block that is predominantly defined by single-family dwellings constructed between the 
1900's and 2000's in a mix of architectural styles, ranging from modem to historic constructed with a 
variety of building materials. Building heights are generally one to three stories over garage, with most 
buildings having ground floor garage entrances. 
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The new building respects the topography and is compatible with other buildings on the street. The 
subject lots are near the crest of a hill on Cumberland Street. The proposed building responds to the 
downsloping topography along Cumberland Street by stepping down the fac;ade of the new building. 
The subject lots are upsloping lots and the proposed structure is built into the hillside and is setback 
approximately 8 feet from the front property line, which is the average of the two adjacent building 
setbacks and serves as a transition between the two adjacent properties. The site design respects this 
upsloping nature of the subject lots. The subject lots are adjacent to lots that front on Sanchez Street along 
the eastern side property line. Along that side, the building has been designed with a series of setbacks to 
transition between the adjacent building on the west side at 327 Cumberland Street and the adjacent rear 
yards on the east side. This design also minimizes privacy and light impacts to the adjacent building to 
the east at 311 Cumberland Street. The overall scale of the proposed replacement structure is consistent 
with the block face and is complementary to the neighborhood character. 

The replacement building is compatible with the established 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 
garage 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-):>lock open space. The proposed building has been designed at a depth less than the adjacent 
building to the east and has incorporated setbacks along the eastern side property line that abuts rear 
yards. The building's form, fac;ade width, proportions, 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 ori the third floor, is compatible with other longer rooflines in the immediate 
vicinity ranging up to 50 feet wide. 

The location of the entrance is consistent with the predominant pattern of elevated entrances with a 
covered porch found on the south side of Cumberland Street. The length and type of windows along the 
primary fac;ade is compatible with the mixed character found throughout the neighborhood. The garage 
door is limited to a width of 12 feet and the curb cut is limited to 10 feet. The placement and scale of the 
architectural details are compatible with the residential character of this neighborhood. The proposed 
windows are contemporary but residential in character, and are compatible with the window patterns 
found on neighboring buildings. The materials for the front fac;ade are contemporary in style, with 
painted metal panels, aluminum windows and doors, clear wood siding, wooden screens, and stone 
cladding; however, they are compatible with the existing buildings in the neighborhood. The exterior 
materials articulate the building's structure and mass. 

The Dolores Heights Special Use District. 

The Proposed Project is consistent with the intent and the requirements of Dolores Heights Special Use 
District in Planning Code Section 241. The intent of the Section is to preserve and provide for an 
established area with a unique character and balance of built and natural environment, with public and 
private view corridors and panoramas, to conserve existing buildings, plant materials and planted spaces, 
to prevent unreasonable obstruction of view and light by buildings or plant materials, and to encourage 
development in context and scale with established character and landscape. The Proposed Project has 
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incorporated many setbackS and design elements to ensure that the public and private view corridors are 
protected to the adjacent properties. 

The Proposed Project complies with the requirements of a rear yard of 45% of lot depth and a maximum 
height of 35 feet above grade. The Project Sponsor has worked with adjacent neighbors to ensure that 
private view corridors are protected and that there is not an unreasonable obstruction of view and light. 
The front setback, which is the average of the adjacent buildings, and the height of 35 feet will ensure that 
views from public corridors are protected. The Proposed Project creates a balance between the built and 
the natural environment by creating a landscaped 7' -10" front setback with terraced landscaping, 
planters, landscaped steps, and a permeable driveway. Currently, the vacant lot contains a large amount 
of vegetation and the developed lot has a 22 foot non-permeable driveway and staircase in the front. The 
Proposed Project will also provide 3 street trees along the street frontage. 

The General Plan. 

The General Plan policies both encourage the retention of existing housing as well as the production of 
new housing. It is a rare project that is consistent with the General Plan in its entirety. Therefore, the 
question remains is the proj_ect, on balance, consistent with the Plan. In this case, the answer is yes. While 
Finding 12 of Motion No. 19604 describes a number of policies that are weighed for this project from the 
Housing Element, the Recreation and Open Space Element, the Transportation Element, and the Urban 
Design Element, this response focuses on the following policies from the Housing Element: 

• OBJECTIVE 1: IDENTIFY AND MAKE AVAILABLE FOR DEVELOPMENT ADEQUATE 
SITES TO MEET THE CITY'S HOUSING NEEDS, ESPECIALLY PERMANENTLY 
AFFORDABLE HOUSING. 

• POLICY 1.1: Plan for the full range of housing needs in the City and County of San 
Francisco, especially affordable housing. 

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

• POLICY 2.1: Discourage the demolition of sound existing housing, unless the 
demolition results in a net increase in affordable housing. 

• OBJECTIVE 4: FOSTER A HOUSING STOCK THAT MEETS THE NEEDS OF ALL 
RESIDENTS ACROSS LIFECYCLES. 

• POLICY 4.1: Develop new housing, and encourage the remodeling of existing 
housing, for families with children. 

• .OBJECTIVE 11: SUPPORT AND RESPECT THE DIVERSE AND DISTINCT 

SAN FRANCJSGO 

CHARACTER OF SAN FRANCISCO'S NEIGHBORHOODS. 

• Policy 11.1: Promote the construction and rehabilitation of well-designed housing 
that emphasizes beauty, flexibility, and innovative design, and respects existing 
neighborhood character. 

• Policy 11.2: Ensure implementation of accepted design standards in project 
approvals. 
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• Policy 11.3: Ensure growth is accommodated without substantially and adversely 
impacting existing residential neighborhood character. 

• Policy 11.4: Continue to utilize zoning districts which conform to a generalized 
residential land use and density plan and the General Plan. 

• Policy 11.5: Ensure densities in established residential areas promote compatibility 
with prevailing neighborhood character. 

• Policy 11.6: Foster a sense of community through architectural design, using features 
that promote community interaction. 

• Policy 11.8: Consider a neighborhood's character when integrating new uses, and 
minimize disruption caused by expansion of institutions into residential areas. 

ISSUE #6: The appellant claims that the entitlement process for this project was flawed by political 
interference. 

RESPONSE #6: Public hearings before the Planning Commission are scheduled to accommodate the 
Commission's calendar, City staff and project sponsor availability, and the availability of other 
interested parties; such scheduling considerations are not indicative of improper political interference. 

The appellant claims the entitlement process for this project has been flawed and refers to the scheduling 
of the Planning Commission hearing and this appeal hearing before the Board of Supervisors, among 
other things. The Department can only respond to actions conducted by the Planning Commission and 
Department, specifically the scheduling of the project's hearing before the Planning Commission. 

Public hearings before the Planning Commission are scheduled based on consideration of a number of 
considerations, including availability of Department and other City staff, the Commission's constraints of 
the Commission's calendar, the availability of the project sponsor's team, and the availability of other 
interested parties. Once scheduled, public hearings on projects are routinely continued for the same 
reasons. Here, the public hearing was calendared taking these considerations into account and was 
ultimately held on March 31, 2016, not February 4, as referenced by the appellant in his allegations. 

ISSUE #7: The appellant claims that the neighborhood opposition to the project was not given sufficient 
weight in the decision-making process. 

RESPONSE #7: The Planning Commission heard and considered all public comment, both in 
opposition to and in support of the Proposed Project in the decision-making process. 

In advance of the hearing, the Department 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 Club. The Department 
has also received petitions both in support and in opposition of the Proposed Project. 
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At the Conditional Use hearing, 21 people spoke in opposition to the project and 12 people spoke in favor 
of the project. During the Commissioner's discussion at the Conditional Use hearing, the Commissioners 
discussed how the opposition for the project is from the larger community and that the adjacent property 
owners are all in support of the project. The Commission acknowledged that it was difficult to suggest 
specific changes to design and scale of a building without an immediately adjacent neighbor concern to 
respond to. 

CONCLUSION: 

For the reasons stated above, the Department recommends that the Board uphold the Commission's 
decision in approving the Conditional Use authorization to demolish a single-family structure and 
construct a new two-family structure, and deny the Appellant's request for appeal. 

,, 
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Block/Lot; ·3601/043~044 

. Project Sponsor: 

StaJ/Cfittact: 

.. · Tui]a Catalano· 

. Reub~i:i.;Jtmius & R.68e, LLP 
OneBush:Street, Sclte 600 

San Francisco, CA 94104 . .. 

Erika Ja&son -:-\415) 558-6363 
erlka;jackSori@~fgov.org 

1:550 Mfasion 'St 
Suite4uo 
'San 'fraiiCiscd, 
CA 94103-2479 

Reception: 
415.558.6378 

fax: .. 
415.558.6409 

Planning 
lnfonnation: 
415~558.6371 

ADOPTING FINDINGS RI{LATING . TO THE A:Pr1tbv At . OF CONDITIONAL USE 
ADTHORIZATION PURSUANT TO SECTlONS 2o7, 20:9;i, 303, AND 3i1 OF 'THE ,PLANNING 
CODE TO DEMOLISH A· :SINGLE;F_A.MIL Y SlRUCTllR.E AND CONSTRUCT A NEW TWO

fAMlLY STRUCTURE ON A 5,700 SQUARE FOOT tbT Y\rifH:1N .AN ilH~i (RESIDENTIAL -
HdUSE, dNE~FAI\1lLY) ZON1NG D1STRICT, A 40~X HEIGFI't AND lnJLK Distrucr, AND fifE 
DOLORES HEIGHTSSPECIAL USE DISTRICT. 

P.REAMBLE 

On PeC;ember .Q,, 2015· Tuija Catalano ·(he.remafter ~;Project .Sp9i;tsojh filed an-applicatlon·with the 

Plailllirig Peparbnent '(nere1nafter · "Dep~rtr~rent';) for. <:.onditio~ai Use Authorization ;Under Ylannh~g 
Cqde.Section(s)2.07, :2.09~1, 303 and 317 to d~tn:ol:ish :a. singie~family .structure and :Construct a new two.:. 

~ai;nily structure bn a; 5 ,700 pqu_are foot Totin an RH-1 {Residential :. }Iouse~ O:he,F.a.tilil y) Zomi:lg I.).iStrict, a 

4o-Xfteight <U'id Btil:kDistrict, and the Dofoies Heights Special Use l)iStrict 

On M~r.ch 3i; 2016; the San.Frandsru Pia~g Coirnrtission (herefoafter''Commission"):cot\ducted a 
duly noticed public ).i:ea:J:mg at a r~gUiarly $cl:i.edUled .meeting -0n ·c)'>ndllionai Use: A,ppiication No. 
2i)13;1213CU A. 



Motion No~ 196-04 
'March 31; 201.6 

GASE: No.:2o13.1213CUA 
· 3.13~32·~ ¢,uqib~rl~t:l ·~itre~r: ··· 

• Ort january 21; 2016 the Project was determmed to be exempt from theiCallfOnii.a Ert~otlmenlai Qua.Illy 
Ad (''CEQAt) <IB. a Clas~ l ~d 3 Ca,teg:9rl.cal Exemp?on: ~der CEQA as desrn~ed in. ·.fh.¢ :deteri:iiinati.Pll 

· contained in the Plannmg Department filks for. this Pr9ject 

The Comffiissiofi has n:eru:a and con5iderect the testiinony presented to it at the publi.c he#ng and ha,s 
ftttfhet considered wrii:f~n materials and otaUestimonyptesented onbehalf oflhe a,~plicant~ bel?arhnetff 

·:.staff,. and Other int~reste4patfi~. 

MOVED, that the Commission hereby ,autb.6#.zes fue ·Cpn(ji'tio~hl Use . r:eqtiested in Application No~ 
· .2013.1213'CUA, su.bject to the t-0.ttditious c6ntain~d fu i'ExHIBlT A'itif this moH.on, ba.Sed on the following . 

• findm.g$! 

Havihg r.e'1iewed the materials identified in the preamble abo.ve;. arid ha:vh;ig heard,. allJestimony and 
arguments, this Comniissiort finds, concludes; and cletetminesa~foll<;>Wj;;: ·· 

L · The above recitals are accrrrate and constitute findings of·thls Conunishlon; 

2. $ite Descrlpn¢i and PtesentUse. The ptojed il;lctcated ori t1le southern ~kie of Citrnbei:land 
Street,. betw.effi.Noe· and Sanchez Streets/ Blo~.$~Q)l,~ to~. o~$A:J#~ Tlie prope,r:ty is. located 
within a .. EH-i (Residential ~House; One:-Fantlly) Zo:nin:g b.iSttic:t ancf a46-X Height.and. Bulk 

· Di:Sti1ct The: property cort~ists of two lots meaSUrlrig 25 feet by 114 feet; · Lot 043 is developed 

Witli a tW<hstory single:J'arfrily residence anoJo~{)'i.~r~ vaea:nt 

3. .Stitrriunding Properties· and Neighborhood, The Project slfo 'is 'loeafod Within an RH~t (Sirtgl¢
Famify: Residential} Dfamct sil;uat~d irt ill¢ Castto/Uppe:t Market Nefghborhm5d; • Land use8 ·m. 

