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Discretionary Review 
Abbreviated Analysis 
HEARING DATE: AUGUST 27, 2020 

 
Date: August 20, 2020 
Case No.: 2016-014777DRP-02 
Project Address: 357 Cumberland Street  
Permit Applications: 2020.0311.6722 & 2020.0311.6723 
Zoning: RH-1 [Residential House, One-Family]  
 Dolores Heights Special Use District 
 40-X Height and Bulk District 
Block/Lot: 3601 / 037 
Project Sponsor: John Maniscalco 
 Maniscalco Architects 
 442 Grove St. 

 San Francisco, CA 94102 
Staff Contact: David Winslow – (415) 575-9159 
 David.Winslow@sfgov.org 
Recommendation: Take DR and Approve  
 
 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

The project proposes to demolish an existing 3 -story over garage, 3,469 gross sq. ft. single family house 
and to construct a new three-story over garage, 5,026 gross sq. ft. single-family dwelling. The proposed 
building will be approximately 35 feet in height and contains two off-street parking spaces. 
 
SITE DESCRIPTION AND PRESENT USE 
The site is a 25’ wide x 114’ deep lateral and steep up sloping lot with an existing 3-story home built in 1910 
and is categorized as a ‘C’ – No Historic Resource present.  
 
SURROUNDING PROPERTIES AND NEIGHBORHOOD 
The buildings on this block of Cumberland Street have a fairly consistent scale of 3- to 4-stories at the street 
face set back from the street to accommodate the steep up slope and present a mix of architectural eras and 
forms ranging from contemporary to early 20th century traditional. The height and depth of adjacent 
buildings create a moderately consistent mid-block open space. 
 
BUILDING PERMIT NOTIFICATION 
 

TYPE 
REQUIRED 

PERIOD 
NOTIFICATION 

DATES 
DR FILE DATE DR HEARING DATE FILING TO HEARING TIME 

311 
Notice 

30 days 
May 27, 2020 – 
June 26, 2020 

6.25. 2020 8.27. 2020 63 days 

mailto:David.Winslow@sfgov.org
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CASE NO. 2016-014777DRP-02 
357 Cumberland Street 

HEARING NOTIFICATION 
 

TYPE 
REQUIRED 

PERIOD 
REQUIRED NOTICE DATE ACTUAL NOTICE DATE 

ACTUAL 
PERIOD 

Posted Notice 20 days August 7, 2020 August 7, 2020 20 days 
Mailed Notice 20 days August 7, 2020 August 7, 2020 20 days 
Online Notice 20 days August 7, 2020 August 7, 2020 20 days 

 
 
PUBLIC COMMENT 
 

 SUPPORT OPPOSED NO POSITION 

Adjacent neighbor(s) 0 0 0 
Other neighbors on the 
block or directly across 
the street 

0 17 0 

Neighborhood groups 0 0 0 
 
ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 
The Department has determined that the proposed project is exempt/excluded from environmental review, 
pursuant to CEQA Guideline Section 15303 (Class 3 – New Construction. Up to three new single-family 
residences or six dwelling units in one building. 
 
DR REQUESTORS 
DR requestor 1: 
Roland Trego of 349 Cumberland Street, resident of the property to the east of the proposed project. 
 
DR requestor 2: 
Bruce Bowen on behalf of the Dolores Heights Improvement Club.   
 
DR REQUESTOR’S CONCERNS AND PROPOSED ALTERNATIVES 
DR requestor 1: 
Is concerned that the proposed project: 

1. Does not comply with the Residential Design Guidelines related to building scale at mid-block 
open space; articulation of buildings to minimize impact on light and privacy; and design of 
roof top features; 

2. The 311 plans are not Code complaint in that they fail to accurately reflect the adjacent 
building’ conditions and therefore minimize the true impact of the proposal to the 
neighboring building; 

3. The project has evaded the requirement to obtain a Conditional Use Authorization for a 
residential demolition; 

4. The CEQA review is flawed because it relied on an unstable project description and; 
5. The roof deck presents a significant loss of privacy. 
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CASE NO. 2016-014777DRP-02 
357 Cumberland Street 

Proposed alternatives: 
1. Limit the new building to the footprint of the existing building and; 
2. Remove the roof deck. 

 
See attached Discretionary Review Application, dated June 25, 2020 
 
DR requestor 2: 
Is concerned that: 

1. The demolition is inconsistent with San Francisco’s General Plan to preserve affordable housing 
stock and preserve the outstanding and unique area of Dolores Height as identified in the Urban 
Design element; and violates the requirement that all projects proposing demolition after February 
11, 2020 seek a Conditional Use Authorization and;  

 
2. The decks create unusual impacts to privacy and noise to neighboring buildings.  
 
Proposed alternatives:  
1. Deny the demolition and remove the roof deck. 
 

See attached Discretionary Review Application, dated June 25, 2020.   
 
 
PROJECT SPONSOR’S RESPONSE TO DR APPLICATION 
The design has been modified to minimize impacts to neighbors. It complies with the Planning Code, the 
General Plan and the Residential Design Guidelines. The proposed design responds to and meets the 
growing need of the project sponsor. The DR requestors have not identified any exceptional or 
extraordinary circumstances.  
 
See attached Response to Discretionary Review, dated August 19, 2020   
 
DEPARTMENT REVIEW 
The Department’s Residential Design Advisory Team (RDAT) re-reviewed this and confirmed that this 
meets the Residential Design Guidelines related to scale and is articulated to preserve access to mid-block 
open space.  

Furthermore: 

1. A single-family house may be demolished without a Conditional Use Authorization if it is shown 
by appraisal to be demonstrably unaffordable, and if the Department received a complete project 
application prior to February 11, 2020.  The existing house was appraised above the threshold for 
demonstrable affordability ($2,200,000) and the application was submitted and complete well 
before the legislation requiring Conditional Use Authorization change on February 11, 2020. 
 

2. The accuracy of the adjacent properties on the 311 drawings are the responsibility of the project 
sponsor to provide and verify. The intent is to provide an informed understanding of the impact 
of the project to the neighbors.  
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CASE NO. 2016-014777DRP-02 
357 Cumberland Street 

3. The CEQA review reflects the proposed project. 
 

4. The height and depth of the proposed house respects the scale of the existing buildings the rear: 
the two-story massing extends 12 feet beyond the shallow portion  of the adjacent  building, 
which combined with the neighbor’s side setback, south facing orientation and 50 wide lot was 
deemed to adequately preserve light and air and access to mid-block open space to the DR 
requestor’s property.  
 

