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RECEIVED 
BOARD OF SU:f'ERYl.SORS 

SAN FR A NCt.SCO 
NOTICE TO BOARD OF SUPERVISORS OF APPEAL 

FROM ACTION OF THE CITY PLANNING COMM!JfSiOOCT - 2 Pfi 3• 4 6 
·- . , 72' _a,, 
~-1 ____ , ~ 

Notice is hereby given of an appeal to the Board of Supervisors from the following action of the City 
Planning Commission. ·· .. , .. ".,:·,.~ · ' · ·. 

The property is located at 948-950 Lombard Street & 841 Chestnut Street 

August 31, 2017 
Date of City Planning Commission Action 

(Attach a Copy of Planning Commission's Decision) 

August 29, 2017 
Appeal Filing 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.------------· 

__ X_The Planning Commission approved in whole or in part an application for conditional use 
authorization, Case No. 2017-002430CUA 

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

V:\Glerk's Offlce\Appeals lnformation\Gondition 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: 

See attached 

Person to Whom 
Notices Shall Be Mailed 

Kathleen Courtney 
Chair, Housing & Zoning Committee 

Russian Hill Community Association 

Name 

1158 Green Street San Francisco CA 94109 

Address 

51 0-928-8243 

Telephone Number 

V:\Clerk's Office\Appeals lnfonnation\Condition Use Appeal Process6 
August 2011 

Name and Address of Person Filing Appeal: 

Kathleen Courtney 
Chair, Housing & Zoning Committee 
for Russian Hill Community Association 

Name 

1158 Green Street San Francisco CA 94109 

Address 

510-928-8243 

Telephone Number 
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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. 
2017-002430CUA , a conditional use authorization regarding (address) 948-950 Lombard Street & 
841 Chestnut Street , District_g_. The undersigned members respectfully request the Clerk 

of the Board to calendar this item at the soonest possible date. 

DATE 

lo/;;._/ 17 
{I 

ie5/1..}r1 
/o/:.>-/rJ 
J0 /2/ /7 

(Attach copy of Planning Commission's Decision) 

V:\Clerk's Offlce\Appeals lnformation\Conditlon Use Appeal Process8 
August2011 
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XECEIVtD 
Russian Hill Community Associatio:rfWARD OF s.~l'f,~~,.V)SORS s f,N rR F~ r'hr~·.) vO 

STATEMENT OF APPEAL 

Date: September 29, 2017 

To: Board President London Breed and 
Members of the Board of Supervisors 
c/o Ms. Angela Calvillo 
Clerk of the Board of Supervisors 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 94102-4689 

RE: Appeal of Conditional Use Authorization 
841 Chestnut St and 948-950 Lombard St 

2017 OCT -2 PM 31 47 
;,~y ~ 

Planning Commission Motion No. 19987 (Case No. 2017-002430CUA) 

Pursuant to the provisions of Section 3 08.1 of the Planning Code, the Russian Hill 
Commqnity Association (RHCA) ("Appellant") appeals the Conditional Use 
Authorization (CUA) approved by the Planning Commission at its meeting of August 31, 
2017>for a lot merger for above project. RHCA is appealing the CUA because, by 
legalizing work done without a permit and, in particular, setting the price of the 
demolition of the Willis Polk home -- a significant San Francisco historic resource -- at 
$400,000, the San Francisco Planning Department has set a dangerous and destructive 
precedent. 

When approving the CUA, the Commission should have looked at the whole of the 
project, not just the lot merger. In this case the Commission failed to consider the 
permitting history of this project, which involved violations of the Planning and Building 
Codes and a massive failure of the planning process that resulted in the unpermitted 
demolition of the historic residence at 841 Chestnut St. (AKA 948 Lombard Street). 

This shingle style structure was one of San Francisco's most historic residential structures 
and represented a rare example of the work of Willis Polk, an internationally renowned 
architect. As set forth in the Planning Department's Historical Report Response Memo 
dated June 19, 2017 on page 1 (Attached), the Department staff had determined that this 
building was "historically significant under Criterion 3 (Architecture) as a notable work 
by a master architect, Willis Polk, while he served as head of the San Francisco office of 
D.H. Burnham & Co. The property was exemplary of the First Bay Tradition 
architectural style, and one of two known examples of Polk's 'rustic city house' designs 
in San Francisco, also demonstrated at 1013 Vallejo, where the architect resided in the 
late I gth century.' " . 

Then, based on the project sponsor's 2009 architectural plans, the Department determined 
that the project as proposed was exempt from environmental review finding that it would 
not cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of this historical resource and 
would not alter the original distinguishing qualities of the residence including its form, 
materials, fenestration and stylistic elements. 
The Project History outlined in the Executive Summary dated August 14, 2017 
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[Attached] and summarized below, shows that without Planning Department review the 
Department of Building Inspection (DBI) approved numerous permits for demolition and 
removal of historic material. TI1is lack of coordination between DBI and the Planning 
Department allowed a developer to flout the system for financial gain. 

When it was clear that a complete demolition of the historic building had already 
occurred in violation of the approved plans and scope of work, the City Attorney, on 
behalf of the Planning Department, agreed to abate the project sponsor's violations for 
the unpermitted demolition of this historic resource pursuant to a Settlement Agreement 
dated June 7, 2017, by which the City settled for a civil penalty of $400,000 with a 
stipulated injunction requiring that all further permits be reviewed by the Planning 
Department and that the project sponsor shall not exceed the scope of any approved 
permits.1 And a day later, the Zoning Administrator issued an "Action Memo" legalizing 
the demolition of the historic building at 841 Chestnut Street finding that the property 
was demonstrably unaffordable per Section 317 of the Planning Code. 

As stated in the attached June 19, 2017 Planning Department Memo on page 7: "Had the 
Department been given the opportunlty to adequately review the cumulative and 
substantial changes to the overall project scope, including alterations to the residence 
and excavation, prior to the commencement and near completion of the project, it is 
likely that a full Environmental Impact Report would have been required. " 

This case sets a dangerous precedent that demolition of our City's historic resources is for 
sale and that violations of the Planning and Building Codes can be "legalized" by a 
developer in return for the payment of money. 

Project History 

The following sets forth a brief summary of the project's permitting history as outlined in 
the attached Planning Department Executive Summary that was submitted to the 
Planning Commission in connection with the subject Conditional Use. Although it 
identifies 12 separate applications/permits, more are listed on DBl's database. In 
addition to the litany of errors, omissions, oversights and lack of coordination between 
DBI and Planning illustrated by the project history, it is significant to note that plans were 
filed and approved by DBI without Planning Department review for demolition work that 
had already occurred. 

The original project was filed under Case No. 2002.0929.E. Following Planning 
Department review and determination that 1;he building was historic, the project was 
revised under Case No. 2009.0801 keeping the historic building in place and retaining 
its historic features. This scope was determined to be exempt from eJ.?.vironmental 
review. 

1 This settlement raises several questions that should be addressed: Why don't all permits, 
especially those for historic resources, have to be reviewed by the Planning Depa1tment before 
they are issued? What is the $400,000 civil penalty going to be used for? 
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• 

This work was permitted under Building Permit Application (BPA) 2002.05.23.7379, 
which was approved by the Planning Department on March 9, 2011, and issued by the 
Department of Building Inspection on October 11, 2011. 

On February 12, 2014, the project scope was revised ilnder BPA 2014.02.05.7897 to 
"retain the north, east, and west facades;" complete an extensive interior renovation; 
relocate the below-grade garage and entrance; and expand the proposed basement. 
The structural permit issued by DBI for this proposal was inconsistent with the 
approved plans and the site permit, noting that all framing would be new. 

On May 15, 2015, the Planning Department approved the merger of the subject lots 
(Lots 10 and 17) in error based upon incomplete information in DBI' s Report of 
Residential Building Record (3-R Report). 

On April 22, 2015, DBI issued a Notice of Violation (NOV) citing that the extensive 
excavation would require a shoring permit. In response, a permit application was 
submitted to DBI to address the shoring plans and BPA 2015.07.23.2229 was issued 
without Planning Department review to show removal of all interior walls as "a 
clarification of extent of demolition" from the previously approved pl~ns. 

Three additional complaints were filed with DBI in October 2015 regarding 
rockslides, compromised excavation work, life safety and trespassing. 

On April 21, 2016, an additional complaint .was filed with DBI on the property 
regarding work beyond the scope ofpe11nit and on May 19, 2016, DBI issued a NOV 
in response to the concerns. 

On June 9, 2016, DBI released the NOV and issued BP A 2016.06.09.9584 with <m 
engineer's notic~ and no plan.5; the scope of work on the permit reads: "remove 
additional drvrotted (sic.) & compromised framing necessary to execute approved 
plans. No changes to approved design proposed. " 

On June 15, 2016, BPA 2016.06.15.9992 was submitted with one sheet of plans 
illustrating the full removal of all historic material. The plans were approved by DBI 
11'ithout Planning Department review or (l.J212!.QVal~ 

At the time all plans were submitted to DBI, the prope1ty had been effectively 
demolished. All permits were filed to correct the record. 

On July 6, 2016, a complaint was filed with the Planning Department citing the 
possible demolition of a historic resource without Planning Department approval. The 
Plaiming Department conducted a site visit on November 8. 201§,,_four months after 
the complaint was filed, where it was determined that the building was composed of 
all new fraining and sheathing. 
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• On December 30, 2016, a revised set of plans was provided via email to the Planning 
Department clarifying the completed scope of demolition that had already occurred .. 
A building permit application for the demolition was filed with DBI on January 26, 
2017. At that time it was detem1i11ed that the project sponsor had exceeded the scope 
of work approved by Planning at the site, as well as the approved scope of.work 
reviewed imder the CEQA. 

We respectfully ask the Board of Supervisors to review this case and disapprove the CUA 
approving the merger of the two lots. By legalizing work done without a permit and 
setting a price tag for the demolition of significant San Francisco historic resources, the 
Planning Department has set a dangerous and destructive precedent. 
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SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

0B' 19!e"'" 2 P~ Cr u I - 11 3t 4 7 
Subject to: (Select only if applicable) 

D Affordable Housing (Sec. 415) 
{; ¥ -~-M- rnsg MlsslQn $!, " 

D First Source Hiring (Admin. Code) --r- Suite 400 

D Jobs Housing Linkage Program (Sec. 413) 

D Downtown Park Fee (Sec. 412) 

D Child Care Requirement (Sec. 414) Sao Francisco, 
CA 94103-2479 

D Other ·1• ,:.:·}!; ••• :·~::~·)· .:~-~~~ ....... :: ~ ...... 1 •• .,:.·. 

Planning Commission Motion No. 19987 
HEARING DATE: AUGUST 31, 2017 

Case No.: 2017-002430CUA 
Project Addresses: 948-950 Lombard Street & 

841 Chestnut Street 
Zoning: RH-1 (Residential, House: One-Family) District 

40-X Height and Bulk District 

Block/Lot: 0067/010 and 017 
Project Spoi1sor: Tuija Catalano 

One Bush Street, Suite 600 
Reuben, Junius & Rose, LLP 

San Francisco, CA 94104 
Staff Contact: Nicholas Foster- (415) 575-9167 

nicholas.foster@sfgov.org 

Reception: 
415.558.6378 

Fax: 
415.558.6409 

Planning 
Information: 
415.558.6377 

ADOPTING FINDINGS RELATING TO THE i\PPROVAL OF CONDITIONAL USE 
AUTHORIZATION PURSUANT TO SECTIONS 207, 209.1, AND 303 OF THE PLANNING CODE TO 
ALLOW TWO DWELLING UNITS ON A SINGLE LOT WITHIN THE RH-1 (RESIDENTIAL, HOUSE 
ONE-FAMILY) ZONING DISTRICT AND A 40-X HEIGHT AND BULK DISTRICT. 

PREAMBLE 

On February 28, 2017, Tuija Catalano of Reuben, Junius & Rose, LLP, on behalf of Eight Forty One, LLC 
("Project Sponsor"), submitted an application with the Planning Department (hereinafter "Department'') 
for Conditional Use Authorization under Planning Code Sections 207, 209.1, and 303 to allow two 
Dwelling Units on a single lot within the RH-1 Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. 

The Project is exempt from the California Environmental Quality Act ("CEQA") as a Class 5 categorical 
exemption (minor alterations in land use limitations (CEQA Guidelines, Section 15305)). 

On August 31, 2017 the San Francisco Planning Commission (hereinafter "Commission") conducted a 
duly noticed public hearing at a regularly scheduled meeting on Conditional Use Application No. 2017-
002430CUA. 

The Commission voted (+2/-4) on a motion of intent to disapprove the Project; that motion failed. 

www.sfplanning.org 
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Motion No.19987 
August 31, 2017 

Case No. 2017-002430CUA 
948-950 Lombard Street 

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

MOVED, that the Commission hereby authorizes the Conditional Use requested in Application No. 2017-
002430CUA, subject 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 Description and Present Use. The Project Site is comprised of two adjoining lots on the 
block bounded by Lombard Street to the South, Chestnut Street to the north, Jones Street to the 
east, and Leavenworth to the west. The Project Site is located within the RH-1 Zoning District 
and 40-X Height and Bulk District. 950 Lombard Street (Lot 10) is 9,480-sf lot containing a 1-
story, 616-sf cottage with one Dwelling Unit. Lot 10 contains approximately 69 feet of frontage 
along Lombard Street. 841 Chestnut Street (Lot 17) is a 6,255-sf lot containing a 2-story, 3,430-sf 
single-family dwelling. Lot 17 contains approximately 46 feet of frontage along Chestnut Street. 
The two parcels were historically one lot. Both lots are developed on steeply topography, 
making ingress and egress to both lots challenging, especially for the 841 Chestnut Street (Lot 17) 
site. 

3. Surrounding Properties and Neighborhood. The Project° Site is located within the Russian Hill 
neighborhood, located one block east of the /1 crooked portion" of Lombard Street, a popular 
tourist destination. The neighborhood consists. of primarily residential uses, ranging from one- to 
two-stories in height within the small patch of the RH-1 Zoning District, and three- to five-stories 
in height within the adjacent higher density zoning districts (e.g. RH-2, RH-3, and RM-2). 

4. Project Description. The proposed Project would merge Lots 10 and 17 of Assessor's Block 0067 
through a Lot Line Adjustment, creating a single, 15, 735 square foot lot. Lot 10 (948-950 
Lombard Street) is developed with one small cottage, while Lot 17 (841 Chestnut Street) is 
developed wHh a 3-bedroom, single family home. Within the RH-1 Zoning District, up· to one 
Dwelling Unit per 3,000 square feet of lot area is permitted with benefit of Conditional Use 
Authorization. Each of the existing lots contains one Dwelling Unit, and the Project would create 
a single parcel containing two Dwelling Units. All building permits for both interior and exterior 
improvements at both properties were previously approved to comply with Department of 
Building Inspection (DBI) Notice of Violations and Planning Department Enforcement Cases Nos. 
2016-008722ENF (Lot 10) and 2016-014995ENF (Lot 17). 

5. Project History. The original proposed project under Case No. 2002.0929E involved the 
relocation of the rear dwelling ("cottage") unit at 950 Lombard Street; excavation and 
construction of a new garage into the hillside on the Chestnut Street frontage; and removal of the 

SA!i FRANCISC{) 
PLANNINll DEPARTMENT 2 
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Motion No.19987 
August 31, 2017 

Case No. 2017-002430CUA 
948-950 Lombard Street 

non-historic addition and minor alterations on the south elevation of the house. Under this 
permit the property was effectively treated as a single parcel. 
The project at 841 Chestnut Street was later revised under Case No. 2009.0801, proposing to 
construct the same sub-grade garage and elevator shaft on the Chestnut Street frontage; replace 
the brick foundation; remove the existing non-historic addition to the south; and construct a new · 
rear horizontal addition. Under this review, the historic cottage was proposed to remain in place. 
This work was permitted under Building Permit Application No. 2002.05.23.7379, which, was 
approved .by the Planning Department on March 9, 2011, and issued by the Department of 
Building Inspection on October 11, 2011. Building Permit Application No. 2011.11.04.8277 was 
filed and approved on November 4, 2011, to correct the record and validate the approved permit 
at both legal properties. 

Three building permits were filed between June 2013 and August 2015 to allow the excavation 
and construction of a driveway at the east side of 950 Lombard Street (Building Permit 
Application ·No. 2013.06.25.0415) with a three-car underground garage (Building Permit 
Application No. 2014.07.10.0957) and a below grade sports court (Building Permit Application 
No. 2015.08.14.4356) at 841 Chestnut Street. 

On February 12, 2014, the project scope at 841 Chestnut Street was revised under Building Permit 
Application No. 2014.02.05.7897 to "retain the north, east, and west facades"; complete an 
extensive interior renovation; relocate the below-grade garage and entrance; and expand the 
proposed basement from 1,114 square feet to 3,495 square feet. 

On March 25, 2015, the Project Sponsor filed for a Lot Line Adjustment of lots 10 and 17. 
Planning Department Staff approved the merger of the subject lots (Lots 10 and 17) on April 22, 
2015 based upon incomplete information contained within the Department of Building Inspection 
(DBI) Report of Residential Building Record ("3-R Report"). A Conditional Use Authorization 
application for the merger was submitted on February 28, 2017. 