~:!r;.:!~~{at~~~£~e~ir;~::a1k!~;!i~\~~:!:~i:!;!i;~s~:::~;;;:i 
: open spate and landscaping at th~ front and rear ate: usually .abundab.t · The ~Proj~d.sifoislm::ated 
W}J:hln a ciiist:e~ of· m::f (Refild;eµ;tja;t ":'. Hoiisej dll~F~J):Z;ofl.ed lpfa app:rqxfma#\ly §•b!()4<~. 
long by i blocks Wide surround~d by blocks .z.fuled·:RH~2 (Resid~tiM Bo~e, two~Fariiily). 
Districts, RJI.,3, ·arid RM-1. Tuts m the area have widtk.; :rarigittg ft<>iri 25. 10 75. f~t; .Jthough the 

~~~::e:~=P:':!~o:/~::::~:~~~ .. ;0~~!~=~=:=~~:1:;~::::t··~~1:! 
wide; 

4., ~;!:1t;.:!i!ttL~ ~1:::~:!~~:~!~o:e:;~1:t::!~!~~:!i~e:::;1~tJ:t 
cu:rreittlyV<}Oltlt. A sritillpo:d:iort of the b.tiildirtgwouide.xfond, n(·~owards fhe l'~ar.he!Ow grade 
i~veL The propoScll requires a coh.diu~nftl Use Authorizatiofi for ±he ~ohs.ttudlop: (!welling units 
at~ <;let[$itjf 6£-0P.¢ til1l.tp¢i $,0(jo sqq~e (e¢t {)ffotarei:t: · Tue proposed.. ¢Qinhifte(1 fo:t§ reslllt lri m 
area of5,700sqUarefeet. 
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CASE NO, 20f3.1213CUA 
313-323 Cumberland street 

.. . . . 

5; l'r.oject Hisfory, Th¢ Propose<l Prtiject was imtiillyBleci with th~ i?Ianrtll:ig Depa;'ftneii.t ?s the. 
inerget 6£Jots 043 :fu:id 044 irttd bne 5,700 sqtiare focit i~t the demolitlort ofJhe ex!Sting shtgfo
ramily dwelling Oll lot 043, and COnstrudion .Of a IleW three-,sto:ry OVer garageF Sfug1e-fam:ily 

. dwelling. . Th~ d~elliilk ~( delitolltlbrt :Was re\rl,e-Wed and ap~rov€d . admiitlsl:rativelf or1 
Fe}Jmary 3; 2ois .because the stn;tctute ha.s a value grea~r thait 8d% of the coirtbm~dJ~d MJ.d. 

'. struc;fut"'. valtI.es ofsingle-fantlly hmnes: in San Francisco,. Neighborhood notification frji the new 
cotrrlt¢¢iion pursuarit to Ptatuililg CodeSectio:O: sii was rrui:iled on May 7, 2015 aiid'. expired on 
Jun~ 8~ 2.'.615 .. The ptoposaI bas' since 'beert thodin¢(i to ptdpo$¢ the consfrilC!lon of a two~famiiy 

. sb:uctur~ to teplace the 'exisfu.ig> d:weiling unit with a cotnfifu:kible w:rit and . preserve the 
predoriili:iant derisity fu llie. ncighbomo~d of one urtlt J?er~S fooi: Wid~ i~t. 

6. IJisttetl'onazy ileView. Applicati.ort~. Two neighbor initlated.Diseretionaty Review Applications 
were fifod on June 8, '.2015 .. The .concerns of the biscretionaiy R.ev.lew Reqilestor <ire outliit~d in 
the Motion.. . The DR ApP,lkatiQns ~e: a#~ch!id to ··fuiS pa~k~t . The app1ications W:ere 
subsequently superseded. b.Y this Conditional D~e Application;· The I)i.scretionary Review 
AppXiC&fion5wefo withdrawn and the foes refunded hi the appliCants. 

7. R~sideiitial·DesignTeam RevieW:• ·The RDT reviewe& the DR requesfor's con.cerns related>t~f 
building seal~. ~ri~ inaSsing, neighborhood compatibility, rooflilles, and front. setback oi the new 
structure. The. Rot requested severil :fl;)visfons in o;r'dei' for the ptoposed rii:rw coh:Strudion to. be 
compatible With the. :ReSidential DeSign Ghl.deifuesi .. The Project Sponsor rrio<:lltied the; pi'.oject to 

· comply With the,folloWffig coimnentS! . 
. • Iri order to improve upon the y¢tticfil. ~ropori:i~ns o1 the build:irig; and reinfotce a more 

ueighl:mrhood~cbniNh1>le scale anCl proportion: . 
o On first flobt,, reinov.e the futenof Storage area located: at the .NV\7' .t:olitet oUhe 
·building. (ROG/pg; 28'-29)' ·· 

· a<RE:l#.lo:Ve the waI,l.to the ~ast of the £rontentry, or.iimit it to a mlnin:iuin.raifuig 
,lleighi.(RPG,pg; l1-l3r 2.8-49) .. 

o tmllt the amount of glazing on the front.fa9ade~ RDT recoriiri:tendS elirrrin'ating 
thEl panefa. of glass'afohg the .~€St ~ide of the' fa~ade af th~fttst.imd s~cond floors, 
replacing them With a solid matenhl. Thls will help fo reduce the apparent width 
-0f the fa~ade1 Jninirrrize the overall glai:ing, a:nd improve the solid-to-void ratio 
to be consiStentWJthfhe p.ei~hborhood pattern; (RDG, pg. 2B·29~ ~,3;.45y 

o :P~ease.pr-0vi'de additional 'informaiion aboutthe.spec:ificmateriru choices Jot the 
metal .£W$hes ;md colors~ (RDG; pg~ 46~4S) . . . 

. 8. Pilb.iic Comme~t. The Department has received 15. i~tters of support of the prqject; including 
. lett~rs fro:rrq;'>foperty owners of an imn:iediateiy acijacent l(>ts· ori Cumberland Streetanrl Sanchez 
.. Street. The. 'Department has. received· 1 neighbor Discr¢tioriary .Review Applications; and . 2.0 
· letters iii opposition fo th~ • ptoposed project, including a f.~tter from the Oblores · Heightq 
• ):mprovemenf Club. ·The. Department has ·also received. petitions both m •support and fu 
opposition of the proposed .projed. . . . . . . .. 

SAN FRANCISCO . . 
{"LANNING DEP,AR,TMENT 
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cASE.'NU~ 2613', 121-Jcul\ ·· 
. 313-323 cumberlancfstreet' 

9~ . Plalrtrlllg· Cod~ Co:rttpiian~e: The Cnnucissfon fiiitJ:S that the <Pto.ject ;!$ consistent With the 
· tel~vClht ftj:6yisi94s.t)fthe Pianitiitg (;odeJ.n the folloWing;Jti~et: ··· 

. A Front.Setback Planning Code Sectibn: 132:requhes frontsetbacks so thaibull~8$ ~el~fe to 
the sefbacks·.provic1e(f byri.d]ai:enfbUildfugs. 

The proposeefbuiidtttg is sitbacklfeet 10 fmihes ftom thcfr-0nt property Une,. 'Whkh i~ the arte:rage. 
• fiotit setback betWeen the two adjacent btiilitings; · · ·· 

· B~ R~atYard;; Planning Code Section 134: establishes 'tear yard requiremenfafor all dlShicls. Jrt 
the. RH:.:1· Dis&fct,. a. mfuiP:iu.ri:i 25 peic~~ tear yanl is required .. Flanrurtg Gode. Sedion 241 
states that. properties Wit:J;Un th~ Dolores Heights Special Use DiStrid must maintafu · .~ 
rrtlniI:ttµrn :r~fil.yard of.45 ~rcent .t:ifl.ot depth. ~·siil:Jj@Jot.is requrred·to m.~rtta)n a 51 
f(;)qfl:ear yard, 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

.T/ie S:~bjeti "Jiiit14#tg providet; 1J. reatyar4 S.etlJJ{f:k t1ttiH$ 4§ :Pitfcettt Of 1ot tiept.h if approximately 51 
. feet 3. f1tc!Jes~ 

c Open Space, :$ectiori 135 ;r.eqtilies 300 scware feetl;)fp:rivate open &P<J:Ce fq:r eaclvdwellb.ig 
fuut ot.3~9 squiie·feet ~f c::o~on oJ?ezi,spacE? foi,ea,Ch dwelling urll.t 

'The projJnsM re(lr yii.Td · .pf.¢.vl4~ approximately i,550 squg}re feet of'6peu :SfaiWt ani11s dir~r¥9 
accessible· by both units and app.toximafelY' ·950 square feet ofprivate open; space t!W.t is accessibte io 
oniunit, 

. .. ... . 

D,, E:Xpilsiu¢; Section 140 tf!q¢res that eyery dwei.lli.J:t tmifhitve>wmdows jn at 1~asf~tie iZO
square~foo~miiliinuin:..sizeo fQOrrl face dire!ctJy Ol.lf<i art Ofeh atea,, Sllcrt. (lS a public street, 

;€e::!;s~:::~ m.~astjtirtg 25 feet wi{ie b.~ 25 £e¢t deep~ ot teafyard meeting the 

. .... . . . . .. .. . .. 

$ ~t,:e~r trees. ·S~~on 143 . reqmr~s str~t b:ees 1,.¢ p1ante& hi. c:erlafo distr!Cts, inQ.ri(lirig the 
Rfr. .. 1 Distric:i Orie street tree is reqtrfred for eaCh ZO.feet of ]ot frontage and :.fur each 
retnafu1ng 1Jegmen.t. of 10 £~; · · · 

Three siteei frees :ate tetjuireilfot the new SO foot wUle 1of; 

·~, =~~~=;~~~:;==~:::• off-£treet: parkhig teqttlr®lentsfoialf u$~s:; 

the project proposes two off-;b-eetparkin.g spaces fflf/. €.arage~. 
. . . 

C, il~ight. 'Sedion 26!) establish~s hel'.ght.lirriits fa ail districts/ With heighfbeing measured. fo 
the hlghedt poillton fue finished rooffrr the case ofa flat roof and ~t the rriid~pomt :p:f the .roof 

. . . 

··~~~~1I~cg d~Aiff~~ • 
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. . 

pitch>ir:t the <:ase of a pitched roof. The Project site is Within lhe 40.:.X He.ight and J3tilk 
District, w~ch allows buildmgi up 40 feet in height For upslopi±ig tots, the ~a:Ximum 

'height should be measitred fromriurb level wiflrln the first 1V feet cif thefotfroni: the front 
property line; and. at ey€Jy- :gther poirtt should b¢ taken .fr()fu the average :E!Xistlng. ·grade. 
Piailning Code.·Section 241 ~tates that properties Within the DolOre~• Heights Special Use 
District tannofe:x;{jeed 35 feet above grade. 

FQt µp$ldping lots" the heigl# w measured fr.r>m curb ~l ufit'lifn fftejirst 10 feet: :Af. µllpther points 
rm th~ lrlt, the ftei..ght is meti.$ur.M ata cros$:"Sectio1ifrom. the a~rl:r.gc. ~xisting grade .. · The height of the· 
prop~ed lJuilding·is approximately 32fll.t10 .inch~ with.in the ffrsf 1 d fe¢f oj thti lot as m¢rJSuria frOm 
curb level; an4. does tUif exc~d 34 feet 9 inclteS on all .other po1nts oiitl+C lot~ measured from q.veragt! 

. e'x.isting grade. 

·lo •. Pl~g Code Sei;:tion 3o3 establishes. crlterla.forfhe.Piarutlng Com:ntlssfon·to consider when· 
re.viewing appUcations fqi; Q;ip.d.itionalU$e a,ppmv<ll. Ori balance, t;he project d.o~s corripiyWith 
said criteria in that 

A, The proposed new. uses and building,. at'ihe· Size and. i:µtensity i;:onterriplated and at the, 
proposed locatfon; 'will proVide a development tha,t is necess+u'j or desirable, and compatible 
With? the n~igbborhood or the community. .. . .. 

. . .. 

The Project wiliresuU fn .two dwelling units 011 4 5~700 sqitafefoot (50 feet by 114 feel) which is 
compatible with the. 4.msiiy .fo th~ .neighborhood: Although the subject block and irn#iediate vicini'ig 
predoniinantly consists ef 25 foot wide io.fS,,, there cire severalother lots that are sfmiiarly sized to the 

· !ilf Pj~t property, itJ,cluding on~ immediately acr_oss ihesubjedprqpi1tf! pn Cumberlaiid (Block 36011 

· Lot. 45), another immediateiy behind the subject property (fron#ng· 201& Street) {BWc'k 3601, Lot iSJ 
·:and one aa]acent thiief&T81ock 3601~ Lof 16) dtid another just few properties fr.omfhesubf ect property 
on Cumberland, (Block 3601,: Lot 50). . The project; Wli b~ compatible With the surrounding 
· neighbiJ.rhood density 1:iy proposing two units on. a double-wide lot. . . . . .. - . . .... 

T.he e,xisHngprojed site cortsistsof µ vacan_flot (at:°j,13 C1Jmbetland), which is proposed to b~ merged 
wtththe adjacentl-Ot that iS i:ti.rrem1y improved with an. approximately 877 $quaiefoot one-story over 

· basemenJ building (at 323 Cumberlat11,1), By in.cl11dfng twp units in the prnpqs,ed project, the project 'iS 
desirable by avoiding. any potential loss or eliminattOn. of dwelling 1{11.tts or:pcjte,ntiiil -;;itesfot dweiling 
. units .. The ptoject wiii construct two new dweiling units, ineluding onefatni{y-sized im#, and rip lace 
a :pu¢a.1it .and debz1itated s1nglefani1.ly residence .. The new residential imits, and bi par.tituia:r .the unit 
suitalilefilr a family, i$ in din~ n~dcin San Fi:tm:cisco, whfoh currently ha$ an ur.mict needfor ho&ing . 
. and a decreasing number.of few..i1ies. 

The Ptoje.ct is furtb.& itec~stiry and ~esirabie because itwill cr~ilk a hfgh-quai.ityf~i(iential bui1dirig 
with two units within an established residential neighborhood, complying with existittg ~oning cottfro1 
standard~; and General Pl'an policies .fhat ent0Ur4ge quality housinJ!. 

K The proposed project will not be detclmental toJhe health, .safety, convenience or .gene:iial 
welfare of persons residing or workmg in the vicinity. Th~re are tio foat:ures of the. project 

sAfl FRANCISCO 
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that tqµjdb~ •ttetameril'al fo· the h¢alt1t~ safety· or corivenieii.¢~. Qf thbse ~eSii'ifug. br. -W.ork~g 
fl:te aiea;:W, tlti¢ . . ... . . 

L ·Nature of proptisedsifo! fudi1ding its~e.and ~ha.pe, .and the proposed;sizl:!; sb:ap.e and 
a:tfc:iµgem.eilfi:>~ ir.b;u#e$J · · · ·· ·· 

::~:a:;;;;~;rEZ:~r~~4:: 
ritplac"e1Jten't struct1!.r¢.~ prdposi'd npp.roxfrimte h'(!f.g'!tt vfripproxirriqtitly :s.i feet ·ro indie$ within 
the first 10Jeet of the lOt as measutedftom di:rb leoel}atid approximafelJ/34j'el!f 9 inches on ali 
of}Jif. points on· the lof as. nfeq5ftreifJrom dvetage ~fating; grqde }S befo'tp the maxiniu!f.{ hetght 
permitted in the· 4trx#efkhJ and Bulk tiistrid, a~# 'iilfpfOjjnattf~i the ~itCiocatib~ 'iind=siie. 
Thi! prqpgsed. siz?; sb:api; n:ittl afrarigemerrt of the, project wttt alS6 matc1dhaf of ndgfibori,1;1g 
• $fulctures itiM th:~ project dverall wiil aesthetictiilf;enhaiice the nelkftborhiJod. ·· · 

By demalishin;g the ei;lst,ing stiUJ:tµre {lnd oonsiructing a nw rrpiaciri;Ienf stfitctu'r~, f/ie proj¢ct 
Will irwrease the sfrudutal rind seismic sefeh.Ji . . 

ii. The accessibility and traffic p~ttPl:ifo~ 16.r p~~$oiiS and veilidcli, tµ~ typ~ atia volUm:~ -Qf 
. such fraffic, arid the adequacy of·prop:os.ed off2sb;eet-parkmg and loading; 

The Planning Code iequiies lrpo ojfsmei·parTdng spact:sfiJf:a piitf!qs;e_q'ttno-unifpr{)j'ect, .The 
prof ed, ·'is compli~nf with ~hf, off-stiekt pafkini requiret1rent$ trfifit,of;651iig d tWo~car garage,. · rhe 
project Will also tesultin the elitninttfion. of one exiStifig curb ·cufatong Cumberland Street, thus 
coritn'bitihigto fMfn&ea~~;dfS&eet ptirki11:g• · · 

. the Prof e¢t consistSc #i.1, hig'H-quditfy s1ngle"-fiimiffj resldefice;. 4nd ;s. fiof; eipeded to geitq«f~ .~ny 

. noxious or of[btsive emisSi-onsr noise,; glat~ dust 01' odO:rs~ 

tv. Tiea.tinenfg!venr· ai3 iippfoptl~t~,.. to :,slid1 aspects a.sJ~ds&Pm~ screenio:~ :open spaces, 
parking and ibadihg areas;. s~qe· ~eas~ ligh~g·;tti((. Sig:ti$; ·· 

tJw. pf.<Jpps~d projed i~ iif@i1~4 i& fesitlf. iii a high-qiialiiy resiiI®ilil uu~liiirig providing an 
attracti~e, s~fe and eonifortab~ ¢n'Qlronment" ;tfie Prqject fizciudeif4 it.~b.i1ryf Iandscaping°ti;tjd 
oth'et desigttfeatures ta ensure that the prilject :m.assing(stze. and overall ilesfgn.is ilesirabkrm.d 
romftatibl~ t»tth tliit, ¢nteit · · · · · 

C T~a't f!te tise as• proppsed ~-to.ri:ipiy·Wi~ tbe,appftcabfo prO.Visfon.!). 0.t: th,e J?i~g t:<).de 
al1ci Will ~ot ~cfvetseiJ.' affect .t:he,cenetaI Piitn. · · · · · · 
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The .f'toject complies Wtfh all relevant requirements and sftind.afds pjtM Pi'amiing Code itiifis 
consistent with :objectives and policies ·af the Gentta:lP Zan as detailed 'b~low. 

p.,. Thatfue u8E) aS priJposed wottld ptoYJd~ deyeloptrte:qt that is ~n cori.foririify with i:he purpbse 
of the app~cabl~ Ncighborhoo~ OJm.merciat D~~trict. 

Tlie pr&pose.4 projed is noUo9~ted within ·a NeightkJrhO.C1d C:i!nHnetC.ialDistrict. 
. . 

.11. Addition.ii Findings pursUarii fo Section 317 establi.Sh~crlterla £6r the Piahnhig commission to 
· consider when reYieWi_ng applkai:i.ons fo deri:iol(sh Residential Bmld#tgs. : du balance, the Projed 

does comply with said crit~rla hi that: .. ... .. ... . . . . 

i. Whether,. the value of the eilitirtg lan4 and struct:Ure of the sjhgie:-famiiy dwellfug 
a£fordabie or financially accessible housing (belciwtheso% aye'l:i'$ge p~ice of single~f~mily 
ht>me~ in sa.n :Francisco; as detecii.ined l;iy a ('.i:edible appra1sai within six months). . 

· Proj~ft meets 'J;riJ;erion. 
Thi Projer:i Sponsor has pr?Jiared an appraiS«l report~.4ated De~¢mb.¢r i. 4; 1015, fhqt vah~ecl the 
home at $1.,680,000> which is abtroe. the 80% average price ofsingie-faniily hotiii!$ ( curl'inffy set at 
$1,630,000). . ... . . . . .. .. .. . .. .. 

ij; Whether the Project Spon$6i' hrui' demonstrated i:h~t the iesideritiitl strti.ctfu::e is uhsou.nd., 
where soundness is an economic measure"c)t the feiisih'iiHy ofup~admg;aresidence fu~t is 
deficient with tespect to habitability and Housmg Code reqiliieinents, due to its ongiria1 
c~nstrocfi.~n; · tne sowu#te.si.f{zjor for a . ~frliciwie ~hiill -q~ . the r"'tio· ot ~•- ~oiistruction 
upgJ:ad.e to the repiacemenf cost, cipre$ge~ a~ a pci:ceri~ A buil<1.irig fa urisbiiJici if its 
:Solindne~s fador excee<ls SO-percent. A tesid:entlal builcµrtg that is Unsound. tri,ay be 
a:pproved' for :demoHtion. 

Project doesttotineetcriterl.on. . .. . 
The Project Sponsor has notsubmifted ii soundness teport. 

Pt.ojec£ meets criterion. . . 
. A revlelil iJf tne.Depiirl.ment of Btttldzng tnspedwn. arid. the Ptanning 'Dep1trtm.ent databa5es 
. showed no ~nfercement cases or notices ofvicilationfot.the subject property~ 

Project meets criterion; . . . . . 
The stru.dures appear f(J b¢ in. decent . conditian, . althfm.gh the property is ·vacant and is ni:it 

rnil.ifitainetJoh 4 daily bifflis, 

v. Whefh.erthe properfy is an "historicresourc.e'' tui(i.et CE.QA; 

SAN fRANCISCO . 
PWlliNING'DEl;'ARTllllENT 2085 



•Nlotfo{l No.·1g604: 
. M-arch 31; :2016· . 

Praf ebt' meets cfiterlcijt. 

CASE NO. 201'3.12facu:A 
313.;323 :C~mbeiJandStreet 

Although the :existing .sit#tt'uies ::afe·<,:n6re thaii 45 years 01(1, a- review of.the ~pplemental 
·?1ffbrmation resulted in a determirrttttoh. that· the -structure :iS not:an hlStorical :resource.. 

vi. whefuet th~;· tem$Val: of th~ tesofilte. wilt have a mb.stanfial ad.V:exse impact un.der 
C~QA; . . . . 

Project meets cdpili¢!~; • 
· N¢J.4flplfrabk;: Tfie ~ii.#C.tutes arinbt historiCdl iesc)u_tcei . 

. · vi.t. · Wlielliet the Project converts, rertfaLhousfog fo other fonn§ of tehtrre or occlipitncy;. 
. .. .. . .. 

fJ:/;~:J:e!!~ri::r:::wert rmt~I housing 10 ~ihir/oritis of tenure or ocC1fpniUJJ; us exkt(ng 
. biiil4ing is cii.trrntly vacant. : There ·p'rlf. no tesirictf¢rts oif whether th¢ two: hew· units will be 
rentatorown.eis]iip ... 

vlil. Whethedhel't()jectiemoves rental units :s.ribjecH-0. tlie Rent Stabilliatlon and Arbitration 
• o:ramante; 

Projed me~kcrit~tion. .. . . 
No reiitcofiir.olled -r.Lnifs wiiibe removeil 

be, '•Whether th~ Ptoj~d. conserves exf~fin.g: housing to preserve- cuI:imaLand. economic. 
neighbbrhopd diversify:; 
. .. . . . .. 

. Projeet meets criterioit;: 
Aiihough · the. Projeef ptoposes demolition ufa 11ite-bedroo.m sirrgiefamlty. unitJ ihe ,1mm.ber rf · 
itnits is main~iii'lf.d .at the project site increa~es bj/ ottit; The -replaceme1it structure will contain 
ir»a uiiftS: ·"'"ff. tw.o~bedroiJi.rt rj11r1 d ff,iree~f!Mrobfl! r.tiiU/ 

... ... ... . .. 

j:_ Whether lhe ,ProjedtoJ;18eives neigbb.orhoodchar;id~r to p.te$en:'e nei~hborhood .culti.tral 
and. ecohQrruq &versify; 

Pn:ificiili.ktsf.tl;tefio/i~ .. . .. . . . .. 
The_· rep.lar:e.metij hi:Liidltig conserves 1t?fahboihop.d thatade:r. with appropriate scale, desi~ :and 
rnptefiais; ahq im]Yrb~e~ tti(t.urai. an4. etotzblrtit 4lver~ity ·by ctfJp!opriitkly zntr.ea$ing the nufn.b~r 
of bedrooms from. one tofive, ;whiC~ p.rovidesjamqy"-sized hou51~g, ·· Theproje~t :wo.uld ·result 3n .ii 
net gairi of htir!: ±i:Jiff 'ftjfail.d{ftg; a new twoibedroom icii'if ifrid p-r:owdes .a nl!fgafo OJ J.ouf beilrdoms 
fo tMCity1ish.olis&ig:~tod6. · 
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. . . . . . . . . . : . . . 

· MotfonN'o~·1:96o4 
March 31.-20115 

CAScN0.2013.1213CU.A 
31~-j-23 Cumberland Street 

. . . . . . 

'Th¢ '1(.rd]effdoes i1ot·profect fhe relative affordability-Ofextstfttg:hdusing, as the project proposes 
ciim6lltion of the eiU,ting building 4nd Wnstructibn of a new building. Howeverf it. sho~id be 
taken into consideration. that the tiiEting building .is -nof otti1Sidere4 fo be afforilable orftnanciaily 
accessibfe :ir~~'sing becmise itls ,below the 80% liueragi price. ~J.si11gle-famll-g :li.onies i11 $an 
f:rancisco. Thi pr.6posedstfacture also offers it variety of unit sizes. 

xii. Whclh~rth~ P.rof¢d iricreksesfhe hu~bet bfp~rmaneritly affordabfe:uni~ as<gDvetiied 
·)Sy Section 415; 

JJ,roj'ect *,~¥, crl tenon. 
'J]ie.'.I!tojeci ·rs not subject to the pr6visia~$ of f'larin'ing Code pection 4:15; as ihe project proposes 
Jess ihah ten ;µnits, 

. xm:; Wli~ther the· Project l~cat~ irt~fin · .. hotising Qh. apprtrpn~t~ sites in . ·esta.biished 
neighborhoods~ 

'. • .· : .. ·. Ii 

Projectmeets Criterion. 

Tile .. P:roject {ias beeµ designed to be· in JCeepf ng tviHi thi 'scale iii'td depefupment palf.irn of :the 
· l{sfab1ii>hed n~ighborhood tha~acter, 

.. Project meets cri#rian. 
The Project, proposes orie OP.PW.timiiy}or family~si~ed housi~zg ?11 :'! lot tha,t pteviinisij; had none~ 
One three-bedrooiii Unit and' 6i1e two-bedrooin, unit is pi·op6sed within µ. two~unit buildii1g . 

. projed: dtfeMthttneei:'~riterion. 
Thi. Project 4.oes ~oi er~ate supportive housing. 

xvi. Whether the ProjeCt ptomot~ £()nStrud:ion ~f w.kii..,designed housing to enhance existing 
P:eighborhood -character; 

iii~ overazi scale, ae~tg71'; ~nd materiii$.-Oj the proposed: ~uililings are consMent with Hi~ block-face 
dnrl compliment the rieighborlwod cfiatacter With If conteniporary destgn. 

xvii: Wh~ther.fhe.~rnject increases tt1e mnnh,e;r ;f 6n-~i~~ dwB}lillg UI11tsi 

]!rbject meets criteifinj, 
The Project wou1d°t-rlcreiis"tth'eitumber of on_;site un1tsfrom :oiie Jo two. 

. . . ~ 

xviiL Whether the Project.increases the number oton~site hedrooms. 

Project meets criterioft;. 

·'SAii FRA'NGISCO ·· . . . . . . 
.PLANNING DEPAJn"MENT .9 
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Motion· N·o; 1S$04 
, Ma:r:{;h '31, 201~ . 

. CASt; N0,:20.13A213C'JA 
313~323 cumbf.!riand str.eet 

" The ;pro}edprop.osesftve bedrooms;}ouf berlroonis inor¢ thaf the ei./sting b~ildfrig .. · 

• i2;. Qen~rar ~1aI1 Com.piimi~~ . Th~ 'Pi;oje.ct ~~1 -t;h balajiiie~:cci'hs:isterit with the followitlg·Objecti,'.fe$ 
and Policies -0£ the Gene;r:al .Plam 

HOUSING 

ObjectiVes and. Policies 

OBJECTIVE 1 ... · 
IDENTU<Y AND MAKE AV Af.LABtE FOR DEVELOPMENT ADEQUATE SI1:E$ TO MEEr 
THECITY-'SHOUSING NEEDS,BSPRCIALLYPERMANENTLYAFFORDABLE HOUSING, 

:Policyl.1 
··Plan fon the 'full range of· hoU:Sm:g needs 'in n'le. City and··· Co~ty ·of ::San :Iirarr&co, .· especially· 
affordable hoiisirig.~ · · · · · 

Th?. Projed S-tte ~s uizdetusea and is near !-fnd&u#Zized, ''&?. Proje~i sitefs.'.tm ide~i iri.fi/1: site. tnat fj 
eurrentiy vacant and. :par1tatiy uhde'Veloped.. The. pto}ecf sit¢ ',is za11ed i{H-,1. •.. ~ #ofosed< ·pr&Jett tiJfll 
replace a onB-.bedr.oom sfrtg1e-family imit wifh :atre ;tivo~bellroom unit :and one tftree-'/Jedroom within a two" 

. family ri$idei:tce~ 

OBJECTLV1f;2. 
RETAIN EXtSt'ING HOUSING. UNITS/AND PROMOTE SAFEl'YANU MAlN'TENA1Nt'::it 
s'fANDARP.~, w1Tf1otrr moFARDll.rNG AFFORD~BILlTY" · · · 

Polity2i 
Discoliiag~ th~ 4emulitio.tt of: s6ttnd existing housiii.g,. unless· the. demolitlon' results' iri. a :net 
ino:ea:sem affordable housing.· 

The project pr0po$es demalitiOn -0f vii~ ii~dsfing dngle.-javiiz'y sfructure and Eonsffu'CH6n :c!/a new. fwo". 
fatn.tly. situcJ:ure,. thus £rea#ng 11ew farJ.fily Jtintsf.ng. ·· . . 

OBJECTIVE4 
FOS'.tf;ltA HOtJSlNG stocr< l1fAT MEETS Tliti NEEI>S OF ALL RESIDENTS ACROSS 
LIFECYCJ;ES~ 

Policy4J. 
Devel6p • new'.h6tJ'.$irtg~. ?nd:. ertcotifag'E!fl-tt f~rjiodelhlg of ~illtfn:g hdusm8f £6t ·famili~s':w'i'i:h 
cliildren~ 

()Iff~C~ f:l 
SUPPORT .A@ >rt.ESPEGt THE DlvERS~ ,j\NI). Dl'.STINCT: cF.tARJ\c't]fa <lit SAN 
F!tANC1SCtYS NEI9:f1Bbllli:OO[)S,~ 

siili Fi\AMrsoo . . . . . ... · . < 
: PLANNING:DEPARTMElil'Jl 
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... Motkm No. 19604 
March 31,·2016 

t;AsE No: 2013.1213CUA 
;313.,323 Curnherland Sfreet 

. Policy 11~1 
·Promote. the con5truclion. and rehabilitation -0£ · weff-designed housing that emphasizes heauty, 
tlexibµity; and innovative de5ign, and respects existing neighborhood character. .. 

Polley 11,2 . . 
Ensure iniplementatj:oitofaecepted ~esignst,andlil;dsm prbject approvals, . 

. . . . . Policy :11j 
Ensure growth is accommodated 

.. resideritialneighborhood character: 
v.Jithout substanti~lly and adversely impacting existing 

Policyi'L4 
continue. fo. utilize .zonirig districts which. conform to a genetali:Zed residential· fond use. and 
density.pian and the General Pian. 

Policy l:LS . . . . . . . 
. EnSii.rtl densities •in established . residen.tial areas promote oompatibility With prevailing 
neighborhood clrnracter. 

· Pollcyit6 
Foster a. sense of :Cotnmuruty •fru-ough architectural design, using features· that promote 
coin:rnmlity interaction. 

Policy~l.8· 
. Col1Si4er ~ neigJii;)orhood's c.haracter when ititegrating; new '1ses, ~d. minitniZe disruption 
cau.Sed by ~arilii()riof fustitution$. fotq residential ateas .. 

,As. described ~bo.ve~ tht1 Pmject woiild develop .a pariia1iy tffipty site that ii zoned for siriglefamily 
· res.idential develilpntent.11tiLProjed appropriately 'locates .Jwusing un'its at a fife zimedfor residentlal U$e 

arid: in'crea:3es.the supply ef housing tn conformi'fy wiJh the .alloW4ble d~limits of the RH-1 toning 
di$trlcf. 'Ut~. Piofei;fprovides Jt.quslng that 'has a range of unit tjjjJesfqr resiaen.,f.s with different needs. 

The Projeci' s architectural design is compatible with the· existing .sca[e and charaeter of the: neigTiboihood 
. given t1k unique chtJ.rar:Jeristics anlt· $Ciile Pf the Project site. The proposed .. build!ng m¢l13ing is 
r;:ansiderably smalier· than ~he maifntititn alJ,or,oabl.e ~rider the Planning Code with 40foat height and 50 feot 
WiathJi;iits. The.proposed sftucfureJssetbackfr.am tiie front to the average ofthe two.adfacent structures 
at{d ptd~ides severdi setbaCks ·along th~ ~ast side property zitte. Thiproposed s~re h~ight is.stepped to 

· provide a frans#fon between the heights of the adjacent $tructures. The top fl~or oftlurpioposed structure 
. is setback to vlstlfl.lly redUee the massing ofthe sti.ucture. 

RECREATION AND OPEN SPACE ELEMENT 

Objectives .and Policies 

0-BJECTIVE 4 

ffAAfRANCISCO . . 
PLANNING bEP'ARTiiiiENT 11 
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Motidn Ni>, 196'64 
.March 31; 2916 

CASEN'b;;:2ot3A21'3cD'A 
: 313~323 cum6e1fand stte~t 

.. PROVIDE bpEOR'TUNlTIESFORRECREATiONANp Ut'E ENJOYMENTOFQPE'.N",$PACE 
>iN EVERY SAN FRANCISCO NEIGHBORHOOD~ .. 

Po Hey 4.'5' . . . ... .. . . ... .. . . ... .... . 
. Require private usable outdoor open :sp~tie;~:tje~,~~dfutiai d;evel(:Jprrteµt; • 

. the Pro-Ject wilt create .apptoxirft,afrli £,sso ·squateje~t of tomi:flon •open ,space P/er,fq1~ appro~mate.!y9E0 
· squw-efeef in i:t new residentiaide:o.iz;prneni. the pmjec.fwilfridfd~lsHari!rw$ ovet atigope11 spqces 11.ntder 
the.Ju:risdictionbfthe R~crea1ion and Patk Depttttmem. 

·TRANSPORTATION ElEMENl 

Ob]edives and Pblides 

OBJECTIVE '24 
lMPROVETfffi AMBIENCEO:FTREP,EDESTRIA:NENVIRONMENT. 

. .· ... 

. Policyz4'z 
:Malntam aria expand the planting of street frees andfue ihlrastmcfure fo supporftheri).;. 

· Policy2.4~~ .... ·. ••• 
Preserve ped~trian-or1ente~:fbUI1dmg frontages. 

'Thi! P16}i.c:t Witt• ittstiill netp street: trees along Cuml1eHartd Street The' Projecr'iOaulil. improviLthEt 
itjipetir'iince .of tlte: neighborhood; At ;presertftr :t& Projed site cbmprises oftntelmpf'i)ved an4 one uni11rpr(]ved 
lot,, .. ,Tiie·lieight oft& ·prapaseaVutMingis 'riwroximiitery Jtfeei wiiiches within tlrefirsi to fe~f ofthifoi 
as measuredfrom cufE level, and'. does 'iiof',e:tteed:approxi:mate1y.3'4jeet 9 inches on all othet,poinfs :an the 

·§~g~g[~r£~£~t~~gff£if~giii~i 
feet from lhe ftont buttding'wa1Lid provide tt sfiialler ;J1iassing at t~'?, pe4eshiatfsc;!<I¢,. · · 

baJECr·IVE 28 
P!lOViI)~, SEQl)RE ;A.NI) GO.NY.EJ'ITEN'T P.Al®NJ#.Fi\;ttttITIE~ FOJlB,IC\iC,tL£$, 

Polley 2K3 
Provtde pafkihg tacilitl~s wb'l& a±k ~~te; sk&t~1 and coAv~rtr~nt~ 

. . .. .. 

·~~i!,.~~ QEF-Am:ivi~ t2 
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. . . .. . 

>Motion No. 19604 
March 31, 2016 

OBJECTIVE 34 

. GASE N0;'2o13.1213cuA. 
3137323 .curnberland Street• 

RELATE THE AMOUNT OF l?AroCTNGIN RESIDENTIAL AREAS ANO NEIGHBORHOOD 
COMMERCTAL DISTRICTS to im cAI"AcITY oF'fmrcrrY'S STREETSYSTEMAND 
LANO.USE PATTERNS: 

Policy34.t 
. Regulate :otf~sheet p;.ir](ing in hew h9using :sti:<;i.s tci gu:arantee n¢~4~d: $.paces Without i~qufrlrig 
. excesses and to ·entourage lbw ai1fo Owrtershlp fu neighborhoods that if.e W~ll ::Se.fV:ed by fransit .· 
~d aft) ~nverne~Ho neighbo;hoo~iishQppi~g. . . .. . .. . . .. . . . 

~olicy 34.3 
P~nnit ~rtiai oi'. l:eid.ucea off~stteet 'Parking supply for new bul!i:ling~ m te~ide:htta1 and 
mrrunerdal )lT~S _a,~jacent to hartSitc~nt~Il (itld afong trans.it preferertfial Streets. 

J?(>lky34.S 
. Mitrlnnze the construction of new· rurb mts hi areas where on-street parkin.g fa tn short. supply 
~d locate them ID. a niann:er Sti:d.1 that th~y ~etain oitb.1rurria*y dinin;.ishTh~ hti.mb~ of ~xisting 
. o·n-street parking spaces. 

The Pl~nning Coile requi~es. two off-street parking spaces for 4 proposed frilo"'unit project. The .:Pi6jeet is 
compitarit with ihe offstreet parking requirente11ts by i:iroposing a hii.o-car gdrage;. The project will also 
tesult ht the elb~ination of 011e existfng curb tut aio1ig Cun1.beriand Street, thus• contributing td the 
increase of street parking. 

. . . 

. URBAN DESiGN ·ELEMENf 

•Objectives and Priiicies 

OBJECTIVE1 
EMPHASIS o:F· THE CHARACTERISTIC PATTERN WHICH GIVES TO 'fliE tiiYANDlTS ' . . . -. . . . 

. NEIGHBORHOODS AN IMAGf:, . A $NSE OF PURPOSE, AND A . MEANS OF 
ORIENTATION. 

Prilicy1.7. 

Recognize the naturalbotilldatieS -0£ districts, and ptomote cotmectlons between ·disttltt.5. 

()BJECTIVE i . 
C,ONSERVA TION OF RESOURCES WIDCH :~ROVIDE .A SENS'E OF NATURE, 
CONTJNUTI'Y.wiTH THE PAST, AND FREEDOM ll.EOM OVERCROWDING, . . . ··. . . . . ·. . - ····-· .·. . . .. ·. ...... .. . . .. 

Policy.2.~ 
Respect the character 6£ old~t development ·nearby. in the d:~sign of new buildings, 

SAN FRANCISCO 
PUU\INING DEPARTMENT 
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Motion Nci, 19.604: 
.. ivrarcti :~i! :zoi6: · · · · 

. , CASE ~0·~~13;~:Z13CUA 
• a·1~-'~2~ C!J~bedanq Str~et 

i:he::.s:tibj2d1 tlrlYPirtY !f f1Jcatd in_ ff¢ Qa/;tfQ!f!pfoer. Market tceighfiorho~d_; 'fJie: ProiJ~rg· :.i~ }gt{lttd n~ a 
· ·tesfdenHal bfoCfk Diat i~i: ptedomfnantig defined by single-family dwellih,g~ constrndted:biftween. the 1906's 
. Anef ?POQ's i11 11. irt~t: pf ~tchitecti,ttal styk;s,. ·ra;ngzttgfroift rnodef.ri to. hJ~tori_c. con~d.¢ wi£h a: van~ty af 
burldfilg inatefikt$, Efti1ding hdghts ar¢ iinerally :one io tfit.e'e .~fofi~s oiler garage/With niost ~uiit:Wigs 

: Aaving grotirtdfi.oot garage ei#rances,. · · · · 

The' f ep~acemiftt ~i/,ildzjtg i~ C61iipatiite iiJ1f.1t t~t: ·esf:ablishe{ builditjg scale at the sfreeL The proposed 
h"eighi~tthe ~treei. · zs apprb#m~tely $2 fo# 16 {iwiie~ the tdp flqof z~ sciback a,Ypra:Y:itftately 28feet]rom 

· the: frantpropefi![ 1ine; ·rite mdghborhooil building scale at ·the sb-ed:. iS mixed with taller three-Story over 
.. gatiik_e· pr},il~frigs and sh<Jf hff siitgf'e':'~fory build iii gs~ .• Alf/rough the' building is largef tl{ait its· neighb(Jfs~ ~t 
• is dotfi~atibtliii'~cal~ tii·theiit1,rrl>i:tti:d'iiig smalier buiidifigs (Jecacttsc of thi$ iliixed thqtactiti\ The height ,a~d. 
4¢1Jfli of the.· building. 4t¢ t.o#tpatib(e. u#iit . tk ex!stiitg mid-1Jio.ck t;ipfm:• wa.c;:e~ 'the• subject. lots 0:i:e loi:Jat.M-: 
. • daja~eni to lots fliatfront6n sandhez, · Str_eet; •arid th&efate~dht!.. subJeit ta~. Jr~ rzear fhe crmiir ef t'he mi~ 
· b.Jodk (j'fJeh sp/#C?·· The_ pidposed building 'h:@ b¢en deSigned a.ta dept~ les~ than the adjacent bUilifJng to the 

easf amt li!Js intmftqra,ted set&qcks aiq,ttg tht{¢astern ~lde pwpefiy Unit tbi:r.t abt{.is. f~4-r yards~ the. 
buildlftg~s. form!f~ttde width,: ptoportionsi and ;rvofime are .compatibl~ w~th the mfred n.iigf.irmrhood 
context.. 'Th~j/(.oposell sid¢· setoac/(S alqiig the· eastern:siae pt()perh/ lift£! gi.Ve. tJti, proposed building !l wiifth 
that is less fhjjti):herffiit so J@Uoi wid.tii if# ;teppiirg v~tf '3Jeei:on the}irst, 4 feet on the tJecori4; and 14 

. jee.f Oft tHe third; The roofd~Ck is t0.C.qte4. entirely. WithiIJ; the buildab!~ iirea of tl'¢ property and_ does flat 
d.irqctlyfi:tce any ~djatent windows; The roojlfoe. an the praposed· bui1ding;; which reads as. 4:0f&J wide ,mf. 

~~:lt4ffo¢!;. i~, compat$1~- w#h · oiher fon$er roofiines iii. thf., immediate. vidnffJ!: tani£n$ up iu 50feet 

OBJEC'tt\TE4 
lMPROVEMENT Of THE NEIGHBORHOOD ENVIRONMENT 'Tb INCREASE PERSb.NA'L .. .. ... . ... . . -

SAFETY COMFORT PRID°E AND OPJ'on:ru:Nlt.Y. . . . r :: ·. ·. -! .... ,. . . - . . .· . . .. . . .... 

Policy·~fs 
Design walk.~ays an.d parking facilif,ies.to ~~danger to pMesmans. 

P9licy4.:ts 
ImJ;rove pede$fd®, ti.tea$ by }Jt.OvidIDg hinnan scale and futerest. 

The Pf:oJe.cf .'lfii~ ffiiprdbe fhe n.eigh1Jorh6od environment.. by providing .a high.quality residenfid 
dd1et6pment. iffo itew building fuill ti compatible in µse and . des{gn .. i4~th Qtirit buildings in. the 
ndgh'.&c)riiood. the frrojecf wilt result in a# iiilf11'!Jvfdil,¢fiJ ±o thf! ndgh1!¢ih(;o.j. bf/ ?lit#lti;a#ng fJfe ~ting 
emptyarid un~landscaped lotfhat e~dsi$Cinthe Profed siilL · · ·· · · ·· ·· ·· · · 

13~ )?Ian®.ig cod,~ sectiQn 1oi;;t(~) Ejsfhl,lishe$ ei~ ptionty;;p1~g poJicl.efana· reqUii:ii$. ±ew~~ 
of pernilts for·con$istency with :said pulicies: . On balance{ the: project·. does comply With said. 
policies ihthah · · · 

A. '.d'iaf i::xisfllig ncigJiborhoo&$~g retail q.%e$; ·~ pre5erv'ed ·ail.cl e:rihance4 aiid ~lute 
oppofu©ifies forreSident erili:Jfoyment fo and o¥iUer~hlp-Ofsudi: busfu~ses •lJe. eriharice4. 

. . ...... . 

·--~~~c!io~ihME:N-r 
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Motion N-0~ 1~4 
.March 31, 2016 

No neighbdrhood~serving :retail use would be &.splat:¢. fry the ProJetf:. 

CASE N0.2Ci1:n213CUA 
3.13-323 Cumberland Street 

B. that· existing homirig and ri~bornood character be conserved and .protected :fri :otd,er tq 
ptesery:e The illltural and eC~~omic diver~ty Df but neighborhoods~ . . .. 

. The' replacement. 1:iuildi.ng co.nseraes• hiighborh.ood · .. character zjl.ith . appropriate smli; .. desigit;·· and 
materials, and improv~s :cultural and edoiwmic diversify bynpp$p;tidtely in~reasi;ii the imtaber of 
bedrooms from Pne t{j five, 'ai/dch provides jamily~sized housing: . The projecf Wduld fe5i{lfin a #efgiJ:in 
of one unit by adding a new twa::b.edroom un:itai1d ptovzdes and gain of ftJUtbidro~ms to the City's 
hou,sing stank. 

G Thatfhe City's supp!y -0£ affordable housi~g be pre§erved ahd erihariced, 
. . . . . . . . 

N;tf!fonidblehousing lsrenuivedforfhiS Project. 

D. That co:iiUtulter traffic riot irhped~ MUNI traruiit service 6r pyerbi{rden our streets of 
:rteighborhood parklng. 

Due. fo ±he nature of the Project there are 110 arttiCipated adverse effects u.pot; NfUNI seroid~:of :01t 
neighborhood parking, . .. 

. . 

ii That a'aiver.se economic base be maini:airted by protecting our industrial and service sectors 
f.rnm di~1~ceri:tent <lue to toffimercial office .develop~ent, and that fuhtre opp6rtllnities for 
]'.esident errtpfoytnent and oWn.etshlp in these Se\:tbrS be enhanced. 

Thi Pr6jed . wm · riot digplace q.ny .Se;vite or. i11diis#y estabiishmer!t. ~.project .wnl iiQL,affed 
. indiistriaJ or sefvii;:e s~ctor iises or related empioyi1;enfopportunities. Owitershtp .of iifdit:sttraI or 
ser~fce s~Ctor businesses will ~otbe effected bY this project. . . .. . . . 

· · F+ That the City:achieve the greatest possible pteparedness to proted agairist fujury and loss of 
Iifein an earthquake; . . 

The. Pio feet is designed and wili be eomtrncted fo coiform }o . the structural tind ~e!smic s'afery 
requiretnenls i!f the City Building Code. Thts: fr!oposal wilfnodtti.paet the prope1'ty's dbility w 
withstand an earthquake. 

• c. that landmarks and hiSt:oric buildings be preserved: 

A landmarkorhistoricbuiiding does not QCCf!py the Project.site. 

H, Thal out•:Pari<s and open space.and·:rherr access lo :siµilight and viStas be protected from 
development.· 

the:projec,fwill have no negatf.ve iiJipactdn extsfotgpaiks ttnd open spaces .. tfie i?to]ecfdoe&,ftot have 
an impact·On open spaces_ 

~AN FRANCISCO . . . . . 
. PLANNING DEPARTMENT 
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cAsE N<i .2013~12facuA' 
313_,;~23 cumhj;!Hand~stteet 

i~>'l'he ProJ¢ct i~ ~()P.Si$tetitW#}i aj\d woti!J prom()~¢ the ~%1.e:tal and. $.P.¢t$cpii:tJ?oses ofifhe Code 
provided linCiei Sec#:o:n J.oti,(b) in th~t;. o<lS des~gne_d,,fu.~ P:t;oject w0l;4Ct ¢.giltrlbute tq ili~ Ch¥ad~ 

·.and stability ofthe·ncl&fiborhood.and. woUI<l. constitute a beneficial d.evefo,Pment. 

··.is.···~;::::~:;.·;~~:.~~·~e;~f:Val•.offh~.ttinditi~.Us~-ailihorikation.would·proiliot~ 
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·Motion No. 19604 
March 31, 2016 

. . ~ . 

i:>EPISION 

. CASE N0:"2tii3d213clJA · 
.gh-323 Cumberland Street' 

ihat based 11p6n: tJ:re R~ord, ihe submis~iotlS by ·t'he·· ApJ?H~J;lnt,.·fh~ ,staff~£ the Departm~~t and ·other 
Interested:· parties, 1ne oral iestlrriOny. presented fo. thts. Comrrussion at the pajJ~c hearings~ artd ~i other. 
*'7ritten, tri~terials slibnritled. by all p~tles~ th~ Commission hereby JtP~ROVES . C-0nciitional ·Use 
Application No~ ,2013.itiSCUA subje\:t ttr.'fhe f<iUowfug ffi.nditions attached hereto as #EXHIBIT:A" in 
general d:mf~nn~nce With plans dn nle; dated D~~emhe~ io; 2015, atttl stamped )'EXHIBIT 13n,:W-hitch 1~ 
fu.~orporated he,re~ ~y r~tet~ce as~i:rugh fu1l y sef forth. 

APPEAL AND EFFECTIVE ri A TE OF'Mo'I't(J:f,J'~. Afi.y aggrieved person mily appeal fhls Co11ditionai 
Use Arithoni.ttionto the Board of Supervisors within thirty ~30) days a:fterth~ tlate. of tlus Motlo~ No. 
19604. The eff~ctive date ofthis Motio~ shill be the date of this '.M:otfon if riot appeai~d (Aftetthe 30-

d~y perlod :h~s hplted) OR fhe date of the d~cision o~Jhe Board. ~fs't1perrls'ors if appealed fothe 
Bbatd of Supervisors. fot further info:nriation1 please contact the Board ~f Supervisors at (415)554-

5is4, (Jty Hall1 Room 244, :L pr, Carlton B.<qo,odlettPlace,S.~nFrartcisco1 CA 94io2. 

Pfot~st M Fee or :Ek~ctiort: You m~yptotest mw fee Qr exaction subject to Gove:rnment C~de 'Sedion 
6i5ooci that is .imposed ~s a. cciridi.tio~ ·of approval' by folltrw~ng ·the pr.Ocedures 5et forth. in Goverrimmt 
Code Sectibn 66020, The protest must satisfy the ~quirements of Goveimnent Code Section 66020(a) and 
must be fii~d Within 90 days pf the date ~f the first ~pptQval ot conditlonal approval ufJhe development 
ref~rencing the chaliertged fee 6r ~xacticin .. For pmposes ofGov~i:ruTI~ntCotle Sectio~ '66020; the date of 
lmposltfon bf the fee shall be the d!:rte -0£ th~ riatlie5t discr~ti:onary approval by the 'City 'Of lhe subject 
·aevelopm~nt ·· ··· · · ·· · · · · · · · ·· 

I{ the City has. not p,tev-iously ,given Nofi.ce c)f att i:arlier discretionary approv-01 of the project; the. 
Planning CoDtmission's :adoption of this Motion, Resolution, Di$cretionaty R~view Actio~ ohhe Zonkg 
Adntlillstrafor;s Variance Decision Lefter. torisfihites the ~pptoval oi:' ronditioriaf approvaf of fue 
developmeri:t artd ·th~ City hereby gives NOTICE that th~ 90-dayprote~t period ilnd,er Coveinment Cod~ 
:$ed:ion 66020 .has begun. .. If the City has already ;ilven. Notice that the 90-day approval period has begun • 
. f~ir fue subject deveioprnent~ then this tl6rum~rtt d6~snot re..ccrin,menalfu~ 9o~day approval peri~d. . . . 

AYEs: · C:ornmi~sioners F~ng, Anfonmt :HJ.Uis, Johnson 

NAYS: •.. Conrr:nissioners .Richards; Moor~ 

ABSENT: Commissione1::wu 

.ADOPTED:. ;March 311 :Z016 

SAfHRANGfSCO . . . · · 
PLANNING DEPARnl/IENT .17 
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,J\ijoti~r{N~~ ~~&04 
· M~tf:<h·:n1201q, 

··.AUTRORfZAUON 

CJ\'.$6 NO,, .2-01a.12iapu~ 
· t313-323 Cumhe1fa1Jq Stree~ 

.:::... . ... :: . . .. ... :; .. .. . .. . ... 

•. ::e~\i::;~g~·.i~=ri!~=~=:~:~i=~~~:n~=~~:i~;;~:;,~~~!,3-!2;~~!~: . 
. Rll-l Z6iilitg D$$bi9t: a 40-X H~ight an(:[ Jjhlk blstpct; and the: J:){)lbres HeightS. Special Use· District; in 
• general confotmal'.l;ee With pii:tn$; <lated De~mb~li to, 20151 and stiimped.,"EXHIBIT B~; intlud,ed m the 
d:gd<et fr>.rCaseNb~ 2-013:1213CtrA ahd subject fo conditions of apptovai reviewed and.approvedbyth~ 
Corru:iriS1:1fofl. <ln M~~ 3t 2D16. under Motl.on NO 19604; . 'This al,lthorizatlon and the •corufJ:li6ns :Coittained 
herein run With.the prope1;tyand not with a: parlicuiatftoj~ct Spu~o;r, btisin~s, oroperami. 

..... . . -
• RECORDAT:foN· OP coNOl)]ONSOFAPPRQVAt 

.• ~~~t!:-0!~:i~~%J:~:~:!l:tltJ~~~:~:~::c:nk:2~~~~·•red;~~:7tht~~:l~ 
oft:l:t~ gi,ty a;n.4 County of Si:m. F±i:J.ndsco :for th,¢ St!b}ei:t propeify• '.'.r1µsN9ti~eshall sta:t~ tJiat fh¢ ·projeg ~ 
. subject to. the. conditibns :of .appio'V:al conJafued· .• lierem 'arid reViewecif' an~ ·approved by. the Pbmrting 
contmis§fort on Match :5lr2016 rtti:cier MotionNo 196041 · · 

. PRINTING OF CONDITION$ OF APPROVAL ON PtANS 
.T.bi condip.ons·-O(apptoval undei th.~ ·t.E;rlilbit A'ofthis Plaflrimg ·corflrilliistort Moti9n No~ i?604;sh~ 'P¢ 
reproduced on the Index Sheet· of construction plans submitted with. the Sit£ .or Building permi~ 
application fot th¢iProje.ct. The Index Sheet of the construction pfans shall. rderen,ce :to the C01:1ditional 

, Usearttliorizatloh andanfsubsequenf~menthfiehts ormodIBcatioM.. ... . . . .. . . . . 

. sEveRAa(drr 

.!.:X;,~::?:~:::;~~:!:~t:~:!!i·~1~~C.tesr:~~et:&e.:~~=!:~!!;~~~~f:oi 

. affect ot i'r::tl;palt other remru.rrlng clauses~ sentencEts; or sections of these tortditlorts~ This declsiort tortV'~ys 
no rigl;ltto cotiSW<:;t, .at.to ~:¢c~ive 'i'l bmld#ig pemtlt ;,Project Bponsq.f' l.>'~~1.ll:mcl.u:de an.Y: s:U1>seijuent 
resporisibfo;p.arty; · ' 

CHANGE:S ANO MODIFICATIONS~ : . ~;. 

.. . . . .. 

· ~~!!i~6ch~=g:;~~~=:ti~n?o~~l~~~=dsh~!:ti;~:g~=~~~!fi~~;:{:~ 
·. n,~W: C.on~tiomJ (ls~ !olµthOtizati:§r.i, ·· 
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• MbHo~ No. 19604 
March 31i; 201,s~ 

CASE NO. 2013. 1213CUA 
31:3-32~ Cumberland Street 

9011ditlons o.f Approval, <:.on.lpliance, M()nitoring; and Reporting 
PERFORMANCE 

l. Validity .. Th~ authoriZation zjd right vested_ by yrrtue of this .actiords valid for tbr.ee (3) years 
Jrtirn the~fective (:late p{the M'-0tipn:,'.the ])epaitment of BWJdlng Irispection shall have.issiled a 

:B\rllfilng Petn1i~ Qr s.m~ Pe:m:tit ~o con8tiuctthe pito)ect and/or comnteni:e f11e approv~~ tise wtthin 
this ffi.ree~year.perlod. . ... . . . 
For .information a1ioui:.comptiancej contact· Code·E~forcement, Planning Departriient at• 415~575-6863, 
.witiw.sfpli:inning.arg 

.. . . . . . . 

. 2. . EXt,>iratlon ajii;l_ Re~w.al;. Shoiild a Bmldllig -0-r Site Pen:nit be sought a£ter the tliree.(3) year 
period has lapsed; th¢ pf<.>Je~t S.poP$or must s~ek ~ r.eI).ewat of this At.lthorizal:ion by filirig an 
application for an amendmerit to the orlgiriaI AuthorizaJion or a· ne"\i application for 

: 4µtho:dzatioil. Sh~lll4 th~ pioj~ct spo~pr decline to ·so file; afid decline towithdraw fue permit 
application; i:h:e (\i:m'missiori -shhll .conduda public hearing in order to ronsider ±lie :revocation of 
the Atitb.orizatior0 Shou:icf the Comtniision not rewke the Authorization follciwmg the dos:Ure of 
the pubiicj hea.rin& the CdrnrriiSsio~ shail de°~e-the extension of tii:ne for the tonfulued 
v$idify of ~he Atithorizafipn. 

· Filr informatlmi :about ~omplirmce, cqntaci (:ade Enforcement, Planning Departin.etrl: .. "a! 415.~575-6863, 
.www;sfplannfrig.otg 

. j, b:iligerit. pttt'Suit Oci.ce a site or Buildfu:g Pettiri.t has been issued, constnic:t:i6n rru:ist "otiirri.ertce 
within fl:\e tjro~f:r.arne ~quited .b.y the. Pll,p<lt.b,nent. Qf B.uildfug inspection aiul·;be continued 

dlligetitly to completion. Failur~ tQ d:b so .sha!i be gto®ds for the Coriu:russion to co'ofilde:i: 
revokfug the apJirova1 if P1.()r.e than three (3). years ha.ye_ passed sm¢e this Aµtli.orizatlonwas 
appiqv¢c;l. . · ··· ·• •.. . . ·· ··· · .. .•.. . . . · .. ·· .. .. ·· 
For·infdrination about compliance, c<m~act Code. E.nforcemmt, J>iannitig bepartmmt i!f#:15-575-6863, 
t&wu1/s.f-:p1annt~wj,,(z · H • • • • • H 

4, Extension. Aihime lhnit$ in th~ prececling three paragraph$ may ~e exf~ded <tt th~ discretion of 
the.ZOnmg Administrator whei:e implementation of the project is. dclayedby. ~ public agency, an . 
appeal or a 1egai cluuiengearid only by. the length oftime for which such public agency, appeal or 
cliaiie~g~ h~~ cati.~ed aei~y" ·· · · · ·· . · · ·• ··· ·· · .. ··· · · .· ·· . · · · 
For information about cbmpli~n¢e, ¢¢n.f4cf C-ode Enforce:metit;. Ptanniri.g Pe.p.iJ.rfinen.t at 4i5..:575"'6_863, 

• u;ww.sf-.pliz'nnliig.6rg 
. .. ~ 

5; Confonmty with Cqrient L~w~ No app1kq:f:io.tl ~or Btjllqmg ~errnit, Site P~it, -OJ; othet 
eri.tt~lement shall be·apptoved tuii€ss itcomp!WiYdf:hall applicable proVisioriBof dtyCodes iri 
eff.ecf atth,e :tirrie ·{)tSUch approval. 
Fof i11JonnaHati dboUi c0ftiplitince, caittad Code Enfotcenient, Plannint Departmtini: at 4i!J.B75'-6863i 

UJi:inJJ.sfpliin!zing.org, 

S'Afl fRAflGISCCJ . . . . · · . 
.PL:ANNING DEPARTMENT 
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Motl'oll N:-0~ 19&04 
. "Mar.en 31, 20:1e 

DESIGN~ COMPUANCEAT PLAN ~TAGS 

dASE; No. 2o·f3:1213CUA 
, 41i~~23 cumb.erI.<lll<'.li:Sfr~f!t 

6: ::::m~==~~=~~~d\)~~~~' 
=~::;;6~1:;.:f:i~:~:;~!11IJ::.!:.~=~ct1tect:1raI· addenda shail.be··teviewed 

For mfomiatien ,about complfance~. contact the :caie Planner; Planning. ':/Jepartment a( 4i5j§sfj~~378;. 
ufafttfref~plantrinforg 

·
7

; ~::t~:~:.;::a:lt:1::;~~=t~;::;f~1pi=~~~~vj~J:f:~;:~0;::~ 
application fu.dicatiJ"lg tha.t. ~tree~. fr~st. at a ratiq pfo;n.e sti;eef t;ree. of .iU1· · ~ppr:oveCf ~pede$ for 
==~~;~~:o:1::i:~~~J.:.~~~ibi-~~~a;:•;:;a;~ft:t::.::~h~~;.r~~~;:.:~ 
street: tree$, ;Shaii be ·everify spaced µJong the 1'treet frontage ·except whe~¢. piopQsed dily~ways·or 
othet stte~t obs&udions do not permit The exact lOcii:ti:ort! size. attd species of rree shail be as 

::~:~~df~;!~:~:::7:e~1fu~i;:~:c ~~~~l-~:n:~;~~~~~{~~~~~e~~ 
Wid~ futerlereJice with utilities oi Oth¢r rfasorw regarding the piiblic w~liai¢x il.Ild Whci;e 
inSt~Ilatlon Of such tree on. the lot itself is also 1mpractic;,tl, the reqilirerii.entii of this Section 42.a 
may be modified. or wa±~@by• fh~zoningAdrrrihlsrra,~ot ~ the extertt.necessary. 
F~r #ifonnat'icm about .compliance, cifutact the ¢as¢ Ptan~er; :Plannftig bepartm~ '14 4X&,$.s8,o.637B;, 
1vww '.sf planning. otg. 

s. tandscaping~ Puisnanii{i Pianiliri~ CocHfSectfon 132, th.~ frd)~ct $portsot ~hall$libiill.t a site 
plan t<f ~ Plari:ning b~p;l,rtinenfpn<n:. to• f>}a:t)l1itjg ;tppr9vitl of fhe builciwg periµ,~~.applicatian 
indicating ffiai 50% o£Lfu:~. front s~tb~ck a:te:as 'shall b~ suifaced iri p~nneab1e irtatetlkil$ and 
:fupt,her; thaf 2,o% of the front s.etba.9,< ~~M ~hal~ be latidscafi~d Wi i:h approved.f lari~ ;~p~(}iefi• The 
si.Zti and specie of plarit ma:tepals ru:icf the n?rure or the p~rineabfo Sui:f~ce :Shall be Ml ilppi:~veifby 
ihebepartmertt of PUbllii Works. 
For inforniaf:ioti ab~uf:C.~Yippltat1x;e, corftqqt the Case.· PlartrteJ'.~ Planninz..Diparitnent 'tjf 415;,558~3.?8$ 
www.sfplanriing~org .. · 
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. . 

Motion No.19604 
March3t,2016 

CASE N0~-'2013 .1213CUA' 
313-3.23Cumberland Street 

. . . 

10. PfojedSponsoI: will 1) work with Staff on itnp:r;ov~d expbs,Uie for theMfond'Wtlt( 2) pttivl:de a 
l: 1 ·parking :ratio,' ·without · comproffiisirtg the second unit; and S) ·record• art NSR: id'.eritlfyfng the 
property as a two-tihlt bUildirig. 

PARKING ANO TRAFFlC· 

-11. Bicycle Parking ... Tnti Project shall proVide no fewer tfo~n two Class ~-bicycle parking spac~s ;1$ 
_:required by Plannirtg Cotl.e Sections 155.1 and 155:.5; 
Far inforrtialion .about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Plannin,g Departtrieiit at 415:.,575-6863, 
_w'ww.sFplmming.org 

12. P~king Req:uirelilent. Pursuant to Plannhi:g Cod~Sed:ion 151, the Project shall pro~de tW-6. (2) 
· fu.d~pendent1Jr acces8ible off~street parlcing spaces. ·· · · · · · · ·· · _ . _ 

· For iriforination -about compliance; co11.tact Code Enforcement; Pla1ifling Departnient af415-575~6863,. 
· itJww;s_f-planning.org 

13. Momaging Traffic During Construction. 'f.he Projed; ·sponsor and construction contractor(s) 

shall coo:rdinate wi!h the Tra.ffi~ . EngineeriJ:1g and Transit Divisions of llie. San Francisco 
Municipal Transportation Agency (sFMTA), .fue Police Department, the Fire Department, llie 

•.P1cIDrtlng Departffieni, and·ofher construction contractor(s) for any concuri:ent nearby Pro}ects to 
. manage tr~flc · congesti~n and pedestrian circulation effects dunng cortstructiort of th.~ Project .. 
For iiiformatw1i ab-out compliance,. cqntad cOde. Enforcement,. Pla'f1.1#ng Deparftri~t at . 41'$-575'-6863, 
·fuwrti;sj~planninz.org 

. . . . . . . . . 

MONITORING" AFTER ENTITLEMENT 

14,. Enforcement Violatio11_ of any of the Planning ·])epartrnentconc.1itfons of approval contahIBd in 
this Motion or Qf Cl?Y other provisions of Planning Code applicable tothl&Project shall be subject 
fo the· eri:forcement pl:oeedtires fritd administrative p¢rta:Ities set forth i.tnc;lef Planniiig Code 
S~ctioni76or SedionJ76.1. .. The ~lfillitlhg DepaitriJ.enfiuay also refer the Violation ~ornplaints tO 

.. other ~ity departments and agencies for appropriat~ enforcement action under thehjUrisdiction .. 
For tnf.o.rma±wn about compliance,, c.ontact Code Enfoidenie_ni; Plif.nuing Department .at 415-575-6863, 

. wwrv .s&plannin_t.D_'rg 

OPERATION, 
. . 

iq_;. Sidewalk Mallitenance. ~e P~oject.Sponsot shall maintain.the main entrari.ce to ~he buildfug 
· and ali)*ifiWal~ abutfu1g fue sµb}ed property lll a cl('Jart and f;clnltary fOhditiOh fo cOtnplifutce 
with th~ Depru;triten~ ofPuhli<;Works Sti.e~ts and Si~ewalk Ma4i;tenan~~Stiindar0.s . 

. fof. ~formation. abo'ltt. eomplianci!; · cmitad Bureau ·(}/Street.. irie and Mapp1ng,· Dtpartment oj J?ubltt 
Works, 415-695~2017, hftj:rJlsfdpw:org 

· 16. Com:mnrlity Liaison. Prior to issuance 0£ a billldmg permit to {pm;truGt the prbject imd 
hnpleinent the approv~d use, the Ptojed Sponsor shall appokt a ~ontnl.urll.ty liaison office.r fo 

. d.~ wf th thei;>sues of concern to .owners a:hd occupants ot:nearby: prop~rfies. Th.e .. Project 

. Spon$or shall proviµe th¢ Zorung . Administrator wi:th. Written iioP.ce of. the . iiar:ne, husmess 
. . .. .. 

SAN FAAfl{:lSi:O · · · · · 
PLANNING PEP.im.TMENT 2099 



.. .... 'cl\st{Nqi 2013:121~9.'tlA 
· 31.3,.,323 cumberl;:ind'Str~.et: 

. • :a~$.s>. all.d. l:elephorte::r.1upib¢.t of· .. the ,ti>rhriimtlfy· ilajson.: ... • ShQtlld: ·+'he ~ontact: irlfonnation 

••!~~:;!f9tr~==;~~t·~~Tt~:;~e;~~~%::rµ~e~~:;:~~~~. 
whatissues 'have nofbeerrrestiived'by the Prqject Sponsor; 
Fot. information:' ilbii!ft comprifirice~ . contact ·Code Eitfotcemen,t~. P1ait,t#hg Vif'arftti111# . '(lt.1Jl5-i575S:.§~6~j. 

.. wzvto:sfplatt.n.1ng'8fg "' 
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SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

Memo to the Planning Commission 
HEARING DATE: MARCH 31, 2016 

Continued from the February 4, 2016 Hearing 

Date: March 24, 2016 

Case No.: 2013.1213CUA 
Project Address: 313-323 Cumberland Street 
Permit Application: 2014.0627.9813 and 2014.0627.9820 

Zoning: RH-1 (Residential - House, One-Family) 
40-X Height and Bulk District 
Dolores Heights Special Use District 

Block/Lot: 3601/043-044 

Project Sponsor: Tuija Catalano 

Reuben, Junius & Rose, LLP 
One Bush Street, Suite 600 
San Francisco, CA 94104 

Staff Contact: Erika Jackson - (415). 558-6363 
erika.jackson@sfgov.org 

Recommendation: Approval with Conditions 

BACKGROUND 

1650 Mission St. 
Suite400 
San Francisco, 
'CA 94103-2479 

Reception: 
415.558.6378 

fax; 

415.558.6409 

Planning 
Information: 
415.558.6377 

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. 

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 in 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. 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 applications were subsequently superseded by the Conditional Use Application. 

Prior to the February 4, 2016 Planning Commission hearing, the Planning Department encouraged the 

Project Sponsor to modify the proposal to construct a two-family structure instead of a single-family 
structure for two reasons. First, to replace the existing dwelling unit proposed for demolition with a unit 
comparable in size, and second, to preserve the predominant density in the neighborhood (one unit per 
25 foot wide lot) on a 50 foot wide lot that can support the density of two units. 



Memo to Planning Commission 
Hearing Date: March 31, 2016 

CASE NO. 2013.1213CUA 
313-323 Cumberland Street 

CURRENT PROPOSAL 

The proposal submitted to the Planning Commission in the January 28, 2016 packets was for construction 

of a new two-family dwelling with one 6,107 square foot three-bedroom unit and one 680 square foot 
studio unit. The proposal has since been modified to create two more equally sized units. The current 
proposal is for construction of a new two-family dwelling with one 1,546 square foot two-bedroom unit 

and one 5,543 square foot three-bedroom unit. No changes to the exterior of the building are being 

proposed. 

Planning Staff has received one additional letter of opposition since the January 28, 2016 Planning 

Commission packets were distributed. 

REQUIRED COMMISSION ACTION 

In order for the project to proceed, the Commission must grant 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 and a 40-X Height and Bulk District. 

BASIS FOR RECOMMENDATION 

The Department recommends that the demolition of the existing single-family dwelling and construction 
of a new two-family dwelling be approved as proposed. The Project is consistent with the Objectives and 
Policies of the General Plan and complies with the Residential Design Guidelihes and Planning Code. The 

Project meets the criteria set forth in Section 101.1 of the Planning Code in that: 

• 

• 
• 

• 

• 
• 

• 

The Project will create a family-sized dwelling unit with three bedrooms plus an additional 
studio unit. 
No tenants will be displaced as a result of this Project. The building is currently vacant. 

Given the scale of the Project, there will be no significant impact on the existing capacity of the 
local street system or MUNI. 
With the addition of two units on a 50 foot wide lot, the Proposed Project maintains the existing 

density of the surrounding neighborhood. The Project is therefore an appropriate in-fill 
development. 
The existing building is not an historical resource or landmark. 