5. The location of the 237 sq. ft. roof deck is set back from the adjacent neighbors - buffered on the 
east by its own roof stair hatch and by existing building features of the adjacent neighbors.  In 
addition, the project sponsor has offered to add 16” of height to the top of the parapet in order to 
screen the roof deck from the DR requestor’s front windows.  

The building has been designed to respect the scale, massing, open space of it context. The proposed modest 
increase in parapet height effectively screens the deck from the adjacent building and ameliorates privacy 
impacts in a sensible manner. To accept this change requires taking Discretionary Review. 

 

RECOMMENDATION: Take DR and Approve with Modifications 

 
Attachments: 
Block Book Map  
Sanborn Map  
Zoning Map 
Aerial Photographs  
Context Photographs 
Section 311 Notice 
CEQA Determination 
DR Applications 
Letters 
Response to DR Applications, dated August 19, 2020 
Property Appraisal 
Project Application 
Reduced Plans, sun and view diagrams, and 3-D renderings 
 



Exhibits

Discretionary Review Hearing
Case Number 2016-014777DRP-02
357 Cumberland Street



Parcel Map

Discretionary Review Hearing
Case Number 2016-014777DRP-02
357 Cumberland Street

SUBJECT PROPERTY DR REQUESTOR’S 
PROPERTY



*The Sanborn Maps in San Francisco have not been updated since 1998, and  this map may not accurately reflect existing conditions.

Sanborn Map*

Discretionary Review Hearing
Case Number 2016-014777DRP-02
357 Cumberland Street

SUBJECT PROPERTY DR REQUESTOR’S 
PROPERTY



Zoning Map

Discretionary Review Hearing
Case Number 2016-014777DRP-02
357 Cumberland Street



Aerial Photo

Discretionary Review Hearing
Case Number 2016-014777DRP-02
357 Cumberland Street
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PROPERTY

SUBJECT PROPERTY



Aerial Photo

SUBJECT PROPERTY
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Aerial Photo

Discretionary Review Hearing
Case Number 2016-014777DRP-02
357 Cumberland Street
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SUBJECT PROPERTY



Aerial Photo

SUBJECT PROPERTY
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Site Photo

Discretionary Review Hearing
Case Number 2016-014777DRP-02
357 Cumberland Street

SUBJECT PROPERTY



  

 

1650 Miss ion Street Suite 400   San Franc isco,  CA 94103 

REVISED NOTICE OF BUILDING PERMIT APPLICATION   (SECTION 311) 
 

On March 11, 2020 Building Permit Application Nos. 202003116722 & 202003116723 was filed for work at the Project 
Address below. 
Notice Date:  May 27, 2020    Expiration Date:  June 26, 2020  
 

P R O J E C T  I N F O R M A T I O N  A P P L I C A N T  I N F O R M A T I O N  
Project Address: 357 Cumberland Street Applicant: John Maniscalco Architecture 
Cross Street(s): Sanchez Street Address: 442 Grove St. 
Block/Lot No.: 3601/037 City, State: San Francisco, CA 94102 
Zoning District(s): RH-1 & Dolores Heights SUD /40-X Telephone: (415) 864-9900 
Record Number: 2016-014777PRJ Email: john@m-architecture.com 

You are receiving this revised notice as an owner or occupant of property within 150 feet of the proposed project. You are not 
required to take any action. For more information about the proposed project, or to express concerns about the project, 
please contact the Applicant listed above or the Planner named below as soon as possible. If you believe that there are 
exceptional or extraordinary circumstances associated with the project, you may request that the Planning Commission review 
this application at a public hearing for Discretionary Review. Requests for a Discretionary Review hearing must be filed during 
the 30-day review period, prior to the close of business on the Expiration Date shown above, or the next business day if that 
date is on a week-end or a legal holiday. If no Requests for Discretionary Review are filed, this project will be approved by the 
Planning Department after the Expiration Date. 

Members of the public are not required to provide personal identifying information when they communicate with the 
Commission or the Department. All written or oral communications, including submitted personal contact information, may be 
made available to the public for inspection and copying upon request and may appear on the Department’s website or in other 
public documents. 
 

P R O J E C T  S C O P E  
 Demolition    New Construction   Alteration 
  Change of Use   Façade Alteration(s)   Front Addition 
  Rear Addition   Side Addition   Vertical Addition 
P RO JE CT  FE AT U RE S  EXISTING  PROPOSED  
Building Use Single-Family Home No Change 
Front Setback 7’8 ½”  4’3 1/8” 
Side Setbacks None No Change  
Building Depth 49’10” 58' 5 1/2" 
Rear Yard 56’10” 51' 3 5/8" 
Building Height 34’ 11 3/8” 35’ 
Number of Stories 3 over garage No Change 
Number of Dwelling Units 1 No Change  
Number of Parking Spaces 1 No Change  
P R O J E C T  D E S C R I P T I O N  
The proposal is for the demolition of an existing 3,469 gross square-foot three-story-over-garage single-family home and the 
construction of a new 5,026 gross-square-foot three-story-over-garage single-family home. The project includes 4,049 square foot 
of conditioned living space and a 977 square foot garage and storage area. Please see the attached plans. 

Please note that a notice was mailed on 5/12/20 with an expiration date of 6/11/20; however, this notice did not include the correct 
project plans. This notice is being resent with the correct plans and a new notice expiration date. No changes have been made to 
the scope of work. Please contact the project architect or staff planner with any questions.  

The issuance of the building permit by the Department of Building Inspection or the Planning Commission project approval at a 
discretionary review hearing would constitute as the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to Section 
31.04(h) of the San Francisco Administrative Code. 