On April 21, 2016, a complaint was filed on the property regarding work beyond scope of permit. 
On May 19, 2016, DBI issued a Notice of Violation in response to the concern regarding exceeding 
the permitted scope of demolition at the site. On June 9, 2016, Building Permit Application No. 
2016.06.09.9584 was issued with an engineer's notice and no plans; the scope of work reads: 
"remove additional dryrotted (sic.) & compromised framing necessary to execute approved 
plans. No changes to approved design proposed." On June 15, 2016, Building Permit 
Application No. 2016.06.15.9992 ·was submitted with one sheet of plans illustrating the full 
removal of all historic material including floor plates and framing. The plans were approved by 
DBI without Planning Department review or approval. All plans stated, erroneously, "No 
changes to approved design." At the time all plans were submitted, the property had been 
effectively demolished; all permits were filed to correct the record. 

On July 6, 2016, a complaint was filed with the Planning Department (Case No. 2016-008722ENF) 
citing the possible demolition of a historic resource without Planning Department approval. 
Planning Department Staff conducted a site visit on November 8, 2016, where it was determined 
that the building was composed of all new framing and sheathing. On December 30, 2016, a 
revised set of plans were provided via email to the Department clarifying the completed scope of 

SAtl FRAHGISCD 
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Motion No. 19987 
August 31, 2017 

Case No. 2017·002430CUA 
948-950 Lombard Street 

demolition. A formal set of the subject Building Permit Application (Building Permit Application 
No. 2017.01.26.8001) was filed on January 26, 2017. 

On June 7, 2017, the Project Sponsor and the City Attorney's Office, on behalf of the Planning 
Department, filed a settlement agreement to abate the violation for the unpermitted demolition of 
the historic resource at 841 Chestnut Street. Per the filed documents, the City settled for a civil 
penalty of $400,000 with a stipulated injunction requiring that all future permits be reviewed by 
the Planning Department and that the Project Sponsor shall not exceed the scope of any approved 
permit at either property. On June 8, 2017, the Zoning Administrator issued iJn Action Memo 
legalizing the demolition of the single family dwelling at 841 Chestnut Street, as the property was 
demonstrably unaffordable per Section 317(d)(3) of the Planning Code, and the associated permit 
(Building Permit Application No. 2017.01.26.8001) was approved by Planning Staff on June 8, 
2017. 

6. Public Comment. To date, the, Department has received no public comment on the proposed 
Project. 

7. Planning Code Compliance. The Commission finds that the Project is co:nsistent with the 
relevant provisions of the Planning Code in the following manner: 

A. Use (Sections 102, 209.1). The Project Site is located within the RH-1 (Residential, House: 
One-Family) Zoning District wherein Residential Use is a principally permitted use. 

The Project involves a lot merger, which, would result in two, existing Dwelling Units on a single lot. 
Residential uses are principally permitted within the RH-1 :ZOning District, and the Project would 
maintain residential density, scale, and character consistent with that of the neighborhood. Therefore, 
the Project is in compliance with Code Section 209.1 

B. Residential Density (Sections 207, 209.1). The Project Site is located within the North Beach 
Neighborhood Commercial (NCD) Zoning District wherein Medical Service Use is a 
principally permitted use. 

Within the RH-1 Zoning District, residential density is limited to one Dwelling Unit per lot. With 
Conditional Use Authorization, residential density in the RH-1 Zoning District may be increased to 
one Dwelling Unit per 3,000 square feet of lot area~ with no more than three units per lot. 71ie Project 
involves a lot merger of Lots 10 and 17 within Accessor's Block 0067. The combined lot area of Lots 10 
and 17 is 15,735 sf, which, would allow for up to three Dwelling Units with benefit of Conditional Use 
Authorization. With benefit of a lot merger (Lot Line Adjustment), the two, existing Dwelling Units 
would be contained on a single lot. 71terefore, the Project is in compliance with Code Section 207 and 
209.1. 

C. Parking (Section 151, 151.1). Planning Code does not require off-street parking for projects 
located within the North Beach Neighborhood Commercial (NCD) Zoning District. 

SA~ FRANCISCO 

71w Project Site does not contain any existing off-street parking, due to the steep topographical 
conditions impacting the Propertt;. The Project would add a Code-complaint curb cut along the 
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Motion No.19987 
August 31, 2017 

.Case No. 2017-002430CUA 
948-950 Lombard Street 

Lombard Street frontage, and three (3) off-street parking spaces would be created on the newly-created, 
single lot. Code Section 151 requires off-street parking at a ratio of 1 space per 1 Dwelling Unit. 
Pursuant to Code Section 151.1, 1 off-street accessory parking is permitted of for two Dwelling Units. 
The Project proposes three off-street p~rking spaces where three are permitted by Code. Therefore, the 
Project is in compliance with Code Sections 151 and 151.1. 

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

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

The Project involves a lot merger of two lots, creating a single 15,375 sf lot containing two, 
existing Dwelling Units. The Project will allow the Property Owners to formalize property access 
for the two Dwelling Units. Due to the steep topographical conditions present at the Project Site, 
the 841 Chestnut Street property (Lot 17) has no direct pedestrian or vehicular access from its 
Chestnut Street frontage and has, instead, historically utilized a portion of the adjacent property 
(Lot 10) to provide ingress and egress from Lombard Street. 

Providing two Dwelling Units on the single, merged lot is both necessary and desirable because it 
retains the two, existing residential structures, thereby maintaining residential density consistent 
with the historical use of the Properties and character of the neighborhood. Each of the lots (Lots 
10 and 17) contain a single Dwelling Unit, and the rehabilitation of both structures would 
contribute to the City's housing stock. Other lots on the same block face range in size from 888 sf 
to 10,310 sf, with each lot typically containing a single Dwelling Unit. Permitting two Dwelling 
Units to remain on the larger, merged lot would be consistent with the existing densihj, 
development scale, and character of the neighborhood. 

B. TI1e proposed project will not be detrimental to the health, safety, convenience or general 
welfare of persons residing or working in the vicinity. There are no features of the project 
that could be detrimental to the health, safety or convenience of those residing or working 
the area, in that: 

l)AIJ FRMICISCO 

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

The Project would merge two lots into a single lot and would restore residential uses at the Project 
Site in a manner consistent with the residential density, scale, and character of the neighborhood. 

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

The Project would merge two lots into a single lot with direct pedestrian and vehicular access from 
Lombard Street, eliminating the undesirable condition of Lot 17 (841 Chestnut Street) depending 
upon Lot 10 (948-950 Lombard Street) for priman; ingress/egress. A single, shared driveway 
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Motion No. 19987 
August 31, 2017 

Case No. 2017-002430CUA 
948-950 Lombard Street 

would reduce the number of curbcuts to one where two would otherwise be pennitted by Code. 
The redudion of curb cuts is a more pedestrian friendly alternative for those residing in the area. . 

The Project will provide off street parking for the two Dwelling Units up to the amount allowed 
by Code. The Project restores residential uses at the Project Site in a manner that would not 
significantly alter accessibility and traffic patterns for persons and vehicles to the area. 

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

The Project restores residential uses at the Project Site at the same scale as existing conditions and 
is therefore not anticipated to produce noxious or offensive emissions related to noise, glare, dust 
and odor. 

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

The Project consists of the merger of the Pmperties into a single lot. The currently pending 
alteration of the existing buildings and the Project Site incorporates landscaping, screening, 
provision of open space, parking areas, and lighting as required by the Code and appropriate for 
the neighborhood. 

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

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

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

The proposed Project is consistent with the stated purpose of the RH-1 (Residential, House: Single­
Family) Zoning District, which, allows for residential density up to 3 Dwelling Units per lot with 
benefit of Conditional Use Authorization. 

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

HOUSING ELEMENT 

Objectives and Policies 

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

The Pl'Dject would include the full rehabilitation of two, existing Dwelling Units located on separate lots. 
The Pl'Dject would merge the lots into a single lot, with no impact on the existing Dwelling Units. 

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

Policy2.4: 
Promote improvements and continued maintenance to existing units to ensure long term 
habitation and safety. 

The Pl'Dject proposes the merger of two adjacent lots, while maintaining the two, existing residential 
structures. The existing residential structures are consistent with the existing residential character and 
densif:IJ of the Russian Hill neighborhood. 

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

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

The Project would include the full rehabilitation of two, existing Dwelling Units located on separate lots. 

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

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

The Project would include the full rehabilitation of two, existing Dwelling Units located on separate lots. 
The existing residential strnctures are consistent with the existing residential character and density of the 
Russian Hill neighborhood. 

URBAN DESIGN ELEMENT 

Objectives and Policies 

OBJECTIVE 1: 

SM FRJ\ltclSCO 
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EMPHASIS OF TifE CHARACTERISTIC PATTERN WHICH GNES TO TifE CITY AND ITS 
NEIGHBORHOODS AND IMAGE, A SENSE OF PURPOSE, AND A MEANS OF 
ORIENTATION. 

Policyl.1: 
Recognize and protect major views in the city, with particular attention to those of open space 
and water. 

Policyl.2: 
Recognize, protect and reinforce the existing street pattern, especially as it is related to 
topography. 

The Project would include the full rehabilitation of two, existing Dwelling Units located on separate lots. 
The Project would preseroe views and useable open space at the Project Site. 

OBJECTIVE 4: 

IMPROVEMENT OF TifE NEIGHBORHOOD ENVIRONMENT TO INCREASE PERSONAL 
SAFETY, COMFORT, PRIDE AND OPPORTUNITY. 

Policy 4.14: 
Remove and obscure distracting and cluttering elements. 

Policy 4.15: 
Protect the livability and character of residential properties from the intrusion of incompatible 
new buildings. 

The Project would include the full rehabilitation of two, existing Dwelling Units located on separate lots. 
The Project would add off-street parking that is screened and out of view from the public right-of way, 
thereby eliminating distracting elements from the Project Site. 

10. Planning Code Section 101.l(b) establishes eight priority-planning policies and requires review 
of permits for consistency with said policie~. 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. 

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 neighbo;rhoods. 

SAN FRANCISCO 

T1ie Project would maintain two dwelling units on merged Properties which have traditionally 
contained a total of two Dwelling Units. This would retain existing housing and presen;e the 
neighborhood's residential character. 
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C. That the City's supply of affordable housing be preserved and enhanced, 

The Project does not propose the elimination of any Dwelling Units .. While previous building permit 
activity on the 841 Chestnut Street property (Lot 17) effectively demolished the existing residential 
stmcture, the Project proposes the full rehabilitation of both residential structures on Lots 10 and 17, 
with benefit of permit, therebi; preserving and enhancing the two, existing Dwelling Units. 

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

The proposed Project will include three off street parking spaces, thereby helping to reduce demand for 
on-street parking .by current and future residents. Therefore, the Project will not significantly increase 
the amount of automobile traffic, overburden neighborhood parking, or impede MUNI. tmnsit service. 

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 sector~ be enhanced. 

The Project will 1wt displace any service or industry establishment. The project will not affect 
industrial or service sector uses or related employment opportunities. 

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

The proposed Project calls for interior and exterior tenant improvements with no change to the 
envelopes of the two, existing residential structures. This proposal will not impact the Property's 
abilih; to withstand an earthquake. 

G. That landmarks and historic buildings be preserved. 

The existing residential structure located at 841 Chestnut Street (Lot 17) was deemed historically 
significant under Criterion 3 (Architecture). The effective demolition of a historically significant 
structure, and its subsequent reconstruction, was not submitted to the Planning Department for 
CEQA review per standard procedure. Due to the loss of the historic residence, it should be noted that 
the completed residence shall not be considered to be historically significant nor is it a successful 
interpretation of the demolished Willis Polk Residence (Lot 17). However, the cottage on the 948-950 

Lombard Street property (Lot 10), which was constructed immediately after the 1906 earthquake, 
remains intact and appears to be eligible for listing as the remaining significant feature of the historic 
property. Therefore, upon complete of the Lot Line Adjustment, the single lot shall remain listed as 
historically significant for future Planning review. 

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

The project will have no negative impact on existing parks and open spaces. 
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11. The Project is consistent with and would promote the general and specific purposes of the Code 
provided under Section 101.l(b) in that, as designed, the Project would contribute to the character 
and stability of the neighborhood and would constitute a beneficial development. 

12. The Commission hereby finds that approval of the Conditional Use authorization would promote 
the health, safety and welfare of the City. 
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That based upon the Record, the submissions by the Applicant, the staff of the Department and other 
interested parties, the oral testimony presented to this Commission at the public hearings, and all other 
written materials submitted by all parties, the Commission hereby APPROVES Conditional Use 
Application No. 2017-002430CUA subject to the following conditions attached hereto ~s "EXHIBIT A:' in 
general conformance with plans on. file, dated January 23, 2017, and stamped "EXHIBIT B", which is 
incorporated herein by reference as though fully set forth. 

APPEAL AND EFFECTIVE DATE OF MOTION: Any aggrieved person may appeal this Conditional 
Use Authorization to the Board of Supervisors within thirty (30) days after the date of this ~otion No. 
19987. '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 infonnation, please contact the Board of Supervisors at (415) 554-
5184, City Hall, Room 244, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, San Francisco, CA 94102. 

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

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

· for the subject development, then this document does not re-commence the 90-day approval period. 

I herel:f ertify)hat the Planning Commission ADOPTED the foregoing Motion on August 31, 2017. 

~· p 
. Ionin 

Commission Secretary 

AYES: Fong, Hillis, Koppel, Melgar 

NAYS: Moore, Richards 

ABSENT: Johnson 

·ADOPTED: August 31, 2017 
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EXHIBIT A 
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This authorization is for a conditional use to allow a second Dwelling Unit on a single lot within a RH-1 
Zoning District located at 948-950 Lombard Street, Lot 010 in Assessor's Block 0067, pursuant to Planning 
Code Sections 207, 209.1, and 303, within the RH-1 Zoning District and a40-X Height and Bulk District; in 
general conformance with plans, dated January 23, 2017, and stamped "EXIDBIT B" included in the 
docket for Case No. 2017-002430CUA and subject to conditions of approval reviewed and approved by 
the Commission on August 31, 2017 under Motion No. "19987. This authorization and the conditions 
contained herein run with the property and not with a particular Project Sponsor, business, or operator. 

RECORDATION OF CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 

Prior to the issuance of the building permit or commencement of use for the Project the Zoning 
Administrator shall approve and order the recordation of a Notice in the Official Records of the Recorder 
of the City and County of San Francisco for the subject property. This Notice shall state that the project is 
subject to the conditions of approval contained herein and reviewed and approved by the Planning 
Commission on August 31, 2017 under Motion No. 19987. 