The Project will create a new a two-family dwelling to replace an existing single-family dwelling 
that is compatible with the surrounding development pattern and neighborhood charact~r. 

The Residential Design Team supports the project as proposed with the suggested changes to the 

glazing, solid to void ratios, fa<_;:ade materials, and railing heights on the front fa<_;:ade. 

I RECOMMENDATION: Approve with Conditions 
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Memo to Planning Commission 
Hearing Date: March 31, 2016 

Attachments: 
Updated Draft Motion 
One additional letter of opposition dated 02/01/16 
Revised Plans received 04/18/16 
Updated Renderings received 04/18/16 
Planning Commission Packet dated 01/28/16 
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From: 
To: 

Cc: 
Subject: 
Date: 

Parby Auerbach-Morris 
planning@rodneyfong.com; Richards. Dennis (CPC); wordweaver21@aol.com: Johnson. Christine CCPC); 
mooreurban@aol.com; cwu.planning@gmail.com 
Jackson. Erika 
Case#2013-1213CUA 
Monday, February 01, 2016 1:23:43 PM 

To President Commission, Rodney Fong and the Commission Committee Case# 2013-
1213CUA 
February 1, 2016 

I am in opposition of the proposed project on sites 313-323 Cumberland Street for its 
large scale size, and I appreciate the opportunity to voice my opposition. I bought my 
home ten years ago in this marvelous, peaceful neighborhood of Dolores Heights. 
Whereas I know building will occur, I value thoughtfulness in developing structures, looking 
at the character on the block and surrounding areas, and to its effect the structure would 
have to other residents. 

A large scale project of this size will effect the community. I live on 20th Street, the main 
artery to this proposed work site. I am concerned with heavy trucks traveling up the hill 
with many small children on our block and animals. Other home projects a quarter of the 
size have taken over a year on my street. This proposed project of 8,300 square feet will 
undoubtedly take longer. Another example of a home out of scale to the character of the 
neighborhood is on the corner of Hill and 21st Streets. This project began years ago, and 
looks like it has a few more years of development. 

I know my neighbors on Cumberland Street have concerns as to the large scale and its 
consequences to their quality of life and character of their block. I request listening to their 
opposition this Thursday, February 4, and make compromises to the size of the project. 

I am in favor of people building in our neighborhood, just not so huge to overtake the 
neighborhood. I trust you will be thoughtful in the process of setting size limits to this 
intended project at 313-323 Cumberland. 

Thank you for your time and consideration of my letter, 

Sincerely, 
Darby Auerbach-Morris, Educational Specialist 
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SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

Executive Summary 
Conditional Use I Residential Demolition 

HEARING DATE: FEBRUARY 4, 2016 

Date: January 28, 2016 
Case No.: 2013.1213CUA 

Project Address: 313-323 Cumberland Street 

Permit Application: 2014.0627.9813 and 2014.0627.9820 

Zoning: 

Block/Lot: 

RH-1 (Residential - House, One-Family) 
40-X Height and Bulk District 

3601/043-044 

Project Sponsor: Tuija Catalano 
Reuben, Junius & Rose, LLP 

One Bush Street, Suite 600 
San Francisco, CA 94104 

Staff Contact: Erika Jackson - ( 415) 558-6363 
erika.jackson@sfgov.org 

Recommendation: Approval with Conditions 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

1650 Missfon St 
Suite400 
:San Francisco, 
CA94103-2479 

Heeeption: 
415.558.6378 

fax: 
415.558.()409 

Planning 
Information: 
415.558.6377 

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 uni~s 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. 

Pursuant to Planning Code 317 (c), "where an application for a permit that would result in the loss of one 

or more Residential Units is required to obtain Conditional Use Authorization by other sections of this 
Code, the application for a replacement building or alteration permit shall also be subject to Conditional 
Use requirements." This report includes finding for a Conditional Use Authorization in addition to 

Demolition Criteria established in Planning Code Section 317. The design of the new structure is 
analyzed in the Design Review Checklist. 

DEMOLITION APPLICATION NEW BUILDING APPLICATION 

Demolition Case 
2013.1213DRM 

New Building Case 
2013.1213DRM 

Number Number 

Recommendation Do Not Take DR Recommendation Do Not Take DR 

Demolition Application 
2014.06.27.9820 

New _Building 
2014.06.27.9813 

Number Application Number 

Number Of Existing 
Units 

1 Number Of New Units 2 



Executive Summary 
Hearing Date: February 4, 2016 

Existing Parking 1 

Number Of Existing 
1 

Bedrooms 

Existing Building Area ±877 Sq. Ft. 

Public DR Also Filed? No 

311 Expiration Date 8/27/08 

SITE DESCRIPTION AND PRESENT USE 

New Parking 

Number Of New 
Bedrooms 

New Building Area 

Public DR Also Filed? 

CASE NO. 2013.1213CUA 
313-323 Cumberland Street 

2 

3 

±6787 Sq. Ft. 

No 

Date Time & Materials 
NIA 

Fees Paid 

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. 

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 immediately behind the 
subject property are 50 feet wide, however, the adjacent lot on Cumberland Street is 25 feet wide. 

REPLACEMENT STRUCTURE 

The replacement structure will provide two dwelling units with a two-car garage, and would rise to a 
height of approximately 32 feet 10 inches in the first 10 feet of the lot and 34 feet 9 inches at other points 
on the lot. The ground level would contain a studio dwelling unit, a two-car garage, a storage area, a 
laundry room, a bathroom, and a living room. The first floor will contain the entrance to the three
bedroom unit, a living room, a dining room, a kitchen, and a half bathroom. The second floor will 
contain three bedrooms and three bathrooms. The third floor will contain a family room, a storage area, a 
half bathroom, and a roof deck. 

The Project proposes a rear yard of approximately 51 feet. The overall scale, design, and materials of the 
proposed replacement structure are compatible with the block-face and are complementary with the 
residential neighborhood character. The materials for the front fac;;ade are contemporary in style, with 
painted metal panels, aluminum windows and doors, clear wood siding, wooden screens, and stone 

cladding. 

2 
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Executive Summary 
Hearing Date: February 4, 2016 

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 

CASE NO. 2013.1213CUA 
313-323 Cumberland Street 

On January 21, 2016 the Project was determined to be exempt from the California Environmental Quality 
Act ("CEQA") as a Class 1 and 3 Categorical Exemption under CEQA as described in the determination 

contained in the Planning Department files for this Project. 

HEARING NOTIFICATION 

Classified News Ad 

Posted Notice 

Mailed Notice 

20days 

20 days 

20 days 

January 15, 2016 

January 15, 2016 

January 1,5, 2016 

January 15, 2016 

January 15, 2016 

January 15, 2016 

20 days 

20 days 

20 days 

The proposal requires a Section 311-neighborhood notification, which was conducted in conjunction 
with the conditional use authorization process. 

PUBLIC COMMENT/COMMUNITY OUTREACH 

• To date, 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, which were 

subsequently superseded by the Conditional Use Application. The Department also received 20 
letters in opposition to the proposed project, including a letter from the Dolores Heights 
Improvement Club. Please note that one letter of opposition has subsequently been replaced by a 

letter of support from the same person. The Department has also received petitions both in 
. support and in opposition of the proposed project. 

Other neighbors on the 

block or directly across 
the street 

x x x 

0 x x 

ISSUES AND OTHER CONSIDERATIONS 

• 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 in 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 

SAN Fl!ANCJSCO. 3 :PLANNING bJE$'MUlllli:NT 2127 
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CASE NO. 2013.1213CUA 
313-323 Cumberland Street 

existing dwelling unit with a comparable unit and preserve the predominant density in the 
neighborhood of one unit per 25 foot wide lot. 

• 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. 

RESIDENTIAL DESIGN TEAM REVIEW 

The request(s) for demolition and new construction was reviewed by the Department's Residential 
Design Team (RDT). The RDT also 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: 

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

o On first floor, remove the interior storage area located at the NW comer 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 fac;: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) 

The Project Sponsor made the above changes to the proposal per RDT comments. The RDT supports the 
project as proposed with the suggested changes to the glazing, solid to void ratios, fac;:ade materials, and 
railing heights on the front fac;:ade. 

REQUIRED COMMISSION ACTION 

In order for the project to proceed, the Commission must grant 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 and a 40-X Height and Bulk District. 

SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANfll!NG Q!;;P~ 4 

2128 



Executive Summary CASE NO. 2013.1213CUA 
313-323 Cumberland Street Hearing Date: February 4, 2016 

BASIS FOR RECOMMENDATION 

The Department recommends that the demolition of the existing single-family dwelling and construction 
of a new two-family dwelling be approved as proposed. The Project is consistent with the Objectives and 
Policies of the General Plan and complies with the Residential Design Guidelines and Planning Code. The 

Project meets the criteria set forth in Section 101.1 of the Planning Code in that: 

• 

• 
• 

• 

• 
• 

The Project will create a family-sized dwelling unit with three bedrooms plus an additional 

studio unit. 
No tenants will be displaced as a result of this Project. The building is currently vacant. 
Given the scale of the Project, there will be no significant impact on the existing capacity of the 

local street system or MUNI. 
With the addition of two units on a 50 foot wide lot, the Proposed Project maintains the existing 
density of the surrounding neighborhood. The Project is therefore an appropriate in-fill 
development. 
The existing building is not an historical resource or landmark. 

The Project will create a new a single-family dwelling that is compatible with the surrounding 
development pattern and neighborhood character. 

I RECOMMENDATION: Approval with Conditions. 

2129 
5 
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Hearing Date: February 4, 2016 

Attachment Checklist 

~ Executive Summary 

~ Draft Motion 

~ Environmental Determination 

~ Zoning District Map 

~ Height & Bulk Map 

~ Parcel Map 

~ Sanborn Map 

~ Aerial Photo 

~ Site Photo 

~ Context Photos 

~ Section 311 Notice 

~ DR Requestor Application 
Submittals 

~ Neighbor Letters and Petitions in 
Opposition 

~ Project Sponsor Brief 

~ Neighbor Letters and Petitions in 
Support 

CASE NO. 2013.1213CUA 
313-323 Cumberland Street 

~ Project sponsor submittal 

Drawings: Existing Conditions 

~ Check for legibility 

Drawings: Proposed Project 

k8J Check for legibility 

3-D Renderings (new construction or 
significant addition) 

k8J Check for legibility 

Exhibits above marked with an "X" are included in this packet 

Planner's Initials 

ESJ: G:\DOCUMENTS\Projects\CU\Cumberland 313-323\Executive Summary- CU for Residential Demolition.doc 
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2130. 



Executive Summary 
Hearing Date: February 4, 2016 

CASE NO. 2013.1213CUA 
313-323 Cumberland Street 

Design Review Checklist 

NEIGHBORHOOD CHARACTER (PAGES 7-10) 

QUESTION 

The visual character is: (check one) 

Defined 

Mixed x 

Comments: The Subject Property is located in the Castro/Upper Market neighborhood. The Property 
is located on a residential block that is predominantly defined by single-family dwellings constructed 
between the 1900' s and 2000' s in a mix of architectural styles, ranging from modem to historic 
constructed with a variety of building materials. Building heights are generally one to three stories over 

garage, with most buildipgs having ground floor garage entrances. 

SITE DESIGN (PAGES 11·21) 

QUESTION 

Is the building placed on its site so it responds to its position on the block and to 

the lacement of surroundin buildin s? 

Is the building facade designed to enhance and complement adjacent public 
s aces? 

Is the buildin 

x 

x 
x 

x 

x 

x 

Comments: The new building respects the topography and is compatible with other buildings on the 
street. The subject lots are near the crest of a hill on Cumberland Street. The proposed building responds 

SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING l;llE;PAIOllllJONT 2131 
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CASE NO. 2013.1213CUA 
313-323 Cumberland Street 

to the downsloping topography along Cumberland Street by stepping down the fa<_;:ade of the new 
building. The subject lots are upsloping lots and the proposed structure is built into the hillside and is 
setback approximately 8 feet from the front property line, which is the average of the two adjacent 
building setbacks and serves as a transition between the two adjacent properties. The site design respects 
this upsloping nature of the subject lots. The subject lots are adjacent to lots that front on Sanchez Street 
along the eastern side property line. Along that side, the building has been designed with a series of 
setbacks to transition between the adjacent building on the west side at 327 Cumberland Street and the 
adjacent rear yards on the east side. This design also minimizes privacy and light impacts to the adjacent 
building to the east at 311 Cumberland Street. The overall scale of the proposed replacement structure is 
consistent with the block face and is complementary to the neighborhood character. 

BUILDING SCALE AND FORM (PAGES 23 • 30) 

QUESTION 

Building Scale (pages 23 - 27) 

Is the building's height and depth compatible with the existing building scale at 
the street? 

Is the building's height and depth compatible with the existing building scale at 
the mid-block o ens ace? 

Is the building's facade Width compatible with those found on surrounding 
buildin s? 

Are the building's proportions compatible with those found on surrounding 
buildin s? 

x 

x 

x 

x 

x 

x 

Comments: The replacement building is compatible with the established 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 garage 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 building to the east and has incorporated setbacks along 
the eastern side property line that abuts rear yards. The building's form, fa<_;:ade width, proportions, 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. 

8 
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Executive Summary 
Hearing Date: February 4, 2016 

CASE NO. 2013.1213CUA 
313-323 Cumberland Street 

ARCHITECTURAL FEATURES (PAGES 31·41) 

QUESTION 
Buildin Entrances ( a es 31 - 33) 

Does the building entrance enhance the connection between the public realm of 
the street and sidewalk and the rivate realm of the buildin ? 

Does the location of the building entrance respect the existing pattern of building 
entrances? 

Is the building's front porch compatible with existing porches of surrounding 
buildin s? 

Are utility panels located so they are not visible on the front building wall or on 
the sidewalk? 

Ba Windows ( a e 34) 

Are the length, height and type of bay windows compatible with those found on 

Are the design and placement of the garage entrance and door compatible with 
the buildin and the surroundin area? 

Is the lacement of the curb cut coordinated to maximize on-street 

Are the parapets compatible with the overall building proportions and other 
buildin elements? 

Are the dormers compatible with the architectural character of surrounding 
buildin s? 

Are the windscreens designed to minimize impacts on the building's design and 
on Ii ht to ad"acent buildin s? 

x 

x 

x 

x 

x 
x 
x 

x 
x 

x 

x 

Comments: The location of the entrance is consistent with the predominant pattern of elevated 

entrances with a covered porch found on the south side of Cumberland Street. The length and type of 
windows along the primary fac;ade is compatible with the mixed character found throughout the 
neighborhood. The garage door is limited to a width of 12 feet and the curb cut is limited to 10 feet. 

BUILDING DETAILS (PAGES 43 • 48) 

QUESTION 

Architectural Details ( a es 43 - 44) 

Are the placement and scale of architectural details co:mpatible with the building 

Do the windows contribute to the architectural character of the building and the 
nei hborhood? 

2133 
9 



Executive Summary 
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CASE NO. 2013.1213CUA 
313-323 Cumberland Street 

Are the proportion and size of the windows related to that of existing buildings in 
the nei borhood? 

Are the window features designed to be compatible with the building's 
architectural character, as well as other buildin s in the nei hborhood? 

Are the window materials compatible with those found on surrounding buildings, 
es eciall on facades visible from the street? 

Are the type, finish and quality of the building's materials compatible with those 
used in the surroundin area? 

Are the building's exposed walls covered and finished with quality materials that 
are com atible with the front facade and ad·acent buildin s? 

Are the building's materials properly detailed and appro riately applied? 

x 

x 

x 

x 

x 

x 

Comments: The placement and scale of the architectural details are compatible with the residential 
character of this neighborhood. The proposed windows are contemporary but residential in character, 
and are compatible with the window patterns found on neighboring buildings. The materials for the front 

fa<_;:ade are contemporary in style, with painted metal panels, aluminum windows and doors, clear wood 
siding, wooden screens, and stone cladding; however, they are compatible with the existing buildings in 
the neighborhood. The exterior materials articulate the building's structure and mass. 

SPECIAL GUIDELINES FOR ALTERATIONS TO BUILDINGS OF POTENTIAL HISTORIC OR 
ARCHITECTURAL MERIT (PAGES 49 - 54) 

QUESTION YES NO 

Is the building subject to these Special Guidelines for Alterations to Buildings of 
Potential Historic or Architectural Merit? 

Are the character-defining- features of the historic building- maintained? 

Are the character-defining building form and materials of the historic building 
maintained? 

Are the character-defining building components of the historic building 
maintained? 

Are the character-defining windows of the historic building maintained? 

Are the character-defining- garages of the historic building- maintained? 

NIA 

x 
x 
x 

x 
x 
x 

Comments: The Project is not an alteration, and the dwelling that will be demolished has been 
determined not to be an historical resource for the purposes of CEQA. 

10 
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SAN FRA.N01sco• . . . . 
'PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

. . . .. . 

PROPERTY INFORMAtiON/PROJECTQESCRIPTlbN ••• 
.l't6ject:A.d.d.ress '· ·· 

:· .. ··· .. : ... 
. Case.No. 

2013.1213E . 

D J\ddition/ 
Alteration 

. Be.rmit No ... 
201406279813 & .201406279820 

li.JDemolition 
. (requ_ires HRER ifoy~ii:.ls years old) · 

''BloMvt(s) 

· ·· 3601/043 and :3601/044 
Plans Dated· 

12122/15 

l{JN-ew ·· · 0Project Modlflaliion 

C6nstruttioil (GO TO STEP 7) 

•Project d.e-stription forPlanrungDe"parhnent approval. . 

Metge lots. 043 and 044, demolish the existing dwelling an lo.t 043, andcoostrucl-a new· 
three-story-over-garage, two-family dwelling. Lot 044 is currently vacant. A shiafl portion of tile new 
building would ~xtend 12 feet to\ivards the tear below~grade level. The proposed lot merger would result in 
one 5,7007square~foot Jot. ,, 

... .:·:· 

STEP}: EXEMPTION CLASS 
tOifECOMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER 

.. . . . . · .. :.: . '. .. ·. . . 

• Note: if neither Class l 6r·3: appliesJ .an Enviro11Yiintal Evaiuation Applfcation is frquirecL 
·· ·· [l] Class 1-:Exisliti.gFacili~es. Interior and exteri°.ralterations; addi~on5und~r lO~OOO sq. ft .. 

··· · · Class 3 ~·Ne~Co~str4c#-0ri/ ,C6~version of Smaiistructur¢s: Up to three(3) new single-family 
IZl residences or six t 6) a-welling Units u{ol:i.e. pii.ilding; c:omml:!rciar/office strud:i.tres; utility extensions; 

change ofuse under iD,000 sq. ft if pnrtdpahy permitted or with ~·cu:• .... 
Class:___ 

·:o·. .. 

I· 

SJEP 2: -CEQAIMPACTS . . .. . . . . .. 
TO B'E COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER 

Ifany box is checkedbelo~; an Environmental Evaluatio1t.AppiicMion is reqUired. .. . . . . ...••. ,, ·.> . 

Air Quality.: Would the project add new sensitive receptors (specifically, schools/day ecne fad.lilies, 
l:iospirais, re~dential .dwellings, and senfut--:-ta.i:<= facilities) witlUn an Air Pollution E~posure Zone? 
D¢E!s the project have the potential to emit substantial pollutant tpnt~ntr~lions ( e~g., backUp diesel · 

0 geheiafors, heavy iJl.dustry, diesel tfuckS)? Ex~ep_tlons: do not theck box fJtlie applicant presents . 
doi:ujnentation,Pf eiitollment in the San Francisc.o Department of Public Health (DPH) Article38 progtaiii I.ind·. 
tlEproject would not have tlui potential Io emit substantial pollutant. coneentrations. (refer to EP_ArcMap; . 

. ' CEQACatex.Deter'mfnaiion liiyer.s>AirPollutant'Expos~re Zone) . •. . ' ....... ·.· ··'. ·.· .. · 

HazardousMateriilS: If th.e project site is located on the Maher map 6iis s-w;peded of confailUtig 
hazardous materials (based on a previous ~ sU.ch iis;;gas station;aufo repair, dry cleaners, or. heavy 

[j ·. manufacturing, of a site with underground storage tanks): Would the projeet involv.e 50 Cllbk yards · 

~~=:~~:!~;::c7a~i1:~~a;s~::~:~::~ri~:::1:~ A~1:1~~!:~~::~a~:~musl be l 
SAfffRANcisco : . . . . . · · .. · 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT?·'1'.Ff.Eo 
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Cl 

D 

0
--- -~, 

~: •,J • 

Envitonmentar SiteAssessment Excepttotis.' do notC/11#:boxift:1ze applicaf.Lt present.i dd.ci/nientafiorr'oj ·• 
enrolll?ient in-~ne- ;?an ~rant/st(? DepriJ'trJ1~nJ,of PybN(,lfialtfi fD~H) J:44he.r.progr:arrz; -~IJPH z,vaivef fr.ofn tii¢' 

_ Maiterpriiirmn, or dheFdociimentdlionJfom Environnzen taf Piimning staj/ thiithazardouS:ntateriaJeffec.ttr; 
. ivoutd.be Jess flian stgriljicimt (refer:uiEP(_Ar.cM_ap >.?vfdhef.l#y~r)• ••· · 

Archeolqgica1 Resources: WbPld J;he ·project resuit-ln .soih:listUi'l:Jance/moilification grea ter-lliantwo 
· (2) feet hei6w grade iri an ~~eoiogi~al sensitive areii en; eight ($}-feet foa :rt,oIJ..:~rcheolog1ca1 sensl.five: 
~ea? (referto.EP ~ArcMap > {;'.EQA ·c11te:r betermf1!ai'ionL11yers >Ari:heoTqglc"µisenS?ti~e Areal 

.• '-.:~~~ted~=l~i:G~~~:~;:;~:u~~i!~~:;~:~~:~t016~~~~a~l~=~~~~:~~~S; _,,. 
-area? (refer toJiiP~ArcMap > tEQA CatexIJefejminatioiiL!tye~~ > Noz'~~ M_i'tlgfi;Hoi£Afe"4) 

. Seismic: Landslide Zone: Does the pr6)ect mvolve ~xt~ v..itfon\of 50 d;lhk yards of:ilbil di: mor~, n¢W 
-• constriidiori; or squaj;eJoptage ¢;xpansion greater. lliruii,-OoO:$iJ.. :ft._ otjtsi.de 6£ the .existllig buildill:g 
-Iootprffi.t? (refei to.f:P---f,r~Mfp >' ciRA Cateil'.{)eteimiiliitio~T~yers.> •se~~i~F[a~d toiJf5:JJi bu\ii.·checke ~a. 
:ge()tecltni:cif revRiiJ.s req_:uireit1. -_ 

-. Seisrillciique£actlon Zotih.Db,es' the projett'rn\iolye: e)(c~v~flon ·bf SQ fublc:_yardsbf soll '6i more1 •• 

:o:·· • ~~T:;::::;:,4;~r~J11!;rt;k:~2a~i~~~~~~~~JJ~!Ls:~~~;~:~ot;j~~~x·:i§. 
i:h¢ck¢d, a: geii!edmical_ -rep'ort Will.likely be :r~q_~d. - -· _ _ _ _ _ ____ .. 

- Ifrto boxes are clieCkedabtwe; G(J''fO STEP 3~ Jf orie or more :btix~s are' chetk.t!dibove~an Envitb~mmta( ,, ·-
- EvtilUa:tionAppiieatilniisrequrrelturilessreVi'ewectbyan Environmerit.ilPiannerc . . ____ • ___ .. _ -

{l] . __ , Pto} ~ct tan :proceed W:i-thca.tegorical e~ewption ie'7iew: thi p~of e<:filoes>riot t(igger anY of tJJe ·_ 
CEQAh;iipac~Jiste~ ~hove. - ··· - - --- - -- -- ·· - · - ·-- · - · --- - , - · --

, I C9nlnientsandi'Ja;nner.S:lgnab.Ite{op#bnalJ:_. 

-) Noarcileoro~lcal eJf~cts.·. The prdJectwl,lffoUdw fecommend.~l19ris t>f:R-()jl() & Rrdley 1b.l7H5-
--geotechhical-report .Nofastoricresource presentperlheattached •PTRforrn. ·- · · 

... ·:. :.:._ .. -~··:: : ·::· . . . . ·.: ;. . .. :.:. : : : :.:.::::.. . .. : :.: ... ·.;.: ~ ·:: . 

: : ·-·=·:: ....... :.·· ·-
.,.:i-~ • .., ... :"'--_""-. ""'-'~-.-,...-........---.-..-....-....,......-• .,., • ._. .. -,...-·=· ~~~-----=----....,.---,.,......-7.:::·.:::·. 

. - . ... . ·-. "; ······ : .. - . . : · .. ·.·_· ··::.. .·· .. · ..... . 
_______ _. _____ ;' .. --------· --.. --'""-'~~~-="'=---

sfEF> af:?kd~Ekl"l~ili-us .:.~1srok1o;tiesouRde: 
TO BE COMPLETED BY-'PROJECJ:PLANNER __ _ 

-.. · L I Ca~gc,ry'13:,Pot~ti<¢@_fori'.ta} R,esi)u~c:e:(oyel:A5 y~~s 6-fhge): db tt5'$TEP4; , _._ '"·· _ . 
Ill•-· _ Cat~gory.CiNot aHistondli-B.esqurceot Nt>fAge Elit;i1?1¢ (tind~r 4s years~d£ageJ. GO"fo STEP. tf} ,. 
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STi:P 4: PROPOSED-WORKCHECKLIST 
TO BE COMPLETED BYPRO]ECT PLANNER 

D 

D 
D 

i. '.RegU.Iarm~tei:lance or tepair to corredot repair ci~teriotal,iohJ decay; -Or damage to. btlilding. 

3. Window iepI~eD,i~D.Hhat meets the Deparlmenf s Wtnd;,W Rtp~fnent Standards. Does riot fuclude . 
storefront Window alt¢raiions. . · 

4, Garage work. A new opeping fu.atlll,eetsthe Guidelines far A.ddi~gGarages and c4rb Ci!fs, and/or. 
repla¢emerit ofa garage dooiiri an existing opening thi;it meets the Residential De5ign Guidelines .. 

5. Deck; terrace construction, or fences· not Visible from any in;u:nediatelyadjacent•public rightc.of~way. 

6 .. Mechan1ca1 equipment installation that is ;not visible from any immediately adjacentpublic right~of-
v;>:ay .. 

_0 . · 7 '. Dormer i 11stanation tha}-~eets th~ ~ecjili~eirl~fa for ~xeffiptlon from phblic riotilication W:.t<ler Zoning 
. AdminiStrator Bulletin No. 3; pofJll€r Windows. . .. . . . ·· . 

-~t Ad'dition(s) thataie ·not visible frcilri a.nyµmnedfutelyaciJ~tent pupµc rig1it:.of.:wayforJ50 feethi. each 
D direction~ doe~ no\ e~fen.d vertkauy -~ybnd Uie iio9.r ieve1 of ~e t<>P. fit<iry 0£ the s,t:rticfuie tit iS o~y a 
. . • sing!~ stoiym hel.ght; does rioth~ye a foofprint till{{ is mote iliai1 50% larger t'hari. flfatofthe origfrihl . 

litrildlrig; ~&does not cafu>~J:he t¢moval of architedriral signifiamt roofulg features. 

Note:Pro)~ctPlann:e-,: must clieckboxbelow before proceeding~. 
D Projecd.S.not listed. GQ ro STEP 5 . 

. D Projettinvolves fout·or more work descriptions. GOTO STEP 5. 

D Project involves less than foilr work descriptions. GO TO STEP 6. .· ... · ... :.::: ....... .. 

STEP 5: CEQA IMPACTS- ADVANCED HISTORICAL REVIEW 
!fo BE COMPLETEDBY PRESERVATION PLANNER 

.... : .... : .. ,, ··:.. . . .· ... ·::,·,_ .... · 

· .Qie& aU that apply to the project, 
. . . 

. o.· 
D 
Tl 
D 

tI 

• 1. Projectinvcilvesa knownhisfonci.i resource (CEQA Category Arru-i<lete:rii:\medbyStep3arid · 
corifonrls entirely to proposed work checklist in Step 4. . . . . . . . . . . . .. 

2'. Iriferior alterations. to publicly accessible. spa~es: 

:t Wfu,dow. replacement of origmaI/historic Windows that ar~n9t,;in~kirid'~ but are consistent-with 

existing historic cfi~atf:er.. . . . . . . . , . . . . . ..• . ... . . . . .... · . . . . .· . . . . . . .. 

5,_ Raising fu.e buildil:tg in a manner that does not~emove, alte:i;,or <:ibscure charactet-'deQnillg. 
· Ieafu::res.: . . ··. ' <.··· .. - .. . .. ,.... .. ~- ··'· .. ····· . . .. . ··: . . : . . .. :. .. .... . . 

.. 6; ~es~ot.1.tlon based uptm d(>ciilllehted evideJict'i cifaib'tilldmg' s blstoric condition, Sl1ch ~s hiStoric 
. photogtaphs, plans, phy~kal etldence, or -~iini.iar ~diJigs. 
7. Add.itiori(s); inclurungmeChanfr:aI equipment that are mi:llimauy V:lsibre:&om a public right~C)f.:.way 

and nieetthe Secretary of the fnt.erwr>s Standards far Rehabilitat:km: .. · 

SAN FMNCl5CO · . . . · ... · o 

_PLANNING DEPA~TMENT21\",:{J''tf,_ 
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[] 

D 

.. . s; Othe~work co~tent With the Secret~; of tlie Interior §timia~d~fnr tiiefieqtment oJ1:f#torlFPr6per#i~ . 
(specify nr;add commen;fS)l 

10. R:eclassincatlon of properly Status to Category C. (glqufrks approvt!I by Senio~ Pres?rvation .. 
Plitnnkr!Preseroafi1i1iCoordinator) · · · · · · · · · 
a, Pei BREI{ dated:: •· · · ·· ······ · (attachIIRER} . 
b. Ofuet(specifiJH 

Note:.If ANY b<lxin STEPS aboveis:diecked; ~ Pie~e~atlon Plan:ner'MUST~it~c.k'oI1~ box belOw~ · ....•.. · .. 
.. . . .... . .. - . . .. .. . . -· . -· . ·-· . "• ... .. .. . . . . . . . . ····-··. . ... : ·- ... 

. . . . . '.· . . ·. . ... ·... . . .. " ..... ' ...•.....•....... El • TuE •. · ~er enV1t~r1oErtmZ· ~ti~lrAevie1~ rt'~qtirr1• ~be·.d~.Basb· e~.ttondthGe.0irtfToO~S.aTEfiopt\p6·. J:ovid~d; the project reqtlire$~. · 
. ' n,v1r01z.t1~en _~ . ]Jfl.._llll Q}! pp .zca. wn· b_ :Sn .rrn e' •· . : .• ' . . ~ •. • .·· . ...•. . . .•. • ••••• . .. ·. 

0 • · l'rojed can: proceed With :cal:egonbi.I ex~mpti9n reView~ The prgfodJ:rasbeen. nfviewedby th~ 
· · · · ·· . • · Pres~vatlonHannet arn:Lcari proceeciw1th~ategoticcil ~~empti()il :reView~:GO TO S'.f.EP:~;: ··.. .. . . 

• · Cdniinenfs :(optio1iat): · 

. ,., ······ 

· _Presei:vation Planner Signahrie: 
.. .. 

-~............,~~~.........,..,,. __ ..__,....,.,,.,...,_,,....,..,..~=~~-..,,...=--- ·~~~=--.,--,-~=~"""··~·.-.:·/:~~",":~· ...,.,.....,.,_~_,..,~,~-....... --

... STEP 6: CATEGORICAL EXEMPT10N DETERMINATION 
TO BE 'C.()MPLETEDBYFROJECTPLANNER 

D 'Furth et ,enViron:inental review required, Propos~d proj~~l db~~ hot ~~~f:5c9p~s.of~bridh eifu~rifizickalfthai 
apply); . . .. . . . 

D Step 2- CEQA:rmpactS ..... 

. D ·s~ep $ _:Aclv<.1rrcedJ'JistoricaiReVi~W: 

. 
. ··-

' [{]. Nohtttherenvi!V~ell.U:J ,rey!ew is r~quiteit Th.¢ ;projecli~. categqrkaily e~ertipiiiha:¢~cE'.t,JA.~. 
Sigfrafl.iie~ P.ia.iin~rN~rti~:: . .. • ... .. , . ... ·· . •... ·. 

::•, ·,

1 

P.n~ie .. dA .. P:. ·.:P··.r ... o.·.v. al A ... ·.·c.ti.'o ... n ... : ·J····· .. e·••a:n' .... ,p······a··. : ..• , .•. ]~,:n .. g· ~:~:1~;i¥f~~~~~!~~~"~~g.· 
J · : ·- · . _:: . ·:.: ___ · :'.'.f:ti~_a':1~-~'?{~g;)itt~aii:d~riie:p0_i1~·g'@sfgo~.o-rg: 

.• Piannlng, Commi~sio,n Hearifo . , , , ... ·. / , , . , ·• .!Jata:2016.D1:2115:21;14.0lrOO': 

f lWiscreti<:maryJ{evlew .More tlle.flanning Comriilssioil is reqµe5ted( · · 
; l;he.Dis(:reti6nary ){evi~~~g~s i:heA'pptOYaJ A~tfonJorifu!; · 
.projed\.... • ..... 

I•; 
.. 

•••• • 

.. ·. ~::!~~~~ ~~erti¢d <lareci; thl)laoCillntii± co~titiltt\5.a {:at~gorldd eXeffiJ?ti-Oh p~rsuifui:fo CEQA Gillgcliri~'an~ :chaptei:;sf ·or.t!)e '· 

inaccord.lcice ~tivChiij5ter.3J bf the simfo'andsco AdmfuiStrati\te Cod~, an•appeal of:an exemption detemiilla:tionpan. oruyb'&ffiw ~fhut<l~ ·• · 
days of the projec;:tteceiwng the fitsl approvaLacifoiL · · · · 
- ·.:__ -- :-.·_::·. ~: . ' 
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SAN FRANCISCO --. . __ - .. ·.· _ . . . __ ...... . 
PLANNING. DEPARTMENT. 

. 16so Missfon st 
Suite400 
Sin Frandsco, 

"-----'----'-'-''---"---'-'. _ :cA 9.4103-2479 

.·. - - ·_ -- . 
;;>;:· m:.4~'1;'t"··'-~,-•,~,_,..~;;;.;:rt•:::c;~;,:'-4-;c·"'.::;:-i.:~:· 

,q~tJR~O.SJ:;(}Fi:ijE 
· s.,;_.zf-2\.f~~J1.;,~~-;~4~~;;..:J.~7.;f*i:2 

(9'•CEQA 

· ~<PlfOJEff•lSSU 
: ~:;s;:~~~~~~-{2-~4~i1~1<; 

I8J ls the subject Property an eligible historicresource? 

0 lfso, are the proposed changes a significant impact? 

AdditiOnalNotes: 

Propertyiii individually eligible foriri~lusio~ in a 
California Reglst~ninder one or more of the 
following Cr1teifa: 

. - . . - . . 

t.riterH:ltl 1 "Eveni:: 
~ .. 

Criterion 2-Persons: 

· · -tdierion3 -Architecture: . . ' .. 

Criterion 4~ lnfo~Potentlal: 

(Yes (!,No 

C>Yes {!\No 

CYes '<;'No 

dYes G;.No 

PeriodofSign\ficarice: J._ .. -~---'-------' 

.. Hisfork bisf{id/Conteict 
. . . . ' . . . 

Property is ln an eligible d!ifornia R~gi~ter 
Historic DistrictJContext uhder one or rnote of.: 
lhe following Criteria: 

't:riterlon 1 ~Event· 
. .. . 

. , .... 
Criterion· 2 -Persons: 

. . . 

diterlon s~Architecture: 
.. :·. . ,. .. : ........ . 

cdtetioti 4.-14fo)otential: . 

0Yes C!:,No 

OYes '{?_,,Nb 

OYes •(.;··Nd· 

'QYes ;®Nd' 

.P-erTodof Significance:. I._·_. ~· ·~--~~~-~·····"--''! 
. . ..... 

.. . .. . .. 
_ C Confribufor C Non-CoRlnbutor 
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. informatipn; ._ . 
-415;558.6377 



. * l(No ~s setected fotH1st~r1t ~~s(Ju~t~ ~er c~qA, a sign~tute fr.Om Sen l0t:P resef:Vatj'on Plilrih~r~f 
· Pfeservafi:bn CO.ordinatorisJequ1req·,. · 

. Oepartrnentsfaffagree·wilh the--flnt'JJngsofthe Carey & co,Historlc Resource Ewluafiof): 
· · {HRE)repqrtclatedMay~D/201~ for31:3:-323Cumberland5treetthatfhe:s.ubjettpropettie$ 

are not ellgible for Hsting 11nthe California Hegist€rof Htst<Jrkal Resbufces• 3i3 .. .. . .. 
CbinberlandStreet Isa single-famUyresfdence construetedin · 1908 on the.south side.of·. 
~tirnberfonci Street Jn the El1tekavalieYarea otth~ t:a$tet/Opp_er Mark'etneighbofhood .. 
Thisnne-:Sto:ry~oveHaised-bas:ement~ rectahgular~plan building istoppe_d With a sllallovJ 

·· h\pped roof and has seen substahtia·1alterations,313 CtnnherJantl :Street is a v~t~ht fof 
adjacentto323 t:umbeHarid~ · ·· · · · · · · · ·· 

.- ... .. .. . ... ,. . . .... . . .. 

The.subject bloCkfacesaiong C:umberJand Street consists ofa rangeofresidentialbuilding< 
st}iles and types. due to the lack of cohesion onthehlnck,l:hi$blockdoesnotappeario be·· 
pa rt of a potential historical tjistrid. No prev1ousry idertified hlstottc.al distrkt was foun_d itl' 
this area~ 

Constructed in _1908,th:es1ibjectbuiidingpost-datesthe i~itialdevefoprnent:ofthe Eureka.· 
Valley neighborhoodand is generally~ but not sign iflcaotiy.; associated with tHepost'.'.'. . 
e~rthgU!:ikereconstnKt!on eraiThetefore; the subjectbulldipgat323 C::umherland Street. 
does :not :appeat to be significant tmdetCdtetion i T Th:e subject buildhtg does not-qppear ' · 
to be ellgible underCriteri6n 2, as the bUrldlrig does not appear td be assbd~ted W1th anY. 
significant individuals, as outiined in the Carey& to. I-IRE repbf[Thesuhjedpropertyis•·· 
not sjgn·ificant underCrHerion 3. The htiildfng has seen multiple 1fi/.aves of additions arid-•. 
alterations anidoes nofappear to be a signiffc~ni: exam pie of a type or period; Ids 
unlikelythat the building was :architect.:.designed and the origrna] hufldet was not · 
identified> · . .. .• 

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

The subject buUdihG~t 323 Cumber.land 5~eet ls not slgnifiganh.int{ertrrteAon 4t s'ln~e . 
this .slgnlfi~ncetriterJatyp\q11(yC1ppJi~s~o-taretonstruttkmtypes when (tl\fdfving.the• 
bt.iilt envii6inuent Thestibjea pfopertyis n<Ytati exalliple.ofa tare c6nstfocltiori type;Th1~ 
form-does notaddr~~sarcheologitalre5ourcesand•archaeGfoglcai·review-Oftl1e~ubjett·· · 
properties was cbrrtpleted oh'9/5/2013. . . ' . . 

.·:i 
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SUBJECT PROPERTY 
; 313 CUMBERLAND ST .. 

• ® FRONT FACADE · 

·stTE .PHOTOGRAPHY 
.3-13.32~1 Ql)MBE)=\LAND STREET. S. .Al\fCISCb, CA 



SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

Zoning Map 

Conditionaf Use Hearing 
Case Number 2013.1213CUA 
313-323 Cumberland Street 
February 4, 2016 



SAN ~MNCISCO 
PLANNIN(l DEPARTMIC:NT 

Height and Bulk Map 

214 

Conditional Use Hearing 
Case Number 2013.1213CUA 
313-323 Cumberland Street 
February 4, 2016 



SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

Parcel Map 

Conditional Use Hearing 
Case Number 2013.1213CUA 
313-323 Cumberland Street 
February 4, 2016 



Sanborn·Map* 

:.,,..· 

*The Sanborn Maps in San Francisco have not been updated since 1998, and this map may not accurately reflect existing conditions. 
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Conditional Use Hearing 
Case Number 2013.1213CUA 
313-323 Cumberland Street 
February 4, 2016 
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Aerial Photo 

Conditional Use Hearing 
Case Number 2013.1213CUA 
313-323 Cumberland Street 
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Site Photo 
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Conditional Use Hearing 
Case Number 2013.1213CUA 
313-323 Cumberland Street 
February 4, 2016 
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SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 
1650 Mission Street Suite 400 San Francisco, CA 94103 

NOTICE OF BUILDING PERMIT APPLICATION (SECTION 311/312) 
On June 27, 2014, the Applicant named below filed Building Permit Application No. 2014.06.27.9813 (New Construction) 
and Demolition Permit Application No 2014.06.27.9820 with the City and County of San Francisco. 

PROPERTY INFORMATION APPLICANT INFORMATION 
Project Address: 
Cross Street(s): 
Block/Lot No.: 
Zoning District(s): 

323 Cumberland Street 
Noe and Sanchez Streets 
3601/043 and 044 
RH-1 / 40-X I Dolores Hei hts SUD 

Applicant: 
Address: 
City, State: 
Telephone: 

John Maniscalco 
442 Grove Street 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
415 864.9900 

You are receiving this notice as a property owner or resident within 150 feet of the proposed project. You are not required to 
take any action. For more information about the proposed project, or to express concerns about the project, please contact the 
Applicant listed a.bove or the Planner named below as soon as possible. If you believe that there are exceptional or 
extraordinary circumstances associated with the project, you may request the Planning Commission to use its discretionary 
powers to review this application at a public hearing. Applications requesting a Discretionary Review hearing must be filed 
during the 30-day review period, prior to the close ofbusiness on the Expiration Date shown below, or the next business day if 
that date is on a week-end or a legal holiday. If no Requests for Discretionary Review are filed, this project will be approved 
by the Planning Department after the Expiration Date. 

Members of the public are not required to provide personal identifying information when they communicate with the 
Commission or the Department. All written or oral communications, including submitted personal contact information, may 
be made available to the public for inspection and copying upon request and may appear on the Department's website or in 
other public documents. 

!RI Demolition 

D Change of Use 

D Rear.Addition 

PROJECT FEATURES 
Building Use 

Front Setback 

East Side Setbacks 

Building Depth 

Rear Yard 
Building Height (measured above curb) 

Number of Stories 

Number of Dwelling Units 

Number of Parking Spaces 

PROJECT SCOPE 

!RI New Construction 

D Fayade Alteration(s) 

D Side Addition 

EXISTING 
Residential 

19 feet, 7 inches 

2 feet, 4 inches 

48 feet 

46 feet, 4 inches 

29 feet, 10 inches 

1 

1 

0 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

D Alteration 

D Front Addition 

D Vertical Addition 

PROPOSED 
No Change 

7 feet, 10 inches 

3 feet 

54 feet, 11 inches (portion above grade) 

51 feet, 4 inches 

42 feet, 10 inches 

3 over garage 

No Change 

2 

The proposal is to merge lots 043 and 044, demolish the existing dwelling on lot 043, and construct a new three-story over 
garage, single-family dwelling. Lot 044 is currently vacant. A small portion of the building would extend 12' towards the rear below 
grade level. Pursuant to Section 317 of the Code, the proposed demolition has been administratively approved pursuant to case 
No. 2013.1213D because it has a value greater than at least 80% of the combined land and structure values of single-family 
homes in San Francisco. Therefore, there will be no mandatory public hearing for the demolition. This does not preclude a 
member of the public from requesting discretionary review for any portion of the project. See attached plans. 

The issuance of the building permit by the Department of Building Inspection or the Planning Commission project approval at a 
discretionary review hearing would constitute as the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to Section 
31.04(h) of the San Francisco Administrative Code. 

For more information, please contact Planning Department staff: 
Planner: Michael Smith 
Telephone: (415) 558-6322 
E-mail: michael.e.smith@sfgov.org 
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Parainformaci6n err Esbanolilamat at {4151575-9010 

Notice Date: 5/7 /15 
Expiration Date: 6/6/15 



GENERAL INFORMATION ABOUT PROCEDURES 
Reduced copies of the proposed project plans have been included in this mailing for your information. If you have 
questions about the plans, please contact the project Applicant listed on the front of this notice. You may wish to discuss 
the plans with your neighbors or neighborhood association, as they may already be aware of the project. If you have 
general questions about the Planning Department's review process, please contact the Planning Information Center at 
1660 Mission Street, 1st Floor ( 415/ 558-6377) between 8:00am - 5:00pm Monday-Friday. If you have specific questions 
about the proposed project, you should contact the planner listed on the front of this notice. 

If you believe that the impact on you from the proposed project is significant and you wish to seek to change the 
project, there are several procedures you may µse. We strongly urge that steps 1 and 2 be taken. 

1. Request a meeting with the project Applicant to get more information and to explain the project's impact on you. 
2. Contact the nonprofit organization Community Boards at (415) 920-3820, or online at 

www.communityboards.org for a facilitated discussion in a safe and collaborative environment. Community 
Boards acts as a neutral third party and has, on many occasions, helped reach mutually agreeable solutions. 

3. Where you have attempted, through the use of the above steps or other means, to address potential problems 
without success, please contact the planner listed on the front of this notice to discuss your concerns. 

If, after exhausting the procedures outlined above, you still believe that exceptional and extraordinary circumstances 
exist, you have the option to request that the Planning Commission exercise its discretionary powers to review the 
project. These powers are reserved for use in exceptional and extraordinary circumstances for projects which generally 
conflict with the City's General Plan and the Priority Policies of the Planning Code; therefore the Commission exercises 
its discretion with utmost restraint. This procedure is called Discretionary Review. If you believe the project warrants 
Discretionary Review by the Planning Commission, you must file a Discretionary Review application prior to the 
Expiration Date shown on the front of this notice. Discretionary Review applications are available at the Planning 
Information Center (PIC), 1660 Mission Street, 1st Floor, or online at www.sfplanning.org). You must submit the 
application in person at the Planning Information Center (PIC) between 8:00am - 5:00pm Monday-Friday, with all 
required materials and a check payable to the Planning Department. To determine the fee for a Discretionary Review, 
please refer to the Planning Department Fee Schedule available at www.sfplanning.org. If the project includes multiple 
building permits, i.e. demolition and new construction, a separate request for Discretionary Review must be 
submitted, with all required materials and fee, for each permit that you feel will have an impact on you. 
Incomplete applications will not be accepted. 

If no Discretionary Review Applications have been filed within the Notification Period, the Planning Department will 
approve the application and forward it to the Department of Building Inspection for its review. 

BOARD OF APPEALS 

An appeal of the Planning Commission's decision on a Discretionary Review case may be made to the Board of 
Appeals within 15 calendar days after the building permit is issued (or denied) by the Department of Building 
Inspection. Appeals must be submitted in person at the Board's office at 1650 Mission Street, 3rd Floor, Room 304. For 
further information about appeals to the Board of Appeals, including current fees, contact the Board of Appeals at ( 415) 
575-6880. 

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 

This project has undergone preliminary review pursuant to California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). If, as part of 
this process, the Department's Environmental Review Officer has deemed this project to be exempt from further 
environmental review, an exemption determination has been prepared and can be obtained through the Exemption 
Map, on-line, at www.sfplanning.org. An appeal of the decision to exempt the proposed project from CEQA may be 
made to the Board of Supervisors within 30 calendar days after the project approval action identified on the 
determination. The procedures for filing an appeal of an exemption determination are available from the Clerk of the 
Board at City Hall, Room 244, or by calling (415) 554-5184. 

Under CEQA, in a later court challenge, a litigant may be limited to raising only those issues previously raised at a 
hearing on the project or in written correspondence delivered to the Board of Supervisors, Planning Commission, 
Planning Department or other City board, commission or department at, or prior to, such hearing, or as part of the 
appeal hearing process on the CEQA decision. 
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APPLICATION .FOR· 
. . . . 

iscretionary evi·a·w 
1. Ow11er/Applicant lhfonnation 
f, O-ij)1J~fijc~~~ME;-, :·: :.~--·-. 7- -:.,-.-~----j .. _:__.-----;.. ..:.- ~--:--·· ._. ·-· --··..............:-~.:.--. :...._--.-.-~.:.:..... ___ __:_,__~ .. ---~-- _,.....l . .._,,__· -~ .... --. -,,:-,,_,- :---:--·---

Bruce Bowen · . 
L_., ______ ~ .. ......:~·~·•· -, .... ~ .... ,. ... _,.,_. __ ., .,_c.c. ---- ----··-·-----"·-"'""'---··~·------••.--• .. ~·r~.~--~••· .-.,·~-- ~_,-·~-····.---·--C.., __ _j 
c;Ofl APJ'LjC_ANf~.f\DDP.ESjl: • .. ·. .: · . . . . . . . 'i ZIP CQDE:' . (: 1-aEP,,J:10f'1.~:-:: :' · j 

!4016;2.DthStreet,San FrahdscoCA : 94114 ~ (415 j53S:.:o586 
L ....•. _ __:__:.~--.- .. ---~-----• -~-·-~'-•-·.......,-. ~.·~-·!'"o.··-:-··~-: . .,. :-~ ... ~.~~·-· l ---•·---"'~~-r--'-·__..!,_··--~ 

;r;Fio?Ei-TIY:~OV-if'!Ej'I v./jiq1scii:il~G-!f'iEPP.OJ~f(JN~viiiidi:Y0uA:iERE:oUE5Ji~i:liS6i1Ef1o~B'Ev1E'.y~A/~e;:~~--:-:-- ''"':''."• ~"c:Y 
•RSAALLC 
fAtio8ES$;-----·- --c.C...-::·--· -. ·- - ~-:- - --:-··~--· ---~--:--:~"' ··.··---,,----:-'fzw<Xfil'E(.:-"~--c: 

1 
~Biar.•~.- > -~-.,. ..: .. ~ -· ·i 

'.394P<idfic Ave,2nd floor, San Francisco CA :94111 1 (415 } 967-77'54 
1 .. ···-------····· , .... -.-... ·------ .. ,_. ·• - • '"-· .... ----·-- -· :······'"':-"'"_.. ·-. , .. , .. __ ,.~, ··- ··--- .. _ _. • ._..L_. ____ :._,__; .. ____ ...... .--.-.~ .• ·- ... .i 

' i S$11e·aS Af?ove ~ 
; Ai:lilfiEssr··· .. ----. -.. -;--- ... -• ·-·--.. -. -- ··--·· .... ------:-:.--...... ~ .. -.. -. ------:-:-. -.. ,-. r:zfp'coo27"' .... ·:;.... ~.-·, TBii>i:fot:ii' .... c,. . .,,~~ 

. . ... . ·: . ( 
p.wt~iiES&, :-.:·: :. :•-:-:-:::···:- '-'.: ... 7:--·-c-•-,....,,,..,,....,...,..7-.••""""'-''::---:-::-c•c:~,--- .,. c:-Cc-::-:c--:·-'- ................. -'-,·--- ·'"c .•" .,, ...... 

·.bruce.r,bowen@gmail.com 
._,_._. ___ ~·-- · .. __,,.,_......_ ___ , __ ... __ ;._·-. ·,-~,...., .. ~-·- .. ·--~---------~-""";'"'.~. :: .--... -. -~-:---'-•;.-:-~-..J 

2. Locp.tion :;:i.n¢! Class-ifkation 
::STiiE¥-AEOri'Ess-Of'F_RQ.;~Bif~··:.~--~-----c--··· ·---:----···--~-. --·- ··-··------·--:- .• ·--.------·----~~ODE("' . .-' ·-~ 

!_2~.C~~b{lr~and str~:~-•--· ... -~--·-· ---·---~~------··--·- . ··-----~-----·---·--J?~!-14: ---~ 
•;·CR()Ss'STREE¢!. :-,' > > ... ::'•i 

; Noe andSanchez ; 
'~---· ~·....-'-·--·----~------~.·,, .. ·--·-- ---- --· ~-------- ;-·:~ ..,...-·,.-··-·· -~~-:--.··:··-·:r~-----~ -··-. ···--';'.:.:~ .... :.......~-~...::~:..-.-:.::.;..:.. : . ...,...;~·:·:.: .. ~.-·,.! ... :· ~---~ .;-~---'-

Pl~_ct'.e::l< al~ lh"18.P?'l' 

Charige of u~ 0 Nev( Construction LJ - o·. A.lterati.ons ' 

Ad.di,tioIIS ~o ~-.ufidi..::,.g: 'Re~r.D frqnt0 i:f.e~O · Sid~Yardfl 
Sir}gle.:fainily Residence 

PresentotPrevious:Use:. · ·· . . . . . . . . . . · . • . . . . . . 
. :l1r<:tpos$;i~Use: S~~ F~miiyf{aside~ceomne~ged fot~ft~r merg~(with ;)B: C:4ajf:>er]arid 5.tBlock 360lhot 044 .. · 

Bulldmg-P~tAp~licatisn;1 No. 2014·()(;2.J;gs:ZO· , . . . . ·Date:Ftled:. 00/2712014 
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YE:! 

·i:& 

Did you discuss the proj.eotwilh !he Planrii11g Department penrilt rffiii91.v piannet? [& I 
DicfYQu particl_pale in .outs!d~ rriedfuiion on .fllis ca$e1 D' 

5} Cha'Qg~f; M$tl~ t,6 tJ)e Prqjec:} ttS.? R?.$[.lit bf t0§.cii;ajJqn 

IfyouJia'Ve i.'Useussed, the wOject witlithe applitjm~, Plannm~ sliff or g-Onetfu;qugh meiliaillfu, pii;$se 
si,munarize the result~ lnclud~g ro;i.y chimgestherewere lii.adet<;»fu!='p;ropose<l p:r:ojeci,. 
None (no ihai'tg~s} . n • 
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Discretionar/ Revi(3w Hequest 

:&:t fue spll.¢ belCl'I'/ ;i.nd on Separafe'paper, jf neceSSiil)> please present facts sufficienflo MSWet eacl;i. queifi.o~, 

L Y.Jhat<u"""e the r.easons·tor requesth1g.Dlscrdinnary ReVie'l:v'? The project meetS !:he rr.ini:mum stanifutdS of !:fie 
l'!arming Code, Wha,t are fife exceptipnaliiIJ.d exttaotc:linary !#.~ces that jUstify Discretionary Review of 
the project? How does the project conflict with the City's General Plan or the Planning Code's PrlorifyPolicies·or. 
Residential J)esign GUidelines? PlecJSe be specific and site specific sectiqnS of the Residential Design. Guidelmes~ 

See Attached, 

~. The Residential DeSign Guidefuies qSSttme: some _irhpicicts tO be i:ea5p_nab1e a.Ti.d ex:pl'!cted aS parl of i::oriStructfon. 
}?le~'-e explain how thIB project wo.uld cause unrea.Sonable impacts; If you believe yourp:i:operty, me property of 
others or Jhencig1iliorhood woµld be iiclVersely affected, please ;;tate ~v_hb Wo\.µd be affected, and hov\r: . 

See Attached:: 

3. Whataiterrui:tives nr clianges to the proposed project, beyond the ch@ges (il any) already inad~woµld~5pQrid fo 
the exceptional and ex.traordfuary circumstartces and redl.it:e the advei:se.eff&~ noted ab0vem 'glieslion #1? 
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11~ ~ l,i'jl:;; -· . -- -
'signature}___,. ___ ,..../~··~·~-.-·•~--~--·~····~: · __ · __ ~•·---fl~_·~f_,,,_~· .·--_-~-.'---,-·.-· .•. _-__ ~-.• _-.: ..... ~--~~~ 

Prlnt.-name, and fudi~ wheij:ier o~er, cirAtithoifred. agi@:' 

Brui::e Bowen/Owner 
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Discretionary Review Application· 
Submittal Checklist 

:·~- ·' ::~-M.iMseR;;i1 
"l ~i~ii~_~ij·/ 

ApplicatioJ'is~bi:tiitted to :th¢ Planning Department must be acmmpanied'by this diecklist and allr:eqWted. 
mal:erials.Tbe·cl.;ie{!)<listisfo be cqmpl.eteq ai.<d signed by llie ?-JIPlican~ of a:utho:rii:ed agent. .. 

r~·:~-:-~··~··.--.. :~: ~ft~~'M~~:mi~~~~~#;;:;;,-------;-7C- ·----\:•nt!Afi~J2Afi6~'°: i· 
i AiJpllcatJori; withalfbfanks ci:i(ilpletoo . \ •·.~ ; 
r ·----~-c-----·-------.--..,-·--·-· ·---····- '-· ------- ----------·~--·---------·-----··---j 

'. AddrBss Jabe1s (original), if applicable [ ·Gil : 
!:---··-------·- ·--<~•_, -H•••-:• • - ~ ·.:--~r.+-• --·-··:- --:•-++•-;--~-·--· -· ~· ~· .,.._._~ .. ~ .,._._ ........ ____ ~ • ~· ·-··-••·-~· -~-. ~ ................ 

' • Photographs that illustrate your co11cerns 
i-·· . .... -· --------·- ···--· ~ --- ·--- -·-. - ' ... ____ ' ·---~.~--- .. 
[ Con'ilenant or Deed Restrictions 
r •· ;:~.... .. ----..:•--.-~---·---'--·--------- --~---·-----'-~··· ... ~·-·-~· ~- ·---'-·- . ...., ,_,, -·----· .. ··~-""""-· ., 

; Check payable to Planning Dept. 
(---~···-··--·-··-.~ ·---- ···---<•. -···· .. .,--..:.. ····-··- ... ·-----~-· •.... . . ,.. ,._, ·<. - . ··: •. 

l Letter ofatithorization fcir agent 

[ Ottier:, Si:;:ction Plan, Detaii drawings (i:e. V>1ndowsi door entries, trim), 
i ~peqifications (for cleaning,repi;iir;_eto;) ~d/or Pradiu;:f cut slie$for new 
'. elements ,(i.e. Windows, doors): 
\ ___ . ......_,__~·-·-•·- -~-~-__.,!•"--~.r----.._. ·~·....-----·- _.._ .. 

NOTES~ 
0 ~,;.-ad Mai6ri"1 

@" .. 

··----&'~-.; 

··--- -+---· ----·· ---'··-·· ··~"'' 

: . : 
~- .. ..,..-.~--........ --. ~ ... ~-.--.. -----:-

. ···-· 7•.-.-.... ,;, 

c1 ; 
·---:-·t·-- ·i----·--~-<:,..._·~--~--1 

tJ 

Wi Opti6nai t.lateri2l: . . .. . . . . 
0 Two ""1'5 .of onginaf t2bslS end"""' COP)" otaddressw of adjacent property ownBfS.ari~ ""'11~<>1 prop;>ily ~ street: 

~~?J!nlant Use Q~ly . 
. . ~<\pp.\icationw;eivoo by PlatmingDepartrn.ene 

. l?y: ~~~--,.~~-.,---·---~----~ 
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Cpntfom.itlo!l.•~ QEMOUTfbN DR on permit applicaffon~ 20.14:06279.820~ 323 Cumberland Stre~t: 

··Pl.tASENOt~~rWEONb'E~STANfi:tr.iSTfiE IJEPARTiVIEf!lJ$ p.ro\CTJCETO;SEND ~R~PPOCATIONS'TO' 