To view plans or related documents, visit sf-planning.org/notices and search the Project Address listed above. Once the 
property is located, click on the dot(s) to view details of the record number above, its related documents and/or plans.  
For more information, please contact Planning Department staff: 
Planner:  Cathleen Campbell     Telephone: (415) 575-8732      
E-mail:  Cathleen.campbell@sfgov.org         

mailto:john@m-architecture.com
https://sf-planning.org/neighborhood-notification
mailto:Cathleen.campbell@sfgov.org


GENERAL INFORMATION ABOUT PROCEDURES 
DURING COVID-19 SHELTER-IN-PLACE ORDER 

Reduced copies of the proposed project plans have been included in this mailing for your information.  If you have 
questions about the plans, please contact the project Applicant listed on the front of this notice. You may wish to 
discuss the plans with your neighbors or neighborhood association, as they may already be aware of the project. If 
you have specific questions about the proposed project, you should contact the planner listed on the front of this 
notice. If you have general questions about the Planning Department’s review process, contact the Planning 
Information Center (PIC) via email at pic@sfgov.org.   
If you believe that the impact on you from the proposed project is significant and you wish to seek to change the 
project, there are several procedures you may use. We strongly urge that steps 1 and 2 be taken.  
1. Contact the project Applicant to get more information and to discuss the project's impact on you. 
2. Contact the nonprofit organization Community Boards at (415) 920-3820, or online at 

www.communityboards.org for a facilitated. Community Boards acts as a neutral third party and has, on 
many occasions, helped reach mutually agreeable solutions.   

3. Where you have attempted, through the use of the above steps or other means, to address potential 
problems without success, please contact the planner listed on the front of this notice to discuss your 
concerns. 

If, after exhausting the procedures outlined above, you still believe that exceptional and extraordinary 
circumstances exist, you have the option to request that the Planning Commission exercise its discretionary 
powers to review the project. These powers are reserved for use in exceptional and extraordinary circumstances 
for projects that conflict with the City's General Plan and the Priority Policies of the Planning Code; therefore the 
Commission exercises its discretion with utmost restraint. This procedure is called Discretionary Review (“DR”). If 
you believe the project warrants Discretionary Review by the Planning Commission, you must file a DR 
Application prior to the Expiration Date shown on the front of this notice.  
 
To file a DR Application, you must: 

1. Create an account or be an existing registered user through our Public Portal (https://aca-
ccsf.accela.com/ccsf/Default.aspx).  

2. Complete the Discretionary Review PDF application (https://sfplanning.org/resource/drp-application) and 
email the completed PDF application to CPC.Intake@sfgov.org. You will receive follow-up instructions via 
email on how to post payment for the DR Applciation through our Public Portal. 

To determine the fee for a Discretionary Review, please refer to the Planning Department Fee Schedule available 
at www.sfplanning.org. If the project includes multiple building permits, i.e. demolition and new construction, a 
separate request for Discretionary Review must be submitted, with all required materials and fee, for each permit 
that you feel will have an impact on you.  Incomplete applications will not be accepted. 
If no Discretionary Review Applications have been filed within the Notification Period, the Planning Department will 
approve the application and forward it to the Department of Building Inspection for its review. 

BOARD OF APPEALS 
An appeal of the Planning Commission’s decision on a Discretionary Review case may be made to the Board of 
Appeals within 15 calendar days after the building permit is issued (or denied) by the Department of Building 
Inspection. The Board of Appeals is accepting appeals via e-mail. For further information about appeals to the 
Board of Appeals, including current fees, contact the Board of Appeals at (415) 575-6880. 

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 

This project has undergone preliminary review pursuant to California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). If, as part 
of this process, the Department’s Environmental Review Officer has deemed this project to be exempt from further 
environmental review, an exemption determination has been prepared and can be obtained through the 
Exemption Map at www.sfplanning.org. An appeal of the decision to exempt the proposed project from CEQA 
may be made to the Board of Supervisors within 30 calendar days after the project approval action identified 
on the determination. The procedures for filing an appeal of an exemption determination are available from the 
Board of Supervisors at bos.legislation@sfgov.org, or by calling (415) 554-5184.     

Under CEQA, in a later court challenge, a litigant may be limited to raising only those issues previously raised at a 
hearing on the project or in written correspondence delivered to the Board of Supervisors, Planning Commission, 
Planning Department or other City board, commission or department at, or prior to, such hearing, or as part of the 
appeal hearing process on the CEQA decision. 

mailto:pic@sfgov.org
http://www.communityboards.org/
https://sfplanning.org/resource/drp-application
mailto:CPC.Intake@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/
mailto:alec.longaway@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/
mailto:bos.legislation@sfgov.org


CEQA Categorical Exemption Determination

PROPERTY INFORMATION/PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Project Address

357 Cumberland Street

Block/Lot(s)

Project description for Planning Department approval.

Permit No.

Addition/ 

Alteration

Demolition (requires HRE for 

Category B Building)

New 

Construction

The project involves the demolition of the existing 35-foot-tall, three-story over garage, 3,469-gross-square-foot, 

single-family dwelling with one off-street parking space for the construction of a new 35-foot-tall, 

5,026-gross-square-foot, three-story over garage, single-family residence with one off-street parking space.  The 

project would require approximately 689 cubic yards of excavation. The building would be supported by a 

continuous spread footing foundation.

The building permit numbers are 2020.03.11.6723.S and 2020.03.11.6722.

Case No.

2016-014777ENV

3601037

STEP 1: EXEMPTION CLASS

The project has been determined to be categorically exempt under the California Environmental Quality 

Act (CEQA).

Class 1 - Existing Facilities. Interior and exterior alterations; additions under 10,000 sq. ft.

Class 3 - New Construction. Up to three new single-family residences or six dwelling units in one 

building; commercial/office structures; utility extensions; change of use under 10,000 sq. ft. if principally 

permitted or with a CU.

Class 32 - In-Fill Development. New Construction of seven or more units or additions greater than 

10,000 sq. ft. and meets the conditions described below:

(a) The project is consistent with the applicable general plan designation and all applicable general plan 

policies as well as with applicable zoning designation and regulations.

(b) The proposed development occurs within city limits on a project site of no more than 5 acres 

substantially surrounded by urban uses.

(c) The project site has no value as habitat for endangered rare or threatened species.

(d) Approval of the project would not result in any significant effects relating to traffic, noise, air quality, or 

water quality.

(e) The site can be adequately served by all required utilities and public services.