PRINTING OF CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL ON PLANS 

The conditions of approval under the 'Exhibit A' of this Planning Commission Motion No. 19987 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 authori:z;ation and right vested by virtue of this action is valid for three (3) years 

from the effective date of the Motion. The Deparhnent 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 infonnation about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, 

·www.~f-plannhiz.org 

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

www.~f-pTa11 ning.orr 

3. Diligent pursuit. Once a site or Building Permit has been issued, construction must commence 
within the timeframe required by the Deparhnent 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 infonnation about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, 

www.sf-vlanning.org 

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

www4-plm111ing.org 

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

www4-plai111i11g_.orz 
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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.sf-plam1i11~.org 

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

www.sfplan11hig.org 

8. Rooftop Mechanical Eq..µpment. Pursuant to Planning Code 141, the Project Sponsor shall 
submit a roof plan to the Planning Department prior to Planning approval of the building permit 
application. Rooftop mechanical equipment, if any is proposed as part of the Project, is required 
to be screened so as not to be visible from any point at or below the roof level of the subject 
building. 
For information about compliaf!ce, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378, 

·www.sf-planniT1g.org 

9. Noise. Plans submitted with the building permit application for the approved project shall 
incorporate acoustical insulation and other sound proofing measures to control noise. 
For infomzation about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378, 

1vww.sf-planninf{.01'g 

10. Odor Control Unit. In order to ensure any significant nmdous or offensive odors are prevented 
from escaping the premises once the project is operational, the building permit application to 
implement the project shall include air cleaning or odor control equipment details and 
manufacturer specifications on the plans. Odor control ducting shall not be applied to the 
primary fac;:ade of the building. 
For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378, 

www.~f--planning.org-

PARKING AND TRAFFIC 

11. Bicycle Parking. Pursuant to Planning Code Sections 155, 155.1, and 155.2, the Project shall 
provide no fewer than 2 bicycle parking spaces (2 Class 1 spaces for the residential portion of the 
Project). 
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, 

www.~f--pla11n.in.i.org 
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12. Parking Maximum. Pursuant to Planning Code Section 151.1, the Project shall provide no more 
than three (3) off-street parking spaces. 
For infonnation about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, 

www.sf-plrm11i11g.org 

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

www.~f.-planning.org 

14. 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.s,f.-plannhig.org 

MONITORING - AFTER ENTITLEMENT 

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

·www.sfplanning.org 

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

www.sfplanning.org 

OPERATION 

17. Garbage, Recycling, and Composting Receptacles. Garbage, recycling, and compost containers 
shall be kept within the premises and hidden from public view, and placed outside only when 
being serviced by the disposal company. Trash shall be contained and disposed of pursuant to 
garbage and recycling receptacles guidelines set forth by the Department of Public Works. 
For information about compliance, contact Bureau of Street Use and Mapping, Department of Public 
Works at 415-554-.5810, http://sfdpw.org 
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18. Sidewalk Maintenance. The Project Sponsor shall maintain the main entrance to the building 
and all sidewalks abutting the subject property in a clean and sanitary condition in compliance 
with the Department of Public Works Streets and Sidewalk Maintenance Standards. 
For information about compliance, contact Bureau of Street Use and Mapping, Department of Public 
Works, 415-695-2017, http://sfdpw.org 

19. Noise Control. The premises shall be adequately soundproofed or insulated for noise and 
operated so that incidental noise shall not be audible beyond the premises or in other sections of 
the building and fixed-source equipment noise shall not exceed the decibel levels specified in the 
San Francisco Noise Control Ordinance. 1 

For information about compliance with the fixed mechanical objects such as rooftop air conditioning, 
restaurant ventilation systems, and motors and compressors with acceptable noise levels, contact the 
Environmental Health Section, Department of Public Health at ( 415) 252-3800, www.~fdph.org 

For infonnation about compliance with the construction noise, contact the Department of Building 
Inspection, 415-558-6570, www.sfiibi.org 
For information about compliance with the amplified sound including music and television contact the 
Police Department at 415-553-0123, www.sf-volice.org 

20. Odor· Control. While it is inevitable that some low level of odor may be detectable to nearby 
residents and passersby, appropriate odor control equipment shall be installed in conformance 
with the approved plans and maintained to prevent any significant noxious 'or offensive odors 
from escaping the premises. 
For information about compliance with odor or other chemical air pollutants standards, contact the Bay 

Area Air Quality Management District, (BAAQMD), 1-800-334-0DOR (6367), www.baaqmd.gov and 

Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, www.sf-plcmning.org 

. 21. Community Liaison. Prior to issuance of a building permit to construct the project and 
implement the approved use, the Project Sponsor shall appoint a community liaison officer to 
deal with the issues of concern to owners and occupants of nearby properties. The Project 
Sponsor shall provide the Zoning Administrator with written notice of the name, business 
address, and telephone number of the community liaison. Should the contact information 
change, the Zoning Administrator shall be made aware of such change. The community liaison 
shall report to the Zoning Administrator what issues, if any, are of concern to the community and 
what issu,es have not been resolved by the Project Sponsor. 
For information about compliance, contact Code Enfotcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, 

1oww.sf-pl11nni11g.org 

. 22. Lighting. All Project lighting shall be directed onto the Project site and immediately surrounding 
sidewalk area only, and designed and managed so as not to be a nuisance to adjacent residents. 
Nighttime lighting shall be the minimum necessary to ensure safety, but shall in no case be 
directed so as to constitute a nui.Sance to any surrounding property. 
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, 

www.s(..pla1111h1g.org 
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Case No.: 
Related Cases: 
Date of Review: 

Alexandra Kirby 
(415) 575-9133 
alexandra.kirby@sfgov.org 
841 Chestnut Street (950 Lombard Street) 

0067 /010 (017) 
2017-001787PRJ 

2009.0SOlE, 2002.0929E 

June 19, 2017 

PROJECT EVALUATION, POST DEMOLITION 

Per Drawings Dated: May22,2017 

Project Description: 
The current proposal is to address all completed work that has proceeded without the benefit of Planning 
Department-approved plans or entitlements. The project shall address the demolition of a historically 
significant single-family dwelling designed by Willis Polk and constructed circa 1908, and its 
reconstruction, which was not submitted to the Plaru;rlng Department for CEQA review per standard 
procedure. This report shall serve to memorialize the project history and the completed scope of work 
prior to the current Building Permit Application (2017.01.26.8001). This includes wholesale reconstruction 
of the historic structure within its original footprint in all new materials. 

Project History: 
The original proposed project under Case No. 2002.0929E involved the relocation of the rear dwelling 
("cottage") unit at 950 Lombard Street; excavation and construction of a new garage into the hillside on 
the Chestnut Street frontage; removal of the non-original addition and minor alterations on the south 
elevation of the house; and other alterations such as window replacement and a new terrace and railings. 
Under this reView it was deterrriln~ by Department staff that the subject building at 841 Chestnut was 
historically significant under Criterion 3 (Architecture) as a notable work by a master architect, Willis 
Polk, while he served as head of the San Francisco Office of D.H. Burnham & Co. The property was 
exemplary of the First Bay .Tradition architectural style, and one of two known examples of Polk's ''.rustic 
cify house" designs in San Francisco, also demonstrated at 1013 Vallejo, where the architect resided in the 
late 19th centµrv. 

The project at 841 Chestnut Street was later revised under Case No. 2009.0801E, proposing to construct 
the same sub-grade garage and elevator shaft on the Chestnut Street frontage; replace the brick 
foundation; remove the existing non-historic addition to the south; construct a new rear horizontal 
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addition; infill a non-historic exterior door and a non-historic window opening; and create a new exterior 
door opening on the east elevation. Under this review the historic cottage was proposed to remain in 
place. This work was permitted under Building Permit Application Number 2002.05.23.7379, which was 
approved by the Planning Department on March 9, 2011, and issued by the Department of Building 
Inspection on October 11, 2011. 

On February 12, 2014, the project scope was revised under Building Permit Application ("BPA") Number 
2014.02.05.7897 to "retain the north, east, and west facades"; complete an extensive interior renovation; 
relocate the below-grade garage and entrance; and expand the proposed basement from 1,114 square feet 
to 3,495 square feet. This project was determined to be exempt from further CEQA review as a revision to 
the prior evaluations. The structural permit for this proposal was inconsistent with the site permit, noting 
that all framing would be new. 

On May 13, 2015, the Department of Building Inspection ("DBI") issued a Notice of Violation 
(201547651), citing that the extensive excavation would require a shoring permit, as noted in BPA 
2014.02.05.7897. BPA 2015.05.26.7119 was submitted to address the shoring plans and BPA 
2015.07.23.2229 was issued without Planning Department review to show rempval of all interior walls as 
"a clarification of extent of demolition" from the previously approved plans. Three additional complaints 
were filed with DBI in October of 2015 regarding rockslides, compromised excavation work, life safety 
and trespassing. 

On May 12, 2016, a new permit was filed to install new skylights in the historic roof under BP A 
2016.05.05.6707. This scope was determined to be exempt from CEQA review. 

On April 21, 2016, an additional complaint was filed on the property regarding work beyond scope of 
permit. On May 19, 2016, DBI issued a Notice of Violation in response to the concern regarding exceeding 
the permitted scope of demolition at the site. June 9, 2016, BPA 2016.06.09.9584 was issued with an 
engineer's notice and no plans; the scope of work reads: "remove additional dryrotted (sic.) & 

compromised framing necessary to execute approved plans. No changes to approved design proposed." 
On June 15, 2016, revision permit number 2016.06.15.9992 was submitted with one sheet of plans 
illustrating the full removal of all historic material including floor plates and framing. The plans were 
approved by DBI without Planning review or approval. All plans stated, erroneously, "No changes to 
approved design." At the time all plans were submitted, the property had been effectively demolished, all 
permits were filed to correct the record. 

On July 6, 2016, a complaint was filed with the Planning Department (case no. 2016-008722ENF) citing the 
possible demolition of a historic resource without Planning Department approval. Staff conducted a site 
visit on November 8, 2016, where it was determined that the building was composed of all new framing 
and sheathing. On December 30, 2017, a revised set of plans were provided via email to the Department 
clarifying the completed scope of demolition. A formal set of the subject Building Permit Application 
(2017.01.26.8001) was filed on January 26, 2017. At this time it was determined that the sponsor had 
exceeded the scope of work approved by Planning at the site as well as the approved scope of work 
reviewed under CEQA. Further, two additional CEQA Categorical Exemptions were filed on the 
additional permits at the site. The potential cumulative impacts for the project have never been assessed. 
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BUILDING AND PROPERTY DESCRIPTION 

CASE NO. 2017-001787PRJ 
841 Chestnut Street 

The entire project site at 841 Chestnut Street and 950 Lombard (Assessor's Block 0067, Lots 010 and 017) is 
approximately 9A80 square feet and located about mid-block on the block bounded by Lombard, Jones, 
Chestnut, and Leavenworth Streets in the Russian Hill neighborhood. The two parcels were historically 
one lot under one ownership. The project site is zoned RH-1 (Residential, House, One-Family) and is 
within a 40-Xheight and bulk district The project site contains two residences: (1) 950 Lombard Street- a 
small one-story cottage on Lot 10 of Assessor's Block 0067 facing Lombard Street, constructed in 1907 and 
(2) 841 Chestnut Street- a larger two-story, single-family dwelling on Lot 17 facing Chestnut Street. 

PRE-EXISTING HISTORIC RA TING I SURVEY 

Constructed in 1908, the subject building at 841 Chestnut Street is within an RH-1 (Single-Family, 
Residential) Zoning District. The subject building is listed in Here Today (page 279), a cultural resource 
survey and subsequent book of historic resources in San Francisco. Here Today identified this building as 
"an interesting shingle residence" designed by Willis Polk in 1908, while he headed up the San Francisco 
office of D.H. Burnham & Co. The primary residence at 841 Chestnut Street was evaluated as individually 
eligible for listing on the California Register of Historic Places under Criterion 3 (Architecture) by 
Planning Department Preservation staff under Case no. 2002,0929E and 2009.0801E, with a Period of 
Significance of 1908. The subject building is defined by the Planning Department as a "Category A" 
building, a known historic resource, for the purposes of CEQA review. 

The cottage at 950 Lombard has never been formally evaluated for significance, nor was the landscaped 
setting in which the properties were set. According to the Historical Report provided by Carey & 
Company on April 25, 2017, the cottage was constructed in 1907 for owner Joanna Wright, widow of 
Selden S. Wright, after the original residence at 841 Lombard Street burned down in the 1906 fire. No 
permit history exists, and therefore the architect is not known; however, the reconstruction of 841 
Chestnut Street by Willis Polk presumes that he may have been responsible for the design, which related 
to the aesthetic of the residence. A river rock chimney was added circa 1926, and a rear sauna area was 
added circa 1978. The 1926 chimney appears to have gained significance in its own right as a character­
defining feature of the property. 

Integrity is the ability of a property to convey its significance. To be a resource for the purposes of 
CEQA a property must not only be shown to be significant under the California RegiSter criteria, but it 
also must have integrity. To retain historic integrity a property will always possess severaL and usually 
most, of the aspects. The subject property has retained integrity from the period of significance noted 
above: 

Location: IZi Retains 0Lacks Setting: 0Retains [8] Lacks 
Association: 0Retains [8] Lacks Feeling: 0Retains [8] Lacks 
Design: 0Retains [8]Lacks Materials: D Retains [8] Lacks 
Workmanship: D Retains !ZlLacks 

The residence at 841 Chestnut Street no longer retains any integrity due to the demolition of the property. 
The property has lost the following aspects of integrity: 
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CASE NO. 2017-001787PRJ 
841 Chestnut Street 

• Design: Design is the composition of elements that constitute the form, plan, space, structure, 
and style of a property. Although the final design of the reconstructed residence will strive to 
match the historiC design of the property, the interiors will be entirely contemporary, the 
structure has radically changed due to the extensive excavation and modem code requirements 
for new construction and the style will read as a modem replica of the original Polk design. 

• Setting: Setting is the physical environment of a historic property that illustrates the character of 
the place. Historically this property was set in a bucolic hillside that overlooked the San Francisco 
Bay with mature trees and an elevated garden area. In 1978 a pool was added in the middle of the 
lot, although it was later filled in, crea~g the terraced garden on the west half of the property. 
At the time of the most recent sale (2012), the mid-lot area was landscaped and features a 
greenhouse set to the west property line. All of the mid-lot area has been extensively excavated 
under the subject project, all mature trees and shrubs have been removed, and new non-native 
mature olive trees have been installed. Willis Polk designed residences in the "First Bay 
Tradition," characterized by their shingled exteriors and suburban settings. The new setting will 
clearly read as contemporary. 

• Materials: Materials are the physical elements combined in a particular pattern or configuration 
to form the aid during a period in.the past. All historic materials have been removed without 
adequate documentation or intent to retain. One notable loss is the removal of all of the original 
leaded windows. 

• Workmanship: Workmanship is the physical evidence of the crafts of a particular culture or 
people during any given period of history. Willis Polk was known to be as much of an artist as an 
architect, and his buildings typically feature a high degree of workmanship by local craftsmen. 
This was demonstrated in the wood timber detailing such as the cornice and brackets on 841 
Chestnut Street. It is unknown if the lost elements may have provided any evidence of the 
technologies and craft of the time of construction. 

• Feeling: Feeling is the quality that a historic property has in evoking the aesthetic or historic 
sense of a past period of time. While the rec()nstructed residence will match the historic house in 
exterior design, all new materials and finishes will read as contemporary 

• Association: the historic building was designed by Master architect Willis Polk and constructed 
in 1908. The proposed project would be a reconstruction of the residence effectively designed by 
Ken Lindsteadt Architects. No Historic American Building Survey (HABS) documentation was 
completed prior to the extensive excavation, below grade addition or demolition took place, so 
there is no high-quality record of the subject building other than early existing plans from the 
proposal, which do not appear to meet HABS standards. Due to the loss of all aspects noted 
above, this property no longer retains its integrity of association. 

The property at 841 Chestnut Street does retain the integrity of location, as it is located at the same site. 
The cottage structure at 950 Lombard retains integrity of location, design and materials to some degree, 
feeling, and therefore association. The Period of Significance for the cottage (950 Lombard Street) is 1907 
...:. 1926, its approximate date of construction to the completion of the chimney. 
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The character-defining features of 950 Lombard cottage include: 

• One-story height; 
• Rectangular massing; 
• Shingle siding; 
• Raised open porch; 
• Hipped roof; 
• Wood-framed double-hung and multi-lite windows; 

CASE NO. 2017-001787PRJ 
841 Chestnut Street 

• The chimney at the west fa\'.ade was constructed circa 1926 and has gained significance in its 
own right as an age-eligible and character-defining feature. 

The proposed project can no longer be evaluated for CEQA compliance, as the excavation and demolition 
of the historic resource have been completed. The below analysis reviews the partially completed project 
for compliance with the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation, under which the project was 
previou.sly reviewed in 2002 and 2009. 

A report was submitted on March 23, 2017, by Carey & Company evaluating the property for compliance 
with the Secretan; of the Interior's Standards for Reconstruction. The Department finds that this is not an 
appropriate application of the Standards, as the National Park Service states that Reconstruction may be 
considered as a treatment when "a contemporary depiction is required to understand and interpret a 
property's historic value; when no other property with the same associative value has survived; and when 
sufficient historical documentation exists to ensure an accurate reproduction." Reconstruction is 
predominantly applied as a standard for structures and properties that no longer exist at the 
commencement of a project, and should not be applied as a justification for the demolition of a resource 
unless clear evidence is provided to demonstrate that rehabilitation is not feasible. At that stage 
comprehensive documentation is typically required, including HABS photographs and scaled archival 
drawings as well as an in-depth preservation plan for any salvageable details and an interpretation plan 
to verify that the new structure is not misinterpreted as historic in the future. Applying the Reconstruction 
Standards negates the importance of the CEQA procedure and the Standards, which always prioritize 
preservation and restoration of original historic materials over reconstruction. 

The Department finds that the project is not consistent with five of seven applicable aspects of the 
Secretary of the Interior Standards for Rehabilitation (Standards) and that it has caused a substantial adverse 
change in the resource such that the significance of the building would be materially impaired. The 
following is an analysis of the project per the applicable Standards. The Department's analysis was 
guided by a letter submitted by Carey & Company on March 23, 2017. 

Standa1·d 1. 
A property will be used as it was historically or be given a new use that requires minimal change to its 
distinctive materials, features, spaces, and spatial relationships. 

While the historic ·residential use of the property is to be retained, the project significantly and 
adversely affected the significance of the property by removing and/or demolishing the distinctive 
materials and features such as siding, windows, brackets, and other finishes, as well as the spatial 
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relationships by completely altering the landscape in which the property was historically set due to 
extensive excavation, the addition of a below-grade carport and removal of the greenhouse. Therefore 
the project does not meet Standard 1. 

Standm·d 2. 

The historic character of a properhJ will be retained and preserved. The removal of distinctive materials or 
alteration of features, spaces, and spatial relationships that characterize a property will be avoided. 

All distinctive materials and features have been removed and distinctive spatial relationships were 
significantly altered. The final structure will match the historic design in massing and finish, although 
all materials will be new. Therefore the project does not meet Standard 2. 

Standard3. 
Each property will be recognized as a physical record of its time, place, and use. Changes that create a false sense 
of historical development, such as adding conjectural features or elements from other historic properties, will not 
be undertaken. 