~~~l~~~z:=:ttr~,~:~:~~=::::::~:::~:, 
···=~!~~~~J:;~~~~;(l{~f~W~~iYl~'f~~jrr~.e~~1e~~\'rff~·. 
1. vle~rerequ?S.tJng l)ist,ret;gl'l.aryRe11iew·o11 the den,Jofiaon pefri1it betausetheproposed.demolition 
is not consiSteiit with:Gen~i'iil:Pian Policies.·regarclii;g(i} affordability t,znd(ii}lete~tft!l'! Q/;.¢.¥istfng 
housil1g~ .. . . . . · · .· · . .. . .. 

General Plilri Housing Element: Oblective 2:: RE:tafrrtxisting ifpijs/ng U.nit:S~ drid Prpfr)ote Safety qnrf 
Maintenance Sta:nddrds, withputJeopardli1ngAfforqab1Ji;tjN . Atsq General Plan Hotising:Efement:: 
Obfectilie 3:Profeit the,Affqrdabpity ofthe EXisting HousiiJQ Stock, Espe~ialljrRenta/ Unit$; 

Thepro}~ct pJ:np.Qse~ de~oli~hing a' $0.und eJtjstlng.home of approximately 950sf at3i$ 
Cu~edantlSti~~t and ~.~:n m.ei;gllig frwitli •ll va~p.t,.:build.ablelot at 313 Cu~bedand, to build 
one ne'-W" home. Q11.ad.ouble.;\videlbtthatw1Il h;;ive ~J.trfuferior crr.ea,i;ifover.SOOO.sftotal:space; 
arid aver S80U sfot habttabieo spac;e (see E.xhJb~tA,ta:x ajfa('!~sot'~Jot:s). A{tjiougli th~. 
-Oemo1ition was granted an ?itlminIBtra,tive exemption.:froµi Manqa~tny PiScr~tjpn~ R~y1ew 
beca~e it was sir~\i\lll with a value over the $1SQ6 irtillibn tbr¢~hplq,·th¢re ~P~ ;;i nµµdie:r of 
irnpo$pt issues. t~ cpfi'.s~qer with r.es.Jlecttollcith affordability and housing pptential~ 

· First'., the ti.ivo properlfes (313 qrid 323. Cumh.erland) WeI'.e liSted fogefliet aIJ:t\ s~parately but 
wei:.~ purc;based together:., The lisfitJ..g noted the followirig~ "Also being offered sepa.r:a.teIY $2$.: 
Cu~berlandStreet~vfewcaf:tagefor$1.275.000.313:Cumb~rlandStte~t~vtewlQtofferndat,: 
$1,,t~S,(J(}O;, [ieef1ftp://Www'.zillovv.c<Tl1Jf!wme.details/3Z3~Cumberland~St-Sttn-Ftatz.dsco~@~ 
941A4/i$14$121~zptdfj~ 'r!iE:i H:~tirrg pJfig~f(:,r;34:$' <;:u,;n;t~erland alone/theri~,was $1.Z75 mi!li(i~, 
v.t~Iluil'1¢JJ the $1.506 willio.n wesbpfd~ 

.$ec;oq4Iih.~ '.f~ Ass~s~or~ool{ thet.otal sales prke{which Zilfow listed .iJ.s $3,SS D),iJlioA, 
(http://WWYir":zillow,c:.cnnjhomedef-.ajl~j323,-'Cumberl~.n&St-:-Sa:n--Fra.iicisco..CA.,. 
941f4/1S1451.2t_zp~d/1 a.nd. 'broke 1tdot>V'Xf. by .prope¢.t. such that323 .cunibedarid is value.d 
C1f $1i mjllioh, ji.Ist:,q\f~t .!:he thr?s~qifJ (s~¢' Exhibit 1)), •Di$fingt1i$hfog Il1eaning bet'ween the 
$1.S06m.iilion threshoidfigure d~te;rmine<f ov:er ;:t.y.earago·cw.4.a. currentv;:i~µ~ <¥$1.6:millfon 
iS. impossible., The' diff~r:en¢e i's fiqt,O:Q.Jy a,rbift:¥J: but not me.apingful g!v~~it:he fu.ct. tha,t actual 
housmgvalues aiit. rising: so rapidly and the $1.Sd6 m(Ilio!l figure is ~y City·~ifnQ~by . . .. 
neighborhoodand beca~~e'tli'e threShoid figure is s.tatitb~~en ihfr~q~ei).t th::\ng~ . 