FOR ENVIRONMENTAL PLANNING USE ONLY

Class ____



STEP 2: CEQA IMPACTS
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

Air Quality: Would the project add new sensitive receptors (specifically, schools, day care facilities, 

hospitals, residential dwellings, and senior-care facilities within an Air Pollution Exposure Zone? Does the 

project have the potential to emit substantial pollutant concentrations (e.g., backup diesel generators, 

heavy industry, diesel trucks, etc.)? (refer to EP _ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Air Pollution 

Exposure Zone)

Hazardous Materials: If the project site is located on the Maher map or is suspected of containing 

hazardous materials (based on a previous use such as gas station, auto repair, dry cleaners, or heavy 

manufacturing, or a site with underground storage tanks): Would the project involve 50 cubic yards or 

more of soil disturbance ‐ or a change of use from industrial to residential? 

Note that a categorical exemption shall not be issued for a project located on the Cortese List

if the applicant presents documentation of enrollment in the San Francisco Department of Public Health 

(DPH) Maher program, a DPH waiver from the Maher program, or other documentation from 

Environmental Planning staff that hazardous material effects would be less than significant (refer to 

EP_ArcMap > Maher layer).

Transportation: Does the project involve a child care facility or school with 30 or more students, or a 

location 1,500 sq. ft. or greater? Does the project have the potential to adversely affect transit, pedestrian 

and/or bicycle safety (hazards) or the adequacy of nearby transit, pedestrian and/or bicycle facilities?

Archeological Resources: Would the project result in soil disturbance/modification greater than two

(2) feet below grade in an archeological sensitive area or eight (8) feet in a non -archeological sensitive

area? If yes, archeo review is requried (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > 

Archeological Sensitive Area)

Subdivision/Lot Line Adjustment: Does the project site involve a subdivision or lot line adjustment

on a lot with a slope average of 20% or more? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers >

Topography). If yes, Environmental Planning must issue the exemption.

Slope = or > 25%: Does the project involve any of the following: (1) square footage expansion greater

than 500 sq. ft. outside of the existing building footprint, (2) excavation of 50 cubic yards or more of

soil, (3) new construction? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Topography) If box is

checked, a geotechnical report is required and Environmental Planning must issue the exemption.

Seismic: Landslide Zone: Does the project involve any of the following: (1) square footage expansion

greater than 500 sq. ft. outside of the existing building footprint, (2) excavation of 50 cubic yards or  more 

of soil, (3) new construction? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Seismic Hazard Zones) 

If box is checked, a geotechnical report is required and Environmental Planning must issue the exemption.

Seismic: Liquefaction Zone: Does the project involve any of the following: (1) square footage

expansion greater than 500 sq. ft. outside of the existing building footprint, (2) excavation of 50  cubic 

yards or more of soil, (3) new construction? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers >

Seismic Hazard Zones) If box is checked, a geotechnical report will likely be required and Environmental 

Planning must issue the exemption.

Comments and Planner Signature (optional): Don Lewis

A geotechnical investigation was prepared by Rockridge Geotechnical Consultants dated 5/28/2019.



STEP 3: PROPERTY STATUS - HISTORIC RESOURCE
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

PROPERTY IS ONE OF THE FOLLOWING: (refer to Property Information Map)

Category A: Known Historical Resource. GO TO STEP 5.

Category B: Potential Historical Resource (over 45 years of age). GO TO STEP 4.

Category C: Not a Historical Resource or Not Age Eligible (under 45 years of age). GO TO STEP 6.

STEP 4: PROPOSED WORK CHECKLIST

TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

Check all that apply to the project.

1. Change of use and new construction. Tenant improvements not included.

2. Regular maintenance or repair to correct or repair deterioration, decay, or damage to building.

3. Window replacement that meets the Department’s Window Replacement Standards. Does not include

storefront window alterations.

4. Garage work. A new opening that meets the Guidelines for Adding Garages and Curb Cuts, and/or

replacement of a garage door in an existing opening that meets the Residential Design Guidelines.

5. Deck, terrace construction, or fences not visible from any immediately adjacent public right-of-way.

6. Mechanical equipment installation that is not visible from any immediately adjacent public 

right-of-way.

7. Dormer installation that meets the requirements for exemption from public notification under Zoning

Administrator Bulletin No. 3: Dormer Windows.

8. Addition(s) that are not visible from any immediately adjacent public right -of-way for 150 feet in each

direction; does not extend vertically beyond the floor level of the top story of the structure or is only a

single story in height; does not have a footprint that is more than 50% larger than that of the original

building; and does not cause the removal of architectural significant roofing features.

Note: Project Planner must check box below before proceeding.

Project is not listed. GO TO STEP 5.

Project does not conform to the scopes of work. GO TO STEP 5.

Project involves four or more work descriptions. GO TO STEP 5.

Project involves less than four work descriptions. GO TO STEP 6.

STEP 5: CEQA IMPACTS - ADVANCED HISTORICAL REVIEW
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

Check all that apply to the project.

1. Project involves a known historical resource (CEQA Category A) as determined by Step 3 and

conforms entirely to proposed work checklist in Step 4.

2. Interior alterations to publicly accessible spaces.

3. Window replacement of original/historic windows that are not “in-kind” but are consistent with

existing historic character.

4. Façade/storefront alterations that do not remove, alter, or obscure character-defining features.

5. Raising the building in a manner that does not remove, alter, or obscure character -defining

features.

6. Restoration based upon documented evidence of a building’s historic condition, such as historic

photographs, plans, physical evidence, or similar buildings.



7. Addition(s), including mechanical equipment that are minimally visible from a public right -of-way

and meet the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation .

8. Other work consistent with the Secretary of the Interior Standards for the Treatment of Historic 

Properties (specify or add comments):

9. Other work that would not materially impair a historic district (specify or add comments):

(Requires approval by Senior Preservation Planner/Preservation Coordinator)

10. Reclassification of property status. (Requires approval by Senior Preservation 

Planner/Preservation

Reclassify to Category A

a. Per HRER or PTR dated

b. Other (specify):

(attach HRER or PTR)

Reclassify to Category C

02/21/2017

Note: If ANY box in STEP 5 above is checked, a Preservation Planner MUST sign below.

Project can proceed with categorical exemption review. The project has been reviewed by the

Preservation Planner and can proceed with categorical exemption review. GO TO STEP 6.

Comments (optional):

Preservation Planner Signature: Elizabeth Gordon Jonckheer

TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

STEP 6: CATEGORICAL EXEMPTION DETERMINATION

Project Approval Action: Signature:

If Discretionary Review before the Planning Commission is requested,

the Discretionary Review hearing is the Approval Action for the  project.

Once signed or stamped and dated, this document constitutes a categorical exemption pursuant to CEQA Guidelines and Chapter 

31of the Administrative Code.