All exterior. features are based on photographic documentation and/or retained historic features; 
therefore no conjectural elements are proposed. 

Standards. 
Distinctive materials, features, finishes, and construction techniques or examples of craftsmanship that 
characterize a property will be preserved. 

All distinctive materials, features, finishes, and construction techniques or examples of craftsmanship 
that characterize a property and features have been removed. Therefore the project does not meet 
Standards. 

Standard 6 
Deteriorated historic features shall be repaired rather than replaced. Where the severitjf of deterioration requires 
replacement of a distinctive feature, the new feature shall match the old in design, color, texture, and other 
visual qualities and, where possible, materials. Replacement of missing features shall be substantiated by 
documentary, physical, or pictorial evidence. 

No evidence of significant deterioration was ever provided by the project sponsor for review by the 
Planning Department. All proposed features will match the original historic features in design, 
texture and color to the greatest extent possible. Due to the complete removal of all historic materials, 
all replacement materials will be based on documentary and physical evidence. Therefore the project 
does not meet Standard 6. 

Standard 9. 

New additions, exterior alterations, or related new construction will not destroy historic materials, features, and 
spatial relationships that characterize the property. The new work will be differentiated from the old and will be 
compatible with the historic materials, features, size, scale and proportion, and massing to protect the integrity 
of the property and its environment. 
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The completed project effectively destroyed all historic materials, features, and spatial relationships 
that characterized the property without standard Environmental Planning r~view. The newly 
constructed residence will clearly read as new construction in structural design and finishes, as the 
historic detailing is not possible to produce in modem materials. The proposed project will roughly 
match the historic residence in material, features, size, scale and proportion, and massing; however, 
all integrity was lost in the unpermitted demolition of the property. Therefore the project does not 
meet Standard 9. 

Standard 10. 
New additions and adjacent or related new construction will be undertaken in such a manner that, if removed 
in the future, the essential form and integrity of the historic property and its environment would be unimpaired. 

Due to the wholesale demolition of the residence prior to review, the new construction significantly 
impaired the integrity of the property and its environment. Therefore the project does not meet 
Standard 10. 

The Department is unable, per CEQA, to determine whether the proposal would cause an adverse effect 
on the subject property or adjacent historical properties. However, given that the completed project does 

· not comply with a majority of the SecretanJ of the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation, it is a:;;sumed that an 
adverse impact has occurred and the property no longer conveys its historic significance. Had the 
Department been given the opportunity to adequately review the cumulative and substantial changes to 
the overall project scope, including alterations · to the residence and excavation, prior to tl1e 
commencement and near completion of the project, it is likely fuat a full Environmental hnpact Report 
would have been required. 

Due to the loss of the historic residence, it should be noted that the completed residence shall not be 
considered to be historically significant nor is it a successful interpretation of the demolished Willis Polle 
Residence. However, the cottage on the property, which was constructed immediately· after the 1906 

earthquake, remains intact and appears to be eligible for listing as the remaining significant feature of the 
historic property. Therefore the property at 950 Lombard/841 Chestnut Street shall remain listed as 
historically significant for future Planning review. 
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Executive Summary 
Conditional Use 

HEARING DATE: AUGUST 31, 2017 

Date: August 14, 2017 
Case No.: 2017-002430CUA 
Project Addresses: 948-950 Lombard Street & 

641 Chestnut Street 
Zoning: 

Block/Lot: 

RH-1 (Resident!-al, House: One-Family) District 
40-X Height and Bulk District 
0116/010 and 017 

Project Sponsor: Tuija Catalano 
One Bush Street, Suite 600 
Reuben, Junius & Rose, LLP 
San Francisco, CA 94104 

Staff Contad: Nicholas Foster- (415) 575-9167 
nicholas.foster@sfgov.org 

Recommendation: Approval with Conditions 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

1650 Mission St. 
Suite400 
San Franoisco, 
CA 94103-2479 

Reception: 
415.558.6378 

Fax: 
415.558.6409 

Planning 
rnrormalion: 
415.558.6377 

The proposed Project would merge Lots 10 and 17 of Assessor's Block 0067 through a Lot Line 
Adjustment, creating a single, 15, 735 square foot lot. Lot 10 (948-950 Lombard Street) is developed with 
one small cottage, while Lot 17 (841 Chestnut Street) is developed with a 3-bedroom, single family home. 
Within the RH-1 Zoning District, up to one Dwelling Unit per 3,000 square feet of lot area is permitted 
with benefit of Conditional Use Authorization. Each of the existing lots contains one Dwelling Unit, and 
the Project would create a single parcel containing two Dwelling Units. All building permits for both 
interior and exterior improvements at both properties were previously approved to comply with 
Department of Building Inspection (DBI) Notice of Violations and Planning Department Enforcement 
Cases Nos. 2016-008722ENF (Lot 10) and 2016-014995ENF (Lot 17). 

SITE DESCRIPTION AND PRESENT USE 

· The Project Site is comprised of two adjoining lots on the block bounded by Lombard Street to the South, 
Chestnut Street to the north, Jones Street to the east, and Leavenworth to the west. The Project Site is 

located within the RH-1 Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. 950 Lombard Street (Lot 10) 
is 9,480-sf lot containing a 1-story, 616-sf cottage with one Dwelling Unit. Lot 10 contains approximately 
69 feet of frontage along Lombard Street. 841 Chestnut Street (Lot 17) is a 6,255-sf lot containing a 2-story, 
3,430-sf single-family dwelling. Lot 17 contains approximately 46 feet of frontage along Chestnut Street. 
The two parcels were historically one lot. Both lots are developed on steeply topography, making ingress 
and egress to both lots challenging, especially for the 841 Chestnut Street (Lot 17) site. 
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SURROUNDING PROPERTIES AND NEIGHBORHOOD 

Case No. 2017-002430CUA 
948-950 Lombard Street 

The Project Site is located within the Russian Hill neighborhood, located one block east of the /1 crooked 
portion'' of Lombard Street, a popular tourist destination. The neighborhood consists of primarily 
residential uses, ranging from one- to two-stories in height within the small patch of the RH-1 Zoning 
District, and three- to five-stories in height within the adjacent higher density zoning districts (e.g. RH-2, 
RH-3, and RM-2). 

PROJECT HISTORY 

The original proposed project under Case No. 2002.0929E involved the relocation of the rear dwelling 
("cottage") unit at 950 Lombard Street;· excavation and construction of a new garage into the hillside on 
the Chestnut Street frontage; and removal of the non-historic addition and minor alterations on the south 
elevi;.tion of the house. Under this permit the property was effectively treated as a single parcel. 

The project at 841 Chestnut Street was later revised under Case No. 2009.0801, proposing to co:pstruct the 
same sub-grade garage and elevator shaft on the Chestnut Street frontage; replace the brick foundation; 
remove the existing non-historic addition to the south; and construct a new rear horizontal addition. 
Under this review, the historic cottage was proposed to remain in place. This work was permitted under 
Building Permit Application No. 2002.05.23.7379, which, was approved by the Planning .Departme.nt on 
March 9, 2011, and issued by the Department of Building Inspection on October 11, 2011. Building Permit 
Application No. 2011.11.04.8277 was filed and approved on November 4, 2011, to correct the record and 
validate the approved permit at both legal properties. 

Three building permits were filed between June 2013 and August 2015 to allow the excavation and 
construction of a driveway at the east side of 950 Lombard Street (Building Permit Application No. 
2013.06.25.0415) with a three-car underground garage (Building Permit Application No. 2014.07.10.0957) 
and a below grade sports court (Building Permit Application No. 2015.08.14.4356) at 841 Chestnut Street. 

On February 12, 2014, the project scope at 841 Chestnut Street was revised under Building Permit 
Application No. 2014.02.05.7897 to "retain the north, east, and west facades"; complete an extensive 
interior renovation; relocate the below-grade garage and entrance; . and expand the proposed basemeii.t 
from 1,114 square feet to 3,495 square feet. 

On March 25, 2015, the Project Sponsor filed for a Lot Line Adjustment of lots 10 ·and 17. Planning 
Department Staff approved the merger of the subject lots (Lots 10 and 17) on April 22, 2015 based upon 
incomplete information contained within the Department of Building Inspection (DBI) Report of 
Residential Building Record ("3-R Report"). A Conditional Use Authorization application for the merger 
was submitted on February 28, 2017. 

On April 21, 2016, a complaint was filed pn the property regarding work beyond scope of permit. On 
May 19, 2016, DBI issued a Notice of Violation in response to the concern regarding exceeding the 
permitted scope of demolition at the site. On June 9, 2016, Building Permit Application No. 
2016.06.09.9584 was issued with an engineer's notice and no plans; the scope of work reads: "remove 
additional dryrotted (sic.) & compromised framing necessary to execute approved plans.· No changes to 
approved design proposed." On June 15, 2016, Building Permit Application No. 2016.06.15.9992 was 
submitted with one sheet of plans illustrating the full removal of all historic material including floor 
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Case No. 2017-002430CUA 
948-950 Lombard Street 

plates and framing. The plans were approved by DBI without Planning Department review or approval. 
All plans stated, erroneously, "No changes to approved design." At the time all plans were submitted, 
the property had been effectively demolished; all permits were filed to correct the record. 

On July 6, 2016, a complaint was filed with the Planning Department (Case No. 2016-008722ENF) citing 
the possible demolition of a historic resource without Planning Department approval. Planning 
Department Staff conducted a site visit on November 8, 2016, where it was determined that the building 
was composed of all new framing and sheathing. On December 30, 2016, a revised set of plans were 
provided via email to the Department clarifying the completed scope of demolition. A formal set of the 
subject Building Permit Application (Building Permit Application No. 2017.01.26.8001) was filed on 

January 2_6, 2017. 

On June 7, 2017, the Project Sponsor arid the City Attorney's Office, on behalf of the Planning 
Department, filed a settlement agreement to abate the violation for the unperrnitted demolition of the 
historic resource at 841 Chestnut S_treet. Per the filed documents, the City settled for a civil penalty of 
$400,000 with a stipulated injunction requiring that all future permits be reviewed by the Planning 
Department and that the Project Sponsor shall not exceed the scope of any approved permit at either 
property. On June 8, 2017, the Zoning Adffiinistrator issued an Action Memo legalizing the demolition of 
the single family dwelling at 841 Chestnut Street, as the property was demonstrably unaffordable per 
Section 317(d)(3) of the Planning Code, and the a8sociated permit (Building Permit Application No. 
2017.01.26.8001) was approved by Planning Staff on June 8, 2017. 

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 

The Project is exempt from the California Environmental Quality Act ("CEQA") as a Oass 5 categorical 
exemption (minor alterations inland use limitations (CEQA Guidelines, Section 15305)). 

HEARING NOTIFICATION 

Oassified News Ad 

Posted Notice 

Mafled Notice 

PUBLIC COMMENT 

20 days 

20days 

20 days 

August 11, 2017 

August 11, 2017 

August 11, 2017 

August 8, 2017 

August 11, 2017 

August 11, 2017 

To date, the Department has received no public comment on the proposed Project. 

REQUIRED COMMISSION ACTION 

23 days 

20 days 

20 days 

In order for the project to proceed, the Commission must grant Conditional Use Authorization to allow a 
Second Dwelling Unit on a single lot within the RH-1 Zoning District, pursuant to Pl~ng Code Section 
207, 209.1, and 303 .. 
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BASIS FOR RECOMMENDATION 

Case No. 2017-002430CUA 
948-950 Lombard Street 

• The Project would allow for the merger of the two adjacent lots into a single lot, returning the 
Project Site to its historic function (as a single lot with two residential structures). 

• The Project would formalize access to both existing residential structures under a single lot, 
maintaining residential density, scale, and character consistent with that of the neighborhood. 

• The Project would support the rehabilitation of the 841 Chestnut Street (Lot 17) property, thereby 
restoring one Dwelling Unit, which, has been vacant for nearly two decades. 

• The Project has been found to be necessary and or desirable and compatible with the surrounding 
neighborhood. 

• The Project meets all applicable requirements of the Planning Code. 

I .RECOMMENDATION: Approval with Conditions 

Attachments: 
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HEARING DATE: AUGUST 31, 2017 

Date: August 14, 2017 
Case No.: 2017-002430CUA 
Project Addresses: 948-950 Lombard Street & 

841 Chestnut Street 
Zoning: RH-1 {Residential, House: One-Family) District 

40-X Height and Bulle District 
Block/Lot: 0116/010 and 017 
Project Sponsor: Tuija Catalano 

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

Staff Contact: Nicholas Foster - (415) 575-9167 
nicholas.foster@sfgov.org 

Recommendation: Approval with Conditions 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

i 650 Mission St. 
Suite 400 
san Francisco, 
CA 94103-2479 

Reception: 
415.558.6378 

Fax: 
415.558.6409 

Planning 
rnformalion: 
415.558.6377 

The proposed Project would merge Lots 10 and 17 of Assessor's Block 0067 through a Lot Line 
Adjustment, creating a single, 15, 735 square foot lot. Lot 10 {948-950 Lombard Street) is developed with 
one small cottage, while Lot 17 (841 Chestnut Street) is developed with a 3-bedroom, single family home. 
Within the RH-1 Zoning District, up to one Dwelling Unit per 3,000 square feet of lot area is permitted 
with benefit of Conditional Use Authorization. Each of the existing lots contains one Dwelling Unit, and 
the Project would create a single parcel containing two Dwelling Units. All building permits for both 
interior and exterior improvements at both properties were previously approved to comply with 
Department of Building Inspection {DBI) Notice of Violations and Planning Department Enforcement 
Cases Nos. 2016-008722ENF (Lot 10) and 2016-014995ENF (Lot 17). 

SITE DESCRIPTION AND PRESENT USE 

The Project Site is comprised of two adjoining lots on the block bounded by Lombard Street to the South, 
Chestnut Street to the north, Jones Street to the east, and Leavenworth to the west. The Project Site is 
located within the RH-1 Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulle District. 950 Lombard Street (Lot 10) 
is 9,480-sf lot containing a 1-story, 616-sf cottage with one Dwelling Unit. Lot 10 contains approximately 
69 feet of frontage along Lombard Street. 841 Chestnut Street {Lot 17) is a 6,255-sf lot containing a 2-story, 
3,430-sf single-family dwelling. Lot 17 contains approximately 46 feet of frontage along Chestnut Street. 
The two parcels were historically one lot. Both lots are developed on steeply topography, making ingress 
and egress to both lots challenging, especially for the 841 Chestnut Street (Lot 17) site. 
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SURROUNDING PROPERTIES AND NEIGHBORHOOD 

Case No. 2017-002430CUA 
948-950 Lombard Street 

The Project Site is located within the Russian Hill neighborhood, located one block east of the "crooked 
portion'' ·of Lombard Street, a popular tourist destination. The neighborhood consists of primarily 

residential uses, ranging from one- to two-stories in height within the small patch of the RH-1 Zoning 
District, and three- to five-stories in height within the adjacent higher density zoning districts (e.g. RH-2, 

RH-3, and RM-2). 

PROJECT HISTORY 

The original proposed project under Case No. 2002.0929E involved the relocation of the rear dwelling 
("cottage") unit at 950 Lombard Street; excavation and construction of a new garage into the hillside on 
the Chestnut Street frontage; and removal of the non-historic addition and minor alterations on the south 
elevation of the house. Under this permit the property was effectively treated as a single parcel. 

The project at 841 Chestnut Street was later revised under Case No. 2009.0801, proposing to constmct the 
same sub-grade garage and elevator shaft on the Chestnut Street frontage; replace the brick foundation; 
remove the existing non-historic addition to the south; and construct a new rear horizontal addition. 
Under this review, the historic cottage was proposed to remain in place. This work was permitted under 
Building Permit Application No. 2002.05.23.7379, which, was approved by the Planning Department on 
March 9, 2011, and issued by the Department of Building fuspection on October 11, 2011. Building Permit 
Application No. 2011.11.04.8277 was filed and approved on November 4, 2011, to correct the record and 
validate the approved permit at both legal properties. 

Three building permits were filed between June 2013 and August 2015 to allow the excavation and 
construction of a driveway at the east side of 950 Lombard Street (Building Permit Application No . 

. 2013.06.25.0415) with a three-car underground garage (Building Permit Application No. 2014.07.10.0957) 
and a below grade sports court (Building Permit Application No. 2015.08.14.4356) at 841 Chestnut Street. 

On February 12, 2014, the project scope at 841 Chestnut Street was revised under Building Permit 
Application No. 2014.02.05.7897 to "retain the north, east, and west facades"; complete an extensive 
interior renovation; relocate the below-grade garage and entrance; and expand the proposed basement 
from 1,114 square feet to 3,495 square feet. 

On March 25, 2015, the Project Sponsor filed for a Lot Line Adjustment of lots 10 and 17. Planning 

Department Staff approved the merger of the subject lots (Lots 10 and 17) on April 22, 2015 based upon 
incomplete information contained within the Department of Building fuspection (DBI) Report of 
Residential Building Record ("3-R Report"). A Conditional Use Authorization application for the merger 
was submitted on February 28, 2017. 