Thir{t regardless'ofthetlit~$hoii:l figµre,1t'l$U:(J;de~abl~ t:h?tth13home proposed for; 
· demor'itiord~ vastiym():te ~fforda~i~ tium th~ hml4lng p1,-op9,$ed to :repl'.a:ee1tThe difference; 
betWeen today'~vaiue ofthe'BiistiJig bullcllri,gancfthe:$1,:$f;i6 ~qn.fb,tesf,u;ild~s mi,rifrnaJ;tha 
difference betviee:ti tlfo valiie of.the ~:kiSting ht1ildln~.a"nd th~ .propose a: buUCU~gwifi.be 
:immense• 
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Fourth, the combination of demolition and lot merger not only removes a relatively more 
affordable unit from the housing stock, it also removes a vacant lot that could accommodate a 
separate new unit . Effectively, this project will result in the net loss of one housing unit. The 
recently revised Housing Element took stock of all vacant parcels in the City and identified 
them as housing availability sites (see table I-57 in the Housing Element). Regarding this table 
and its sites, the Element states, n Locating new housing development in these districts makes 
sense, as housing should go where other housing already exists .... The build-out assumptions for 
these districts takes into account t;ypical housing t;ypes (single1amily homes in RH-1, for 
example)" (page 1-72). Why would we as a City identify such vacant lots as housing sites and 
then remove them by merger so housing cannot be built? With regard to housing retention, 
the Housing Element notes that "Planning shall require Discretionary Review (DR) for all 
dwelling unit merger applications" (page C.6, Housing Element). Planning Code Section 317 ( e) 
incorporates this statement by strictly regulating housing mergers; its criteria ensure mergers 
will be the exception and not the rule and will not occur except in highly unusual 
circumstances. It is an oversight that Section 317 does not also include a subsection on lot 
mergers because merging two lots in a low density residential district has the SAME EFFECT as 
merging two residential units -- it results in the loss of housing. If the demolition application is 
disapproved, as it should be, the lots will not be merged and another housing unit will be built 
at 313 Cumberland, resulting in two housing units on the project site instead of one. See 
Exhibit C. 

It is this fourth aspect of the project that is the exceptional and extraordinary circumstance 
required for a DR. Both the General Plan and Section 317 have a strong bias against unit 
mergers. That there is not a similar policy in place for lot mergers is an oversight because the 
result of both types of mergers has appreciably the same effect. A dwelling unit merger results 
in the net loss of one unit of housing. A lot merger results in a net loss of one potential unit of 
housing. Given the scardty ofbuildable lots in the western neighborhoods it is obvious any 
given vacant lot will be developed. This is why vacant lots such as 313 Cumberland were 
identified as housing sites in the recent 2014 Housing Element inventory. 

2. Our property and all of our neighbors' properties will be adversely affected by the demolition 
because it will result in the relative loss of affordability, the net loss of one unit of housing, and Is the 
first step in a process that would leave the neighborhood with a 47-foot wide home on a block 
characterized by 25-foot wide homes. 

3. We ask for a proposal that improves and adds thoughtfully to the existing building. General Plan 
policies promote the retention of the existing building and of the buildable lot -a prime housing 
opportunity site for an infill home. 
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4. Actions Prior to a Discretionary Review Request 

Prbr~ YES 

Have you discussed this project with the pennit applicant? [& 

Did you cfiscuss the project with the Planning Department permit review plannel"l (8 

Did you participate in outside mediation on this case? D 

5. Changes Made to the Project as a Result of Mediation 

If you have ~sed the project with the applicant, planning staff or gone through mediation, please 
summarize the result, including any changes there were made to the proposed project · 

No changes were made In response to any of my comments 
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Applicant's Affidavit 

Under penalty of perjury the foDowing declarations are made: 
a: The undersigned is the owner or authorized agent of the owner of this property. 
b: The infonnation presented is true and correct to the best of my knowledge. 
c The other infonnation or applications may be requited. 

Date: -:s-~ <e, 1,.o(~ 
I 

Print name, and indicate whether owner, or authorized agent: 

Henrietta S. Currier, owner 

1 Q S4N FRANCISCO F't.ANMHG D&.\Rrt.tENT V.08.01.2012 2164 
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DR on new construction permit 201406279813, 323 Cumberland Street 

Continuation - DR on 323 Cumberland Street New Construction DR on permit no.: 201406279813 

1. We are requesting Discretionary Review because the proposed building Is too large for the 

neighborhood, violates the pattern of 25-foot wide lots and homes that are or appear to be no wider 

than 25 feet In width, is additionally out of character with the neighborhood In materials, glazing, 

style, horizontal emphasis, fenestration pattern and details and replaces an existing affordable starter 

home with a 5855 sf home unaffordable to even very wealthy families in the City. 

The proposal violates the following Residential Design Guideline: 

Design Prlndple: Design buildings to be responsive to the overall neighborhood context; in 
. order to preserve the existing visual character (p. 7). The first of six underlying principles in 
the City's Residential Guidelines (RDGs), this statement, more than any other, is the reason the 
Guidelines were developed in the late 1980's. In terms of hierarchy, the design principles are 
the first order of direction in the RDGs, under which design guidelines are organized. 

The zoning controls in the City's western neighborhoods are now almost 40 years old, having 
been all but ignored as the City has reconsidered and fine tuned controls in the Eastern 
Neighborhoods several times over during the past 20 years. It is this principle alone that 
stands between the preservation of the unique and charming character of the City's individual 
Western Neighborhoods and the demise of affordability, small-scale, historic architectural 
styles and details in favor of monolithic monster homes constructed for no other purpose than 
to make a profit at the highest end of the single-family home market. 

The existing homes on this block of Cumberland are of a rich variety of architectural styles, a 
majority of which date from before 1940 and many of which date from between 1907 and 
1910. These styles incorporate charming detail and modest scale in height, depth and width. 
(See Exhibit D.) Although interior square footage is not regulated in San Francisco, as it is in 
many other communities in California and across the nation (which is perhaps a function of 
zoning controls that are 40-years old), unless square footage is largely subterranean it is the 
single most telling leading indicator of scale and mass. According to Tax Assessor records, the 
average square footage of homes on this block of Cumberland is 1895 sf (Exhibit B). This figure 
excludes garage and other non-habitable space, which commonly adds up to no more than 
1000 sf in older homes. The proposed home is 5855 sf plus an additional 2255 sf of garage and 
storage space. At 8090 total sf and a width of 4 7 feet at street front, the proposed home will 
detract from the existing character of the street in a major way (Exhibit C). Because it is so 
very massive and monolithic, this building will then become the block's unaffordable icon, 
paving the way.to the obliteration of what's left of the block's smaller scale character. 

The RD Gs explicitly include block pattern and lot pattern in its explanation of neighborhood 
character (page 7). This block of Cumberland is composed of 26 interior lots (13 on each side 
of the street, excluding corner-area lots), all but two of which are 25-feetwide (ExhibitA). The 
only two lots that are SO-feet wide are developed with buildings that are broken up into two 
and three vertical components such that they appear to be two or three smaller buildings 
(bottom of Exhibit D and Exhibit E). 
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Design Principle: Place the building on its site so it responds to the topography of the site, 
Its position on the block, and to the placement of surrounding buildings (p.11 ). This is the 
second underlying design principle of the RDGs. As noted above, all but two (non-corner area) 
lots on this block are 25 feet Wide. The two lots that are SO-feet wide have been designed with 
two homes that are designed in discrete vertical elements that read as though they were two or 
three separate buildings each so as not to conflict with the 25-foot lot pattern (bottom of 
Exhibit D and Exhibit E). The subject property consists of two 25-foot-wide lots, one of which is 
occupied by a 950 sf home and one of which is vacant (Exhibit B). Given the character of the 
block, and especially the two immediately adjacent homes, the appropriate development would 
consist of retaining the existing home and building a new home with a 25-foot frontage facade 
and set back between 311 and 323 Cumberland. The demolition of the existing home, merging 
with a vacant lot and construction with a monolith consuming 47 of 50 feet of new lot frontage 
violates the immediately adjacent lot pattern and the pattern of building frontages along the 
entire block. 

Front Setback. Guidelines: Treat the front setback so that it provides a pedestrian scale 
and enhances the street and In areas with varied front setbacks, design bullding setbacks 
to act as a transition between adjacent bulldlngs and to unijy the overall streetscape 
(p.12). The immediately adjacent home at 311 Cumberland is a 33-foot wide by 30-feet deep 
lot carved out of the comer of Cumberland and Sanchez Streets (Exhibit A -- lot 7 next to the 
project site). Its forward wall, which is at the property line, determined that site's front setback 
as zero feet You can see, however (Exhibit C), that this home steps back from the street such 
that the facade is broken into smaller parts leading back into the vacant lot. The new building 
ignores the stepped pattern of 311 Cumberland and ignores the large setback at 327 
Cumberland with a double-wide front facade on a single plane. A home that respected tl\is 
guideline would be built in two discrete 25-foot-wide portions with the westernmost half set 
back much closer to the front wall of 327 Cumberland. 

Facade Width. Guideline: Design the building's facade width to be compatible with those 
found on surrounding buildings (p.28). As noted above and seen in the plans, photos and 
montage (Exhibit C), the proposed facade will be 47 feet wide. Immediately adjacent to the 
west (327 Cumberland) the facade is 25 feet; immediately adjacent to the east (311 
Cumberland) the facade is broken into vertical elements that read as no larger than 15 feet 
wide (and total across the lot 33 feet) (see Exhibit C). 

Roojllnes. Guideline: Design roojltnes to be compatible with those found on surrounding 
bulldlngs (p. 30). Rooflines on the block are varied (see Exhibit D). Nowhere on the block is a 
flat unbroken rootline 31- or 39-feet wide, which is how wide the 3rd and 4th floor rooflines 
will be respectively. Because of the horizontal emphasis of the building. the second floor 
roofline actually read as though it will be 4 7 feet long because of the overhead entry detail. 
There are no buildings on this block that present such a long horizontal pattern. 

Design Principle: Design the building's architectural features to enhance the visual and 
architectural character of the neighborhood (p. 31). Modern buildings can be modern 
without flying in the face of established architectural character. In its immense horizontal 
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nature (found nowhere else on this block) and in its massing, this building is immensely out of 
character with the neighborhood. It additionally fails to incorporate anything about the block 
in materials, glazing, fenestration and detail (Exhibits C and D). It's as if this building was 
designed for another place entirely. 

The exceptional and extraordinary circumstances which justify this DR are as follows: 

1. The proposal requires a lot merger that will result in the loss of one one-unit housing 
opportunity infill site at a time when the City has policies in place to preserve existing 
housing and prevent the loss of housing, especiaUy the NET LOSS of housing which results 
from a lot merger in which two homes could occupy the space proposed for only one unit 
(See separate DR on the demolition permit application). 

2. The proposal results in a lot width and building width out of character with the 
predominant pattern on the street Only two existing lots (out of 26) are as wide as the 
one proposed and the buildings on both those lots have been designed in discrete narrow 
sections to appear as though they did occupy two separate lots. The proposed home will 
be the ONLY building on this block that will appear so wide - at least twice as wide as 
every other building appears. 

3. The scale of this building, as demonstrated by both its envelope and its proposed square 
footage, is not just out of character with the block; it is massively out of character .. 

4. By removing a 950-sf home and a separate buildable vacant lot and replacing these two 
entities with a single 5855 sf (plus 2255 sf of garage and storage space) building it will 
change the comparative affordability of the neighborhood and bolster the cause of 
speculators to demolish what this neighborhood _has left of starter, comparatively 

affordable homes. 

2. Unreasonable impacts and description of bnpacts. 

The impacts described above negatively affect the entire neighborhood, as demonstrated by the 
petition and letters attached to this DR A majority of neighborhood residents believe the precedent 
of allowing the merger of two RH-1 lots is fundamentally contrary to important City policies to 
promote housing while the single proposed home on a double-wide lot is massively out of scale and 
character with the neighborhood. 

3. What alternatives and changes would respond to the exceptional and extraordinary 
circumstances? 

Any project requiring both the demolition of sound housing and the merger of two buildable lots for 
the construction of only a single unit fly in the face of every City policy that serves to protect 

existing and potential housing sites. This is a project that requires an outright denial so that a young 
family can move into the existing sound starter home at 323 Cumberland and the sponsor can build 
a 25-foot wide home at 313 Cumberland. 
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habttable s:pac~~l · · .. · · ··· · · · ···· · · · · ·· · · ·· · .. .. · 
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VACANT LOT~, IR~:Sllt TIDNG ti:N rME EFfECT:IVE !lO:S;S 16F ,2· UNtrs 1FOJtTHE RtPtA(;'.l:MENT ;W~TH :01NIE~ 
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wide lots .. 
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buHdlngs,on SQ,,.foo. 
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··lootwidt • -_____ _,,, 
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o~o:r Mr.:~srnitM~ ,::::: .· · · · · · 

lam \V)i,~~,~~~,~~l]cgppos11ion I() lli~~~~i?<>seo f~,;,/: ::~ , . • 
323 c · b ·oo · et s11r r· · · · ~,. · · -·. · · · · -- · · .. -- · · , · 
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May8,2015 

Michael Smith 
City Planner, San Francisco Planning Dept 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 
San Francisco, CA 94103 
Email: michael.e.smith@sfgov.org 

Re: 323 Cumberland Street -Permit No. 2014.06.27.9813 (new construction). and 
Permit No. 2014.06.27.9820 (demolition) 

Dear Mr. Smith, 

We are writing as concerned neighbors. Ms. Moran's properties at 300 and 322 Cumberland Street and Ms. 
Currier's property at 324 Cumberland Street are across the street to the north from 323 Cumberland. Ms. 
Moran grew up in this neighborhood; Ms. de Cossio"s mother was a childhood playmate of Ms. Moran, and 
Ms. Currier purchased her property in 1996- our properties are one of the things that makes San Francisco 
cool and Dolores Heights quaint 

W~ are writing to express our opposition to the proposed project at 323 Cumberland Street 

The dimensions and character of the proposed project do·not mesh with the chaxacter of the neighborhood. 
It has a negative impact on privacy, air and light of surrounding homes, and sets a very poor precedent that 
will only erode the integrity of the Dolores Heights Special Use District It is completely out of scale and 
character for the neighborhood. 

We are also concerned with the proposed lot merger, which adversely affects the City's housing stock by 
removing a vacant, buildable lot In addition. by merging the lots at 313 and 323 Cumberland, the resulting 
building would be much wider than any home in the neighborhood. Two individual homes, built to scale 
for the neighborhood and with potential impact on neighbors kept in mind, would not have the impact of 
this excessively wide structure. 

How would the owners feel if the north side of the street decided to build to the maximum height/building 
envelope or very close to it? How about a merger of several lots for an even longer facade? (We take it to 
the extreme to make out point.) Then perhaps the owners. Ruehl and Aditya, would be in our shoes. 

This isn't personal, the owners seem like ver.y nice people. We are open to discussion, but they have not 
engaged in any meaningful way. The have answered questions, but have not offered solutions to the issues 
we have raised. 

Very Truly Yours, 

Diane Moran 
3 5 Lacosta Court 
No Ca94947 

~ 
Henrietta S. Currier & Renee F. d~ Cossi°' 
324 Cumberland Street 
San Francisco Ca. 94114 

--
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May:7,2Q15 

·,RIChard LYilch & Shelley ailldner · · 
· -327 Cumberland Sti'eei 
~-Francisco,. ca 94114 

\ · · Mlchaer:sinith.. ·, · · . . . . . · 
ctty."Piann~. San Fran~ Piann111g Dept. 
1650 M1$SiOD Street, SiJite 400 
San Franetsco. CA 94:1 o3 . . . 

. .. '• .. · .. 

. Ddar Mr. Smith, 

...... , .... 
· .. 

. . .. ,•. . . ·. ·:~ . . 

. ,lmnw.fmPrrio;.expr:es$·:~r;9pp~it~9n~o.. Hle above.rei~r~'n~.p~dJ~Gt~ti)~m ~P.~~ly :. 
. · .. Withdra\fljng a letter of;~Qpport·tl)~Usubniitted in 2014>,EadlSf: ifil~.:Y, .. : fsigned ~:.;·. ".·.· 

. . ". : pelttion. ilf :Of;posiUonJolfjbfprOject" bUt I want to be~clsar •. My: wff8;~J want to :ei<J>r0$S. 

. ... : 

···.;.··. 
. ~. . 

:· .... 

'··::;, "·· .. 

. .... · . ... , . 

. ' .... 
. ·: ....... . .. 

our opppsition to certain-as~ of ttle project I don't mind ttlat'it is ·on two lots; we : 
would pr~er that. as-~ Wplild .. _mean mate. parking for the, str~et . -' ... · . . ' ..... 

: ,. ·~. :- "• . . . . ... 

· .. '. ·The pr~JS#i.d$.;Slg·n, how~yer;J~.-dut·ot.~text a11d)S.~te.Wtttl,:~s.)iij{f:~aract~(o~;th~ · 
Doloreat.f~gtif$ $~~(Q~. Dl~cl.il,1$ ~roj~ asJil~ned, Is ~~tyel)rlarge; .~ '. . 
especialiy.' placed bQt\veen~two ~.· It doesn1 fit.in with tile .riefQhbc»'hood. . . . 

. . . . '. . . . . ,. . . . ·.:·· .· ': . 

. .' .~ . . 
..... 

. ··. ·. r::~~~~~ll\Van~:.:\~;~1==~; .. ·· ·.· .·· 
yard varl~ce; :so It w~~ ~ot,muCh :of an.accommodatiQJ1. ~ all. · >'.· : f ,·: · 

·" .. 

·.· .· .. 
~ .... 

· We would:lj~e the own~r~H9;.J~18keao:~~modatioo:·to our adJ~~;property .. TIJe> .. 
, . . . . .. . , . . pro1~~s:;~9.Pi';lc;l.J~bo'{ersf~.~: 8t()rY. ~11.~~eod wau b.~~9Pd.~tt&e]f.9.l)f:P.t~99r::hp_rri~ ~~~V,i.11~ . 

., · . · ·: · · ,bloCk.tl:J~.:Pg~,and-alr:)o;q'Qt'.~Of.i.~Jtont(feck and.en~ay •. M~~~~~has;b9tlri.:Yer,YJD, · 
. . . . : :. : . . and the-.~9Ck '8 ttl.9 one· Pt~ce she. carr~·to easily In qrder to en1QY.:·~·~;unshine.-_Not . 

·. · . . or:ily .\Nfll:ttie. prOject bloolfQti(l!ghUn ttj~Jront. :bi.It alsq·Qur :a1r,irl:thaf.(orifartd it wi1L · · . 
.lrivade 01Jrpnvacy. :l'Ri 11.~:ex®l\ ~.lt.fJPpears trom-.tt1e:drawmg~Jti~t1he prOJ~·~11 · 

. have a deci«that wJll loQtc::·ij.QWl:t ·onto ~-d•, front dc;>Or an~ ir:rtc:ni9rt1VJi:ag room · " .. · . 
_Windows. ,We hope:to:~:~e~tcf wdi:l(som9thing olit Witnth'.e·owneri;~~,:·. . · · · ' .. 

. -.;·, .... :·~:· .... . ,• ·:· ';;~~::~~>_;.:.:~:"·!" - .. ~· .:::.:.: .... -:.·· . . :"·: ·.: .. -· .. ~ .... : .· .. ::·-.'.-:. .. :~/=:-..,-._;: 

. I am persq_rially fond of;~~QWoers, butldbn't think th~f~e-100ki.09:~t,ihis prOject trdni . · 
· the nelghiX)rtlOOd's ~.,9HVe; " · · · · · " ·· ... c ·:. · · , .· · 

....... ,. 

·. ·· Very Trply::Xoµrs, ... 

.· .. ~r.·~··. 
. ... :.· . ; 

....... 

; .... .. . . ·:":. 

: . - ... . · ..... 

'.: 

...... 

"·_·, '.;!;·:'.. '• . ·· .. ~. 
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· ~lichaelSmith: ···•• .... ·.··••• ............... · .. ·•······· ··••· ·. · ........... . 
City Planner,~.Franc~9PWininI?Di:m- . • . !~~~~1~~i::.otg · .. ·· .... 

. . ·.. . . .· ·:: .:::· ... 

. . . .. : . . . . . : . : : i . ~ . . . ~ 
: .· ·: .·. :. 
·.. . :·: .. 

·. nc.ut ~f(. ~mitK. . . . 

· ·.· • ·sw~~ .. n~~t1>~prt~Q~~p~tionioili~p~d~J«t~112attnn~di····· 
roxt,· 

... · ·:. : : : .... ":: ·: ::·. ·:: ..... :·: ...... · .... : . ; . .: .· 

r~f?)~;~~,JMF , 
... 1~ \\"ltll~ . 



··········•<i:w. 
. .• ·.. . . . DOLOREs HEIGHTS IMPROVEMENT CLUB .•...•.• ; · .•.. 
· •. • ·•· ::P~st Offo;;~ Bo~ 14426, San Francisco, CA 94114 · .. •·• . 

•··•• ~~nd.-tielf*erefft~ SF Planning Depa.rtment 
.. ·. ··· .... · ·. . 

.... ·.::. :.. . : 

.Juri~ 4 201s • . . f. . 

~{iy ':!1~~~~r $mitt! [ •. : • •. . 

· : San Francisco City Planning Oepartment . 
1B50Missi6n Stree(Suite 400 · · · · 

· .San Francis<;o, CA 94103 . 

. RE: 323 Cumberland Street (a.uilding Permit App No 20~4.0o~~7 :9s'li' ·· . 
~nd Demolition Permit App No :2014.06~27 ~9820) · · · · ·· · 

. . = .. ·. ..:.- ·: .. ·· .. 

· ............. bear Mr. ~mith: 

..•. · .. · ···•·.· ••. ~" a~&wrlting regarding tha abov!'-referen~ed prom>~e~project on ~h~if Ofthe • • •• •.•···.·· 
··· .. · _.· board .and membersofthe Dolores Heights hnprovem~ntcrub (DHIC). our • . ... · · 
.... · .. · organization seeks. to be Ci positive infltjence m1 developm.ent in Dolores Heights. .. · · 

·· ·. · · · · The Sanfrancisco Plannjng.Colllmissioh :Resollltion No. 8472.which createdtbe 
Dolores H¢ig.llts Special Use Disfrict (ElH SUD) describes our.11eighborhoop as 

· · . . an "6utstandirig arid unique area; which contritnit$$ to San Franci.sco's visual 
... form and ti1aracter:1i . .. . . . . . . . . . 

.. '. ,QurPlanning a~d Leind.U?e bornmitt$e(PLU) reviewed the proposed project 
·• ·.• . •f.¢lative to the DH suo and th$ Oolares Height$ Residential D_esign Guidelines 

·. · • (PH RPG)~• Dolores: Heights neighbors and DHIC offic;ers have attende.d · 
. .. rneetings\llfith the sponsors of the Projectandh~ve pravjded the sponsors with 

· •:. ·.· . , j~ed}Jack relating to ttw Project The final plans filed wlththe San Francisco · 
: • . Planning Pepartffientstill r$pi"t=}seht cLdesign that fa not c6mpatible witb the DH 

··.· > SUD arid the Dolores Heights Residential. [jesigri Guidelines (DH ROG) orWjth 
. .··•·the $an Frandsco, Plannfrrg Gode.arid its Resi.dentiaJ Design Guidelines,. We· ask··· . ·. . .. . . 

.. ·•· you as the ,City Plat)ner !JSsigned to this Project, you{ colleagues at the San .. 
· · • · .. Francisco Plapni~g Department, and the Pl~nning Commjs$iDD to.requestthat · 

.. th~ sponsors make design change$ tcfaddress the foll9wing cqnqerns and 
gbjections.' · · · · · · 

.·• : ·.. . ~·uilding BµJk ancl l)ll!Jssing. fhe.project is a· m~ssive struGture. Witt1t9tal • · •.. ·•·· · 
.. · ...... • ·. >gross. squarefoqtage of over 8,30D ~quare J~et, it is mqfe than twice the size.the . •.· 

· · ... ·. • : : puildings oh the 300 blockofCumbetfand arid on cidjaceptblcfoks; In the Ql-f' .. ••· 
· · _· .. · .. · .·• $lJD, the averages]ngle r~sid$riGe is approxiiliately1,815 andl~rge.st single• : . 

... · .. · ·• ·residence is4,739 w!Jich was built In 1eoo·and predates the creation of ttie PH .•. 
. . . $UD. These numbers include houses on double-Jots as if~uch houses were on • 
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. .. · .....• DOLQJtEs f{EJGlfl3 L'\ttRO'V£ME~ :~UB .·•· ·:· . . 
· ·····••:• P,ostOfficeBox 14426~.SanFtandsco, CA94114 

..•.. : : ·~pbn~9r in~~e~~e~he setback at th~ second above-grade story Jev~t ~dthatthe ••• 
. • w~stv\iall do¢snofblock their neighbor's light qlld air. . . . . .. .. . . . .. 

: · \ ; ( )~i~~~~tions. This!~rojecf involves significantexcavations across the entlre ·Jof... • ••·. · ...... 
•.. .. · ...•. : > Th6.9Wners ofanotheradjacentlot at9Ei0 Sanchez; who are friends of this . .·.· 
• .•. •. • : •···•. pt9JE!Ct sponsor, plan similar excqvations~>Both of these excavations will be V.erf ·. 

· .. • :. ( : fi~artff$C\Ch other C1ndraise conqerns relating to their impact on foundations of . 
· ··. adj~rie;rifneighbors .. Flirthermore;we note forthe record that Dolores Heights 

has ah µhde;rgrolind spring. We are aware of at least 6rieproject (on nearby 21st .. •<· 
street) ~h.ich did excavate, a9d caus8.d adJac;ent neighbors to g~t retjirectetj . ..... . 
stream flooding !nfotheirbasement, for which theneighbors had to instail a sump • ·· 
pump; ![)creasing th~ir qngoing operating and ins prance e)(penses. We · . · · · 

· • understand tbatth.$ Pla_nning Department is notresponsible for this part of the 
·· Project butwer€commend fhese issUE:IB be addressed by the Building · 
. . Department before :any excavation stqfiS, . • .. . .. 

Sµ~mary .• •• · ••• . . . : • ·' •. • ! i . . . •. > l . :: ; 
The prop:osed project will nave cin ejctraordinary Impact on an"outstanding .~rid 

·:· µ11·ique area" With a steep topography' that has created an irregular pattern of . 
.. ... • $treets, seven public stairways, and buildings. Dolores f-lejghts is filled with 

·iiiteresting houses and cottages set into the hillside's garcj~Jis $nci tree-filled 
. open Sp.aces, It provides San Fran~isc.;ans. and .visitors vvith access to stunning 
• p_yqffc vfews of th.e City and the Bay at every comer. . . . . . ... 

··• < ••:~he prqject spohsors have not cited .. any exceptiorn~i orextraordinary . . 
·.· .. ••.·•circumstances; practical difficufries ·or µnnec~ssary hard~hip thatjt.istify a huitdihg 

'. of this rna:s:s, size <;ind pesign. "[he; DH S.UD was created in order to: 

"Preserve and provide fo_r ane~tabli~hed area witha unique character and · 
balance of builtand natural environment, with puplic andpriyat¢VieW . . . . . 
corridors c;\ncf panQfa.mas, tp c6nserv~ existing buildiilgsi plant ·. • •. · .•.... ·· 
materials find planied spaces, tc;> pre\fent unreasonable qpstruction ofvi¢W · •·· 
~nd lightby buildings of,plantrnat~riais, and to encourag~ development in · 
.conteXt and scale with estapl!shed.charac;ter and landscape/' . 

. : Ttiesponsor$ have tolci neighbors thatthey p(!rchased the prop~rty because 
. · • ~hey love th(? Dolores Heights. n.eighborhood for Its quaintcottages and front yard 

. ·. g~rdens ... • Yet they propose a structure that is wholly incompatible with tbe · . 
.. • •neighborhood for the reasons¢ited aboye. A.project of this?ize and scalewili .• 
· detract from the: character of Dalo.res Height? ileighborhood,and set a precedent 

•.. Jar oth,er d~velopi)1ent$ that Will rap!dly transform Dolores Heights-from a.. · 
.• ch<~sming· hillsideJhtoa monofithic ri~ighbprhood. .. . .. . .. 
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_ From:_ B$rit H()roWitZ: ore;t\_horov<ltr@yah0o;e<Jm _ # _ _ _ _ __ _ __ _ _ _ _ 
Subject: Fwd: Letter Responding to Proposed Construction:at 313-323 Cun'ibeiiand $t 

Deite: ,,ltl!I~'5, 2015 af3:39 PM -
T-0: RhettCurrter.¢etlwmer(~gtnaU cbm 

Sent from a tiny keyboard 

Begin fotwatded m~age: 

Fro1m Brent H0r9ViJtZ <:brent t'rbrov:Att@vahoo_com> 
D~May14,201;iafB:5-1'.23FMPDT. _-. - .- - -- - - -- ---
To; B.uchi SanghVf <rsangh\ll@gmaiLcom>, AdityaAgarwal <:aditva@dmpbox_ccim> _ 
Cc: fl.f,JchaeJ Smlth <tn10hael.ecSmiih•a'Sf90.\l:org::.;, John b'Duimr <jobn@odult-m.com>, Healjier Thompson 
<heatherthi:m1psonhorowitt:@umail;eorn> _ -- _- ___ -- · ·-_ _ _ · -
_subject; Le."'terRe:Spondlng to Propos~OonstnJcfion <it :,.:1-3~323G_umb;:o.dand st 
.Reply~To: Brent Horoy1fti <brent hoiowJlz.(QlyaliOo.com> 

Ruehl&. Adityai 

,-- Attai:;tied p leti~e tintf _~ lett~r 9'.!ltiintng; oµ_t:thoµg_hts. & conc.ems on the currently 
proposed project -· 

Best regards, 

· Brent & Heather 

•- Brent Horowitz 
• Heather ThompsonH6rowjti' 
-328 Cumberlarid.Sfr~t 
-San Francisco$ GA94it4 

_ -Letter to Rµct)i-At!~ 
t'rofii Horow ... rland.docx. 
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May14,2015 

Dear Ruchi & Aditya, 

Brent & Heather Horowitz 
328 Cumberland Street 

San Francisco, Ca. 94114 

Thank you for hosting a follow-up meeting on April 21st to present your revised plans for the 
double lot at 313-323 CUmberland Street. As Brent told the group and each of you after the 
meeting, we appreciate your engagement and willingness to hear feedback from your future 
neighbors - and longtime residents - here in Dolores Heights 

As Brent also stated, we can tell that much thought was given by your architect, John 
Maniscalco, to incorporate feedback from the first design version that was presented to the 
neighborhood months ago. In particular, breaking up some of the fa!;ade with a bit of a step
back; adding design features to further break up the monolithic front; and lowering and/or 
pushing back the side walls (particularly on the East) have certainly improved a very imposing 
and shade-producing structure in an otherwise quaint neighborhood. 