In accordance with Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code, an appeal of an exemption determination can only be 

filed within 30 days of the project receiving the approval action.

Please note that other approval actions may be required for the project. Please contact the assigned planner for these approvals.

Don Lewis

08/19/2020

No further environmental review is required. The project is categorically exempt under CEQA.

There are no unusual circumstances that would result in a reasonable possibility of a significant 

effect.

Building Permit



TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

STEP 7: MODIFICATION OF A CEQA EXEMPT PROJECT

In accordance with Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code, when a California Environmental

Quality Act (CEQA) exempt project changes after the Approval Action and requires a subsequent approval, the

Environmental Review Officer (or his or her designee) must determine whether the proposed change 

constitutes a substantial modification of that project. This checklist shall be used to determine whether the 

proposed changes to the approved project would constitute a “substantial modification” and, therefore, be 

subject to additional environmental review pursuant to CEQA.

MODIFIED PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Modified Project Description:

DETERMINATION IF PROJECT CONSTITUTES SUBSTANTIAL MODIFICATION

Compared to the approved project, would the modified project:

Result in expansion of the building envelope, as defined in the Planning Code;

Result in the change of use that would require public notice under Planning Code

Sections 311 or 312;

Result in demolition as defined under Planning Code Section 317 or 19005(f)?

Is any information being presented that was not known and could not have been known

at the time of the original determination, that shows the originally approved project may

no longer qualify for the exemption?

If at least one of the above boxes is checked, further environmental review is required.

DETERMINATION OF NO SUBSTANTIAL MODIFICATION

Planner Name:

The proposed modification would not result in any of the above changes.

If this box is checked, the proposed modifications are categorically exempt under CEQA, in accordance with prior project

approval and no additional environmental review is required. This determination shall be posted on the Planning Department 

website and office and mailed to the applicant, City approving entities, and anyone requesting written notice. In accordance 

with Chapter 31, Sec 31.08j of the San Francisco Administrative Code, an appeal of this determination can be filed within 10 

days of posting of this determination.

Date:















HISTORICAL LIST
UPDATED 7/30/2019 
(Do not send EIRs unless specified by 
Contact person – SF PUBLIC LIBRARY 
SHOULD RECEIVE 3 COPIES) 

  

Gerald D. Adams 
San Francisco Towers 
1661 Pine Street, #1028 
San Francisco, CA  94109 

Nancy Shanahan 
Telegraph Hill Dwellers 
470 Columbus Avenue, #211 
San Francisco, CA  94133 

Mary Miles 
Coalition for Adequate Review 
364 Page Street, #36 
San Francisco, CA  94102 

Lucinda Woodward 
State Office of Historic Preservation 
Local Government Unit  
1725 – 23rd Street, Suite 100 
Sacramento, CA  95816 

Sue Hestor
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PROJECT APPLICATION (PRJ) 

1650 M IS S ION STREET,  #4 00
SAN F RANCISCO,  C A   941 0 3
www.sfplanning.org

A Project Application must be submitted for any Building Permit Application that requires an intake for Planning 
Department review, including for environmental evaluation or neighborhood notification, or for any project that seeks 
an entitlement from the Planning Department, such as a Conditional Use Authorization or Variance. 
For more, see the Project Application Informational Packet. 
 
For more information call 415.558.6377, or email the Planning Information Center (PIC) at pic@sfgov.org.

Español: Si desea ayuda sobre cómo llenar esta solicitud en español, por favor llame al 415.575.9010. Tenga en cuenta que 
el Departamento de Planificación requerirá al menos un día hábil para responder

中文: 如果您希望獲得使用中文填寫這份申請表的幫助，請致電415.575.9010。請注意，規劃部門需要至少一個
工作日來回應。

Tagalog: Kung gusto mo ng tulong sa pagkumpleto ng application na ito sa Filipino, paki tawagan ang 415.575.9010. Paki 
tandaan na mangangailangan ang Planning Department ng hindi kukulangin sa isang araw na pantrabaho para makasagot.

BUILDING PERMIT APPLICATIONS

 ☐ One (1) complete and signed application.

 ☐ Two (2) hard copy sets of plans that meet 
Department of Building Inspection submittal 
standards. Please see the Department’s Plan 
Submittal Guidelines for more information.

 ☐ A Letter of Authorization from the owner(s) 
designating an Authorized Agent to communicate 
with the Planning Department on their behalf, if 
applicable.

 ☐ Pre-Application Meeting materials, if required. See 
the Pre-Application Meeting Informational Packet 
for more.

Note: The applicable fee amount for Building Permit 
Applications will be assessed and collected at intake by 
the Department of Building Inspection at the Central 
Permitting Bureau at 1660 Mission St, Ground Floor.

 (See Fee Schedule and/or Calculator).

WHAT TO SUBMIT:

For Building Permit Applications that require intake 
for Planning Department review, present this Project 
Application together with the Building Permit 
Application at the Planning Information Center (PIC), 
1660 Mission Street, Ground Floor. 

HOW TO SUBMIT:

 ☐ One (1) complete and signed application.

 ☐ One (1) hard copy set of reduced sized (11”x17”) 
plans. Please see the Department’s Plan Submittal 
Guidelines for more information.

 ☐ A Letter of Authorization from the owner(s) 
designating an Authorized Agent to communicate 
with the Planning Department on their behalf, if 
applicable.

 ☐ Pre-Application Meeting materials, if required. See 
the Pre-Application Meeting Informational Packet 
for more.

 ☐ Current or historic photograph(s) of the property.

 ☐ All supplemental applications (e.g., Conditional 
Use) and information for environmental review, 
as indicated in this Project Application or in the 
Preliminary Project Assessment (PPA) letter.

 ☐ A digital copy (CD or USB drive) of the above 
materials.

 ☐ Payment via check, money order or debit/credit card 
for the total fee amount for all required supplemental 
applications. (See Fee Schedule and/or Calculator).

WHAT TO SUBMIT:

For projects that require an entitlement from the Planning 
Department (e.g., Conditional Use, Variance), schedule 
an intake appointment to submit this Project Application 
and any required supplemental applications by sending an 
Intake Request Form to CPC.Intake@sfgov.org. 