On April 21, 2016, a complaint was filed on the property regarding work beyond scope of permit. On 
May 19, 2016, DBI issued a Notice of Violation in response to the concern regarding exceeding the 
permitted scope of demolition at the site. On June 9, 2016, Building Permit Application No. 
2016.06.09.9584 was issued with an engineer's notice and no plans; the scope of work reads: "remove 
additional dryrotted (sic.) & compromised framing necessary to execute approved plans. No changes to 

approved design proposed." Oil June 15, 2016, Building Permit Application No. 2016.06.15.9992 was 
submitted with one sheet of plans illustrating the full removal of all historic material including floor 
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Executive Summary 
Hearing Date: August 31, 2017 

Case No. 2017-002430CUA 
948-950 Lombard Street 

plates and framing. The plans were approved by DBI without Planning Department review or approval. 
All plans stated, erroneously, "No changes to approved design." At the time all plans were submitted, 
the property had been effective! y demolished; all permits were filed to correct the record. 

On July 6, 2016, a complaint was filed with the Planning Department (Case No. 2016-008722ENF) citing 
the possible demolition of a historic resource without Planning Department approval. Planning 
Department Staff conducted a site visit on November 8, 2016, where it was determined that the building 
was composed of all new framing and sheathing. On December 30, 2016, a revised set of plans were 
provided via email to the Department clarifying the completed scope of demolition. A formal set of the 
subject Building Permit Application (Building Permit Application No. 2017.01.26.8001) was filed on 
January 26, 2017. 

On June 7, 2017, the Project Sponsor and the City Attorney's Office, on behalf of the Planning 
Department, filed a settlement agreement to abate the violation for the unpermitted demolition of the 
historic resource at 841 Chestnut Street. Per the filed documents, the City settled for a civil penalty of 
$400,000 with a stipulated injunction requiring that all future permits be reviewed by the Planning 
Department and that the Project Sponsor shall not exceed the scope of any approved permit at either 
property. On June 8, 2017, the Zoning Administrator issued an Action Memo legalizing the demolition of 
the single family dwelling at 841 Chestnut Street, as the property was demonstrably unaffordable per 
Section 317{d)(3) of the Planning Code, and the associated permit {Building Permit Application No. 
2017.01.26.8001) was approved by Planning Staff on June 8, 2017. 

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 

The Project is exempt from the California Environmental Quality Act {"CEQA") as a Class 5 categorical 
exemption (minor alterations in land use limitations (CEQA Guidelines, Section 15305)). 

HEARING NOTIFICATION 

Classified News Ad 

Posted Notice 

Mailed Notice 

PUBLIC COMMENT 

20 days 

20days 

20 days 

August 11, 2017 

August 11, 2017 

August 11, 2017 

August 8, 2017 

August 11, 2017 

August 11, 2017 

To date, the Department has received no public comment on the proposed Project 

REQUIRED COMMISSION ACTION 

23days 

20days 

20day~ 

In order for the project to proceed, the Commission must grant Conditional Use Authorization to allow a 
Second Dwelling Unit on a single lot within the RH-1 Zoning District, pursuant to Planning Code Section 
207, 209.1, and 303. 
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Executive Summary 
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BASIS FOR RECOMMENDATION 

Case No. 2017-002430CUA 
948-950 Lombard Street 

• The Project would allow for the merger of the two adjacent lots into a single lot, returning the 
Project Site to its historic function (as a single lot with two residential structures). 

• The Project would formalize access to both existing residential structures under a single lot, 
maintaining residential density, scale, and character consistent with that of the neighborhood. 

• The Project would support the rehabilitation of the 841 Chestnut Street (Lot 17) property, thereby 
restoring one Dwelling Unit, which, has been vacant for nearly two decades. 

• The Project has been found to be necessary and or desirable and compatible .with the surrounding 
neighborhood. 
The Project meets all applicable requirements of the Planning Code. 

I RECOMMENDATION: Approval with Conditions 

Attachments: 
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APPLICATION FOR 1un OCT-2. PH 3: 48 

Board of Supervis~Appeal Fee 
.. amver 

·~ •. ;!,,,,_!,,..,:·. 1• f;.··.:.r!.~J, ... 1 .. ,·~.< .. r , '·~ 

1. Applicant and Project Information 

·I ~:~~t:~A;~~rt~ey, C.hair, H~~:ng ~ Zo~ing Committee, for Russia~ Hill c:mmunlty Association -----··1 
I I 
rAPPLICANTiiODREss: --------------··-------·-----·--rniePHON~---. ------------------1 
I 1158GreenStreet I (510 ) 928-8243 l 
I San Francisco, CA 94109 ------------~ l ~~~~:~ey@rhcasf.co:__ ____ · ____ J 
[NE1GHBORHOOD DRGMllZATIONNAME:-. ------

1 Russian Hill Community Association 

i NEIGHBORHOOD ORGANIZATION ADDRESS7°___ ·---

11158 Green Street 

1 
San Francisco, CA 94109 

L 

2. Required Criteria for Granting Waiver 

-·-----·------·--~-------1 

·---. ----~~~·-·~-~ 
1EMAJL: . ., · .. ' 

I kcourtney@rhcasf.com I 
! -----~· 

(All must be satisfied; please attach supporting materials) 

~ 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. · 

l).g' 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. 

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

l).g' The appellant is appealing on behalf of a neighborhood organization that is affected by the project and 
that is the subject of the appeal. 
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For Department Use Only 

Application received by Planning Department: 

By: ________________ _ 

Submission Checklist: 

0 APPELLANT AUTHORIZATION 

0 CURRENT ORGANIZATION REGISTRATION 

0 MINIMUM ORGANIZATION AGE 

0 PROJECT IMPACT ON ORGANIZATION 

0 WAIVER APPROVED 0 WAIVER DENIED 

FQR MQAE iil~FORMtl..T!OI\!: 
CaH or \d$it the ~1an Fn)!r1cis<;~ ~~1iijifitnr~io'iifJ ~)~~?.rttt11f;nt, 

SAN Ff11\NCISCO 
PLANNING 
05PARTMl!NT 

Central Reception 
. 1650 Mission street, Suite 400 

San Francisco CA 94103-2479 

TEL: 415.558.6378 
FAX: 415.558.6409 
WEB: http://www.sfplanning.org 
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Planning Information Center (PIC) 
1660 Mission Street, Rrst Floor 
San Francisco CA94103-2479 

TEL: 415.558.6377 
Planning slaff are avallable by phone and at Iha PIG counter. 
No appointment is necessaty. 



Russian Hill Community Association 
1166 Green St. San Francisco, CA 94109 510-928-8243 rhcasf.com 

_Septembel'29, 2017 

San Francisco Planning Department 
1650 Mission Street Room 400 
San Fl'ancisco, CA 94103-2479 

Re: Board of Supervisors Appeal Fee Waiver 
Case No. 2017-002430CUA 948-950 Lombard Street & 841 Chestnut Street 

The Russian Hill Community Association respectfully requests that our application for a Board of Supervisors 
Appeal Fee Waiver be approved in connection with the appeal to the Board of the Conditional Use approved by the San 
Francisco Planning Commission on August 31, 2017 for the project at 948-950 Lombard Street/841 Chestnut Street. 

In connection with this application; the Russian HilJ Community Association stipulates as requested in the Fee 
Waiver application" that: · 

1) Kathleen Courtney is the Chair of the RHCA 's Housing & Zoning Committee and is authorized to file the 
appeal on behalf of the Russian Hill Community AssoCiation. 

2) The Russian Hill Community Association is an organization registered with the Planning Department and 
appears on the Deprutment's cunent list of neighborhood organizations. 

3) . The Russian Hill Community Association was founded' in 1992. Officers and members of the Association 
have appeared.before the Planning Commission, Board of Appeals, Board of Supervisors and numerous 
City Agencies over the last 25 years. Officers and members.have worked with property owners and 
tenants in the community, fanning Project Teams to address a range of issues affecting the quality of.life 
of citizens including ·challenging planning and zoning violations, addressing security and safety issues, 
supporting tree planting projects sponsored by Friends of the Urban Forest and working with the San 
Francisco Urban Forester to re-populate trees on Hyde Street. The Association.has worked with sister . 
organizations including Russian Hill Neighbors, Russian Hill Improvement Association, Pacific A venue 
Neighborhood Association, Middle Polk Neighborhood Association and Telegraph Hill Dwellers. 

4) The Russian Hill Community Association is appealing the approved Conditional Use because, by 
legalizing work done without a permit and, in particular, setting the price of the demolition of the Willis­
Polk home -- a significant San Francisco historic resource -at $400,000, the San Francisco Planning 
Depmiment has' set a dangerous and destructive precedent. 

Please advise us if you require additional information. 

Sincerely, 

~{{ 
Jamie Cherry 
Board Member 
jcherry@rhcasf.com 

Cc: Jeff Cheney, Kathleen Cominey, Joanne Allen.RH CA; Bob Bluhm, RHN; District 2 Supervisor Mark Farrell; 
District 3 Supervisor Aaron Peskin 

995 



REUBEN, JUNIUS & ROSE. LLP 

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

October 20, 2017 

Re: 950 Lombard and 841 Chestnut Streets (0067/010 and 017) 
Brief in Opposition to Appeal of Conditional Use Authorization Allowing Lot 
Merger and Placement of Two (Existing) Units on One Lot 
BOS File No.171062 
Planning Department Case No. 2017-002430CUA 
Hearing Date: October 31, 2017 
Our File No.: 5641.07 

Dear President Breed and Supervisors, 

Our office represents Eight Forty One, LLC ("Owner") the owner of two adjacent lots at 
950 Lombard and 841 Chestnut Streets (collectively as the "Property"). On August 31, 2017, a 
conditional use ("CU") authorization was approved by the Planning Commission in order to 
allow the two existing dwelling units to be located on the RH-1 zoned Property after the 
proposed merger of the two lots ("Project"). The Project arid the CU do not include or authorize 
any work or physical improvements. Thus the Project is merely to merge the existing two lots 
and to allow the existing two units to remain on the Property after the merger. 

On behalf of the owner, we respectfully ask the Board to reject the appeal of the CU. The 
Appellant's arguments and reasons for the filing of the Appeal are misplaced, and the Appellant 
has not provided any reasons or evidence on why or how the CU would have been erroneously 
granted. The approved lot merger is necessary because there are below-grade improvements that 
cross the common mid-block property boundary. 1 The lot merger satisfies the conditional use 
criteria and is appropriate because it: 

• Supports the historical (and current) utilization of the Property- as a single site; 

• Supports the historical (and current) ownership of the Property- by the same owner; 

• Has no impact on residential density, number of dwelling units or any of the existing 
or approved improvements at the Property - the existing two units will remain as is, in 
their current locations; arid 

• Formalizes access to the 841 Chestnut parcel, which due to topographical reasons 
does not have direct vehicular access from Chestnut, and which has always been 
accessed from Lombard Street via the other (950 Lombard) parcel. 

1 The Planning Department previously approved the lot merger administratively in April 2015, and the below-grade 
improvements were constructed in reliance of that prior approval. San Francisco Offke 

One Bush Street, Suite 600, San Francisco, CA 94104 

James A Reuben I Andrew J. Junius I f<evin H. Rose I Daniel A. Frattin I John Kevlin 

Tuija L Catalano I Jay F. Drake I Matthew D. Visick I Lindsay M. Petrone I Sheryl Reubent 

Thomas Tunny l David Sllverman I Melinda A. Sarjapur I Mark H. Loper I Jody !<night 

Chloe V. Angelis I Corie A. Edwards I Caryn E. Mil!slagle f Jared Eigerman2•i I John Mcinerney llF 

1~ Also edmit1e.d in New York 2. Of Counsel 3. Also admitted in Ma:ss.achus.etts 
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President Breed and Supervisors 
October 20, 2017 
Page2 

A. BACKGROUND AND PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

948-950 Lombard Street (Assessor's Block 0067, Lot 010) and 841 Chestnut Street 
(Assessor's Block 0067, Lot 017) are adjoining lots extending between Chestnut and Lombard 
Streets on the block bounded by Chestnut, Jones, Lombard and Leavenworth .Streets in the Russian 
Hill neighborhood, as illustrated below: 

r 

950 Lombard Street is 9,480-sf lot containing a 1-story, 616-sf cottage with one dwelling 
unit. 841 Chestnut Street is a 6,255-sf lot containing a 2-story, 3,430-sf single-family dwelling. 
The existing buildings at the Property have been vacant since approx. 1992, and the Property is 
currently in the middle of construction, nearing completion, for extensive renovations, approved by 
the Planning Department and the Department of Building Inspection ("DBI"). The current Owner 
purchased the site in 2012 with the intent of renovating the buildings· so that they could be 
returned back to residential occupancy, after almost two (2) decades of vacancy. , 

While the construction history is not subject to the Appeal and is not relevant to whether the 
CU should have been granted, the current owner did take extraordinary steps to preserve the historic 
structure at 841 Chestnut. The de facto demolition through reconstruction was not intentional, and 
it was conducted with full knowledge by and consultation with DBI. 

During reconstruction, the 841 Chestnut building was held on cribbing for more than 12 
months, at a significant expense and time delay to the Owner, in an effort to preserve the building. 
If the reconstruction was all along intended to result in a de facto demolition, no owner would have 
gone through the effort and expense that the Owner of the Property did to save the building. 

San Francisco Office 
One Bush Street, Suite 600, San Francisco, CA 94104 

tel: 415-567-9000 I fax: 415-399-9480 

Oakland Office 
827 Broadway, Suite 205, Oakland, CA 94607 

tel: 510-257-5589 
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President Breed and Supervisors 
October 20, 2017 
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Further, the reconstruction is being completed consistent with Secretary of interior's Standards for 
Reconstruction, with the exception of three windows2, as was concluded by Carey & Co's report, 
dated March 23, 2017, attached hereto as Exhibit B. The final outcome results in the same 
footprint and envelope as the original. In cases where demolition occurs intentionally, the 
underlying reason often is the desire to build a different footprint or envelope, which is not the case · 
here. The reality is that the 841 Chestnut building was lost as a resource long time before current 
Owner undertook its reconstruction, due to more than two (2) decades of abandonment and lack of 

. maintenance, the consequences of which were discovered during construction, and as noted, 
discussed with DBI with respect to the reconstruction implementation. 

The neighbors have lived next to the Property as a vacant site with increasingly deteriorating 
buildings for almost 25 years. The neighbors have expressed their desire to have the reconstruction 
be completed. Many letters of support have been submitted to City, including those attached hereto 
as Exhibit A. 

B. PRIOR PERMIT HISTORY AND PENDING CONSTRUCTION ARE IRRELEVANT TO 

THE APPEAL 

The site has a lengthy and complicated permit history, in part by prior owner, however, 
none of that is relevant to the CU decision on the lot merger. Neither the prior permitting history 
nor the pending renovations were before the Planning Commission on August 31, 2017, and 
those matters are also not before the BOS on this Appeal. In fact, it would be improper for the 
City, whether acting via the BOS or the Planning Commission, to reopen those permitting or 
construction matters that it has already agreed to settle in the Settlement Agreement3 by and 
between the City and the Owner. Reopening or reconsideration of such matters could be 
contrary to the City's obligations under the Settlement Agreement and could result in the City 
breaching its Settlement Agreement obligations: 

The City (and Owner) agreed that both parties "shall be bound by, and liable for, the 
obligations arising out of [the] Agreement as detailed [therein],"4 and further that the City and 
the Owner could seek penalties and attorneys' fees for failure by either party of comply with any 
of the terms of the Agreement as well as any other penalty or relief prescribed by law. 5 

In the Settlement Agreement the parties fully settled any and all disputes· without any 
admission, allocation'- or inference of fault, guilt or wrongdoing by either party. More 

2 The said three windows had been previously found to be consistent with the Secretary of Interior's Standards for 
Rehabilitation. 
3 Settlement Agreement between the City and the Owner was executed on or about June 8, 2017. 
4 Settlement Agreement, p. 3 [General Matters Regarding This Agreement]. 
5 Settlement Agreement, p. 7 [Mutual Releases]. 

San Francisco Office 
One Bush Street, Suite 600, San Francisco, CA 94104 

tel: 415-567-9000 I fax: 415-399-9480 

Oakland Office 
827 Broadway, Suite 205, Oakland, CA 94607 

tel: 510-257-5589 
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specifically: 

• The City (and Owner) agreed that the" ... Agreement shall be effective as full and 
final accord and satisfactory release of all claims between, the Parties for the matters 
alleged in the Complaint in this Action and as to issues related to the renovation, 
permitting and/or entitlement of a properties located at 950 Lombard ... and 841 
Chestnut Street ... , and those matters which could have been alleged by Defendant 
and those matters which could have been alleged by Plaintiffs based on the same 
factual allegations in the Complaint."6 (Emphasis added.) 

• The City (and Owner) agreed that "Neither the fact of, nor any statement or 
provision contained in, this Agreement, including the payments by Defendant, nor 
any action taken by any party under this Agreement, shall constitute, be construed 
as, or be admissible in evidence as, any admission or concession regarding any 

·claim or allegation or any wrongdoing, fault, violation of law, or liability of any 
kind on the part of any of the Parties. " 7 (Emphasis added.) 

