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Board of Supervisors, City and County of San Francisco
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RE: File No. 260907 — Appeal of Tentative Parcel Map Approval, 2722-2724 Folsom
Street, Assessor's Parcel Block No. 3641, Lot No. 002; Public Works Project ID 12103;
Hearing: Tuesday, September 1, 2026, 3:00 p.m.

APPELLANTS’ WRITTEN RESPONSE TO THE PLANNING DEPARTMENT AND
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS’ SUBMISSIONS OF AUGUST 27, 2026

Dear Ms. Calvillo and Members of the Board:

The purpose of this submission is to address inaccuracies in the Planning Department’s
brief dated August 27, 2026 (“Planning’s Brief”) as well as to address the fact that Appellants
Michael J. Turon, Lauren R. Turon, and Douglas A. Greenberg (the “Owners”) did not receive the
Planning Department’s updated referral (the “Referral”) until after Appellant filed the present
appeal (the “Appeal”).

Contrary to the assertion in Planning’s Brief, no substantiated violations exist at the
Appellant’s Property located at 2722-2724 Folsom Street (the “Property”), nor has a notice of
violation even been issued related to any alleged unlawful dwelling unit (“UDU”) at the Property.
As such, the Planning Department’s conditions incorporated into their referral have no basis in law
or fact. Thus, Appellant asks this Board to sustain the present Appeal.

L. Background.

The Owners applied to convert their two-unit building to condominiums in August 2023.
(Declaration of Michael Turon (“Turon Decl.”) 4 2 [Board Packet at p. 39].) The Department of
Public Works (“DPW?”) asked the Planning Department to respond to its referral in September
2023. (Appeal, Exh. B [Board Packet at p. 10].) The Planning Department placed a litigation hold
on responding to DPW’s request until May 28, 2026. (/bid.) Then, on August 6, 2026, the Owners
received a “notice regarding the approval of a subdivision” for the Property, with no referral form
attached. (Appeal, Exh. A [Board Packet at 8].) As such, the Owners appealed the May 28, 2026
Planning Referral, which was filed on August 14, 2026, at 3:25 PM. However, ten (10) minutes
after the Owners filed the present Appeal, the Owners received — via email — an updated referral
from the Planning Department, which omitted the second unlawful condition, but left the first
unlawful condition in place.

II. Planning’s Brief Mischaracterizes the Record.

Planning’s Brief makes three primary mischaracterizations, as follows:
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First, Planning’s Brief states: "The referral was placed on hold until the outstanding
Planning Code violations and ongoing litigation with the property owner were fully resolved."
(Planning Brief at p. 1 [Board Packet at 44].) However, Planning’s “litigation hold” continued for
nearly 17 months after the Settlement Agreement was fully executed by the parties and approved
by this Board under Ordinance No. 291-24. (Appeal, Exh. B [Board Packet at 10].) In fact, the
litigation hold was only removed because the Owners sent a letter on May 12, 2026, demanding it
be lifted, as any justification had long expired. (See DPW’s Brief, p. 1 [Board Packet at 46] [“May
12, 2026: Received letter from Mr. Ray requesting Department of City Planning lift hold on
application citing resolution of the litigation in 2024”].) Finally, as addressed below — there are
not, nor have there been at any relevant time period, any substantiated Planning Code violations
at the Property.

Second, Planning’s Brief states: "The existence of the UDU, and the need to address it, are
confirmed in the suspensions of Building Permit Nos. 202010055941 and 202006118414, the
Settlement Agreement, and the Conditional Use Authorization to remove the UDU . . . (Motion
No. 21747)." (Planning Brief at p. 2 [Board Packet at 45].) However, neither the Planning
Department, any other department of the City, nor any Court has determined that a UDU exists at
the Property. Instead, the dispute of the Property’s alleged UDU was fully addressed in the
December 2024 settlement agreement (the “Settlement Agreement”) to resolve the federal court
litigation pertaining to the Property. This Settlement Agreement was approved by this Board under
Ordinance No. 291-24. (Appeal, Exh. H [Board Packet at 54-67].) Article 6, titled “Condominium
Conversion,” states that the “PARTIES agree that the settlement is not intended to, and nothing in
this AGREEMENT does, affect any right the OWNERS may have to convert the PROPERTY to
condominiums in the future . . .” (Appeal, Exh. H, Art. 6 [Board Packet at 61].)

Planning’s Brief further claims that the “need to address” the alleged UDU was
“confirmed” by the “suspensions of Building Permit Nos. 202010055941 and 202006118414, the
Settlement Agreement, and the Conditional Use Authorization . . .” (Planning Brief at p. 2 [Board
Packet at 45].) None of this is accurate as (1) the Settlement Agreement specifically states that it
cannot be construed as an admission (see Appeal, Exh. H, § 3.3 [Board Packet at 57]); (2) neither
building permit was ever revoked (Appeal, Exh. C [Board Packet at 14]); and (3) the Settlement
Agreement specifically bars conditioning condominium conversion on compliance with its terms.
(Appeal, Exh. H [Board Packet at 61].) Further, neither the Planning Department, nor any other
City department, has issued any violations related to the alleged UDU. (Appeal, Exh. G [Board
Packet at 36].) Instead, the Building Department’s records show the Property is a “TWO FAMILY
DWELLING” and states that “NO” abatement proceedings are underway “for code violations.”
(Appeal, Exh. C [Board Packet at 12, 14].) As no substantiated code violations exist at the
Property, there is nothing to abate and thus nothing to properly condition as part of the Referral.

Third, Planning’s Brief says Owners "requested the removal of the second condition of
approval." (Planning Brief at p. 1 [Board Packet at 44].) However, the Owners requested removal
of all unwarranted conditions, including the remaining condition. That condition violates the
Settlement Agreement itself, which states in Article 6 that the Settlement Agreement cannot be
used to limit the Owners’ condo conversion rights. (Appeal, Exh. H, Art. 6 [Board Packet at 61].)



I11. The Owners Did Not Receive Planning’s Amended Referral Until After The Filing of
This Appeal.

The Declaration of Michael Turon (“Turon Decl.”) states that "No copy of the Planning
referral's conditions was transmitted to me or my counsel with, or at any time after, the August 6,
2026 decision letter." (Turon Decl. 9§ 7 [Board Packet at 40].) In fact, the Owners did not receive
a copy of the present referral, omitting the second condition, until 3:35 PM on August 14, 2026,
which was ten minutes after the present appeal was filed with this Board. Further, the Owners have
never been provided with a copy of either referral via mail.

IV. Conclusion.

The Owners ask that this Board accept this supplemental letter in order to allow this Board
to decide on the factual records of this case. Further, the Owners request that the Board sustain
the present appeal and approve Tentative Parcel Map 12103 without any of the conditions added
by Planning, which have no basis in law or fact.

Respectfully submitted,
/s/ Samuel Ray

Samuel Ray (SBN 308921)
Colla & Ray LLP

250 Columbus Avenue, Suite 200
San Francisco, CA 94133

(415) 579-1414
sam(@collaray.com

Attorney for the Owners, Michael J. Turon, Lauren
R. Turon, and Douglas A. Greenberg
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