HOW TO SUBMIT:
ENTITLEMENTS
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PROJECT APPLICATION (PRJ)

PLANNING APPLICATION RECORD NUMBER

Property Information

Project Address: 

Block/Lot(s): 

Property Owner’s Information

Name: 

Address: 
Email Address:  

Telephone: 

Applicant Information

  Same as above     

Name:   

Company/Organization: 

Address: 
Email Address: 

Telephone: 

Please Select Billing Contact:   Owner   Applicant   Other (see below for details)

Name:  ______________________________  Email:  ____________________________________ Phone:  ________________________

Please Select Primary Project Contact:   Owner   Applicant   Billing

Related Building Permit Applications
  N/A

Building Permit Applications No(s): 

Related Preliminary Project Assessments (PPA)
  N/A

PPA Application No(s): PPA Letter Date: 

GENERAL INFORMATION

RELATED APPLICATIONS

357 Cumberland St.

3601/037

Cyril Meurillon & Angelika Joast

357 Cumberland St.
San Francisco CA 94114

cyril.meurillon@gmail.com

415.864.9900

John Maniscalco

John Maniscalco Architecture

442 Grove St.
San Francisco CA 94102

john@m-architecture.com

415.864.9900

John Maniscalco john@m-architecture.com 415.864.9900
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Project Description: 
Please provide a narrative project description that summarizes the project and its purpose. Please list any special 
authorizations or changes to the Planning Code or Zoning Maps if applicable. 

Project Details:

  Change of Use   New Construction   Demolition   Facade Alterations   ROW Improvements

  Additions    Legislative/Zoning Changes    Lot Line Adjustment-Subdivision   Other __________________

Residential:  Senior Housing    100% Affordable   Student Housing   Dwelling Unit Legalization

  Inclusionary Housing Required       State Density Bonus         Accessory Dwelling Unit 
 
Indicate whether the project proposes rental or ownership units:      Rental Units    Ownership Units  Don’t Know

Non-Residential:   Formula Retail   Medical Cannabis Dispensary   Tobacco Paraphernalia Establishment

   Financial Service        Massage Establishment   Other:   

Estimated Construction Cost:  _________________________

PROJECT INFORMATION

DEMOLITION OF (E) SINGLE FAMILY DWELLING AT 357 CUMBERLAND ST., SAN FRANCISCO, 
CA 

CONSTRUCTION OF (N) SINGLE FAMILY DWELLING

$1,750,000.00
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PROJECT AND LAND USE TABLES

Existing Proposed

Parking GSF

Residential GSF

Retail/Commercial GSF

Office GSF

Industrial-PDR

Medical GSF

Visitor GSF

CIE (Cultural, Institutional, Educational)

Useable Open Space GSF

Public Open Space GSF

Dwelling Units - Affordable

Dwelling Units - Market Rate

Dwelling Units - Total

Hotel Rooms

Number of Building(s)

Number of Stories

Parking Spaces

Loading Spaces

Bicycle Spaces

Car Share Spaces

Other:___________________________

Studio Units

One Bedroom Units

Two Bedroom Units

Three Bedroom (or +) Units

Group Housing - Rooms

Group Housing - Beds

SRO Units

Micro Units

Accessory Dwelling Units 
For ADUs, list all ADUs and include unit type 

(e.g. studio, 1 bedroom, 2 bedroom, etc.) and 
the square footage area for each unit.

G
en

er
al

 L
an

d 
U

se
Pr

oj
ec

t F
ea

tu
re

s
La

nd
 U

se
 - 

Re
si

de
nt

ia
l

- -

3,248 SF 4,049 SF

- -

- -

- -

- -

- -

- -

- -

- -

- -

1 1

1 1

- -

1 1

3 STORIES O/ GARAGE 3 STORIES O/ GARAGE

1 2

- -

0 2

- -

- -

- -

- -

- -

- -

- -

- -

- -

- -
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ENVIRONMENTAL EVALUATION SCREENING FORM
This form will determine if further environmental review is required. 

If you are submitting a Building Permit Application only, please respond to the below questions to the best of your knowledge. 
You do not need to submit any additional materials at this time, and an environmental planner will contact you with further 
instructions.

If you are submitting an application for entitlement, please submit the required supplemental applications, technical studies, 
or other information indicated below along with this Project Application. 

Environmental Topic Information Applicable to 
Proposed Project?

Notes/Requirements

1a.   General Estimated construction duration (months): N/A

1b.   General Does the project involve replacement or 
repair of a building foundation? If yes, 
please provide the foundation design type 
(e.g., mat foundation, spread footings, 
drilled piers, etc) 

   Yes        No

2.      Transportation Does the project involve a child care facility 
or school with 30 or more students, or a 
location 1,500 square feet or greater?

   Yes        No If yes, submit an Environmental 
Supplemental- School and Child Care 
Drop-Off & Pick-Up Management Plan.

3.      Shadow Would the project result in any 
construction over 40 feet in height?

   Yes        No If yes, an initial review by a shadow 
expert, including a recommendation 
as to whether a shadow analysis is 
needed, may be required, as determined 
by Planning staff. (If the project 
already underwent Preliminary Project 
Assessment, refer to the shadow 
discussion in the PPA letter.)

An additional fee for a shadow review 
may be required. 

4.      Biological Resources Does the project include the removal or 
addition of trees on, over, or adjacent to 
the project site?

   Yes        No If yes:  

Number of existing trees on, over, or 
adjacent to the project site: 

 
 
Number of existing trees on, over, or 
adjacent to the project site that would be 
removed by the project: 

 
 
Number of trees on, over, or adjacent to 
the project site that would be added by 
the project: 

5a.   Historic  
         Preservation

Would the project involve changes to the 
front façade or an addition visible from the 
public right-of-way of a structure built 45 
or more years ago or located in a historic 
district? 

   Yes        No  If yes, submit a complete Historic 
Resource Determination Supplemental 
Application. Include all materials required 
in the application, including a complete 
record (with copies) of all building 
permits.

5b.   Historic  
         Preservation

Would the project involve demolition of 
a structure constructed 45 or more years 
ago, or a structure located within a historic 
district?

   Yes        No If yes, a historic resource evaluation (HRE) 
report will be required. The scope of the 
HRE will be determined in consultation 
with CPC-HRE@sfgov.org.

Please see the Property Information Map or speak with Planning Information Center (PIC) staff to determine if this applies.

18

mat slab foundation
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Environmental Topic Information Applicable to 
Proposed Project?