• The City (and owner) agreed that" ... this Injunction does not allocate any liability 
or fault on either Party, and that the Parties' execution of this Injunction constitutes 
merely a compromise to settle the differences between the Parties, not an admission 
of any fault, liability, or wrongdoing by either of the Parties."8 (Emphasis added.) 

All of the pending work is being completed pursuant to plans and permits that have 
already been approved by Planning Department and/or DBI, in part, pursuant to a Settlement 
Agreement. Thus, the CU and this Appeal have nothing to do with the pending work or the 
permitting history in general, and will not, and cannot, have any impact thereto. 

C. CU APPEAL BY THE APPELLANT 

The Appellant's CU Appeal is misplaced. The Appeal does not provide even a single 
reason as to why the CU criteria would not have been not satisfied, or how the Planning 
Commission made an error in granting the CU. The Appellant appears to have questions and 
opinions on the permitting history and how the Settlement Agreement was entered into, however, 
none of those justify or provide any reasoning for the BOS to grant the Appeal. The CU Appeal 
is about the· merger of the two existing parcels at the Property allowing two existing units to 
remain on the merged lot, and it cannot be extended to anything else beyond that. 

6 Settlement Agreement, p. 6 [Mutual Releases]. 
7 Settlement Agreement, p. 3 [General Matters Regarding This Agreement]. 

· 8 Stipulated Injunction between City and Owner, executed on or about June 8, 2017, p. 2 [Jurisdiction and 
Authority]. 

San Francisco Office 
One Bush Street, Suite 600, San Francisco, CA 94104 
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A summary of the Appellant's arguments are included and analyzed below: 

~lfe~iAJ>Jie11ar.1·sj~rgtiilt~htj\11f: ~¥'f'i~~~~fiI:rci~ii~~i>ci"C>j~Hsl)<fn~ci~'s'·R~s~lili~~~%~~J~*~~~t;¥m~r;~~, 
1 Project is "legalizing work Not true. Permits were obtained for all work performed. The 

done without a permit." CU does not approve or authorize any physical work, and does 
not legalize any building permits whatsoever. All building 
permits necessary for the reconstruction of the building at 841 
Chestnut and the completion of the work have already been 
issued by the City, and any prior notices of viola~ion have been 
abated by City. The CU does not have any impact on permits 
that have already been issued. 

3 Planning Commission 
"should have looked at the 
whole of the project, not 
just the lot merger," 
including the permitting 
history. 

Not true. The subject matter for the CU was only about lot 
merger that was already previously approved by Planning (in 
April 2015). The Commission can only act on the matter that is 
before them. In this case, the Commission issued a CU to allow 
the two existing buildings to remain after the merger of the lots 
into a single lot, and its sole task was to determine whether the 
lot merger and the placement oftwo (existing) units on the 
merged lot satisfied the CU criteria under Pl. Code Section 303 
and 209.1. Further, In light of the terms of the Settlement 
Agreement, and the City's obligations thereunder, it would 
have been entirely improper for the City to look at the "whole," 
which the Appellant means to reference the permit history and 
prior actions, bec_ause those circumstances had been fully 
settled months before the CU hearing. 

9 Stipulated Injunction, p. 5 [Monetary Settlement Payment]. 
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The CU was granted in order to allow the placement of two (2) existing units at the 
merged Property, consistent with Section 209 .1 of the Planning Code. RH-1 zoned parcels are 
allowed to have one (1) dwelling unit per lot, or up to one (1) unit per 3,000 sf oflot area with a 
conditional use authorization. The CU was triggered only because of the proposed merger 
resulted in a combined lot area of approx. 15,735 sf. 

Pursuant to CU criteria under Section 303 of the Planning Code, the lot merger proposal · 
must demonstrate "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." 

The CU will result in two (existing) dwelling units on a 15,375-sflot. This is necessary 
and desirable because it will maintain two units on the Property while formalizing property access 
rights and eliminating the undesirable condition of havin'g one legal lot dependent upon another for 
its sole access. Due to the steep, hilly topography of this area, the primary building at 841 Chestnut 
Street does not have direct vehicular access from its frontage on Chestnut Street, and instead has 
historically utilized a portion of the 950 Lombard Street property to provide ingress and egress from 
Lombard Street. The "primary" unit has always been the 841 Chestnut building, which has been 
reliant on access on the other lot containing a much smaller, "secondary" cottage unit. In the early 
2000' s, the prior owner of the Properties had proposed construction of an extensive tunnel along the 
Chestnut Street fa9ade that would have provided direct access to the 841 Chestnut property (from 
Chestnut Street), however, such extensive excavation was deemed to be neither desirable nor 
technically very feasible. 

Providing two dwelling units on the single (merged) lot is both necessary and desirable 
because it will maintain the status quo and promote a residential density consistent with the 
historical use of the Properties and character of the neighborhood. Each of the parcels that make up· 
the Property today contain a single dwelling unit, contributing to the City's housing stock (albeit 
both have been vacant since 1992). It would be undesirable to lose one of these units (and thus 
available housing) as a result of the merger. Further, once merged, the Properties will create a 
single 15,735-sflot. Other lots on the same block face range in size from 888 sf to 10,310 sf, with 
each typically containing a single dwelling unit. Allowing two units to remain on the larger merged 
lot would be consistent with the existing density, development scale, and character of the 
neighborhood, and well in compliance with the Section 209.1 controls allowing up to one unit per 
3,000 sf oflot area (i.e. up to 5 units on the combined site). 

As shown below in the before and after site plan for the Property, the CU does nothing 
more than remove a technically artificial property boundary (shown in red color below) between 
the two parcels that make up the Property. All of the existing improvements, including the two 
existing buildings, will remain as they were prior to the CU approval. 
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950 LOMBARD 

950 LOMBARD © 

D. CONCLUSION 

The lot merger is essentially a technical amendment that will result in the parcel 
configuration to be more in line with actual physical conditions, which have consistently and 
historically consisted of two units on a site that has always been utilized as a single site under 
same ownership. For the reasons set forth herein, the CU Appeal should be denied. Thank you 
for your consideration. 

Very truly yours, 

REUBEN, JUNIUS & ROSE, LLP 

·~~ ..... 2:.•~···· 
Tuija I. Catalano 

San Francisco Office 
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cc: Supervisor Mark Farrell (D2, including Property) 
Supervisor Sandra Lee Fewer (Dl) 
Supervisor Aaron Peskin (D3) 
Supervisor Katy Tang (D4) 
Supervisor Jane Kim (D6) 
Supervisor Norman Yee (D7) 
Supervisor Jeff Sheehy (D8) 
Supervisor Hillary Ronen (D9) 
Supervisor Malia Cohen (DlO) 
Supervisor Ahsha Safai (D 11) 
Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board 
Scott Sanchez, Zoning Administrator 
Ali Kirby, Planning Department Staff 
Nicholas Foster, Planning Department Staff 
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March 6,2017 

Scott Sanchez 

San Francisco Planning Department 

1650 Mission Street Suite 400 

San Francisco, CA 94103 

Dear Mr. Scott Sanchez, 

My name is Summer Tompkins Walker and I am the daughter of Douglas 

Tompkins and a former resident of 950 Lombard/841 Chestnut. I lived there for 

over 15 years from 1977-1992, before we sold the house in March 1993. 

I am writing to express my extreme frustration and disappointment with the 

approach that you are pursuing in regards to the redevelopment of our former 

property. I cannot believe that the city would thwart and impede such a 

thoughtful reconstruction on my family's home, and where I grew up. 

This house has not been occupied since we moved out in 1992, and its my strong 

assertion that it would have fallen down and disappeared forever if not for this 

developer taking it upon themselves to help reconstruct our family home. This 

property would have been lost entirely. If not for this developer the house could 

have continued to be an abandoned magnet for homeless squatters. 

As a person with direct knowledge of this property I can attest to the very poor 

condition of the property when it was transferred to the current owner. The 

home had leaks, mold, and termite damage as a result of years of abandonment 

and the city somehow stops the reconstruction process and harasses a developer 

known by many for their integrity.and care of our wonderful city. 

The home was definitely already in the process of destruction due to its old age 

and its exposure to the elements. 
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I 

l have a strong emotional connection to this house and many fond memories of 

my time there .. Because of that connection I was so thrilled to hear that the 

cllrrent owner and developer, whom i do know and feel has the utmost integrity, 
was dedicated to the full historic re-construction of this property. The plans he 
Was pursing would restore the home to the Department of the Interior 

Reconstruction standards. It wHI be- the same house, restored and updated, in 
exactly the same location. I strongly urge you to please immediately allow the 

developer to continue his work without delay. I think the city is thwarting all of 

the good work trying to be done so please a How them to proceed. This will only 

better our city and generate tax income. I simply cannot fathom why the City 
would choose to risk the possibility of leaving this home half finished. The 
developer has incurred great expense in_ restorlng this home and I am scared that 

their resources_wilf not stretch forever. 

Please, as a former resident of this_ property, and local resident for generations, as 

well as a concerned historic preservation advocate~ I implore you to stop being 

naysayers and PLEASE get this project moving again! 

I am available to answer any questions you may have. Thank you for your careful 

and expedient consideration of this appeal. 

Sincerely, 

Summer Tompkins Walker 

summer@walkervalentine.t:om 

15 Arguello Blvd 

San Francisco, CA 94118 

415-265-9030 
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LAW OFFICE OF 

ELIZABETH A. TIPPIN 

One Embarcadero Center, 5th Floor 
San Francisco, California 94111 

415.835.1332 
etippinlaw@gmail.com 

April 7, 2017 

Planning Department and Building Department 
City and County of San Francisco 
1660 Mission Street, Suite 400 

. San Francisco, CA 94103 

Attention: Scott Sanchez, Zoning Administrator 

RE: 950 Lombard Street/841 Chestnut Street (Block 67 Lot 10 and 17) Project 
Our Clients: Earl Diskin and Fran Collier 

Dear Mr. Sanchez: 

This law office represents Earl Diskin, owner of the property at 928-930 Lombard Street, and 
Fran Collier, who lives at 926 Lombard Street and who has power attorney for Mr. Diskin. Mr. 
Diskin's property is adjacent on the downhill side of the Project and is most affected by the 
construction of the Project. Ms. Collier lives in the building next to him. 

We are all extremely concerned about the stoppage of construction at this Project. With the 
construction stopped, Mr. Diskin's backyard is exposed and is a security risk to him personally 
and to his property. We urge you to allow the construction to proceed and be completed as soon 
as possible. We understand that there are two building permits, one for the house and one for the 
garage and driveway. We also understand that the issue at hand relates only to the scope of 
construction of the house and that the driveway building permit is not being questioned. WE urge 
you to please allow the garage driveway to proceed immediately to protect Mr. Diskin's 
property. 

The developer is half way completed with a Project that retains the nature of the historical Willis 
Polk house and develops the balance of the property to provide for a stable hillside construction. 
The well thought out construction scope and techniques, when completed, will greatly benefit the 
stability of this property, Mr. Diskin's property and even on the underground stability of this 
entire block. The developer should be commended for the thoughtful, complete and stable design 
and construction. We support this Project and believe that the Project when completed will 
benefit this San Francisco neighborhood. 
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Again, we urge you to continue to allow the construction on this project to continue. Thank you 
for your attention to this request. Please feel free to contact me should you need any additional 
information. 

Very truly yours, 

~04r--
Elizabeth A. Tippin 

ET/wp 
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Gregory Malin 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Dear Ms. Kirby, 

Thomas Rohl en <trohlen@icloud.com > 

Tuesday, January 10, 2017 9:11 PM 
alexandra.kirby@sfgov.org 
Rohlen Shelagh; Gregory Malin 
construction next door 

I understand you have received complaints from an individual living on Lombard Street regarding work going 
on next door to us. We share an extensive property line with this project --one that extends from Lombard 
through to Chestnut. We are the most directly impacted of all neighbors. We are thus in a significant position to 
comment on the project and its management. We heard only tonight about a neighbor's complaints, and while 
we are not familiar with its details, as the primary neighbor, we want to voice our support for it's management 
and its successful conclusion. Given that we are significantly impacted by the scope and length of this work, 
you may wonder why we are in support. Here is why: 

1) the project converts a unoccupied, decaying property (20 years abandoned) from a two lot eye- sore and 
neighborhood security problem into an historically accurate restoration and significant upgrade that will be 
occupied by a single family. All the immediate neighbors regard this a a very great improvement for our 
neighborhood. 

2) The developer has worked with us cooperatively regarding noise, start times, views, dust, and many other 
matters of critical interest to us. The developer has always been ready to address such problems in a reasonable 
manner. 

3) The project is of very high quality and aesthetic value to both the neighborhood and the city as a whole. 

4) It is undoubtedly a major undertaking and, the sooner it is completed, the sooner the entire neighborhood will 
settle back into a quiet and peaceful state. 

Finally, of course, as the most immediate neighbor, we readily acknowledge being affected by all the digging, 
the earth moving, the steel work, the dust, and so forth, but no one who has any experience of urban 
construction, can expect a project of this scope to involve little or no disruption or noise or inconvenience. It 
simply comes with the territory. 

To conclude, the above reasons cause us to state clearly, and in no uncertain terms, that this work should go 
forward to completion as permitted and as we, the immediate neighbors, agreed to from the beginning. 

Thank you, 

Tom and Shelagh Rohlen 
855 Chestnut Street (with a back lot on Lombard) 
415-885-6743 
trohlen@icloud.com 

1 
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trohlen@icloud.com please note new email address 

2 
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·;. 

·City PiannlngDepmfmeiit 
1~5,Q MJssion, St 
SU.it¢ #40() · 
San Francisco1 CA 94103: 

Re:: 950 Lombard Sfreet/841 Chestnut St.reef - ·. . .-.·. ,, ·-·· - - . 

tc:i Whom-~ M.~ Gf>M®:t 

Febtuary 24,.2017-

J~~!~~:~~66f:~~~~1i~=~~:::~;fh~~~!~:::~:~~:!.:~4~~~~~~;~:.~~:!~~ 
for-0verapproximatelt'.twenty {20) year& · . ·· 

The ge11~rE1J tQI)jtacJor is ~frfyfog W. P9tl1P{¢.te #1tS: pt9ject ·Jjy Aug1:t,sf ~Q°tA w@rn.iZfilg the.· 
construction tiineline to reduce overalI disn.iptionto the'.ndghborhood;. The project aims fohono:r 
the atch.ttecttiral hlStoty:ii_nd th~ bei;iµtjful ga:td¢its and open spai;;&atthe sft~.-whileaJjllfovirtg'ihe. 
h1gh¢ <l,~gi;:~ of stg;t~b.i~J!ility (pxe-"Ct<J:tlfi~d tE.13D '.Eiatlliuw). The, wwk f,¢lfig :¢ornpl~e<l is pf· 
the hlghesb qualify and designed to:. be consistent with Secretary of Interior 'Standards for 
Reconstrttctio · ofth1sh1sFrlc resource . . ,.,. ..... ·' '· ., .. Jl, ....... ' .. Q ............ ,. .... .. 

LasUu1y; the City Bll.ilding Departiri.eiit fasued<apetriiitfOcdemolitloii andreconsfmction of the 
e~t¢ti:ot w~il~: 9f:th:e <lilaµi<;Il;lf~a e,xistfr1~ :§ttu1~wxe -q~~Js';-to· its. 9ti~X cl$s~gp., U.te -wail(P.:a.~ b~~n: 
corn.plett<c:i~. bµ~ th:~ ;I?li:tJJlrii1gD~.Pw(rµ~t .b1}:s '.f~i$ecl anJ$s:q~ tb,i;ittfley s4oqtd have bt<~tt foyltt4e~l 
m. tln~tpertriiliiiigprot¢Ss: · 

\Ve under$f~dtl;laf\Yliile1:n~rB11ilding andPlanning Department~ ~rew9r~gJqg(?tp.eptQ resqlye 
this issue~ there is iLtbte-at to stoi} wod<'..f or tlre .entire proje-ct 

A$. ~o1;ltt<we.d ~~i@o9f$i w~ 60. :N:ot:·w:@l-woik ~Qppe<:L W~ h~rf<by ·ry'qµ~st th~ j?fo;i:'Jp:)Jig 
Department foal low consfioctfonfocontmuewithmit dehi)r, Asneighbor~to Tufo fong"'abandoned 
pta.peyt:y; w~ fookfotwwd to. fip:~yha.v1n~ ~:high:.quaHty cpntplet¢~lhom¢:-flsa'.wefooroe: ~M.1tfoi:L. 
to ()llJi ne_.ighbprb.qo<;l~ as soO.ii as possible, 

Phone E"-maiI , . , 

41'6 jil:!i4 r-~:'A ~~sG~g·--·. v.mf::f-~\ . ~1 ~tn~'ifmrtf,~3::,~ ~~13~,,. ·• .. ··, ·,. '. .•.. 