With all of that said, we continue to have significant concerns about several aspects of the 
project as outlined below. While we speak for ourselves, our concerns are without question 
shared by many, as you all heard at the well-attended April 21st meeting. 

Size 
First and foremost, the architectural design presented on April 21st is now for a house that is 
even larger than the original proposal. We recognize that some of this space is now 
underground as proposed, and thatthe above-ground structure has been reduced a bitto a 
{still-significant) "'5200 square feet. But Mr. Maniscalco seemed perturbed by the repeated 
feedback regarding the floor space from multiple attendees of the meeting saying, "you all seem 
a bit hung up on an abstract number." 

Numbers and words are by nature abstractions, yes. But numbers are also as objective as any 
description; the fact is that at approximately 8300 sauare feet the home proposed will be more 
than twice the size of any other structure on the block, and all but a few in the surrounding 
neighborhood. That includes BOTH of the other double lots on the 300 block of Cumberland, 
one of which is just over 3000 sq. feet and the other closer to 2000. In one of the original letters 
you sent to your future neighbors, you expressed wanting to live in this neighborhood given 
how "quaint and charming" it was. Imagine if in 10-15 years from now most of the homes on 
this block were of the size and scale of what you are proposing here. How "quaint'' would this 
historic and unique street be then? We ask you to please re-consider whether you truly need 
this much space - keeping in mind we are a family of four living comfortably in a 1500 square 
foot home - and if so whether this is the right neighborhood for that kind of scale. 

Ught & Aesthetic Space 
Square footage aside, the other main problem we have being directly across the street (on the 
downslope to the North) is what we see, and what light reaches our house especially in the 
Winter (when your property is in the path of the mid-day sun). Given the slope of the hill, 
anything you build up and out will loom over our daughter's room in the front of our house. 
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Today, we read her stories before her nap and see greenery across the street. Under this design, 
we'll look out our original bay windows and see into a mass of modern wood, concrete and glass. 
Our hope is that the plans can evolve further, with (at least) the second story set back further; 
more emphasis on breaking up the fa'8de; and more greenery throughout. 

One of the under-appreciated and also brilliant aspects of the only two other double lots on the 
street (that of Rhett Currier at 324 Cumberland and Bernie Katzmann at 349 Cumberland} is that 
both homes are purposely designed (and remodeled in Bernie's case) to look like two different 
structures. Specifically, one side of each home is actually set a good deal further back than the 
other side. Also, both are significantly set back from the street overall to mitigate the effect of 
one joined home. Please consider the effect your current design will have on the feel of the 
street - for those that drive home every day with your structure towering over the apex of the 
hill, as well as those that live directly across and below from your home. 

The good news is we feel that this aspect is relatively easy to address given the experience and 
talent of your design team, so we are hopeful that you and they will act on this feedback. 

Excavation & Safety 
In order to accommodate the amount of space you are looking for without having to ask for a 
variance, it seems like the order of the day is to dig. While we appreciate the added cost as well 
as the effort to rein in the above-ground scale, there are other considerations. 

We are not sure you are aware, but directly North of and below our property and that of Ms. 
Currier and the Nadlers (@332 Cumberland) there is a long-standing proposal pending(@ 3927-

. 393119th St) to dig 25 feet horizontally into the very steep hillside and create a 60-foot-high 
retaining wall for three new 4-story houses. They are asking to drill major supports underneath 
our property to do so. That conversation is ongoing. 

But w1th tbe hillside potentially being excavated below our home, with a natural spring on 
your property being diverted directly above us per your plan, and living In a home that was 
constructed in 1928, one can appreciate that this is not an Idle concern. Brent was knocked to 
the ground in Marin County as a teenager during the 1989 quake; we live on a hill (i.e. rock) for 
more reasons than the view. Whatever your digging plans, we ask that you give thorough 
consideration to any runoff and/or destabilized earth that might affect those directly next to 
your property. We would also like to meet with your geotechnical engineer to understand these 
aspects of your overall plans in detail. 

Longevity & Character 
Finally, based on the interactions with you and your design team, we don't believe you truly 

· appreciate the intangibles of this small and historic collection of blocks that comprise Uberty 
Hill and Dolores Heights. As we believe you know, the address of your proposed house lies 
inside of the Dolores Heights Special Use District and therefore is subject to the guidelines 
unanimously adopted by the San Francisco City Planning Commissioners under the following 
preamble: "Whereas1 Dolores Heights is listed in the Urban Design Element of the 
Comprehensive Plan as one of the five examples of outstanding and unique areas which 
contribute to San Francisco1s visual form and character and in which neighborhood associations 
should be encouraged to participate in a cooperative effort to maintain the established 
character .•. n 
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However much money or time or thought has been spent getting your proposal to this point, 
we do not see how it in any way seeks to "maintain the established character'' of Dolores 
Heights overall let alone the 300 block of Cumberland. Further, it seems that there have been 
efforts made to move away from that heritage. The small existing home at 323 was owned by a 
lovely old man named Bob Jacks who used to bring us plums from the tree his once wife planted 
in his side yard. He lived there for over 40 years. After he passed away and the property became 
yours, we observed a team come over one afternoon and re-roof the house - which is 
interesting considering no-one lived it in and it was intended for demolition - and we noticed 
the original architectural feature above the door (the eyebrow dormer) was removed during the 
roofing and not replaced. We have no way to know whether this was intentional, nor can we 
find permits for the job, but it is fair to say that not much if any effort was made in the way of 
preservation. 

In Summary ... 
While we have only owned 328 Cumberland Street for six years (we closed six days before our 
first child was born), we were also renters for five years before that. We bought the home we'd 
already lived in. We see tourists daily as they quietly explore our sunny dead-end street, 
stopping to look at Rhett's garden and the small fishpond in front of the cottage across from 
Bernie's house. They often pause at the apex- directly in front of your property-to turn 
around slowly, taking pictures of the fog being held up by Twin Peaks, spilling like a slow wave 
into a very unique city that is changing dramatically. 

You now wield an Important hand In shaping San Francisco's architectural legacy. We welcome 
you to the neighborhood and sincerely hope that you realize none of this feedback has to do 
with you as individuals- as. one of your friends mistakenly (and unfortunately) suggested at the 
meeting. Instead it is all about protecting this neighborhood's heritage as well as the value and 
enjoyment of our home. 

We hope that you will continue to engage with the community and find a compromise that on 
the one hand gives you your dream home while on the other does so with a lighter, more 
appropriate footprint on this very unique street in San Francisco. 

Best regards, · 

Brent & Heather 

cc: Michael Smith, City Planner 
John O'Duinn, Board Chair, Dolores Heights Improvement Club 
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Fr·:m1: _Dav1d Nadler d-r:;nadlei@gmaH.c-om ~-
Suh~?c:t: Letter-concerning the proposed project at313-323bumb~d<md_ 

Dnl$~ ,,June1,2!l15-~.t9:47 AM · · 
To: Ruehl S~gf!Vi 1"2-anghvi@gmai\.<.xirn, Acfitya Agarwt:!I ,aditya@oropbox.c:;m 
Ge: Michael Snilth mtoha.:cl.e-.srn!th@sfg_ov.•xg, Laura Nadler laurnbn<i.dfer1s•gmall.corn 

Bee: rhettoUi'r\er@gmtil!.crnii - --

·[)ear RUMI.~ .Aii!tya, 

•Please fUlii attaehed a brlefletter With- otir- tno1:1ghts about the currently proposeid projeqt We looKfor:watd _to ypJ1r qantinued etigstgei;nent M!h 
the coinmuriify and approoate youratleritlon to its concerns. · · · ·· - " -

Best regards; 
Davici & Laura Nadler 
332 Cum~erlanl'.1 

LBtterio Rubhi-Adfya 
tram Nadte-;:.ct c0py.do6' 
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( June 1, 2015 

Dear Ruchi & Aditya, 

David & Laura Nadler 
332 Cumberland Street 

San Francisco, Ca. 94114 

Thank you for your continued engagement with the community. Our neighborhood is a 
wonderful place to live, with caring thoughtful residents, and we look forward to sharing it 
with your family. 

As nearby neighbors at 332 Cumberland, we have strong concerns about the current 
form of your plans at 323 Cumberland and the adjacent lot. But we do not see these 
worries or those of our neighbors as insurmountable. We welcome continued investment 
by families in the neighborhood and share an appreciation with you for its unique appeal. 
But we feel its wonderful character is not guaranteed to survive the coming years without 
careful stewardship. 

Here is a brief summary ·of challenges we feel your project presents to the continued 
health of Cumberland St and more broadly Dolores Heights. 

Size 
Our street is not one of imposing structures. We fell in love with our house at 332 
Cumberland in large part because while large at 2500sqft (and in fact one of the largest 
houses on Cumberland), its facade is that of a small cottage with one full floor at street 
level and only a dormer window above. Outside of a below grade garage entry, what the 
house presents to the street is not different from when it was built in 1916. The existing 
house at 323 Cumberland is similar in scale. Both are set back far from the street with 
welcoming walkways and surrounding plantings. The house next door to us to the west 
has a large front yard with a fish pond! 

As currently proposed, your project presents.a radical change with its monolithic facade, 
both in height and expanse. Unlike the other homes on double lots on Cumberland, the 
proposed design makes no effort to integrate this massing into the rhythm of the street. 
In one of the original letters you sent to your future neighbors, you expressed wanting to 

· live in this neighborhood given how "quaint and charmingn it is. This seems inconsistent 
with the current proposed design, and we worry about the precedent it will set. 

Excavation 
We understand that the current proposed design places more of the square footage 
underground. While this addresses some of the concerns with its presented massing, it 
raises significant new ones. First, the integrity of the hill itself, a valuable asset both for 
the large trees it supports and for its safety in an earthquake zone, is continuing to be 
compromised. There is a long-standing proposal pending(@ 3927-393119th St) to dig 
25 feet horizontally into the very steep hillside and create a 60-foot-high retaining wall for 
three new 4-story houses. They are asking to drill major supports underneath our 
properties and our neighbors to do so. That conversation is ongoing and your project will · 
set a further precedent for what developers will seek. 
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We also are strongly concerned about what such an excavation will mean for those of us 
who will live nearby to it. While there are other projects in the neighborhood, most are 
limited to the rehabilitation of older structures, and none is close to the scale you 
propose. Your excavation will no doubt require major machinery to work for long periods 
on our small dead end street This is where our son and many ·other children (at least 5 
who are 6 years old or younger live within 100 feet of your lots) play and explore without 
concerns about their safety. They ride bikes, play catch, draw chalk pictures, and garden 
in front yards. Your project promises a long and significant impact, which will tum their 
play area into a construction zone. 

Preservation of streetscape 
Cumberland St. has a unique character. Blocks from Castro St, it is quiet and offers 
beautiful vistas which all can enjoy from the sidewalks and the street Tourists come and 
stand in the middle of the street to take pictures of Sutra Tower. The street is surrounded 
by large trees and residents have supported plantings all along the sidewalks. Its houses 
are set back, often with front gardens, including some historic earthquake shacks hidden 
behind deep foliage. Rather than embrace this heritage, your proposed project seems to 
move In the other direction. For a small amount of space, your project could have 
beautiful greenery in front and contribute to the heritage of Cumberland St rather 
than take it in a dramatically new direction. 

We hope that you will continue to engage with the community and realize your dream 
home with a lighter, more appropriate footprint on this unique street in San Francisco. 

Best regards, 

David & Laura 

cc: Michael Smith, City Planner 
John O'Duinn, Board Chair, Dolores Heights Improvement Club 
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Ftoem: RhettCi.irrier rl"lcttcurrier@gn'1aiLcotn ·<$ 
Subfect: 313-·323 Cumberland street" Planning Appucation No. 2QJ3:12'13 
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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 pennits and 
variances, and new regulations for Monster Homes In Dolores Heights 
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Petition dated as of March 2015, regarding 
Propos8d 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 20151 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 (OHIC); 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 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 241. 

A few further examples among the many such instances in the Dolores Heights SUD include 
projects at 4@0 11111 8L, 3721 21st St., 3660 Hill St., and 359 Cumberland St. 

We believe, in addition, that the Planning Department's pattem 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 ~er, 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. 
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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 
PrOIJ(>sed 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 

a.cd 
We, the undersigned, as residents of Dolores Heights ~r members of ,the lo ~ 
Neighborhood Association, the Dolores Heights Improvement Club (DHIC), are alarmed by a J.Jtu~~ 
recent trend of the Planning Department failing to encourage the Sponsors of numerous - . (/- -- -..--"S 
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. 5ection 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 Cumbertand St., proposes replacing a house of an 
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 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 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. 
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Michael Smith 
C'tty Planner 

Henrietta S. Currier 
324 Cumberland Street 
San Francisco, Ca 94114 

San Francisco Planning Dept 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 
San Francisco, CA 94103 
P: 415.558.6322 
rriJm.~el!~.smith@~gov.Qrg 

Via Email and Regular Mail 

March 27, 2015 

Re: 323 Cumberland Street~ Planning Application No. 2013:1213 

Mr.Smith, 

I am writing to express my concerns about the above reference project. 

At a meeting last summer (where many neighbors, did not get notice until afterwards, if 
they got it at all}, Ruchi Sanghvi and Aditya Agarwal aka RSAA LLC (the "Sponsors") and 
their architect-showed their plans ar:sd rendenngs-for a-5,600 square foot home for313-
323 Cumberland Street ·Multiple neighbors expressed concerns about the Project's 
scale (especially in light of the average size of homes being more like 2200 Sq feet), 
architecturally not fitting in with the neighborhood, negative impact on privacy and 
light, reduction in value of surrounding homes, and a very poor precedent that will only 
erode the integrity of the Dolores Heights Special Use District. Lastly; the Project 
completely ignores the Dolores Heights Residential Design Guidelines. 

Since that time, the Sponsors have only met with the neighbors at 311 Cumberland and. 
327 Cumberland. I flave requested information from the Sponsor at least three times 
since the summer meeting, and have been given no information. They have responded 
to other emails (covering topics from the hazardous waste discovered after I reported to 
the police that people were living in the house and using injecting drugs, and most 
recently the notice from the Water Department about a steady leak - a condition that 
has existed for over a year). I requested that you encourage the Sponsors to 
communicate with me and provide architectural renderings and elevations, and nothing 
was forthcoming. 
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I think communication with me and the rest of the neighborhood would go a long way 
to solving the issues. I am not anti- development; I am pro intelligent development I 
don't think in a city where housing is in short supply that it makes sense to allow for lot 
mergers, however! 

In reviewing the information on file at City Hall with other neighbors, the only number 
. we could find about the size of the project was 7,181 in the Application for Dwelling 

Unit Removal. I realize that number has probably changed. Even at 5,600, it Is still 
much larger than any other house in the Dolores Heights Special Use District. 

We notice the trend for overdevelopment all over the neighborhood, not just with this 
project, however. So on behalf of the neighborhood I am submitting a petition with 
over 60 signatures gathered over just a few hours last weekend. Only a few of the 
signatures are outside of Dolores Heights, most on the 300 block of Cumberland, the 
600 blocks of Sanchez, and the 4000 block of 20th Street. 

Please note that the immediate neighbors of 323 Cumberland Street - at 327 
Cumberland and at 311 Cumberland have also signed the petition. The Sponsors had 
characterized these neighbors as not being in opposition to the Project. 

The Sponsors removed the unique eyebrow dormer over the porch after the purchase of 
the house when they had their roof redonli!. It may have been done with or without a 
permit, and it may or may not be historically significant. Such features as an eyebrow 
dormer are in keeping with the neighborhood; there are similar eyebrow dormers up on 
20th street that I have noticed. The matter is not described correctly in the Historic 
Resource Evaluation Report prepared May 20, 2013 by Carey & Co. The historic 
significance of the eyebrow dormer feature needs to be properly reviewed. 

I am also concerned that the Engineer's report does not properly address a very well 
known spring in the hillside. Their report describes free groundwater as surface water 
infiltration (at page 2) and then carves outfrom the scope of the report the presence of 
groundwater. The Sponsors project could cause damage to other neighbors' property, 
and it is my understanding that if the City issues a permit and damage is caused by the 
spring, the Oty that would have to pay to repair the damage to the affected properties. 
While my property is not at risk, my taxpayer dollars are. I think an Engineer's report 
needs to include consideration of the spring in our hillside. 

Also, as can be seen in the most recent renderings of the Project on file as of March 16, 
2015, the Project does not comply with San Francisco Planning's own Residenttal 
Guidelines with respect to building scale and form, per. the following link, starting on 
page 23. 
http:ljwww.sf-planning.org/Modules/ShowDocument.aspx?documentid=5356 
Note page 29, the Project looks like the top drawing (an example ~f what you should not 
do), where the "horizontal emphasis of the windows and lack of fa~ade articulation 
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results in a building that disrupts the character of the street and is inconsistent with the 
proportions of surrounding buildings.n 

Last, I would like to se.e some attempt by the Sponsors to review the Dolores Heights 
Residential Design Guidelines, and work to make the design flt in with the 
neighborhood. The Sponsors have indicated they love the feel and style of the 
neighborhood and all of its cottages and planting; so why does their Project not fit in 
with the majority of homes that they have indicated they love? 

I would like the Planning Department to encourage the Sponsors to hold a proper pre
application meeting (unlike their defective pre-application meeting held last summer) 
and share their current plans with the whole neighborhood. I would like for the 
Sponsors to reach a consensus with the surrounding neighborhood. And I would like to 
see some intelligent development. 

H nrietta S. Currier 
324 Cumberland Street 

cc. Scott Sanchez, Commissioners Rodney Fong, Cindy Wu, Michael J. Antonini, Rich 
Hillis, Christine D. Johnson, Katherin Moore, Dennis Richards and the Hon. Scott Wiener 

3 

2199 



Jackson, Erika 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

Subject: 

Erika: 

Bruce Bowen <bruce.r.bowen@gmail.com> 
Friday, December 18, 2015 12:00 PM 
Jackson, Erika 
planning@rodneyfong.com; cwu.planning@gmail.com; wordweaver21@aol.com; 
richhillissf@yahoo.com; Johnson, Christine (CPC); Mooreurban@aol.com; Richards, 
Dennis (CPQ; Sanchez, Scott (CPC); Rhett Currier 
323 Cumberland New Conditional Use Authorization Questions 

On Wednesday, December 16, you informed us that the Project Sponsor for 323 Cumberland St. proposes to 
construct a two-family structure rather than a single family structure, and the Sponsor has now filed a CU 
Application, as required for a two-family structure on a lot in a RH-1 zone. 

I ask that you postpone the hearing so that the many procedural and substantive questions brought about by this 
material change to the proposed project can be thoroughly reviewed. 

I am one of the two neighbors who have filed applications for DR on this project. The project proposes 
demolition of the existing single family house, merger with the adjacent vacant lot, and construction of a single 

· structure of more than 8,300 gross square feet. Until this week, the project proposed a single family residence 
for this structure. The Sponsor now proposes that the structure include a 680 square foot studio apartment, 
triggering the CU requirement. 

A hearing on the DRs is scheduled for January 14, 2016. 

We have a number of procedural, notice and scheduling questions that this change brings up. 

As noted above, there are two separate DRs -- one for the demolition and one for the new construction. The 
purpose of the CU is for two units and has no· bearing on the demolition. Therefore we believe the demolition 
DR should still be calendared ifthe case is heard January 14. 

We understand that a CU application requires notification of neighbors within 3 00 feet, and the prior 311 notice 
was sent within only a 150 foot radius, so the legal requirement for neighborhood notification has not been met 
for this new application. 

In addition, the neighborhood· will not have enough time time to review the new proposal or findings. 

We are also wondering how, if the CU was just filed on 12/14/2015 and you have noted you and presumably 
others at the Department will be on vacation much of the intervening time between now and the current hearing 
date of 1114/2016, you even have time to do a new environmental review and thoroughly review the Section 
303 findings? Other CU applications take up to six months to be scheduled before the Commission. We are 
deeply concernyd that there has been a behind-the-scenes review that has been purposefully hidden from the 
public. 

Additionally, the proposed Ordinance on unit removal, reviewed and approved by the Commission earlier this 
month, is going to the Board in January and may be effective in February. This legislation wiH require a CU for . 
the demolition whether or not the CU for the new construction was previously heard by the Commission. Why 
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would the Planning Department talce. a recently filed CU application out of order.and rush it to a hearing in 
January knowing new legislation will require it to be reheard in February? 

'lease postpone the hearing until these and the many other procedural and substantive questions brought about 
by this material change to the proposed project can be thoroughly reviewed. 

Thank you. 

Bruce Bowen 

cc: Planning Commissfoners 
Scott Sanchez, Zoning Administrator 
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Jackson, Erika 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Dear Ms. Jackson: 

Sam Fleischmann <sam_fleischmann@yahoo.com> 
Saturday, December 19, 2015 6:56 AM 
Jackson, Erika 
323 Cumberland Street 

I am writing in reference to 323 Cumberland Street and the proposed 680 square foot in law unit Within the proposed 
8,300 square foot house. 

The addition of a 680 square foot house does not compensate for the demolition of the single family home in the 
property. 

San Francisco needs more housing, and the city should allow the demolition of existing homes -particularly where the 
demolition is to create a 8,300 square foot house for one family. 

Thank you. 

Sam Fleischmann 
(415) 425-2852 



Jackson, Erika 

rom: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Dear Ms Jackson. 

Lillian Johnson <kinshiplillianj@yahoo.com> 
Saturday, December 19, 2015 11:24 AM 
Jackson, Erika 
323 Cumberland 301 

My name is Lillian Johnson and I live at 650 Sanchez St. My property is on the corner of Cumberland and Sanchez 
St. This is one parcel away from the 323 project. I am one of the many residents who strongly object to the building 
of this Monster" home on 2 parcels where there should be 2 reasonably sized homes for families. Not only is this · 
plan by the owner enormous in scope, the design is that of some office building that should be downtown. Totally· 
not in keeping with even the biggest homes in this area. Obviously I cannot dictate taste, but this couple have made 
almost no effort to accommodate the neighborhood in design or size. Now, we have heard they are trying to RUSH 
through an additional 680 foot 2nd unit on the property in this RH-1 district. 

Therefa a lot of press about housing in this city and for the planning commission to consider allowing the combining 
of 2 parcels for a 8200 sq, foot house for a couple with out children is outrageous. 

Although this is not of interest or concern of the Planning Commission, I would like to add that during the period of 
ownership of this property which has been a few years, they have left the· property to go to rot and ruin. The police 
have had to come to remove squatters on at least one occasion. They drugs, needles and candles for light ( an 
enormous fire hazard to the neighboring houses. The grounds are overrun, water often leaks from the house and is 
major draw for the homeless who roam our quiet neighborhood. Despite their apparent affluence they have not 
c:;een fit to have a caregiver at least make the property less appealing to those who are looking for a place to 

Jeep. It is hard to consider how they would .handle the building process or be as neighbors. But again, that is not 
your concern. 

I sincerely hope you will review this carefully and hopefully your recommendation would be to reduce the size and 
scope of this project, 

I will be attending the January 14th meeting as will many of our neighbors. 

Sincerely 

Lillian Johnson 
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Jackson, Erika 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Dear Ms. Jackson, 

Bernie Katzmann <katzmannsf@aol.com> 
Saturday, December 19, 2015 5:37 PM 
Jackson, Erika 
rhettcurrier@gmail.com 
323 Cumberland Street, San Francisco 

I am writing with respect to the DR hearing and request for a Conditional Use Permit for the property at 323 
Cumberland. While I agree with many of my neighbors that the property is outrageously large for our block, I was overall 
accepting of the design as viewed from the street. 

I am sure that you have been inundated with references to the Dolores Heights Special Use District and the limitations 
therein. Not only does this project overwhelm the other properties on the block but to add an auxiliary unit in this RH-1 
District and create a second unit is totally unacceptable. This is not legalizing a second unit but adding one and this 
second unit will not provide any additional needed housing but merely satisfy the wants of the project sponsors who 
apparently do not seem to care about the rules that have been established by the City and County of San Francisco or 
their neighbors. I am also very surprised that I was noticed on the Conditional Use Permit application for the additional 
un~ · 

I am writing this email somewhat reluctantly. I am supportive of reasonable development in San Francisco and 
until I found out about the Conditional Use Permit application today I was not planning to oppose the project" as 
planned. After finding out about this today, I wish to notify you of my strong opposition to the entire project. 

Bernard Katzmann 
349 Cumberland Street 
San Francisco, CA 94114 
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Erika Jackson 
SF Planning Department 

Dear Ms. Jackson; 

Elizabeth Kantor 
348 Cumberland Street 
San Fraricisco, CA 94114 

December 19, 2015 

I am the owner and resident at 348 Cumberla·nd Street, and have just been 
made aware of the new spin on the plans for the demolition and megastructure 
development at 323 Cumberland. Apparently the addition of a small 'in-law' unit to the 
plans may make the >8000 square foot building more acceptable to the City. 

I am not. an architect, or attorney, but I hope my response to the plans can. be 
recognized despite it's absence of the professional semantics. Cumberland Street 
between Noe and Sanchez has been a quiet and picturesque haven of colorful · 
cottages with front gardens and friendly neighbors. The planned structure is a huge, 
industrial sized, out-of-scale glass and steel box which will violently alter the character 
and charm of our community. 

I am completely baffled as to why any one would purchase such a lovely piece 
ofpropef!y in this n~lghborhood !o so brutallyr~shape th~_ ~Dvironment f()r themselves, 
their neighbors, and the City. 

With the help of the City, a creative and sensitive architect could design a home 
in keeping with the history, character and charm of our neighborhood that should be 
able to satisfy the evident desire of the owners to expand the footprint as much as 
possible. 

Please support our community and our City by saving Cumberland Street from 
this permanent and offensive transformation; do not approve the plan as submitted. 

Thank you, 

· Elizabeth Kantor 

2205 



Jackson, Erika 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
·Subject: 

Ms. Jackson: · 

Sam Fleischmann <sam_fleischmann@yahoo.com> 
Sunday, December 20, 2015 10:01 AM 
Jackson, Erika 
Re: 323 Cumberland Street 

I omitted the word "not" from my last sentence below. It should read: 

"San Francisco needs more housing, and the city should not allow the demolition of existing homes --particularly where 
the demolition is to create a 8,300 square foot house for one family." 

Thank you. 

Sam Fleischmann 

From: Sam Fleischmann <sam fleischmann@yahoo.com> 
To: erika.jackson@sfgov.org 
Sent: Saturday, December 19, 2015 8:55 AM 
Subject: 323 Cumberland Street 

Dear Ms. Jackson: 

I am writing in reference to 323 Cumberland Street and the proposed 680 square foot in law unit 
within the proposed 8,300 square foot house. 

The addition of a 680 square foot house does not compensate for the demolition of the single family 
home in the property. 

San Francisco needs more housing, and the city should allow the demolition of existing homes -
particularly where the demolition is to create a 8,300 sq~are foot house for one family. 

Thank you. 

Sam Fleischmann 
(415) 425-2852 
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Jackson, Erika 

,:rom: 
Sent: 
To: 

Pam Hemphill <pam.hemphill@gmail.com> 
Monday, December 21, 2015 2:09 PM 
Jackson, Erika 

Subject: 323 Cumberland 

Ms Jackson, 
I have lived in the Dolores Heights Special U:se District for almost 40 years. We are a neighborhood of single 
family homes and we would like to preserve that character. No ~xtra unit should be added to the project at 323 
Cumberland to counteract the loss of housing in the lot merger. That can't be taken seriously. This is a house 
that will again drive up the·prices and be affordable to only a select few. The lot merger should not be allowed 

· and then, at least, there could be two houses instead of one oversized one. 

The scale of the project does not fit with the neighboring houses, or with the guidelines of the DHSUD. The 
architect, John Maniscalco, has designed another out of scale house on merged lots at 400 Hill Street. Everyone 
thinks it is an apartment building. 

The design for 323 Cumberland is lacking in imagination, with the standard big glass windows and the same 
rainforest woods that do not seem to age well in our city, not to mention the environmental issues. These boxy 
similar houses have sprouted up all over the neighborhood. And, it is towering. This is all to maximize square 
footage. It should have more attention to detail and less to size. 

n summary, I ask for your support for the following: 
No second unit 
No lot merger 
Reduce the scale of this proposed house 
Question the monotony of the design. 

Thanks for your ~ttention to this. 
Pam Hemphill 
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Jackson. Erika 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject:. 

Hi Erika, 

David Scott Pennebaker <davepsf@yahoo.com> 
Monday, December 21, 2015 10:45 AM 
Jackson, Erika 
323 Cumberland Street - Development 

I truly believe that adding a small second unit to the plans to build a monster home at 323 
Cumberland Street is a ridiculous attempt to derail the neighbors who oppose the sponsors 
plans. ·This will not compensate for the demolition of the single family home that is _currently there. 

I also do not understand how this change to their development plans can be heard before the 
Planning Commission so quickly without proper notice to the surrounding neighborhood. 

Can you please confirm receipt of this email and make sure that my opposition is included in your 
case report? 

Thank you, 
David S. Pennebaker 
3649 21st Street 
SF, CA 94114 
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Jackson, Erika 

rrom: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Erika, 

Rhett Currier < rhettcurrier@yahoo.com> 
Monday, December 21, 2015 5:22 AM 
Jackson, Erika 
323 Cumberland street 

I am writing to note my continued opposition to the proposed project at 323 Cumberland st. The procedural shift of 
filing a CU is unsettling. Carving out part of the garage for a small unit not designed to be a single family home is such an 
obvious sham. The unit is more suited as an air bnb or housing forthe sponsor's staff or a guest you don't want staying 
very long · 

My reasons for opposition remain the same: the city should not allow demolition of sound moderate-sized and 
moderate-priced existing housing; the project proposal creates an au pair unit that will never house a separate family, 
the proposal is completely out of scale for the neighborhood, the proposal is out of character with the neighborhood, 
th.e proposal will serve as a precedent for lot mergers citywide -- removing _true family housing. 

I would like my opposition recorded in your report for the CU. When is that report due? Tuesday, dee 22? Seems rather 
hasty- given I was only informed of this massive change a few days ago. 

Also I note no case number on any of the correspondence- can you give this information to me please? 

1hank you. 

Best, 

Typos by iPhone 
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REUBEN, JUNIUS & ROSE, LLP 

President Rodney Fong 
San Francisco Planning Commission 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 
San Francisco, CA 94103 

January 19, 2016 

Re: 313-323 Cumberland Street (3601/043 and 044) 
Brief in Support of the Project (and in Opposition of a DR Request) 
Planning Department Case no. 2013.1213C(DRP) 
Hearing Date: February 4, 2016 
Our File No.: 8920.01 

Dear President Fong and Commissioners: 

Our office represents RSAA, LLC, the owner of the properties at 313 and 323 Cumberland 
Street, Assessor's Block 3601, Lots 043 and 044 ("Property"). The Property consists of two 25' x 
114' lots one of which is improved with a one-story over basement single-family residence (323 
Cumberland) and the other being a vacant lot (313 Cumberland). The project will result in the 
demolition of the existing 877-sf structure, merger of the two lots, and new construction of a 
building that will contain one family-sized unit for the personal use of the owners of the Property 
and a second, smaller unit ("Project"). 

The opposition to the Project was submitted in the form of two (2) DR requests: by Ms. 
Henrietta Currier, who lives across the street from the Property at 324 Cumberland, and Bruce 
Bowen, who does not live on the subject street, but instead at street parallel to Cumberland (at 20th 
Street). The Property shares a common property boundary with six (6) other properties, although, 
neither of the two DR Requestors shares any common boundary with the Property. More 
importantly, five (5) of the six (6) neighbors who have some common property boundary with the 
Property have expressed their support for the Project as indicated in the letters attached to this 
brief; and to our understanding the sixth neighbor does not live at his· property full time. · 

The Project should be approved, because: 

• Project is Code compliant and consistent with the Residential Design Guidelines without 
requesting or needing any variances or other modifications; 

• Project sponsors have conducted extensive neighborhood outreach and made many changes 
to the Project in response to neighbors' requests. As a result, the Project has significant 
support from immediate neighbors, who would be most impacted by the Project; 

• No exceptional or extraordinary circumstances have been established that would be 
necessary in a DR case or to justify denial of the Project; 

• Recent Project revisions and the inclusion of a second unit address all of the concerns 
raised by one of the DR requestors (Mr. Bowen) in his DR application; and 

• Project is appropriate and desirable in use, massing and overall scope, and has been 
carefully designed in order to be compatible with the existing context. 

James A. Reuben I Andrew J. Junius I Kevin H. Rose I Daniel A. Frattin I John Kevlin 

Jay F. Drake I Lindsay M. Petrone I Sheryl Reuben1 I Tuija I. Catalano I Thomas Tunny 

David Silverman I Melinda A. Sarjapur I Mark H. Loper I Jody Knight I Stephanie L. Haughey 

Chloe V. Angelis I Louis J. Sarmiento I Jared Eigerman'- 3 I John Mcinerney Ill' 

1. Also adm~tg l QwYork 2. Of Counsel 3. Also admitted in Massachusetts 

One Bush Street, Suite uutJ 

San Francisco, CA 94104 

tel: 415-567-9000 
fax: 415-399-9480 

www.reubenlaw.com 



President Fong 
January 19, 2016 
Page2 

A. Project Description 

The existing Property consists of a vacant lot (at 313 Cumberland), which is proposed to be 
merged with the adjacent lot that is currently improved with an approx. 877-sf one-story over 
basement building (at 323 Cumberland) with one single-family residence. The merger of the 
existing lots will result in an approx. 5,700-sf, 50' x 114' lot. The project proposes to demolish the 
existing structure and construct a new building with 6, 787 sf of residential uses, within an almost 
33-ft tall three-story over basement building that will include two (2) units. The two (2) new units 
will include an approx. 6,107-sf family-sized unit for the project sponsor's own use, a second 
approx. 680-sfunit, and a garage with an additional 1,586 sf of area. · 

Inclusion ofa second unit. The e:Xisting Property contains only one (1) unit, however, due 
to the proposed merger of the lot with the adjacent vacant lot the Project has, at the Department's 
request, been revised to include two (2) units thereby avoiding any potential loss or elimination of 
a dwelling unit that could potentially be constructed on the vacant portion of the Property. Mr. 
Bowen's DR focused on the "loss of affordability and the loss of an in-fill housing opportunity 
site."1 With the Department requested revisions to the Project, i.e. the addition of the smaller · 
second unit, the Project now addresses Mr. Bowen's concerns about the Project "remov[ing] a 
relatively more affordable unit . . . [and] also remov[ing] a vacant lot that could accommodate a 
separate new unit. "2 The completion of the Project will effectively transform the existing 1-unit/2-
lot configuration into a 2-unit/l-lot property. · · 

Proposed 2-unit/1-building/1-lot Project vs. The construction of a single building on the 
merged Property is also preferred by several neighbors and will result in a smaller building that 
could, and very likely would, be constructed if the existing two (2) parcels were constructed with 
two (2) separate structures. The benefits of the Project as compared to constructing two (2) 
buildings on two (2) lots include the folloWing: 

• 2-unit/2-lot project would not require any side yard setbacks, as compared to the Project, 
which is required to provide a 3-ft side setback on one side due to the width of the merged 
property. · Above and beyond the actual side yard setback requirements, the Project 
proposes significantly larger setbacks along with eastern property boundary starting with a 
3-ft setback at the front and increasing to over 13 feet towards the back of the Property; · 

• By constructing a single building on two lots, the Project does not need to, and does not, 
utilize the maximum height or building envelope that is be possible under 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 larger buildings than the single building proposed by the Project; and 

• 2-urrit/2-lot project would result in two (2) curb cuts along the 50-ft 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. 