Notes/Requirements

6.       Archeology Would the project result in soil 
disturbance/modification greater than two 
(2) feet below grade in an archeologically 
sensitive area or eight (8) feet below grade 
in a non-archeologically sensitive area?  

   Yes        No If Yes, provide  depth of excavation/
disturbance below grade (in feet*):     

 
 
 
*Note this includes foundation work

7.      Geology and Soils Is the project located within a Landslide 
Hazard Zone, Liquefaction Zone or on a lot 
with an average slope of 20% or greater?

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 

Area of excavation/disturbance (in square 
feet):  

Amount of excavation (in cubic yards):  
 

   Yes        No A geotechnical report prepared by a 
qualified professional must be submitted 
if one of the following thresholds apply 
to the project:

 z The project involves:

 { excavation of 50 or more 
cubic yards of soil, or

 { building expansion greater 
than 1,000 square feet outside 
of the existing building 
footprint. 

 z The project involves a lot split 
located on a slope equal to or greater 
than 20 percent.

A geotechnical report may also be required 
for other circumstances as determined by 
Environmental Planning staff.

8.      Air Quality Would the project add new sensitive 
receptors (specifically, schools, day care 
facilities, hospitals, residential dwellings, 
and senior-care facilities) within an Air 
Pollutant Exposure Zone? 

   Yes        No If yes, the property owner must submit 
copy of initial filed application with 
department of public health. More 
information is found here.

9a.   Hazardous  
         Materials

Would the project involve work on a site 
with an existing or former gas station, 
parking lot, auto repair, dry cleaners, or 
heavy manufacturing use, or a site with 
underground storage tanks?

   Yes        No If yes, submit a Phase I Environmental 
Site Assessment prepared by a qualified 
consultant.

9b.   Hazardous  
         Materials

Is the project site located within the 
Maher area and would it involve ground 
disturbance of at least 50 cubic yards or a 
change of use from an industrial use to a 
residential or institutional use?

   Yes        No If yes, submit a copy of the Maher 
Application Form to the Department 
of Public Health. Also submit a receipt 
of Maher enrollment with the Project 
Application.  

For more information about the 
Maher program and enrollment, refer 
to the Department of Public Health’s  
Environmental Health Division. 

Maher enrollment may also be required 
for other circumstances as determined by 
Environmental Planning staff.

 
 

Please see the Property Information Map or speak with Planning Information Center (PIC) staff to determine if this applies.

1,423 SF

689 cubic yards
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PRIORITY GENERAL PLAN POLICIES FINDINGS 

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

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

3. That the City’s supply of affordable housing be preserved and enhanced; 

4. That commuter traffic not impede Muni transit service or overburden our streets or neighborhood parking; 

5. That a diverse economic base be maintained by protecting our industrial and service sectors from displacement due 
to commercial office development, and that future opportunities for resident employment and ownership in these 
sectors be enhanced;

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

7.  That landmarks and historic buildings be preserved; and 

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

Please state how the project is consistent or inconsistent with each policy, or state that the policy is not applicable:

N/A

THE PROPOSED SINGLE FAMILY DWELLING UNIT CONFORMS TO THE 
RESIDENTIAL DESIGN GUIDELINES AND IS INTEGRATED INTO THE 
NEIGHBORHOOD CONTEXT/URBAN FABRIC OF THE STREET.

THE EXISTING SINGLE FAMILY DWELLING IS NOT WITHIN THE THRESHOLD OF THE 
CITY'S AFFORDABLE HOUSING LIMITS AND WOULD NOT REMOVE NOR ADD 
AFFORABLE HOUSING STOCK .

(2) OFF-STREET PARKING SPACES WILL BE PROVIDED FOR THE SINGLE FAMILY 
DWELLING UNIT. NEIGHBORHOOD STREET PARKING IS NOT TO BE AFFECTED. 

N/A

THE PROPOSED DWELLING UNIT WILL BE DESIGNED AND ENGINEERED BY ALL 
REQUIRED PARTIES FOR GEOTECHNICAL, SHORING, CIVIL AND STRUCTURAL 
ENGINEERING. 

BASED ON THE VERPLANK PREPARED HISTORICAL REPORT THE (E) SINGLE 
FAMILY DWELLING IS NOT OF HISTORICAL IMPORTANCE OR STATUS.

PROPOSED DWELLING DOES NOT OBSCURE MID-BLOCK OPEN SPACE NOR LIGHT 
AND AIR TO THE ADJACENT AND NEIGHBORING PROPERTIES
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APPLICANT’S AFFIDAVIT
Under penalty of perjury the following declarations are made:

a) The undersigned is the owner or authorized agent of the owner of this property.

b) The information presented is true and correct to the best of my knowledge.

c) Other information or applications may be required.  

_______________________________________________________  ________________________________________
Signature         Name (Printed)

___________________________   ___________________   ________________________________________
Relationship to Project    Phone    Email
(i.e. Owner, Architect, etc.)

APPLICANT’S SITE VISIT CONSENT FORM
I herby authorize City and County of San Francisco Planning staff to conduct a site visit of this property, making all portions of the 

interior and exterior accessible.

_______________________________________________________  ________________________________________
Signature         Name (Printed)

___________________________  
Date   

For Department Use Only

Application received by Planning Department:

By:           Date:       

John Maniscalco

Architect 415.864.9900 john@m-architecture.com

John Maniscalco

01.28.2019



Form GA4 - "TOTAL" appraisal software by a la mode, inc. - 1-800-ALAMODE

Lands End Appraisals

357 Cumberland St

BLK 107 LOT 37

San Francisco, CA  94114

Cyril Meurillon

10/31/2019

Scott Willis

4425 Balboa #3

San Francisco, CA 94121

APPRAISAL OF REAL PROPERTY

LOCATED AT:

FOR:

AS OF:

BY:



357.Cumberland.94114Cyril Meurillon

357 Cumberland St

San Francisco San Francisco CA 94114

Scott Willis

Title ....................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................

GP Residential ....................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................

GP Residential ....................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................

Additional Comparables 4-6 ....................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................

GP Residential ....................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................

Subject Photos ....................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................

Comparable Photos 1-3 ....................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................

Comparable Photos 4-6 ....................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................

Market Conditions Addendum to the Appraisal Report ....................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................

Location Map ....................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................

Aerial Map ....................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................