·· P:age l of2. 
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Chy P1anitfr1gDepartment 
1650 Mission St 
Suite#400 
:San Fra11dsco, CA 94103 

Re: 9SO LOmbard Str~et/841 Che$trftit Stte¢t 

To Whom It May Concern: 

:F~bruary 24; 201. 7' 

Troon Pacific; Tuci is in proc~ss of bringing newlife to the Willis Pqlk:historichome; cottage and 
gardens at 950 Lorn bard by reconsth:lttihg the property that has been abandoned and fuunafutafaed 
for over approxirilate1ytwe)1ty (20) xe}lts. . 

The geriefal Contractor is stri\tlllg to compiek tfiis project by August 2017.: mfolitiizirig 'the 
constrtrotion timeii.rie to reduce overail ·~ilstuptio!l tothe J}eighborJ19od. Tht.\ proJGc;:tqims to h1:mot 
the architectural histqry and the beautiful· gardens and open space> at the site~. while, achieving the 
hlghest degree of stistalnab.iJity (pre-certified LEED .Pfatihum). The·\vork beirig co1npfoted is o.f 
-the hlgMst; quality '(!)ld g¢sigAed ('Q be C:.Qn.§1stent with S~retary of Inte(l()J' Standards for 
Reconstruction of this historic resource. 

L~st July, the· C1tyilujlding Qepai41Il~nt issueq a pe1mlt for di;;:moiitfon fucd recopstruction (}filie 
exterior walls offue dilapidated exisfingstructure baGk to its original design. The work has been 
~-Ompieted2 but the Planning Department l:ia.S raised art.1ssue that they. should fonr& been fo.cl uded. 
in tliis perrhifting prqpess, ·· 

. - . 

We understand that While the BJ,lirdmg and Plarrriing Departments a:re worklngtogether to teso1ve 
t4i;; issqe, tht!t<:< is ~- th!eaflo stop Vi_lark, for th:e e~tir~ pr9fact 

AS: coricefned ne1ghbots~ we DO NOTwantwork Stopped. . ·We hereby request the Plal.iillng 
bepaj:lln:ent to alfo\v copstrqctton.to·¢onthme witl:i,out delay, As n:eighoots to thiS long-ahan:do11,ed 
property1_we look-fonvi:ird tQ finally having a high--qualitycompleted.home as awelcomeaddition 
fo. outiie1gllborho6d~ as soon as possible; 

E-'mail 

· P\l:ge 1 ot2 
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NEIGHBORS QF '950LO.MBAIID/84l CHESTNl'.Jti 

As' 'CQ1l~ttwd. :neigb[,ors~ we j)Q }\rQJ:' \fallt: wprk :~toppeq. w~ ti-~r~by request' the: Plajln ing· 
Department to allow constructionto continue Without,delayi AB neighbors to this long"" abruiclohed. 
ptpperty,~. Weipol,c fon_Vatd to ftqajfr:Jii;iying ;;Lhigh_.;qtja1rty c.ompl ¢ted honie'as a Welc~me ~tldi{fo)i 
to ourneighbol"hQod, as soon as possible~ · ·. · · · · · · · · · 

' . . 

Phone. .E-mail· 

.·. ~~ \-;l~n.-(2~l{) µ_J:" co. 
Addt~ss 

Phone 

-~:-. -:"'!_··~·. ·.· '1feb . '}1_~: - . . . : 
. ,, .. 

. . . . . .. 

~~h1CJ'.jl ' ' 

J:}ci°C-&t:>~f£~1Pl!-et>: ¢3--4Yt1~1:i ·~- c~ 
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CAREY & CO. J A TreanorHL Company 

INTRODUCTION 

March 23, 2017 

950 Lombard I 841 Chestnut Street 
San Francisco, California 

SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR'S STANDARDS ANALYSIS 

EXHIBIT B 

This report evaluates the project for 950 Lombard I 841 Chestnut Street in the Russian Hill 
neighborhood. The subject lots are on the block bounded by Chestnut Street to the north, 
Jones Street to the east, Lombard Street to the south, Leavenworth Street to the west. The 
project site contains a main house, identified as a historic resource by the Planning Department, 
and a cottage within a large garden. The design for the main house will thus be reviewed for 
compliance with the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for the Treatment of Historic 
Properties, Reconstruction and Rehabilitation treatments. The documentation by Walker & 
Moody Architects (drawing set dated June 17, 2010) and the proposed design by Ken Linsteadt 
Architects (drawing set dated January 23, 2017) were reviewed. This report evaluates proposed 
work on the main house only. 

Both addresses are used apparently interchangeably in the public record relating to this 
property. 

SIGNIFICANCE SUMMARY 

950 Lombard was identified in Here Today (page 279): 
Willis Polk designed this interesting shingled residence to replace an earlier one (destroyed 
in 1906) built for Seldon [Selden] S. Wright, prominent San Francisco attorney and one-time 
supervisor.1 

The Planning Department has previously determined that 841 Chestnut Street [950 Lombard] is 
individually eligible under Criterion 3 (Architecture) with a period of significance defined as 
1908. 

The building is the work of Willis Polk while [serving] as head of the San Francisco office of 
D.H. Burnham & Co.; a credible firm whose oeuvre contains a number of handsome 
buildings identified as historic resources. 
[ ... ] 

1 Roger R. Olmsted, T. H. Watkins, and Morley Baer, Here Today: San Francisco s Architectural Heritage (San Francisco: 
Chronicle Books, 1975), 279. 

460 Bush Str~et •S~cond Floor• S~ri Fraiidscb, CA94108 ~ 415.'173.0773 
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Secretary of the Interior's Standards Analysis 
950 Lombard /841 Chestnut Street 

March 23, 2017 

... the subject building appears to retain a high level of historic integrity and has only 
experienced minor alterations over the course of its life, except for a rear addition that has 
removed historic fabric along the south elevation. 
[ ... ] 
The character-defining features of the building include all exterior elevations, including 
rooflines, associated with the historic 1908 design.2 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

The project seeks to reconstruct the original 1908 portion of the main house, and rehabilitate 
the c. 1930 addition. The main house had b'een unoccupied since at least 1992, and because of 
abandonment and subsequent water leakage was in a state of extreme disrepair. The wooden 
structure (including windows, doors, trim, and structural framing) presented extensive dry rot, 
mold, and termite damage. These elements nearly disintegrated while attempting to remove, 
store, and re-install the architecturally significant and character-defining elements. The fac;:ades 
and character-defining features were thus documented photographically and by means of as­
built drawings.3 

SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR'S STANDARDS ANALYSIS 

Because of the poor condition of the main house, and the extensive repairs required to make it 
serviceable, the work on the original portions of the house will be evaluated under the Secretary 
of the Interior's Standards for Reconstruction. Work on the c. 1930 addition must comply with 
the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation. That portion of the house is discussed 
later in the report. 

Reconstruction is defined as the act or process of depicting, by means of new construction, the 
form, features, and detailing of a non-surviving site, landscape, building, structure, or object for 
the purpose of replicating its appearance at a specific period oftime and in its historic location.4 

The Reconstruction Standards provide, in relevant part(s): 

St:andard 1: Reconstruction will be used to depict vanished or non-surviving portions of a 
property when documentary and physical evidence is available to permit accurate 
-reconstruction with minimal conjecture, and such reconstruction is essential to the public 
understanding of the property. 

The proposed project will reconstruct the main house based on documentary and physical 
evidence. The main house was documented by Walker & Moody Architects. with a set of 
measured drawings, dated June 17, 2010, were produced. The details ofthe exterior. 
architectural features were photographed. Detailed drawings for the proposed project were 
produced by Ken Linsteadt Architects (the most recent set dated January 23, 2017). The 
Linsteadt drawings included documented details not found in the Walker & Moody set. Most of 
the details were measured while the physical evidence was still available. In some cases, such as 
the built-in redwood gutters, pieces were severely deteriorated and accidently discarded, so the 

2 San Francisco Planning Department, Historic Resource Evaluation Response, 841 Chestnut Street, Cas~ No. 
2009.0801E, October 20, 2009. 
3 Email correspondence, Gregory Malin, March 8, 2017. 
4 National Park Service, The Secretary of the Interior's Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties, Standards for 
Reconstruction, https:/ /www.nps.gov/tps/standards/four-treatments/treatment-reconstruction.htm (accessed March 3, 
2017). 

Carey & Co. Inc. 
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Secretary of the Interior's Standards Analysis 
950 Lombard/ 841 Chestnut Street 

Marth 23, 2017 

details could not be produced. In those cases, the details were proportioned from the available 
photographs and are the closest profiles available to the original pieces. It appears that 
sufficient evidence is available to permit accurate reconstruction with minimal conjecture. 
Therefore, the proposed project complies with Standard 1. 

Standard 2: Reconstrudion of a landscape, building, structurer or object in its historic 
location w!ll be preceded by a thorough archeological investigation to identifjr and evaluate 
those features and artifacts which are essential to an accurate reconstruction. If such 
resources must be disturbed, mitigation measures will be undertaken. 

Most of the existing framing was removed in 2016 because of severe deterioration and new 
framing was installed at the same location. There is no need for an archaeological investigation 
to identify any artifacts. The existing documentation and physical evidence would be sufficient 
for the proposed project. Therefore, the proposed project complies with Standard 2. 

Standard 3: Reconstruction will include measures to preserve any remaining historic 
materials, features, and spatial relationships. 

The majority of the exterior materials (brick foundation, slate shingle roof, wood shingle 
cladding) and architectural features (wood windows, doors, trims, trellis, planters, awning etc.) 
were removed in 2016 because of deterioration. The proposed project will thus not preserve any 
remaining historic materials or features; all will be reconstructed. The location of the main house 
and its relationship to the rest of the parcel as well as Chestnut Street will be preserved. 
Therefore, the proposed project partially complies with Standard 3. . 

Standard 4: Reconstruction will be based on the accurate duplication of historic features and 
elements substantiated by documentary or physical evidence rather than on conjectural 
designs or the availability of different features from other historic properties. A reconstructed 
property will re-create the appearance of the non-surviving historic property in materials, 
design, color, and texture. 

Reconstruction ofthe main house will be based on the "Existing Condition" drawings prepared 
in 2010 by Walker & Moody Architects, the detail drawings by Ken Linsteadt Architects, and 
photographic evidence. The exterior details, including the eave, planter boxes, trellis, awning, 
window and door trims, were documented via measured drawings and photographs. See sheets 
A6.03 and A6.04. The documented exterior features such as the roof shape and coverings, 
windows, doors, vents, awnings and trellis, and decorative detailing will be reconstructed. The 
exterior appearance of the building, i.e. historic colors and finishes, will be recreated based on 
physical and photographic evidence. 

First floor windows on the east elevation (#1031, 1032, 1033): These are not accurate 
duplications of the originals, since the proportions are different. Although these three windows 
do not comply with the Reconstruction standards, an earlier proposal with this modified window 
design was approved by the Planning Department as meeting the Rehabilitation standards. 

As currently depicted, the project does not comply with Reconstruction Standard 4. If the 
windows are revised to reflect the originals, the project would co.mply with Standard 4. 

Carey & Co. Inc. 
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950 Lombard/ 841 Chestnut Street 

March 23, 2017 

Standard 5: A reconstruction will be clearlj identified as a contemporary re-creation. 

The new construction will be clearly identifiable as a contemporary recreation through 
explanatory signs to identify the building as a reconstruction. Carey & Co. also suggests 
including the original construction date, name of the architect, and the reconstruction date. If 
this is done, the proposed project will comply with Rehabilitation Standard 5. 

Standard 6: Designs that were never executed historically will not be constructed 

No historically inaccurate designs are proposed for the 1908 portion of the house, if the window 
details are modified to reflect the original window proportions, as described above. Therefore, 
the work on the 1908 portion of the house complies with Standard.6. 

\ 
As currently portrayed by drawings of Ken Linsteadt Architects, the project does not comply fully 
with the Reconstruction standards. If the windows discussed under Standard 4 are revised to 
reflect the originals, the project would comply with the Standards. 

Rehabilitation Standards 

The proposed project calls for revising the c. 1930 rear addition. The c. 1930 addition and porch 
enclosure were not part of the original 1908 design and do not contribute to the architectural 
significance. The addition is considered non-historic by the Planning Department.5 

Since the Reconstruction Standards, discussed above, do not apply to work on the non-historic 
addition, proposed work here will be reviewed according the Secretary of the Interior's 
Standards for Rehabilitation. The proposed work at the addition, as outlined within the 
architectural drawings dated January 23, 2017, meets the Secretary of the Interior's Standards 
for Rehabilitation and will not impact the building's ability to convey its significance. 

The Standard most applicable to the work at the addition is Standard 9: 

Standard 9. New additions, exterior alterations, or related new construction shall not destroy 
historic materials that characterize the property. The new work shall be differentiated from 
the old and shall be compatible with the massing, size, scale, and architectural featwes to 
protect the historic integrity of the property and its environment 

The proposed work at the rear of the building .will revise the massing, openings, porches, and 
roofline of the existing non-contributing addition. The new work will be detailed to be 
compatible with the reconstructed 1908 portion of the building in size, scale, proportion, 
massing, and materials. The enclosed porch will be integrated with the overall design and 
capped with a gable roof, the flat roof of the addition will be reconstructed as a gable roof, the 
windows and doors on this section will have different configurations than pre-demolition, and 
the deck will be extended towards the east. The proposed changes to the addition appear to be· 
compatible with the 1908 reconstruction; they will not significantly alter the character-defining 
features of the main house including its form, materials, and stylistic elements. 

5 San Francisco Planning Department, Historic Resource Evaluation Response, 841 Chestnut Street, Case No. 
2009.0801£, October 20, 2009. 
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950 Lombard/ 841 Chestnut Street 

March 23, 2017 

The proposed reflective pool on the east and landscaping on the Chestnut Street side were not 
part of the original landscape design. These features will be constructed as contemporary 
additions and will not interfere with the historic residence. 

CONCLUSION 

The reconstruction of the 1908 portion of the building as currently proposed does not meet the 
Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Reconstruction. If the windows are modified to match 
the odginal condition, the proposed work would meet the Reconstruction Standards. 

The proposed rehabilitation of the c. 1930 addition appears to meet the Secretary of the 
Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation. 

Carey & Co. Inc. 
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tJ.1esa11 f.ri:indfi;ei.Sif.~.li!ne ()(dinqnc~ i>erson11.i1nfq@.;;Jo11i;r9i•ide'¢ wfi/ 11;t),;redifcrei;1; Memait~softJ1~ p€iii1k'cn(e)1ifr..;equ1feeftQpto;'-jdei}er;onairdenrifY;;Jsi·. 
1hformat1g1?•when;tf}ey;c:ommvnicC1te,:with .theBoarihf&iperviior:S and its. tia1Jfmi tiees~Atl ~vritten w or.afc~:~ni linl(allor;ii:that,memberi 'ofmi?'p.ui/fiesuhmft fri die. 
cierk'sOf!ite regordiirq pehiJing 'ieg}slation gf' h°iiiirhiis i'lliJ.b~.nipif g.gvdi!oW? to C,J/ ,nem/Jers rjf tf..e.pili:Jl/cfor 'inspei:tidfl •anit copying, .fne cierii '.5 fijffr:.e·oaesri.aj · 
riTdai:tiin}r,fo/6r/r,atraiift.6.m •rf1ese•sv bmission;( .• i:Jri~'lT!eCIJl!i·tlirit.per.sooai ~nf onbatian-.-iriclurfing. nam es,phone :cii11hbei"s, addrifs.res rh. dsirnl/arclr;forma ti on ihCJ\:tf 
ll'lt:[fl!:ii,r{Jf tl]~_pi;bJit; ~}~cts,fo >vbmti: rq t11i;,· B,()(J(¢Uf!Q its..to.mmitties.~ mciY. ttppedr oil tM.B.ootd. ofSupervjs6n;'.v1ebiite iir1ri r;~/rer;,pdblir; Cf9cl.!!Tieqt$t/mrm~mberii. 
qfth,,pdb/ic mdji.fnspe:ct.pf.Lbpy. . 



. .Cicyffall 

BOARD of SUPii:!,lVISORS 
)r. Carlton B. Goodlett Place,Rooni 244 

San Francisco 941024689 
Tel. No. 554-:5184 
Fax No. 554-5163 

TDD!TTY No. 5.54-5227 

NOTICE OF PU13LIC HEARING 

BOARD OF .$UPERVISORS OF THE CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 

NOT( CE IS HEREBY GIVEN THAT the Board. of Supervisors :Of the City anci County of S<?.n 
Francisco will hold a public hearingfo considerthefolloiNlng appeals anctsaidpublic hearirig will be 
held as follows·; atwhjch time all interested parties may .attend and be heard; 

Date: Tuesda:y;. October 31, 2017 

. 3:00 p.m. 

Locatipn: L~glsrative Chamber, City Han, Room. 250 
1 Dr~ Carlton B. GoO:dlett; Place; San Francisco, CA 

NOTE~ A motion may be entertained to continue tl)is Hearing lo.th~. Board of Supervisorsi 
meeting ofDe¢~mber 5, 2017. . . 