1 See DR application by Bruce Bowen, p. 1 of the attachment, dated June 6, 2015. 
2 Id., at p. 2 of the attachment. 
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President Fong 
January 19, 2016 
Page3 

B. 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 the requests 
by immediate neighbors. 

The project sponsor has worked very closely with the neighbors holding t)rree (3) separate 
neighborhood meetings and 12 individual meetings with different neighbors, as well as being 
available and responsive to many more emails and phone calls. A timeline with some of the key 
meetings and events is included in Exhibit A. After many revisions, the original Project was larger 
and overall quite different from the Project that is before the Planning Commission today. The 
revised and 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 of today, 12 different neighbors have written support letters, which have been attached 
in Exhibit B. In addition to the letters, Exhibit C includes a petition with a total of 64 signatures of 
which 55 are additional signatures in support of the Project. 

The Project sponsor has worked particularly closely with the immediate neighbors, who 
share common property boundary with the Property. The support from the immediate neighbors is 
shown in green color in the bfock map below. It is quite common for the immediate neighbors to 
be the DR requestors or project opponents, and thus the extensive support from all five (5) side 
neighbors should be not down played since it is precisely these neighbors who would arguably be 
most impacted by the Project. 

CUMBERLAND 
311C 

,......"""""~~""""""""""~ ........ 
72 
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President Fong 
January 19, 2016 
Page4 

C. CU to allow a second unit at the Property 

The Project is requesting a conditional use authorization in order to allow two (2) units at 
the Property consistent with Section 209 .1 of the Planning Code. Although the Property is 
currently>improved with only one (1) unit, the Property consists of two (2) parcels that will be 
merged as part of the Project. The Project, as originally proposed, included only one (1) unit, 
however, the Project has been since revised in order to include two (2) units·at the Department's 
request in order to account for the potential 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 will result in two (2) dwelling units on a 5,700-sf, 50' x 114' lot, which is 
compatible with the density in tllls neighborhood. Although the subject block and the immediate 
vicinity predominantly consists of 25-ft wide lots, there are several other lots that are similarly 
sized to the Property, including one immediately across the subject property on Cumberland 

·(Block 3601, Lot 45, owned by one of the DR Requestors), another immediately behind the subject 
property (fronting 20th 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, lot 50). 
The Project will be compatible with the surrounding neighborhood density by proposing two (2) · 
units on a double-wide lot 

The Project is necessary and desirable because it 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 encourage provision of quality housing. 
The Project includes one family-sized unit, replacing a vacant and debilitated single-family 
residence, and a second, smaller unit that is arguably a relatively more affordable unit (also 
consistent with the requests made by the DR Requestors). 

D. The Standard for Discretionary Review Was Not Met 

We understand that the Department has concluded that the conditional use. authorization 
request and process superseded the DR request process. Nevertheless, we would like to emphasize 
that the DR Requestors did not at any point establish any exceptional or extraordinary 
circumstances that would have been necessary in a DR case. Moreover, the opposition by Ms. 
Currier and Mr. Bowen, as noted in their DR applications, does not provide any reasons that would 
justify denial of the Project (and/or the prior request for the taking of DR), as more specifically 
outlined below: 

DR Standard of Review. Discretionary review is a "special power of the Commission, 
outside of the normal building permit approval process. It is supposed to be used only when there 
are exceptional and extraordinary circumstances associated with the proposed project."3 The 
discretionary review authority is based on Sec. 26(a) of the Business & Tax Regulations Code, and 
moreover, pursuant to the City Attorney's advice, it is a "sensitive discretion ... which must be 

3 Planning Department publication for the Application Packet for Discretionary Review; emphasis added. 
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President Fong 
January 19, 2016 
Page 5 

exercised with the utmost restraint". Exceptional or extraordinary circumstances have been 
defined as complex topography, irregular lot configuration, unusual context, or other 
circumstances not addressed in the design standards. 

No violation of existing lot pattern. One of the DR Requestors, Ms. Currier, asserted that 
the Project violates " ... the pattern of 25-foot wide lots ... "4 The neighborhood contains many 
other similar double-wide lots, including Ms. Currier's own property, located immediately across 

. the Property, and several others, including the property adjacent to Ms. Currier's property 
(3601/103) at the intersection of Cumberland and Sanchez, the property at 349 Cumberland 
(3601/038) just four (4) lots from the Property, and the two properties at the rear of the Property 
and adjacent to Mr. Bowen's property (3601/015 and 016). The existing pattern provides for a mix 
of lot widths and sizes and the Project does not creation any inconsistencies. More importantly, 
the Project has been carefully designed to be compatible with the eX:isting context (e.g. via use of 
setbacks· and materials) and consistent with the pedestrian scale and residential character of the 
neighborhood. 

No inconsistencies with the 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 other horizontal rooflines as proposed by the 
Project. 

Source: Google Streetview, not in scale 

The Project incorporates a sizeable front setback at the ground level, consistent 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 approx. 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 approx. 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 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 sideyard setback 

4 See DR application by Harriet Currier, p. 1 of the attachment., dated June 6, 2015. 
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noted above and eliminate one of the existing curb cuts, thereby increasing the availability of on
street parking in the neighborhood. 

No loss of housing. Mr. Bowen argued that the Project should be disapproved due to an 
exceptional and extraordinary circumstance caused by the Project " ... resulting in two housing 
units on the project slte instead of one,"5 which was echoed by Ms. Currier in her DR application.6 

With the recent revisions, the Project before the Commission includes two (2) units, and thus does 
not result in actual or potential loss of housing units. 

No justification for taking DR. No exceptional or extraordinary circumstances relating to 
the Project were provided by the DR Requesters that would have justified Planning Commission's 
exercise of its DR power. The Project is exceptional only in a positive sense by being able to 
create a family-sized unit and a second, smaller unit in within a building envelope and design that 
is sensitive to the neighbors and compatible with the existing neighborhood without the need for 
any exceptions, variances or other modifications from Planning Code requirements. 

E. Conclusion 

The conditional use authorization should be approved in order to allow the second unit to 
pe constructed at the Property consistent with the Planning Department staffs request. The 
addition of the second unit will ensure that the Project does not result any loss of potential 
dwelling units due to the merger of the existing two (2) lots. 

The Project is appropriate and compatible for the context, considerate to the neighbors, 
extensively supported by the neighbors (particularly the immediate neighbors adjacent to the 
Property) and by Planning Department staff, and as a Code compliant project should be approved 
pursuant to the conditional use authorization. The Project will result in the creation of a farnily
sized unit, and with the addition of a second unit, the Project does not result in the loss of any 
existing or potential units. 

For all of the above reasons, we respectfully request the Planning Commission to approved 
the Project, including the conditional use authorization, and allow the Project to move forivard. 
Thank you for your consideration. 

Very truly yours, 

... REUBEN, JUNIUS & ROSE, LLP 
~ 
.. 

. :;·· . 
. : . fJ"_·l:_·t;)_A·· .. ·· .. iJ ' f&/t;v.{ .,. .... , .. 

Tuija I. Catalano 

5 See DR application by Bruce Bowen, p. 3 of the attachment, dated June 6, 2015. 
6 See DR application by Henrietta Currier, p. 3 of the attachment, dated June 6, 2015. 
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Enclosures: 
Exhibit A - General timeline for project 
Exhibit B - Support letters 

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, Lot 40) 
Exh. B7 - Viskin Vadakan-PatrickAmihood at 352 Cumberland (Block 3601, Lot 51) 
Exh. B8 - Sarah and Lee Clancy at 369 Cumberland (Block 3601, Lot 34) 
Exh. B9 - Nina Khosla at 391-393 Cumbeland (Block 3601, Lots 30 and 31) 
Exh. B 10 - John Bokelman at 655 Sanchez (Block 3600, Lot 29) 
Exh. B 11 - Paul and My le Saab at 677 Sanchez (Blok 3600, Lot 28) 
Exh. B12 - Jessica Lessin at 41 Cumberland Block 3598, Lot 40) 

Exhibit C-Petition in support of the Project 
(Includes 55 unique signatures beyond those supporters who provided a letter) 

cc: Vice President Cindy Wu 
Commissioner Michael Antonini 
Commissioner Rich Hillis 
Commissioner Christine Johnson 
Commissioner Kathrin Moore 
Commissioner Dennis Richards 
John Rahaim - Planning Director 
Scott Sanchez - Zoning Administrator 
Jonas Ionin - Commission Secretary 
Erika Jackson - Project Planner 
John Maniscalco -Project Architect 
Jim Reuben, Esq .. 
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EXHIBIT A 

j 
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 

3/13/15 

4/5/15 

4/21/15 

4/27/15 

5/25/15 

5/28/15 

6/8/15 

Preapplication 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) 

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

Categorical Exemption from CEQA signed and completed 

Revised project is taken before the RDT 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 

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 RDT and found to have addressed 
the Department's concerns 

Submitted revision 2 to Planning Department 

Letter sent to neighbors to present the revised proposal 

Preapplication 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 

JOHN MANISCALCO ARCHITECTURE inc.442 Grove Street San Francisco, CA 94102t415.864.9900 f415.864.0830 
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8/19/15 Met with Rhett, Junona, Bruce to see if we could reach a compromise 

8/3/15 Jim/Aditya met with Rob Levy 

9/10/15 Met with Rob Levy to show him plans and see if he could broker compromise 

9/11/15 Additional comments received from Planning after another RDT review 

10/1/15 Meeting with Planning regarding RDT comments and revisions 

10/15 Request by Planning to include a second unit in the project 

11/16/15 Submitted revisions to Planning Department addressing RDT comments 

12/3/15 Original hearing date 

12/14/15 CU application filed for the second unit with revised plans 

1/14/16 Subsequent continued hearing date 

2/4/16 Subsequent further continued hearing date 

JOHN MANISCALCO ARCHITECTURE inc.442 Grove Street San Francisco, CA 94102t 415.864.9900 f 415.664.0830 
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. . ....... ·- .. - - .. . 

· ...•• : ••• •· ·rranni~g2orll~is~ighand.oe•partrJlent•· . 
. .. chtErika Jackson . • . ·.••. • \ •··•• 

. City and County of ?iinFr~ridsco •·• 
1650 Mission Stree(suite 400 • ·· 
San Francisco, tA 9410~ 

: : :_ _:~. ::· :-: . :; .<:><: ::.::-_:-~:;::::: 

Planning Department Case no,26i~~rz±~. 
Building permit no. 2014~06:27:9820 · 
313~323 Cuml:ierlandStreet 

Dear Ms .. Eric<;i Jackson, 

···EXHIBIT 81· 

. . ' : . . . . . . . . . . . . . . - . . -. . . . . . . . -. . . . . ' - . . . . . 

M\fwife and I are the owners qf the residential prriP,~rty at,3.27bumb~rl~nd ~tre~tt·h~ch is;.di.re~ly • .• 
' adjacent (to the west) of th¢ aboye mentioned project. . .. ·.:··. · ... ··:·.·:· '.: ::: '.: '··. ' ... : : ... , , .. ,' ,, 

... ··. •:THe owners have met with fu~ on a number of occasions tb w:ai~.~~ fhr~Jghtheir proposed ~l~ns ~~tf 
' hayeJncorp()rated various changes ~hat I have asked fc:ir-Sorne' p~rticularchanges that have been •.. '' ' 
· •important to me-are: 

~- Maintaining light and views frqm my deck 
.. Having a 1~rge front setbacko~ their project · 
" Jhe s~tback (on the West) between ()ur properties ... . . 

. The owners Aditya and ~uchi and thefr ~rchitect John .h.av~ beehver'f actomm6dating and lam ver)i 
' appreciatjve.oftheirtrwughtfulness towards addressing my c:oncerns. ' ' '' ' 

. •· .•.•• .:·My•wife has beenvNyiH an~weapp;~iat~the ownersljsen~tivityto ourn~eds~With~the new ch~nges····· 
' ' she can cohtiriue to enjoy the views and sunshine from·our deck ' ' 

. . Ruchi aridAditya have·arso promised i:p construct the building withJnlnimum clisruption to . 

. ·. accommodate my wife's needs. We are very fond of them and urge planning to.apprbve theirprbject. 
. . . - . . .. - ' . . . ·- .. .. ·:· - . . -

•. •· yery trulyYours; 
' ' 

~vy~w 
- .. :· : : . 

. .·· :Name: Rkhard lynch · · .· · < 
• · ·•· ;Address: 327 <:;umberl911d Street, San F(andscb 
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Date: JZJcl_. 2015 

Planning Commission and Department 
% Erica Jackson 
City aild County of San f rcmcisco 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 
San Francisco,, CA 94103 

RE: Planning Department Case no. 2013.1213 
Building permit no. 201.4.06.27.9820 
313-323: Cumberl~md Sfreet 

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 na.d previously written a letter of support to Michael 
Srnfth who we. understand is no longer al the planning commissibn. 

RlichJ and Adifya have met with us several times over the last year in addition 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 satisfactorHy addressed our concerns They even organized a meeting 
with the. geo-tech surveyors so they could answer all ne.ighbors' concerns about 
excavations. · , 

We appreci:;ite the a<:!ditionai setback on. the east and the front which has both resulted 
in good $.eparaficm between our properties and protected our light .. privacy ~d views 
tram our d.eck. · 

We believe the construction of one residence across the two lots is better than two 
separate buildings. Two buildings wouid inevitably result in a larger footprint thanthe 
current design. Wtth a single house, they've also managed to include a 3 feet setback on 
the western side which would not be. required in a two~Jot, 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. · 

Thc:1nk you for taking the time to read th.is letter. 
Sincerely; 

Addr • ,311 Cumberland St 
SF, CA94114 

Cecily Gallup 
/~~' 
'~~· 
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Plannlng Cbrifrnission and Department 
c/o EriJ(a JacKson 
C,ity a:rta County Qf San FrancJ.sco 

. 1650 Mission Street( Suite 40-0 
San Francisco,. CA 94103 

RE:. Planning Deparbnent.Case no. 2013.1213 
Building pe:rmit rld• 2014~06.27 .9.820 
3±3-323 Cumberiand stre~t 

Dear Ms. Jackson! 

EXHIBIT 84 

· 'i.'ni wttti_ng to Jf:ldJcate n}Y ?tippprtfor Rw:hf and Adityars plans for the 
t:onsttµ~tioh of: ~1·$Jhgle family home at 313 ... 323;Curnberland Street. 

MY pro·perty at $(_)2 Saffcnez:. :street is:- directly adjacent to the east of' Ruchr 
a:nd AditYa's prqpertY.~ I nave. m¢t with Ruehl, Aoitya and their architect frr 
revlewthe plans for the proposed J~roject; Ia ppreciat~. that they: were sen:srti\1e~ 
to; the: foutnei:ghbors bordeting their propert•f:' Oit tfle BpS~ ari~ selecf~d a 
qesfgn with a 14-fe~t set back frotn that property Hfie, r~sulting iii a 1:1P1JSe 
With qsr)iatlerfootprfnt. They've been Jteratfng Oh' the pro]ettlH, res'pqr)s~ to 
feedbGick for the l~st two yei:ltSf. and r also'' appreciate: the deslgh 
Improvements With regqrds tp the facade. J have no ob}ecti-0n to these plans: 
and supportthe project1s appik:~tion, 

Sincerely, .. .. . ~ . 

f::&t-
:.:·· ~.~ ·:. ' _·, ..... ' ·. 

:. ·_ .- : :'. - -._ .. ·· ... ' - . .':_ .·_ .... 

ke!l Smith 
662 Sal)thez $treet 
San Fra(Jcis'to 
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RE"'· ·'--·. Planning Department Case no. 2013.1213 
BuUding :permit tio~ 2014.06~27.9820 

· . 313..:323 (;vrnb~rland Street 

t:.AHll::Sl I l::S:J . 

;'·,,,;,•~ .. ¥~:re$fqentsatthe.residentialpropertyat668Curobedaoci·streetwhkhis.diiedlyadjacent(to 

iY~J~,±~~bovl' mqntioned projec~. 
g]fi'~y~,jbe. 'plar:ts fot the propo~d project ·arid ver{ much apprecia,te their wilnngnessto \\djust those 

""·,~tg;l!j~~.~~£Jt:~~~1f~n~:~~c::~=i=~::~n tbanges. Wa believe the pfl)J)ose\l design 

i~+t: :.:-=T:/ 
.. ::·~ :· ; ·:·;.,:··· :.:~.··.·.·.·.·.·.·.····:···!,•,: l, ~ :.; . . . ; • . • - ::\@') / :.:_ .•. ·. 

·~-~·.·· , ····-· ' I: , 
···' .. ' -·:;··:·;!.:"! ~· .• : ··; 

::_:i·::·:.:..:.:· .. 
·:·:·•.=: ; • 

... ·=·. ·. -.:· 
···: .. .,. '··· ... 



.... : 

. . 

: :.··: ·, : .... ·:·: . 

· ...• ······•··• .. -.. -...•...•. · .. -._• · ... •._····· .. <··•··· •.... EXHIBITB6 

•. •• •.. ::_ .............. >L ..• ·.·._ • •.•.• • 
•Michael Jahr · · 

.... _ ... --.. ··• .· :··33·!)cumberland.St~:st=;-cA94114· · 
...•.• / ' .•••.•.• ,, •••. <> 

bate: ·q-e9~mb~r ~; ~015 · 
.. ·. . :.·:> ·:>:·:·· . (: -~:- ~;::. :·~'.···.· : ':·~· :· ~= =.. · . 

. ; 'r;:~~J::c~::ron anctbepaUnjent 

. . . • Cit~i ai:\d ¢aunty of san Frapciscp -• • •· 
:1$50 Mission Street, Suite 400 · 
San Francisco, CA S4103 

< .•• • . ·... . .. _ .•.•.. · .. ·•··. 
<RE: • PianningDepartroent Case no. 2013.1213 .. ·. 

Building permitno. ,2014.06.27.9820 · · 
313.:323 Gumber~arid Street · · 

":.: .· ; . . : 
: : 
: ; . : 

. . . . 

· Pe?r Ms. Jackson, 
- . ..... . . . . . . . .. . .. . -

• . We are the owners of 339 Cumpedand Street, a fe~ d()()~s dow~ 'from fh~ p~~~~sect· · ••• .. 
< d8nstructlon of the singl~-family r~siden9e at 31:3~323 Cumberland. We ate strongly iri 

favqr of allowing the project to pro~eed without any further delay, · · 

: \~Jhhiand Aditya have.organized. multiple meetings with t,he 11eighborh9od; and'~~~Ve \: • • . • • · ._ 
/~their plans for }he new qonstruction 6tfr3~story:Over basementdwellipg: 'VVelNnk. < ••• ..... · 
·• the project Is a positive.addition fo:the neighP.orhood ~nd the house above ground fits rn· •·- .. ··•· .. . 

··•· guite._nicelywith t~e. restb(theJ1elghborhocid. The project is Well designed withoutbeing < • . 
. fo() intrusi\ie .or o\ier\Nhef mJng. Wevery much appreciate ttie single cpnstrudion across .. . 

·· .. the-tw() toh~ versus two building$ on tWo ·rats, which would}esult.in ~ Iargedootprint 
. ·: . .· . : : . . . ;. ·; ·.. . - ... 

<. Vv~ would.Hke to express. ourstrorig support.for the proj~t(ahd to urge. thePlaqning : •••..• -. 
··· Cdmmissionfo approve the project as proposed by t.he project sponsor. We look forward ··•• 

. . . . Jo welcoming Ruchi and Aditya to tbe neighborhood. . . . . . . 
. : . : . . ~ ; : : .. 
. . . 

···· ·· · · · .. · ..... •••· . : Reg(3rds, • 
; : : : : . . : 
: . . . . . . . 

, : : :·:: : .. : .: .. v---r: ~ ~--·'' 
. . . . . . . 

=-:: .. .· :· . 
.. . 

·• • Michael Jct hr and \Nef VVCiJlg . . . 
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Plctnnihg C~n:on.i~siC>li a:ndJ)epartrner:rt 
1,650 f\11issfu{1.$tt.~et:; Suite 4od; 
Sari Ftantisco;,, CA 94io3 

RE: Planning DepartmentCase no. 2013.1213: 
Buildthg p_ermit no~ 2014.0627:9820 

EXHIBIT B7 

. We own 352 Cµmb~Jl'qncf:strnet,whi13h isaJewho4~¢·$down ff.om 313~323. cumberfana street. 
Wear~ ~appyto.seeJh,e proJec:t ~·t~ rrnptcl:Ve~ci~ Th¢~p:roj$.:tis abte tOtakethevacanflot c.inc:f': 
.Quifct a m9re. se11sitlY$ design for$iligle. fctm!lv hom'etftatis.to'rnpatihfe Withthe.neighQorhqod. 
Th.e neighborhood hasmativ differ~~tJypes cir hornesfr6m Modero t-0.Vietofianang w.~ fogi · 
th~!(projectfits. in nkeiywith the·va'rfod c&atatter ofthe rieighhorhoocj, vve.·.e~pe.cialJY. . . ' 
appredate·:that they ch6setohu ilrf a smatiet home acro~stf:i:e:two'lpfa t~;;tt'.!1:~~Y'.<>.th~rw!~~ 
wd uld have been aliowed thatiis. in .scale.with the neigf1l:>0rhoqg'.~1J#'~en;sitjve,;·tri ihe:·n~g~qQt$• 

We1ve known:Ruchtarid AdityafQ:r:afoJ.N.vears now·;.in,4pefieye.t'1WV¢' ~n~a·g¢i:fthe n~i~hbats 
riumetousfimes" and hilV~ P!9YiCfeq ®:O.PP.<>rtu11jty f()f9JkPP.~O diaiogue: We haVe'been 
s~ddefled. bythe nt1ml!erqfhoop$'th~v'v;~ b<;ldfQJCJtnPJbrci\lghtheg~ttheirP.toJ.~c:tapf>:t.nved. 
We woµrdJik,e.t:o ~xpress ours;µpportfprth~ prqj~~ ~nd (lfge::the·Bla'nnfog Cbmtnissio·ri·td 
9ppi:qye tbe prgJ~fw~thggt dghwi , ··· ..... · ·· 
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·~~~:::==; ·~:: ~==·=~::::y=~~=:<;.:='.~::i:·.::u: 

EXHIBITB9< ; 

. . . . . ... ·. . . . . . . 

Address: 391-393 Cumberland Street 
Sarl Frandsco~ CA 94114 · 
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.· .. EXHIBIT 810 

Planning Department (:ase no. 2013.1213 
:2-•.,.cc•:.-·· .. · .. Bµl!dfng permit no. 2014~06.27..9820 

313-:323 Curnbedand Street 
., 

to the proposed pr9ject, and have seen the pl~nsfor the newcoristrocti.on 3,.. 
ncrlC-T'.:l.rrrtfU residence at 313-323 Cumberland, 

· positiveadditlon to.the neighborhood and see no reason to oppose. 
theprpJeftand I. urge the· Plannjng Commiss'ibn to approve the 



Planning cammt~sra~~ri~~epariment ·· 
1650 Mfssion Street~ Su_lte 400 ·• · · 
Sao Fra11cisc0; CA ~410'.3. 

Subject:! · · . •• .. . • ... •·· •. 
Planning b~partrnent Case no, Z_()l3:111~ · .. · 
BuiJding permit no. 2.014.0627.9820 . · · · 

: -- :•:: .. 
. . ~ '. : . . . i 

Dear Ms.JackSori: · 



Date: _December 14__, 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 
~13-323 Cumberland Street 

To Whom It May Concern: 

EXHIBIT 812 

I reside in close proximity to the proposed project, and have seen the plans for the new construction 3~ 
story over basement single~family residence at 313M323 Cumberland. 

1 would like to express my support for the project and I urge the Planning Commission to approve the 
project as proposed by the project sponsor. I think the combining of two lots makes a lot of sense and 
will add more to the community than two separate houses going up on the individual lots. 

Sincerely, 

. . ~ - -__ &UJa... -• - - &~ -fo-- e._~ 
Name: -~-=-'Jessica Lessin_~-~~ 

Address: _41 Cumberland St'--------

__ SF CA 94110 _____ _ 
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tthe:i;\pprax. S,7Q0'."~fpr9ject;s.it~. contaJnsa yacantfot .. 9t:~f3·C~tp!Jetl?rn:l,apd an exi$tit)g j~storyoverbasem.ent btiildilig 
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December 9, 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 Cumberland Street 

To Whom It May Concern: 

We reside at 414 Liberty Street, in close proximity to the proposed project, and have seen the plans for 
the new construction 3-story over basement single-family residence at 313-323 Cumberland. 

After speaking with Ruchi and Aditya, carefully reviewing the plans, and attending a neighborhood 
meeting they held to answer neighbors' questions, we are highly supportive of the project. We believe 
the project is well designed and fits wonderfully with the eclectic character of the neighborhood. We're 
eager for the site to be improved after being unoccupied for so long, and we're happy to see the lots 
merged, so that a larger home can be built that is more appropriate for family housing than the existing 
small cottage. We've been impressed by the extent to which Ruchi and Aditya have sought out 
neighbors' feedback and made adjustments to the project in response to their feedback. 

We would like to express our support for the project and urge the Planning Commission to approve the 
project as proposed by the project sponsor. 

Sincerely, 

Name: 

Address: 

Leeks, LLC, a California limited liability company 

414 Liberty Street 
San Francisco, CA 94 

Mailing address: 
P .0. Box 2548 
San Francisco, CA 94126 
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Jackson, Erika 

.From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Dear Ms. Jackson, 

Visrin Vichit-Vadakan <visrinv@gmail.com> 
Monday, December 2i, 2015 6:47 PM 
Jackson, Erika 
Supportive of 323 Cumberland Street 

I'm writing to you with respect to 323 cumberland Street. We live on the same block and we'd like to indicate our continued support for the 
project. We understand that in response to feedback, the project sponsors added an additional unit and applied for a conditional use permit. 
The project is able to take the vacant lot and build a more sensitive design for a home that is compatible with the neighborhood. The 
neighborhood has many different types of homes from Modem to Victorian and we feel their project fits in nicely with the varied character of 
the neighborhood. 

We have been saddened by the number of hoops they've had to jump 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. 

Thank you, 
Visrin Vichit-Vadakan 
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Jackson, Erika 

rom: ninakhosla@gmail.com on behalf of Ninakix <ninak@kissedbyrain.com> 
Tuesday, December 22, 2015 11:50 AM Sent: 

To: Jackson, Erika 
Subject: Supportive of 323 Cumberland Street 

Dear Ms. Jackson, 

I'm writing to you with respect to 323 Cumberland Street, I live at 393 Cumberland. I live a few houses down and would like to 
indicate my support for the project. I understand that ·in response to feedback, the project sponsors added an additional unit and applied 
for a conditional use permit which doesn't really impact the facade. The house visible from the street is sensitive to the neighborhood in 
~cale and design. They made tremendous efforts to accommodate all impacted neighbors. I hope planning approves their project 
without further delay. 

Sincerely, 
NinaKhosla 
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PROJECT DIRECTORY 
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ADDRESS: 
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LOT: 
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OCCUPANCY: 
LOT SIZE: 
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T. 
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Carroll, John (BOS) 

-¥om: 
nt: 

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); Rddgers .. 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 

• ii,() 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 ls 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. 
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Carroll, John (BOS) · 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

· Subject: 
Attachments: 

Categories: 

Mr. Carroll, 

Tuija Catalano <tcatalano@reubenlaw.com> 
Thursday, June 02, 20161:35 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 proquce them. 

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

Please let me know if you have any questions. 

Thank you, 

REUBEN, JUN!JUS· & ROSE,W' 
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. 
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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 Authorization 
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 (ncu 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. 

JamesA Reuben 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 Reuben' I Thomas Tunny 

David. Silverman I Melinda A. Sarjapur I Mark H. Loper I Jody Knight I Stephanie L Haughey 

ChloeV. Ange tis I ·Louis J. Sarmiento I Jared EigennanZ~ I John Mcinerney 1112 

1. Also admitted in New York 2. Of Counsel 3, Also odmitted in Massachusetts 

2263 . 

One Bush Street, Suite 600 
San Francisco, CA 94104 

tel: 415-567-9000 
fax: 415-399-9480 
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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 33-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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tel: 415-56 7-9000 
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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 poiicy 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 notion 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 concurrent 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)-Iots 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 
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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 
Appellant.argues for the preservation of the· 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" 

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. 

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. 

Not true. The Project was initiated over two (2) years ago, and 
been extensively reviewed by the Planning Department, including 
various teams therein, such as the Residential Design Team, and all 
required notices and processes have been followed as required. 
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C. The Project 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 immediate 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. 
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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 Proper1y in the absence of the proposed lot 
merger. 

The Project is necessary and desirable, adding two well-desigrzed 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(lge provision of quality housing. The Project includes one 
family-sized unit, replacing a vacant and debilitated building, and a second, smaller and relatively 
mon~ 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 Proper1y 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 of 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 Protect is consistent with neighborhood character. The existing neighborhood lacks 
"defined visual character" that is recognized in the Residential Design Guidelines ("RDG") due to 
thy 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, collilistent 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) kits 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. .If the Board Finds that the CU was Improperly Granted, the Appropriate Relief is to 
Eliminate the Second Dwelling Unit 

The o:hly 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 fmd 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) Ai ,.. i,,l.A· 

11il}i;l~./~ ~ ~ 

Tuija 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, Lot 40) 
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. B 10 - John Bokelman at 65 5 Sanchez (Block 3 600, Lot 29) 
Exh. B 11 - Paul and Myle Saab at 677 Sanchez (Blok 3600, Lot 28) 
Exh. B12 - 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 

EXhlbit C - Listing and map of nearby "larger" hom~s 
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 

11/7/14 

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) 

Revisions 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 
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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 

12/XX/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 sf) to benefit both 
east and west neighbors 
- increased setback at NE comer by 3'-4" of level 2 (removing 34 sf) to benefit east 
neighbor 
- increased front/street setback of level 3 by 4'-1" (removing 146 sf) 
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 western first floor volume to benefit western neighbor 
- eliminated western window on front facade at both first and second floor; reducing 
glazing 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 
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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 light into lower unit 
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December 1t11
, 2015 

Planning Commission and Department 
c/o Erika Jackson 
City and County of San Francisco 
1650 Mission Street, Sui:te 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. Erica Jackson; 

EXHIBIT 81 

My wife and I are the owners of th.e residential property at 327 Cumberland Street which is directly 
adjacent {to the west) ofthe a hove mentioned.project. 

The owners have met with me on a number of od:asions to walk me through their proposed plans and 
have incorporated various changesthafl have asked for.·Some particular changes that have been 
important to me are: 

• Maintaining light and views from my deck 
~ Having a large front setback 011 their project 
.. The se.tback (on the West} between our properties 

The owners Aditya and Ruchi and their architect John hav.e been very accommodating and I am very 
appreciative oftheirthoughtfulnesstowards addressing my concerns. 

My wife has been very ill and we appreciate the owners' sensitivity to our needs. With the new changes 
she tan continue to enjoy the views and sun~hlne.from our deck. 

Ruchi and Aditya have·also promised to constructthe building with minimum disruption to 
accommodate my wife's needs. We are very fond of them and urge planning t;o approve their project. 

Very Truly Yours; 

Name: RiChard Lynch 
Address: 327 Cumberland Street, San Francisco 
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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 ac:tdition 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 would 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 

//?_~ 
'~~v 
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bate: 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. 2b14.06.27.9820 
313-323 Cumberland Street 

Dear Ms. Jackson: 

EXHIBIT 84 

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 ha·ve 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, resultin·g in a house 
with a _smaller footprint. They1ve be.en iterating on the project in response to 
feedback for the last two years, and r also appreciate the design 
improvements with regard$ to the facade. I have no objection to these plans 
and support the project's application. 

Sincerely, ..... 

14--~ 
Ken Smith 
662 Sanchez Street 
San Francisco 
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·:·Planning Commission and Department 
e/ 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: Cumberland Street 

Dear Ms. EriCa Jack~on, 

t:.A.Hltsl I tso 

>fWe are residents at the residential property at 668 Cumberland Street which is directly adjacent (to 
J.J:eaSt) of the above mentioned project. 

il·~. ·~:,: .. 
·,~Jtile·:have the plans for the proposed project and very much appreciate their willingness to adjust those 

;·:l~t;.is to ac~ommodate additional set-backs and other design changes. We believe the proposed design 

;: f~g~tit and beautiful and will enhance our neighborhood. 

··-,.. 

: : . . . . ~· .. 

. . .. . ::: ::::~~5':": ~·. :.·':. .·· 
,, .. ::) ...... , . . -;'·.,·· 
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Michael Jahr 
339 Cumberland St, SF, CA 94114 

Date: December 3,. 2015 

Planning Commission and Department 
c/o Erika Jacks.on 
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 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 313-323 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 of a 3-story over basement dwelling. We think 
the. project is a positive addition tothe 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 appreciatEdhe single construction across 
the two lots versus two buildings on two Jots, which would result in a larger footprint. 

We would like to e:x;press 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 
tow$Icoming Ruchi and Aditya to the neighborhood. 

Regards, 

Michael Jahr and Wei Wl:lng 
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Date: Dtc & , 2015 

Planning Commission 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 352" Cumberland Street, which is .a few houses down from 31~-323 Cumberland Street. 
We are hap_pyto see the project site improved. The project is ab le· to take the vacant lot and· 
build a more sensitive design for single ~mily home that is compatible with the neighborhood. 
The 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 neighborhood. We especially 
appreciate that they chosetci buiid a smaller .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 an open dialogue. We have been 
saddened by the number of hoops they've had tojump through the get their project approved. 
We would like to express our supportforthe project and urge the Planning Commission to 
approve the. project without delay. 

Sincerely, 

( f 1 r J . ~1 Utb1lt/1'bvt-
Visrin Vichit Vadakan Patrick Amihood 

Address: 352 Cumberland Street, San Francisco; CA 94114 
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·..... t~!~s~1:r:!:~~~::.~~~~!!~t~!~!~!~~~~~~~iilt~f ~rf~~~ 
the J;J.e~ghDOrs and h~ve be·en: iterating ~n t4e deSjgn tP··addtess~~e·v.efyo~~·;~ .. ·t0It-C¥rii~'.ttjf:~~!~Y~~I~: .. :~:~~:::·:·:.-:. ·· · 
. now; We believe the house ~swell designed and is a gi;eabiddiitqil to tli:e n:e!giihorhoda'J'we~Il'ke' : ... ·.· 
their use.of wood and the use of setbacks on the-front which'is sensitive to the neigb.b.tirs:: w~> .·· :.·· ·.·· 
pte:for :the constJ.ilction of a single home across two lots because. of v;.hich the prcije_~r~P.@s:Or,s ·: • · · 

· :have beefriqle to'l,nc!ud.e the generous setbackS. Iiavingtecenuy renovated.our h6use;':W¢ . / ... ·· 
appredate iliatthe'ptoject sponsors have designed a code ·cqmpllaii.t project and are· notSeeking' •. 
any. exceptions froiliPlannfug Code requirements. . . . . 

I appreciate Ruci:ii, im.d. Adity_a' s sensitivity to the neighbors and hope the planning co~~siO.n 
approves thefr proje~tas proposed. · 

Reg~ds, 

Lee Clancy· 



Date: December 9th, 2015 

Planning Commission arid Departm~nt 
c/o Erika .Jackson 
1650 Mission S_treet, Suite 400 
San Francisco, CA 94103 

EXHIBIT 89 

RE: Plari.nihg Department Case no. 2013.1213; Building permit no. 2014.06.27.9820 
313M323 Cumberland Street 

Dear Ms. Jackson, 

I'm writing to express my strong support for the project at313-323 Cumberland Street. I own a 
house on the same block a few houses w_est of Ruchi and Aditya's property. My address is 
391-393 Cumberland Street. Ruchi and Aditya have hosted two 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 
~ome) and Ruthi 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 house simply looks like sihg_le family home with 2 floors. I was surprised to 
learn of-alf the additional ·setbacks in the sideyard which seemed very generous to their 
adjacent neighbors. I also like the fa~ade and aesthetics which adds to the varied character of 
the neigh~orhood. 