J$ubject:· File Nii 171062. Hearing of persoqs inter<?sted in. or objecting to the 
· c::ertification of Ci ConditiOnal Use AuU:io'riza:tion-. pursuant to Plaru1ing Code, 

Sections 207,209.1, ·and 303, for a pr-Oposed projectlocated at948-950 
Lombard Street and 841 Chestnut.Street, .Assessor's Parcel Blpck No, 0067, 
Lot Nos. 010 and 017i identified in-case Nq.2011-ob243oclJA, issued PY the 
Pianning Cornmission by' Motion N-o. 19987 dated AUgust31, 2017, fo allowtvvo 
dwelllng units on a single lot within tqerRH~1 (residential, house.one-family) 
7'.oning District <lnci a40-X height ,and bulk distrivt; apd adopting findings under 
the California Environmental Quality Act. {District 2) (Appellant: Kathleen. 
CoUrthey ofRLi~s1an. Hill Qqmr:n!Jnity Assodiation} (FHed:Octopew 2i 2017) 

' In accordance Wifn Administrative Code, Section 67.7-1, persons Who are una'bieto attend'the 
)lea:ring on thes\3 matters rn:ay submit Written comments prior tO the time the h~aririg peg in$. These 
eomrnents Will be made as pa_r:t of the offic:::iaf public reqon;I in these matters and sb0111 b.e broughtfo . 
the·.attentiori. of the Board of Supervisors. Written comments sh6l.(ld be. addre5Sedto Angelcl Calvillo, 
Clerk.ofthe Board, Cify Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B, Goocjfott Pla.ce; Room 244; San Francisco, CA, 94102~ 
lnformation relating to "this matter is available in the Office. of the Cl~rkof the. Board andageri.da · · 
information (ela,ting to these matters WilJbe avail'qble for public rr::vieW oh Frid?y, OCtober 27, 2017. 

·~::::S4· _ (M_;~ 
Angel? Gal\filk~ 

. ¢1~rk of the Board 

.~. 

DATEo/MAILEDIPOSTED: October2D,.2017 
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Jalipa, Brent (BOS) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

Subject: 

Categories: 

Good afternoon, 

BOS Legislation, (BOS) 
Friday, October 13, 2017 1:25 PM 
kcourtney@rhcasf.com; tcatalano@reubenlaw.com 
Givner, Jon (CAT); Stacy, Kate (CAT); Jensen, Kristen (CAT); Rahaim, John (CPC); Sanchez, 
Scott (CPC); Gibson, Lisa (CPC); Starr, Aaron {CPC); Rodgers, AnMarie (CPC); Foster, 
Nicholas (CPC); Luellen, Mark {CPC); lonin, Jonas (CPC); BOS-Supervisors; BOS-Legislative 
Aides; Calvillo, Angela (BOS); Somera, Alisa (BOS); BOS Legislation, (BOS) 
RE: Conditional Use Authorization Appeal - Proposed 948-950 Lombard Street and 841 
Chestnut Street Project -Appeal Hearing on October 31, 2017 

171062 

On Wednesday, October 4, 2017, the Office of the Clerk of the Board distributed a hearing date notification for the 
appeal of the Conditional Use Authorization for the proposed project at 948-950 Lombard Street and 841 Chestnut 
Street. Pursuant to Planning Code, Section 308.l(c). the Office of the Clerk of the Board is required to schedule the initial 
hea~ing within 30 days of the date of filing; the regularly scheduled meeting of October 31, 2017, fulfills that obligation. 

This email is being sent to notify you that on October 31, 2017, the Board is anticipated to entertain a motion to 
continue this appeal hearing to December 5, 2017. If a motion is made to continue this matter, on October 31, 2017, 
public comment will be taken on the continuance and the full discussion and public comment for the appeal will be 
considered at the December 5, 2017 meeting. 

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

Board of Supervisors File No. 171062 

Please do not hesitate to contact our office if there are any questions or concerns. 

Regards, 

Brent Jalipa 
Legislative Clerk 
Board of Supervisors - Clerk's Office 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 

San Francisco, CA 94102 
(415) 554-7712 I Fax: (415) 554-5163 
brent.jalipa@sfgov.org I www.sfbos.org 

G 
IE~· Click here to complete a Board of Supervisors Customer Service Satisfaction form 

Disclosures: Personal information that is provided in communications ta 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 
Boord 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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Lew; Lisa (BOS) 

from: 
Sent:. 
To: 
cc: 

Subject: 

Categories: . 

G\:)od :afternoon; 

BOS legistatiori, (BOS) •'' ' . '· ' 
Wednesday, October 04, 2017 3:37 PM. . 
kcourtney@rhcasf.com; tcatalano@reubenlaw.com . . . . 
Givner, Jon (CAT); Stacy, Kate (CAn; Jensen, Kristen (CAT); Rahaim, John (CPC); San.chez, 
Scott (CPC); Gibson, Lisa (CPC);.Starr; Aaron (CPC); Rodgers, AnMarie. (CPC); Foster, 
Nicholas (CPCJ;Luellen, Mark (CPC);lonin, JOnas (CPC);,80S-Supervis6rs;BOS~Legislative 
_Aides; Ca.lvillo,AngeJa (aOS); So111era; Alisa (BOS}; BOS Legislation, (BOS) .. 
Conditional t:Jse AL1thorization Appeal- Proposed 948-950 Lombard Street and 841 Chestnut 
Street Project -Appeal Hearing on October 31, ~017 

111062' 

Th~·OffJ.ce ofthe CJ erk of the Board has scheduled a headiig_for Sped al Order)Jefore the Boa rd of Superi!lsors on 
October31;at 3:00 p.m. Please find linked below letters ofappeal filed against the proposed projectat948:_950 
~orribard Street aod 841 Chestnut Street, and an Informational letter from the Clerk of tb.i::. Board. 

Conditlonal Use Authorization Appeal Letter "October 2, 2017 

Clerk of the l3oardl~tter.:. October 3. 2017 

f Invite you to reviewthe erjtire matte.r on our Leg!~iative Research C€nter byfoilowing the link below: 

BoanlofSuoervisors File No. inb62 · 

Regards; 

Lisa Lew 
Eoard of SuperViliots 
San Francisco CityHa11; Room 244. 
San Francisco; CA 94102 · · 

P 41s-:ss4~771s.1 F41s-ss4~s16s 
1 isl:t.1ew@sf~ov:6rg r www.stbos.org 

$ 
.If.') Clic~here to~wmj'.il('le a lfoarq ·arSupervisors Customer.sirvice Sati:;foction fonn 

The Legislative R.esearch .center providt>S 24:hpl(r access lo Board of Supervisors le~glslatloii, ·~r.a ilr~hived matter> since A!Jgu>t 1'998; 

Oi>dosr.ir,~: :f>ersono/ inf ormoiiotr ihot fs provicJecl ln c~mmunicaticms to the Boartf. of Supf!fl'isors is subject to. discJo'stJr? under the Californib. Public l)ecorc(s Aat:qd 
the.San. frondsco Suos{)ine Or'dinance: Personcilinformotion provided V.•i/l noU1e redacted. Members ofthepubl[r: OH? notrequlred.toprm•ide personofldenrifeing' 
ln{ormatioii when ,tflf::y coinmLii1icrice :·with the Boaid ofSrJppyJsors ond its committ.ees. Ali writte11 ornral comihunk:otfims'that memlitii!i of the pub/ksubr'hif /j:> the 
Oerk'spjfrce re;Jar,1i~g pen(fir1gfeglslotion f!f h~adogs t11i/} be.~Mcfe crvaifob)e to oif meri)bW of thepub1ic far 111speffion,611d copying. Tlie der(c's Office. \lne~ not 
redac;toriy informationfrom tliese:submfssioris. Tlifs means tl1at pel'Soiia/ infarrr1arion-'ini:ludii1g {)(Jines, phone numbers,.oddressesand similar infort1wlio11-rhar o 
r11eli16er of the puD/iG i!lecis' t'? subiniUo ihe Board o.iid its committe;es:...may appear on tlje Boo.id of ~uperyisors' website oi· /n other public d6C:uinen0 their meniber:; 
ofl:he·pubfic;.11·ioi•fnspect prc-0py .. 

1. 
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SOARD of SUPERVISORS 

October 3, 2017 

Kathleen Courtney 

City Hall 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 
San Franc"isco 94102-4689 
Tel. No. 554-5184 
Fax No. 554-5163 
TDD/TTY No. 544-5227 

Housing and Zoning Committee 
Russian Hill Community Association 
1158 Green Street 
San Francisco, CA 94109 

Subject: File No. 171062 -Appeal of Conditional Use Authorization - 948-950 
Lombard Street and 841 Chestnut Street 

Dear Ms. Courtney: 

Thank you for your appeal filing regarding the proposed project at 948-950 Lombard Street 
and 841 Chestnut Street. The filing period to appeal the conditional use authorization 
closes on Monday, October 2, 2017. 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. 

Pursuant to Planning Code, Section 308.1, a hearing date has been scheduled for 
Tuesday, October31, 2017, at3:00 p.m., atthe Board of Supervisors meeting to be held 
in City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Legisl,ative Chamber, Room 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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948-950 Lombard Streetand 841 Chestnut Street Project 
Conditional Use Appeal 
Hearing Date of October 31, 2011 
Page2 

NOTE: if electronic \(ersions of the documentation are not available, please submit 18 
hard copies of the materials to the Clerk's Office for distribution, If you are Unc;ible to make 
the deadlinc~s prescribed above, }tis your responsibility to ensure that all parties receive 
copies of the materials. · · 

If you nave any quesfionsl' please feel free to contact. Legislatfve Clerks Brent Jalipa at 
(415) 554-7712, or Lisa Lew at (415) 554-7718. 

Very truly yours, 

~~Q_Qo\l~ 
/Ange;la CalVillo 
l Clerk of the Board 

c: l'inta cat;iJano~ Reuben, Junitis'& Rose, LLP, projecfsp6ns'of 
Jon Givner, Deplity City Attorriey · · · 
Kaie Stacy, Deputy City Ai:tomey 
Kristen Jensen, Deputy City Attorney 
Jqhn Rahaim, Planning Dir(lctor ·· 
$cott Sanchez, Zoning Adri:iinistrato( Planning Depqrtment 
Lisa Gibson, Environmental Review Ofiicer,Platining DepartffiE?nt 
Aaron Starr,. Manager of Legislative Affairs, pJan:iling Defiai:trbe~t 
AnMqrie Rodgers, Senior Poli<;:y Advisor, Planning pepartment 
Nlcholas Foster, Staff Contai::t,. Pl13.m1ing. Depaitnient 

• Jonas lonin, .Plannlng Commission $eeretary 
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·. .. ·. . City Haff .. . . .. 
J:Dr •.. caiifonB. Goodlett Pface; RoomiZM 

Sai(Fra;ncisco.,4102-46&9 
Tei. No,s54-s184 
Fax.Nil. 554--5163 

TDDf.l'TY. N9~ 5#-.S227· 

. .. . " . 

PROOF OF MAILING . 

. 171062 

Ofascriptloii of Jterns~; Pui:}li¢ Hearing f;;rqftces ~ H®rrhg ·~ Appeal of QonditiQhal\Jse 
Authoriz:atiqrt~ Prbpose:d Pfoject$t 94~950 Lphip~ro §i6.~t and 841 Chesti:JPl$tre~t,-
19HNotices Mail~d; 

I, li$a Lew . . . . . . .. .. . . .• • . ; (in;ernpJ0yee of the Cffy ahci 
Coi.Jnty of Sqn Franciscor mailed the abovfr d¢Scrib$d. c:fg.¢gme,rlt(s) by' c:fep.ositii:ig the 
sealed. Hems with the. Uhifed · sfates. Postal SerVioo (USPS) with the . pos.tage> may 
prepaid as:follows.: ·· · · · 

ocfober20 2ot7 . , - . 1. . 

Time:; 12.:20 p:nt · 

. lJ$PStocation:. ·.Re pro Pick,.,up: Boxin:t!ie Clerkoflhe· Board is Office (Rrn 244) . 

lnstructlofis: Upon, c()rnP,leti()h; oriQim:d must p~ fifed in the above referenoed file~. 



BOARD of SUPERVISORS 

October 5, 2017 

File Nos. 171062-171065 
Planning Case No. 2017-002430CUA 

City Hall 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 

San Francisco 94102-4689 
Tel. No. 554-5184 
Fax No. 554-5163 

TDDffTY No. 554-5227 

Received from the Board of Supervisors Clerk's Office one check, 
in the amount of Five Hundred Ninety Seven Dollars ($597) 
representing the filing fee paid by Kathleen Courtney of Russian 
Hill Community Association, for the appeal of a Conditional Use 

. Authorization for the proposed project at 948-950 Lombard Street 
and 841 Chestnut Street. 

Planning Department 
By: 

Print Name 
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. . . 

lnh"oducti.on '.Form 

lhereby sµ'Qmit the{qllowing item fo.J; futrodUptlQil. ($:(;5foQf Oru)' OIJ;e)> 
TiJiie staffip 
or·ine~fiillid<1-t~ .. 

0 I.. ForrefereJic~ to CqJJllnittee~ (An Ordin.an1~e:;. E:~s·o}u1ic)h;cfyfqtjQI,i o:r 0.h.artei: Arriendme:nt}.. 

[J ·2~ R¢quest fqtn.~x~ prfutbdagerida \V:ttho.i+tR..~ferenQe·fo .Co.lnffi1ttee; 

lZl. ? .. Requestfpt hear]ng on a subject matter iµ Committee\ 
,.--,~_,,-,.,...-,---.,.~~'---,,~...,.,..-~~~-..,.....,..,...'---':~~-,....o., o· 4. l{eqi1estfor fofter beginn.ipg'.:fi$1,1peryj~o+ . in,cp.riri~s'~ 
~_,____._.,~~~~~.,..--~~~-,--..,...~~~~~ 

D 5. Ciiy A.ttoTii~f' Reques~~ 
D 6:... Call File NrK .,...,.., ~~-'--____,..,.----...,.,..,...~-,,----. .. r fronrQo1tJD)ftt¢~- · 

D.• ~l Budget Analyst ~eq_uest (attach~d written riiotioil)., . 

D ~~. Substitute 1~gislation Fil¢ No. 

d. ~.Reacti\iaieFileNo:I...._ __ --'---~========::::: .. :::;!~.~ .:.,....,,.,,_.,.,.~ 
Q. 10~ Questio;n(%) subti1jtt¢dJor MayorafABp·~ar;:Ilic~ befq(~ th~ BOS on I~.·,~· ~=-...--;.,~~~~~~'-'-,----,'f. 

Pieas¢ chS!ck fue appropriate bqxes, The prppo:;i;:d le~Jaffon:sli9µld b~Jonyat~e.d :to tb.e folfowi.n~r 

[] Sm:g).1 B.risfuess Cotnmissioh [] Youf4 Con;n:n:isst~ D ~thi¢Colllll1i~siop: 
. DBui}ding fuspec~iQP eommi~~iq:Jt 

Note! l?~N~e·Imp:~i:-atiye Age11.~a {~ re~o'.intfo_l1 _not9~tiie pxfuteef a~~J;t£ta),-µSeJheIIl1.~~mt:h'e:1J'o:r¢, 

SporiSOr{s): 

f,i eruing- -Appeafpf Conditlonai use Autlfo_rtzati9~ ~J?ropq:;ed P~~ j¢~t cit 948'~9.5 Q Lontbard sfi:et;t aniS4J .CheStfi ut . 
Street · ·· , ;.· · 

He~ll1g 'of perspns ~ierest~d.b+·or ubjeding;:tq.:frie ceijjfica!f9~ofa-C.0ii.d;ltipiialt):stt A;.utlibdzati6npu,rSmmttO; . 
· Plarrnfug .code;)~eet!Ons207, 209;1,rirra 3Q3?. for a-proposed: project located at 948,.95ll.tumbard slfeetand 841 
Cliestntfr Street Assessoi's Pfltc~()3fo~k.NO:; 0067~: ,tot Nqs~ QlO and·;()J7; :i<lenfifie4 ili Gas~ No. to11..:@2.43 6ctJA~ 
iS$ue(,l PY.th¢ P:la)1ning Qonunlsiqrtby1V!:OfionNo; 1~9-87 ci~~ci Aµgµ$f 3L'.?Ql y,'f9:~JlCJW: fy{Q clyve)°lingun~ r;>fia · 
siJigjefotw'it1Jinthe.RH~.i.(reS:id~mfaJ?hdus~oiie'-fomiiy)Zoniiigb1strictanda40'"Xheighffilidbuikdfsmct~.®d· 
iidbp#ng findings undetthe Ga.lifC>mfat"!rnyfrQ1T1p~11W Qbi;iJ.ity A.it. CPimi9t4J (AP.P~lhµit: K'.atl11e~v. CQllrtfl~Y qf · 
Rl1~s-1an l{iUComtiiµriit;Y Association;) (Eil~-Octob~r2,:2Dl7), · ··· · · · 

Signatun; of Sponsoring Supervisor:. 
•. -· .•: . . ·. 

For Clerk's.b~e Only· 