I hqpe the P.lanning. Commission approves their project as proposed. 

S~ncerely, 

Name: Nina Khosfa 

Address: 391-393 Cumbetland Street. 
San Francisco, CA 94114 
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EXHIBIT 810 

:;r·;.:··: .. .... ·· 

l~~~~:c~::sWn and Department 

:i~·c;ey and Col!nty of San Francisco 
·:, ~{l6So Mission Street, Suite 400 
}r{:'.<'san Francisco, CA $4103 
·:;::.·.·· 

Planning Department Case no. 2013.1213 
Building permit no. 2014.06.27.9820 
313-323 Cumberland Street 

·~:~W~6·fo It May Concern: 
...... _.. . 

·;;::;;/.6~0:proximity to the proposed project, and have seen the plans for the new construction 3-

-~~~mentsingle-family residen~e at 313-323 Cumberland . 
. -.. , ... _ .... 

~, jjgj·A~~igrt wm be a positive addition to the neighborhood and s~e no reason to oppose. 
~F1."~f~§{my support for the .project and I u.rge the Planning Com~issio11 to approve the 

'i·~f,f{6Y.}tp~ .. pfoject sponsor. 
·:' L:-::·)\,. · .. ·-~· 

-·:.-.·:;:.:: ... 

. ... -.· 

~ ..... : . 

:.; .. ·: ... 

. ~ . :-.;: _: -~. "·· . ,. ... . .,~ . 



Dec 13th 2015 ·'· 

To: 
Planning Commission and D~partment 
1650 Mission Street; Sµite 400 
San Francisco, CA 94103 

subject: 
Planning Department Case no. i.013.1213 
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 writing to you in support of their project. We believe that their house will be a 
significant improvement both over the· existing structure as well as to the neighbo·rhood 
at large. 

My wife ·and I find the design of the house to be great and we are exeited to have such a 
building on the sarne"blo~k·as us. 

Their project is within the planning code and we appreciate that they have not asked for 
a single exception or variance. Given that the jfroject is within code, we· .are very 
supportive of the construction. We believe that it is very important thatthe·city 
approves $UCh projects without delay because it will also help with the housing crisis. 

Ruchi and Aditya have-been incredibly welcoming of feedback 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 th~y have been throughout the whole 
process. 

We strongly urge the Planning.department to approve Ruchi and Aditya's project given 
all the positive asp_ects that it will .bring to the neighborhood. 

Paul Saab M~~ saabJ;f ~ b 
Address:6 Sanchez, San Francisco, CA 941'14 
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D.ate: _. becernber 14__,: 20i5. 

Plartnihg:Conimission and Department 
c/o.Erika Jackson 
City arid County of San Frandsco: 
;tGso Mission street, suite 400 
san Franciseo; CA 94103 

RE: Planning Department Case no. 2013.1213 
Building permit no. 2014.06.27.9820' 
3i3-323 Cumberland Street 

To Whom ffMay Concern:. 

. EXHIBIT 812 

I reside in dose proximity to the proposed project, and have seen the plans for the new construction 3~ 
story <)Ver ba~ement single...farnlly residence at 313,-323 Curnberhmd. 

I wo.uld like to express my.st.fPP.orffortne prqject ~md I urge the Planning commission to approve the 
project as proposed by the. project sponsor. I think the combining·oftwo ldts makes a lot of sense and 
will . .<;1<:id more to. the community than two separate houses goil)g tiP ·C:>n the individu;:il lots. 

Sincere.iv, 

~6~·t:.cfe6~ 
Name: .. ____ Je.ssica Lessin~· ___ _ 

AddreS5:_41 Cumberland St._. _____ _ 

__ SFCA 94110 _____ _ 
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Petition in Support of the project at 313-323 Cumberland Street 

The _appi:-ox. 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 Adltya Agarwal are proposing to demolish the existing structure and to build a ~-
story over basement s!ngle-familY residence at the. site. · 

We, the undersigned, hereby express ou.r support for the project at 31;3-323 Cumberland, and we urge the Planning 
Department and Planning Commission to not tak:e Discretionary Review (DR) and to approve the proj.act as 
propos~d by thE:! project sponsors. · 

~go'{( ~-o.~. ')t ~t W\ 
5? CA '1111 

3as fi {'M>--r<?:..sf 

SP Cf4Ut-

4. a::r-.11... et<S- ih-t ~6fVt.JGb 

.)-~ 0--A- ~ le l '"5 ' 
lf-23.'S" 2':5.-d £f7S-
c /f P/4-1 { f.f 

l"Tl{ c~ /J : .. ~ t'Jo..f S-t I ~ F= 
C-A Cf L..f /J '1 

9-7-'r" Oio.Wto~J Sf sr: 
(A Cf IL 



N 
N 
co 
N 

Petition in Support of the project at -313-323 Cumberland Street 

G'n,\t'f fur\.e,t.u 

IV1 le. Sa-.a 'P 

?ev~( s~~ 
~~ri)r~? Ni 
h· J)t:>~ 

• The approx. 5,700-sf project site contains. a vacant lot at :313 Cumberland and an existing l-story over basement buildjng 
at 323 Cumberland. Ru.chi sanghvJ and Aditya Agarwal are proposing to demolish the existlng structure anq to build ii ~-
story over btjsement single-family residence at the site. · 

We, .the underslgnedr hereby express our support f'orthe project at 313-323 Cumberland, and we urge.the PJanning 
Pepartment· and Planning Commi~sfon to "ot take Discretionary Review (DR) and· to approve the project as 
proposed by tfle proje~ spon~ors. 
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Peti.tion in Support e>f the project at 313-323 Cumberland Street 

The approx. 5,700-sf project site contains a vacant lot at 313 Cumberlancj and an existing 1:.story over basement bLJilding 
at 343 Ci.un.berland, Ruehl Sanghvi and Aditya Agarwal are propo.slng to demolish the existing structure and to build a 3-
story over basement single-family residence at the site. 

We, the underslgnedr hereby express ou.r support for the project at 313-323 Cumoerland, and we urge th~ Planning 
Department and a:>•aQning Cot11mi$sion tp not take Discretionary Review {DR) ancl to approve the. prcJj~ct as 
proposed by the project sppnsors. 
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Petition in Support of the project at 313•323 Cumberland Street 

Jt>s fvVtJ bf 

\,AlA(~t '('DI.A 

ftr~,t~ 1-\M IHoaD 

Vt~'l\v'\ \)1dv\i..\---\JoJ111k 

<sAt 4 

fol'\~ An.Jtts~ 

The approx. ·5,700-sf project; site contains a vacant lot at 313 Cumberland ahd an existing 1-stoiy over basement building 
at 323 Cumberland. ~ucht Sanghvi and Aditya Agarwal are propo$lng to demolish the existing strµcture and to build a 3-
stoiy over basement single-family residence at the site. · 

We, the undersigned, hereby express our support for the project at 313-323 Curnberland, a.nd. we urge the Pl~nning 
Department and Planfiing C:ornmisslon to not take Di$C:retionary Review (DR) and to approve the proj~ct as 
proposed by the project sponsors. 
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Petition in Support ofthe 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 building 
at 323 Cumoerlanc,I. Ruchi Sanghvi and Aditya Agarwal.are proposing to demolish the· existing sfrucrure and to builci a 3-
story over basemeht singlewfa·rt111y residence at the site. 

We, the u.ndersignetj; hereby expr~ss our support for the project at 313-323: Cumberland, and we urge.the Planning 
Department and Planning CQmmissiQn to not take Discretionary Review (DR) and to approve the projeqt a$ 
proposed by the· pl'.'oject SP,onsors. · · 
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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 lot at 313 Cumberland and an existing 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. 

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. 



Petition in sukport of the projed: at 313-323 Cumberland Street . I . . 
'" The·approx; .9,7ciO-sf project site contains a ·v')cant l9t at 313· Cµmberland and an existihg 1-:-Stor:y over-basement building 

,., .. ~,; 

at 323 c.umb rland •. Ru.chi·Sanghvi .a.nd.Acfity9 AgarwaI:;m~ proposing to:qemollsh the exf?tfng ·?trµ9~re and". to bµild a~-· 
story ov~r ba ement single-family r.esld'en~e,~t the site.. . 

W~1. the 1,1,nde$Jgnetj1 her~by .expr~s$;·o~nsupppft.forthep~ojed at313~3i3;Cumberla~d, ani;l. we:urg~·the Plan~lnSJ . 
Departmen and Planning· Commiss.1on to; not ta~e p1scretlonary. Review (Dlt) an~ to ·approve the proJeci: ~.s 
proposed b.. the project spon~ors. · 
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EXHIBIT C ~ LARGER HOMES IN DOLORES HEIGHTS 

360 Cumberland Street 

362 Cumberland Street 
I • 

369 Cumberland Street 

359 Cumberland Street- subject to verification 

293 Cumberland Street 

366 Liberty Street 

4016 2oth 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 -

2298 

3799 

3638 

4139 

3452 

3305 

3667 

3436 

4028 

3795 

3440 

3975 

5336 

4242 

6283 

4733 

4694 

4694 

4695 

4615 

3739 

4200 

4343 

I 
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Carroll, John (BOS) 

- .. om: 
;nt: 

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 

•• /Jfft.t 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 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: 

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 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
City Hall, Room 244 
San Francisco, Ca. 94102-4689 

May 27, 2016 

RE: 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!HMY 27 AM 10: i 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 

''Unaffordable by Design". It reduces housing stock and continues the trend of flipping the Citys 

neighborhoods toward the top 0.1%. This decision affects all RH-1 and RH-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. 

Project and Appeal Summary 

The project consists of (1) the merger of tv.10 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 

Conditional 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..euors.in..the-Co.mmission'.'s-decision which, ii.alto.wed-to..---·-·- - ·--

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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wm 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 taller 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 political interference and 

inadequate due diligence by the Planning Department; and 

(7) neighborhood opposition to the project was hot given sufficient weight in the 

decision-making process. 

A lot merger to create a double-wide interior lot, in an C!rea 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 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 "necessary or desirable for, and compatible with, the neighborhood 

or the community," 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 lots, 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," 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 tot 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 Oty. This 

vacant lot was identified as an infill housing site and counted as a potential residential unit in the City's 

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) 

Upstaill'S/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 Jots {Exhibit A). In a larger area - the entire subject block and facing 

block - out of a total of}9 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 split 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 lot 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 affordability". 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 lot a building block for retaining relatively 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 above, 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 t'No 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. It is located adjacent to the 900 sf garage 

and a laundry, bqth 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 clear 

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 trend 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, 1242-124419th 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 regulation 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 reah.mits at 

this site, there is a simple way to get them - deny the Cpnditional Use. The owners wm be able to return 

to the current circumstance -- two separate lots 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) COnditjonal Use Consideration is Not Limited to Just the Segmd Unit 

The sponsor argues this is a 11code-complying project," with the only aspect needing review being 

the second unit because this is in an RH-1 district. When a Conditional Use is required, for any reason, 
the required findings must be made of the entire development. Tnis is clear 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 develqpment that is necessary or desirable for, and compatibf e 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 ofstandard 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 compatibte 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 

part of the Conditional Use 
2

• We do not believe the demolition meets ten of the six.tee~ 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 million, the 

project does not protect the.relative affordability c;>f 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 lot will add a real second unit for a real family (criteria 15). Finally, while the 

proposed building contains 5 bedrooms1 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 family housing on each of two lots (criteria 16). 

Alf projects changing use or proposing new buildings are also subject to Proposition M (Planning 

Code Section 101.l{b)) 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: OQjective 2: Retain Existing Housing Units, and Promote Safety and 

Maintenance Standards, without Jeopardizing Affordability. Also General Plan Housing 

2 317{d}(2}: "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." 
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Element: Obiectiv~ 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 

"ENSURE 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 otner properties on this block face and across the street that also have double lots 

to justify not onJy the lot merger but also the proposed building scale. These two buitdings stand on lots 

that have been unchanged in size for over SO-years; 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 Francisco1s visual form and character and in which 
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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 '1 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 process for this project has not felt right to us. 

o 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. 

• 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, uthe 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 

Mayoral 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. 

o The sponsors threw a fundraiser for our Supervisor. 

• The sponsor1s 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 own 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 clear 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 build 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, and 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 all over the City · 

(Exhibit 0). 

Of important note is another phrase in the Dolores Heights SUD resolution: "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. 
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Summarv 

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. Approvar of the CU will mean anyone who 

can afford to buy two lots will be able to buy them, merge them, demolish what's left of the City1s 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 wilt 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 workwith 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 

Page 10of10 

2312 



EXHIBIT A 

2313 



w 
0 
z CUMBERLAND 

there are onfy two dou.bte interior lots: now 
. . ... . . -··-·. ··- . .h:;PJ' 

N 
w 
r v :z 
< 
fl1· 



EXHIBIT B 

2315 



T, ... ·-

·"1: ... 

I 

.X. 

.;.-:--:·'"TT'i·:r:.~·y2""r0·,,·-:-:""~ ~,,._ 

! 

:.r·; 

··"J4 ·W·~ .. ~1,~~+---.~~f:-··tf:f ·J:4 
... Ml . j . 
'J."ft ~ 

··n'{' I 

. ·:s- "J'• 

:;; r , 

~--·····-····~.'.~-~---:;-~~!-~,,.j,"'~-t::.:.~Jtc~.L~ .. ~u"L~,J.,;r. 

::, .,/· 

'•T;~i 
,-·-- .... - ··-·-:--

:rr.: 
Ti ., .. 

·' { ........ -:;,,·-----~ 

T; 

::;& ·--l 
:·J 

,l§ ··--·1 
--'-'-"-'-4---~--="J 

"';'·cf'-·;·1 
;:;;;x 

2316 

.. , 

1965 LOT/BLOCK MAP: 

SLX DOUBLE INTERIOR LOTS 
. OUT of 79 lNTERlOR LOTS 

8(Y-0 OF DOUBLE INTERJOR 
LOTS 

CURRENT TAX ASSESSOR Mi\.P: 

A REDUCTION IN INT'ERIOR 
DOUBLE: LOTS 
BY .ONE (because it be·came a 
corner lot} 

ALL OF THE CURREN'l'l. Y · 
EXIS"l'ING INTERIOR DOUBLE 

·Jt LOTS DAT'E· FROM BEFORE 1965 
~ 

~ 
f.N'(f'f';J1~iioou'c;i:loN'oF'INTER'i(i'itl 
. . 
; DOUBLE LOTS ON THESE { 
BLOCKS L\t !· 

OVER 50 YE.A.RS. f r .. ,,, .... -~1 ......... ~ ............... ,,..,, •• ..,.~-... -y.~..,.. ..... .;., ...... , .... ~ ...... -........ ,,'?-""_,,.,.. ... ,,~-.. ,.....,.,-...., ... """...,.,""'~t 



EXHIBIT C 

2317 



8. 2013.1213CUA CE.JACKSON: (415) 558-6363) 
313-323 CUMBERLAND STREET - south side betv11een Noe and Sanchez Streets; Lot 043-044 of A...ssessor's Block 
3601 (District 7) - Request for Co:nditiomtl Use Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code Sections 207, 209.1, 
303, and 317 to demolish a single-family structure and construct a new two-family squcture 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 t.li.e Approval Action for t.he 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 -
Ozzie Roam - Oppostion-
Hett Courrier - Opposition-
(M) Speaker - Precedence-
Liz Clarke - No ski resort on Cumbedand
Joanne King - Opposition-
Karl Leachman - Opposition-
Matt McAbe - Opposition-
Renee de Cossio - Opposition-
Edward Mason - 50' 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 Stockwell ...: 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 amended 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 rental 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; 

(xiii) 
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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 pennit. 
The new constructi.an permit proposes a replacement building that has five bedrooms and five full baths 
and two hal.f baths in approximately 7,181 square-feet. The proposed building has been reviewed by 
Department staff and been determined to comply with the Residential Design Guidelines. ~-· 

2. If Conditional Use authorization is required for approval of ihe permit to demolish a Residential 
Building by other sections of tlrls 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 
permit application is subject to Conditional Use authorization, then separate Mandatory 
Discretion Review cases shall be heard to consider the permit applications for the demolition and 
the replacement structure. 

Condition.al Use authorizatilm is rwt required by any other pa.rt of the Planning Code for this proposal. 
The applicant filed a Mandatory Discretionary Rwiew applicati.an for demolitilm of the subject bui1ding. 

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 mon±hs of the application to demolish,. are not subject to 
a Mandatory Discretionary Review hearing. 

The subject building is a single-fam11y hov..se within a RH-1 District and is therefore eligible to be exempted 
from a Mandatory Discretianary REuiew hearing under this provision of the Pla:nning Code. The project 
sponsor submitted a credible uppraisal report dated 711412014 that was prepared Blakely Appraisals in 
accordance with the Planning Code, which was verified by the Department to demonstrate thfft the value of 
the subject property at $1,600,000 is greater than at least 80% of the combined land and structure values of 
single-family homes in San Francisco. Therefore, the approval of the demolition pe:rmit 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 fhat are formd to be unsound housing are exempt 
from Mandatory Discretionary Review hearings and may be approved administratively
"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 
"soundii.ess facl:or" 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 
503_ 

The subject building is a single-family house and has not been found to be unsound. Therefore, it is 
ineligible to be exempted from a Mandatory Discretimw:ry Review hearing under this provision of the 
Planning Code. · 

2 
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Numbers in bfu.e a:re from tax assessment records1 modified upwardly from MLS records. Proposed building would be 

' t; 

appmldmately 5855 s.f by tax .assessor plus 2256 sf garage and storage. {Tax Assesso1r's record_s e.J<dude garage and non- ! 
hablta,ble space.) 

AY!iRAGE HOME SIZ!!i ON llll:S flll.:OOIC iS 2.(lf.l7 SF, PROPOSE() t!OME as A<t.MfrS.1 ~-011\ PERCENT LARGllR, SQ.UAAll FOO if AG!!, 

W~LE NOT REGIJLA TtllO.,, 1$ A OJRECT REIR.fCJ·IOl'J Of MASSUil':l AttD illt.PJB.O'PE. 

THE PR.OPOSED PROJECT Will NOT ONLY DEMOLISH A· HOME THAT IS REALTIVELY MUCH MORE 
AFFO'RDABLE THAN ITS REPLACEMENT BUILDING BUT WILL ALSO REMOVE A BUILDABLE 
VACANT LOT, RESULTING IN THE EFFECTIVE LOSS OF 2 STAND-ALONE FAMILY HOMES 
FOR THE REPLACEMENT WITH ONE MANSION WITH A SU'BTERRANEAN 2ND UNlT THAT Will 
NEVER BE USED BY A SEPARATE FAMILY. 
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tot 38 ~property 
There are only two lots on this block that are 50 feet wide .. ~ lot 38. and lot 45~ 
Hom.es on both these lots are under 2300 sf each and are broken up 
into two dis.crete front.ages t 10 read Uke two s,epar.ate buUdings. 

Home on 
lot 45. -~ also 
bro:ken into 
parts 
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SAN FRANCISCO 

CI2Y J?L.i!.NNillIG 00.t-msSION 

REiSOLOTION NO;. 8472 _ . 

WHEREAS, The City Planning Colllll1ission. on November 8,. 1979 and. 
Janua.r,y 10, 1980 heard Application No. Zf179~24- unde:r Section 302 
o.f the City Planning Code to reclassi;ry pJ:;operty :from an Rli-1 
district to a:o. Jlli.;.1 di.strict w:ith addi:tional regulations as the 
DOLCE.ES HEIGHTS SPECIAL USE DISTRICT, and on J°anuar,y 10,. 1980 heaxd 
Application No. ZT79.6 under Section 302 o:f the City Planning Code 
to amend the text o:f that Code by ad.ding a new Section 2~1 th.ere.to 
and amending other Sections as app:rQP.:riate fQr the -purpose o.f 
implementing the DOLORES HEIGHTS· SP.ECilL USE DISTRIC!r with both 
the map aIJd the text am.endm.ents .to apply to the property' described 
as follo-i.·rs: 

.All properly currently in an ~-1 (House, One-Family) 
district in the Blocks bounded by 19TH, 2215ID, NOE Al."'W 
eB.URCH STREETS and the block bounded. by 19TH, 20TII, 
NOE AND HARTFORD STREETS, Lots 15-l?-t 18-34, 49-5? 
in. Assessor's Block 3600 7 Lots ·'j-7, ?A, 8, BA., 9-17, 
17A, 18-25, 27-31, 31.A., 32-45, 4?-49~ 49!\., 50, 50.A, 
51--53, _:·53A, 54-55;· 57-58, 85-86 in Assessor's Black 
3601; :tots 3-29 in. .Assessor's Block 3602t ·~ats 1-4, 
6-8,. BA, 9--13, 15, l5A, 16-lB. 18.A., 19-267 34-4-2, . 
~7, 5l-52, 58, 58A,_· 68-?l, 76-90 in .Assessor's Block 
3604,. ·Tuts 15-17, 19'--2l, _21..A. ?2-23, gl-36, 36A, 
37.,..40, 42, 42.A., 43, 4-3A, 44-50, 5QA, ...--~ .51.A, 52-55, 
55A~ 5~ 55a, 56-60 in ..Asse.ssO:r' s Block 3605, Lots 
13-16, 15.A, 17. 17.A., 18-19., 21-28, 28A~ 29-31.t 37-40, 
43, !U?-48, 48A, 49, 49.A.., 50-63, 63A, 64-6;1., and .1.A, · 
q7-68, 71-75, 78-79 in Assessor's :Block 3620, Lots 

. lJ!., _.7_:9, 41-65, ?O, 73-7?. 77.l!., 78, ?BA, 79-83, 
87-90, 92-93 in Assessor's Block 3621.; 

WHEREAS, Except for .fi.fte.en lots on Caselli .Avenue, Nineteenth.
and Danvers St:reet-s, the· .suQject p:ro:perty comprises all o.f the IDL-l 
zoned prope:rty north of ·G-lipper :Street, south and east o.f Market 
Sheet and. west of :f'Iission Street; and 

WEREAS, Dolores Heights i~ iisted ill. the-_Urban Design Element 
o:E the Comprehensive Fl.an. a.s o.rie -0.:f .five examples o£ outstanding 
and uniqiie areas which con.tribute to San Francisco 's visual form· 
and character and in 17hich neiglibomood associations should be 
encouraged to participate in a cooperative e.:f.fort to maintain the 
established charact~; and 

WBERE.ll.S,_ llolo-.res Heights has a strong and active neighborhood 
assoc:ia:tion wh:ich has .:ror many ;reaJ?s used vol.untari et.forts to 
pxovide a positive influence on the development o.f this neighborhood 
and which has been. instrumental in the initiation o.:f this proposed 
special use district; and 

hlBEREAS, The proposed special use distriet would impose a rear 
yard :requirement equal to 4-5% oi' the depth a:f the lot, would limit 
the height of buildings to 35 feet measured to a plane which slopes 
with ihe slope 0£ -the lot and located 35 .feet above the lot and would 
encourage t1ie participation oi the neighborhood association in the 
consideration o:f any variances tha:l; might be granted .from tlw propose0 
limits; and 
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RESOLU2ION NO. 8472 
Page ~ 

WHEREAS~ Designating Dolores Heights as a special use 
district nth mo.re re.stricti-w c~o1s than now· exist wi.11 
p.re~-=i!Ve and p:rotect existing views from public ·and private 
vantage points and wi21 encou:rage ~her pa:rticipa:t:ion by 
neighborllood groups in the continued maintenance and improvement 
o:f · i:;his neighborhood; and· . 

l:JBEREAS, The or-ig:inal proposal. as mod:it.ied to si111Pl.iiY review-
0£ buil.di:ng pexm:i.ts is within the capability o:f the Departw.ent 
o:f City PJ.anning to admilri.ster; and 

WHEREAS., l'fod:i.:fica:tion of 'the origi naJ proposal to simplify 
-- ·-·---:re~-of-build:iug pe11lliLs aaul:d: i:e~ceiilie strain upon the 

Department's resources that esta?lisbment oX this Special Use 
District would othend.se entail;· and 

WEERRAS., Adjustments to :provisions o.f this 3pecial Use 
District to reflect exception.al or extJ::::03:d.ina.:ry ci:rcum.stances, 
practical. di£:ficuJ:t:ies and unnecessary hardships,_ and preservation 
and enjoyment o:f substantial· property rights, can b'e made through 
the variance procedures o.f t:he Ci.ty .P.fann:ing Gode., <rhich contains 
criteria that protect the right· 6.f everyone concerned; and 

WHEREASt A final negative decl,ara~ion was adopted and issued 
for t"bis project on November 8, 1979 under f'ile No. EE'79~378; 

'fiHER!i!!<'ORE BE IT RESOmD, · Thai; the City .Planning Oomm.issi.on" 
be.fore act.i:ng on the project i"tself' under .Applications Numbe:red 
zrT79.24 and fil?9.6 hereby declares that it has reviewed and 
considered. the ~ormation coniiai.neli in the negative declaration; 
and. 

BE EI! lffiR'l'BER RESOLVED~ That the City Plannjng Commission 
.finds -thai; -the public necessity,. -convenience and gen~al 11elfare 
require that" applications numbered Z!f79.24- and Z1!'}9.6 be .AJ?.PROvlWw 

I he:reby certify that the :fo:zioego:ing Resolution was .AJJOFTED by 
i;he City PJ..annjne; Collll!l:ission at its regular meeting o.:f ·Janua:Cy 10, 
1980 .. 

·_ Lee Wgods, Jr. 
------'----- ---· Sec:ret<=r<Y-- ·-----------------

AYES: Co:mmissione:rs BieJ:lll.an~ Dea:cynan, .Kelleher, !1ignola1 
Nakashima., Rosenblatt, Starbuck. · 

NOES: Noneo · 

ARSEN2: None. 

PASSED: January 1.0, 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 wm 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 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, 
inC:luding 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. 0 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 480 I !ill :Jt., 3721 21st St., 3660 Hill St, and 359 Cumberland St. 

We believe, in addition, that the Planning Department's pattern of approving building pennits 
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 ~iler, draft a 
bill similar to Board of Supervisors Resolution 150192 (applying controls to d~K!~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. 

Name 

I . i ! , 
Lffl/di'-1 

I 

l Address 
; 

Signature 

I c 5{ "1 5:A- 11) ( l~~7~>""--'-1---'--'.;hlt W'v) 
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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 

Name Address Sfanature. 
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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 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 •to@ 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 scare" 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 Deifgn 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 ~er, 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 fonn 
and character" as provided in Resolution No. 8472. 

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 
variances, 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 (DHIG}, 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 Administratbr'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 
gros$ square feet with a house of 7, 181 gross square feet (data according to the project 
sponsor's Application, dated October 1, 20i 4) 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 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 
Reso!ution 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 ellmlnatlng a potential 
unit of family housing. 

e demolish an affordable home. 

• build one single new building almost 3x largier 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 
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. 

Date Comments, optional 





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 
fillit of family housing. 

e 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 
neighborhood's 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 t-'Jace 

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. 

e build one single new building almost 3x larger· than the 
average-sized home In our neighborhood. 

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 
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 C'DTNN1
), 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 lmprovement 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 lot, 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 project1s 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; 
9 The Liberty Hill Neighborhood Association and 
4 Protect Noe 1s Charm, 

and ask that this project be denied its Conditional Use Authorization. 

Sincerely, 

Gary Weiss, Land Use Chair, 
Ouboce Triangle Neighborhood Association 
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EVNA 
PO Box 14137 

CASTRO/EUREKA VALLEY 
NEIGHBORHOOD ASSOCIATION 

The neighborhood association for the Castro, Upper Market and all of Eureka Valley since 1878 

March 17, 2016 San Francisco, CA 94114 
www..evna.org 
I I 
EVNA. a 501 (C}(4) Non-profit, San Francisco Planning Commissioners 
lax ID: s1-0141022 1 San Francisco Planning Department 
Eureka Valley Foundatton, 1650 Mission Street,, Suite 400 
a 501{C)(3) Non-profit, 
Tax ID: 2s.oe311ss San Francisco, CA 94103 

I 
ExECUilVE COMMITTEE 
Crispin Hollings 
President 
Castro Street 

I 

Scott Johnson 
Secretary 
19th Street 
' James Moore 
Treasurer 
18111 Street 

I 

CoMMITIEE CHAIRS 
James Kelm 
Newsletter & Socfal Media 
Castro Village Wine Co . 
• 
Jack Keating (Ex-Officio} 
Planning & land Use 
17th Street 
• Shelah Barr 
Quality of Life 
17th Street 

I 

MarkMcHale 
Social 
,Vanguard Properties 
OrieZaklad 
Technology & Marketing 

1
C0Uingwood Street 

DIRECTORS; 
Patrick Crogan 
Market Street 

I 

Tim Eicher 
QBar 
r 
Mary Edna Harral! 
Castro Street 

I 

Alan Beach-Nelson 
Castro Street 

I 

Lale Olichon 
18th Street 
• 
Ex OFFICIO DIREClORS: 
Steve Clark Hall 
Web master 
19th Street 
• 
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 (DHSUO) coc;le 
(http://planning.sanfrandscocode.ond2/24 l /) 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 guidefines of the DHSUD 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 meetfue intent of the DHSUD. 

Those two lots are zoned RH-1 and should get, at least, two single-family homes. 
' The City needs 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, 

/) ~1 v;·. l_:_.-rr 
Crispin Hollings 

• President 

' 

' About Castro/Eureka Valley Neighborhood Association: 
Castro/ Eureka Valley Neighborhood Association (EVNA) is the oldest continuousiy 
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 piay. Today, we strive to 
preserve the unique character of our diverse neighborhood while maintaining a 
balance between prospering businesses and residential livability. · 
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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 
ilJ RH-1 zoning district. This implies a change of the ?Oning 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 bfock 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 developed all over the City. 

1 
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Protect Noejs 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 fur a Conditional Use permit. 

Sincerely, 

Ozzie Rohm 
On behalf of the 200+ members of Protect Noe's Charm 

2 

2362 



Bmce Bowen <bruce.r.bowen@gmail.com> 

LHNA opposition to CU app for 323 Cumberland St 

Elllzabeth 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, 
richhillissf@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 Ptanning Commission: 

The Liberty Hill Neighborhood Association strenuously opposes the Conditional Use Application for 323 
Cumberland Street which is on your upcoming agenda this coming Thursday, March 31, 2016. 

We firmly support the well-reasoned positions taken by the Dolores Heights Improvement Club (DHIC - 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 We'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 
may at our communities by adding to the social and economic inequality we now experience. Similarly, 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 
efromer3@gmail.com 
(Ll:' ;:;·) 8"'0 -J:\?·'.14 , lv LO ~.J.J 
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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@aol.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 ?23 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 tlllfo 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@gmaii.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@aof.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 behalf 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 disapprove the 

conditional use application at 323 Cumberland Street on your agenda this Thursday. 

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 sour:id and affordabre 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 - wilt 
never be possible for this site again. 

3) The scale of the proposed home is out of place in this neighborhood. 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 

Department'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 an 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 io compliance with General Plan pollcies. 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 wouf d be more fitting in a neighborhood with 

large residential buifdings 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 rental 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 

caro!ynkenady@gmai!.com 
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Carroll, John (BOS) 

From: SF Docs (LIB) 
Sent: 
To: 

Tuesday, May 31, 2016 7:59 AM 
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 

• 6.() 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 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. 
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Carroll, John (BOS) 

....,ram: 
~nt: 

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, i016, 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 

• II{) 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 or oral communications that members of the public submit to the 
Clerk's Office regarding pending legislation or hearings will be made availoble 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 thot members 
of the public may inspect or copy. 
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City Hall 

BOARD of SUPERVISORS 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 

San Francisco 94102-4689 

.. 
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~~gi~tive File No. 
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e;-.... 1 ::.-
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Tel. No. 554-5184 
Fax No. 554-5163 

TDDtrTY 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.: -------r~"-'<'-"------'<:::"-=---~-~"-"""'--------------

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 

NOTICE 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 N'os. 
2014.0627.9813and 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. 

~~ 
J1f1.. Angela Calvillo 
/ Clerk of the Board 

DATED/MAILED/POSTED: May 27, 2016 2371 



City Hall 

BOARDofSUPERVISORS 
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 

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 celebrani una audiencia publica para considerar la siguiente apelaci6n y 
dicha audiencia publica se celebrani de la siguiente manera, en tal momenta que todos las 
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 Num. 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, 709 pies cuadrados dentro de un Distrito de 
Zonificaci6n RH-1 (casa residencial, unifamiliar), un Distrito de Altura y 
Tamaiio 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 

BM: 20161f.6JJ78~= 

~Fa5: "Fti=: 3 ~ 

City Hall 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 

San Francisco 94102-4689 
Tel. No 554-5184 
Fax: No. 554--5163 

'ITD/1TY No. 5545227 

:Lful!i: m~ ' iD*if~.8 250 ¥: ' 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, San 
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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.com; 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 

• Ill.(). 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 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 af 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 inspector copy. 
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BOARDofSUPERVISORS 

May 11, 2016 

Bruce Bowen 

City Hall 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 
San Francisco 94102-4689 
Tel No. 554-5184 
Fa:x: 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 of 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 

FuadSwe!ss 
Deputy Director and City Engineer 

Jerry Sa(Jguinet!i 
Bureau of Streat Use & Mapping 
Manager 

Bruce R. Storr'$ P.LS. 
City and O~unty Surveyor 

Bureau of street Use & Mapping 
1155 Matltet st, 9"" floor 
San Francisco, CA 94103 
tel: (415) 554-5827 
subdlvlsion.maopjno@sldpw.oro 

sfpublicworks.org 
facebook.com/sfpubllcworks 
twitter.com/sfpubllcworks 

May 09, .2016 

Ms~ Angela Calvillo 
Clerk of the Board 
1 Dr. Carlton 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. 2013.1213CUA 

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 <_::Jppellants' 
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 fife 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 
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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 
.on.carroll@sfgov.org ! bos.legislation@sfgov.org 

.. 
dl-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 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 far 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 bn the Board of Supervisors website or in other public documents that members 
of the public may inspect or copy. 
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II 
Edwin M. Lee 
Mayor 

Mohammad Nuru 
Director 

FuadSwelss 
Deputy Director and City Engineer 

Jany Sangulnetti 
Bureau of Street Use & Mapping 
Manager 

Bruce R. Storrll P.L.S. 
Cily and County surveyor 

Bureau of Street Use & Mapping 
1155 Market st, :;i" floor 
San Francisco, CA 94103 
tel: (415) 554-5827 
subdivision.mapping@sjdpw.org . 

sfpubllcwcrks.org 
tacebook.com/sfpubllcworks 
twitter.com/sfpubllcworks 

May 09, 2016 

Ms. Angela Calvillo 
Clerk of the Board 
1 Dr. Carlton 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. 2013.1213CUA 

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 th9t 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 Ur 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 wJth the appeal 
filing. 

Thank you, 

John Carroll 
Legislative Clerk 
~,ard 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 

•• tk.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 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. Alf 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. 
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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 
Fa; No. 554-5163 

TDD/TTY 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, fora 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 appella_nt. 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: 
Jerry 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. 

~ 3. Request for hearing on a subject matter at Committee. 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

4. Request for letter beginning "Supervisor 

5. City Attorney request. 

6. Call File No. ,~--------., from Committee. 

7. Budget Analyst request (attach written motion). 

8. Substitute Legislation File No. ~' -----~ 
D 9. Reactivate File No. I~----~ 
D 10. Question(s) submitted for Mayoral Appearance before the BOS on 

inquires" 

se 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 D Building Inspection Commission 

fote: For the Imperative Agenda (a resolution not on the printed agenda), use a Imperative Form. 

lponsor(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,_LotNos. 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 5,700 square-foot lot within an RH-1 
~residential holise, one-family) Zoning District, a 40-X Height and Bulle 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 of Sponsoring Supervisor: ---'-. =--_'We_ _ _,__.._)~----------

;p· . For Clerk's Us~ Only: 
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