Plat Map ....................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................

GP Residential Certifications Addendum ....................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................

Supplemental Addendum ....................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................

License ....................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................

E/O Insurance - Page 1 ....................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................

E/O Insurance - Page 2 ....................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

15

16

17

18

Form TOCNP - "TOTAL" appraisal software by a la mode, inc. - 1-800-ALAMODE

Client

Appraiser

File No.

Property Address

City County State Zip Code
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Lands End Appraisals

357.Cumberland.94114RESIDENTIAL APPRAISAL REPORT
357 Cumberland St San Francisco CA 94114

San Francisco BLK 107 LOT 37

026-0784-004

2018 23,829 0 -

Cyril Meurillon

SFR-Exterior Only 0

Eureka Valley/Dolores Heights 41884 0206.00

The purpose of this assignment is to determine Market Value of the Subject Property as of 10/31/2019.

Cyril Meurillon

Cyril Meurillon 357 Cumberland St, San Francisco, CA 94114

Scott Willis 4425 Balboa St #3, San Francisco, CA 94121

1,225

8,700

2,800

15

134

100

85

5

5

5

0

Neighborhood boundaries are Market 

St to the North and West, Church St/20th St/Valencia St to the East, and 22nd St to the South.

Subject neighborhood appears to be typical to San Francisco.  There were no apparent adverse factors within the subject neighborhood 

which affect the subject's marketability.  Access to freeways, bus lines, schools, hospitals, parks, shopping and all other residential support 

facilities are considered average for this area.

The subject neighborhood market conditions appear to be stable.  This information was derived from evaluating the entire neighborhood's 

market sales over the last 12 months.  Please see the Market Conditions Addendum.

25' x 114' 2,850 sf

RH-1 House, One-Family

NA

The current use, Single Family Residential, is the highest and best use 

and is consistent with the surrounding properties.

Single Family Residential Single Family Residential

The Highest & Best Use requires that a use be 1) Physically Possible; 2) Legally Permissible; 3) Economically 

Feasible; and 4) Return the Highest Value to the Land.  The Subject Improvements meet those criteria.

PG&E/Public Utility

PG&E/Public Utility

Public

Public

Public

Asphalt

Concrete

Concrete

Poles

None

Right slope

Average

Regular/Rectangular

Appears Inadequate

City/Skyline

None Not Mapped in SF

The subject site appears to be typical.  See Supplemental Addendum.

1

2

Edwardian

109

45

Concrete

Wood

Comp

Metal

Wood

No/Yes

N/A

Conc Perim

Full

792

0

Forced Air

FWA

Gas

None

Exterior Only

Exterior Only

Exterior Only

Exterior Only

Exterior Only

Exterior Only

2

Brick

Wood

Wood

Balcony Concrete

0 1

1

Conc

7 3 3.0 1,900

The subject features are typical for this area.  All systems appear to be in working order. 

The condition of the subject property appears to be Average.  

Details taken from tax record, the owner, MLS 380068, and visual exterior inspection. The interior was not verified through a physical 

inspection. Primary data source is the the owner.  Appraiser uses the extraordinary assumption that the subject property is in average 

condition and good working order, features 3 bedrooms, 3.0 bathrooms with 1,900 sf of Gross Living Area (GLA), a patio, a balcony, a one 

car garage, and heating and typical amenities for the market. If any of this information is found to be inaccurate the appraiser reserves the 

right to amend this appraisal. 
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File No.:

S
U

B
J
E

C
T

Property Address: City: State: Zip Code:

County: Legal Description:

Assessor's Parcel #:

Tax Year: R.E. Taxes: $ Special Assessments: $ Borrower (if applicable):

Current Owner of Record: Occupant: Owner Tenant Vacant Manufactured Housing

Project Type: PUD Condominium Cooperative Other (describe) HOA: $ per year per month

Market Area Name: Map Reference: Census Tract:

A
S

S
IG

N
M

E
N

T

The purpose of this appraisal is to develop an opinion of: Market Value (as defined), or other type of value (describe)

This report reflects the following value (if not Current, see comments): Current (the Inspection Date is the Effective Date) Retrospective Prospective

Approaches developed for this appraisal: Sales Comparison Approach Cost Approach Income Approach (See Reconciliation Comments and Scope of Work)

Property Rights Appraised: Fee Simple Leasehold Leased Fee Other (describe)

Intended Use:

Intended User(s) (by name or type):

Client: Address:

Appraiser: Address:

M
A

R
K

E
T

 A
R

E
A

 D
E

S
C

R
IP

T
IO

N

Location: Urban Suburban Rural

Built up: Over 75% 25-75% Under 25%

Growth rate: Rapid Stable Slow

Property values: Increasing Stable Declining

Demand/supply: Shortage In Balance Over Supply

Marketing time: Under 3 Mos. 3-6 Mos. Over 6 Mos.

Predominant
Occupancy

Owner

Tenant

Vacant (0-5%)

Vacant (>5%)

One-Unit Housing

PRICE

$(000)

Low

High

Pred

AGE

(yrs)

Present Land Use

One-Unit %

2-4 Unit %

Multi-Unit %

Comm'l %

%

Change in Land Use

Not Likely

Likely * In Process *

* To:

Market Area Boundaries, Description, and Market Conditions (including support for the above characteristics and trends):

S
IT

E
 D

E
S

C
R

IP
T

IO
N

Dimensions: Site Area:

Zoning Classification: Description:

Zoning Compliance: Legal Legal nonconforming (grandfathered) Illegal No zoning

Are CC&Rs applicable? Yes No Unknown Have the documents been reviewed? Yes No Ground Rent (if applicable) $ /

Highest & Best Use as improved: Present use, or Other use (explain)

Actual Use as of Effective Date: Use as appraised in this report:

Summary of Highest & Best Use:

Utilities Public Other Provider/Description Off-site Improvements Type Public Private

Electricity

Gas

Water

Sanitary Sewer

Storm Sewer

Street

Curb/Gutter

Sidewalk

Street Lights

Alley

Topography

Size

Shape

Drainage

View

Other site elements: Inside Lot Corner Lot Cul de Sac Underground Utilities Other (describe)

FEMA Spec'l Flood Hazard Area Yes No FEMA Flood Zone FEMA Map # FEMA Map Date

Site Comments:

D
E

S
C

R
IP

T
IO

N
 O

F
 T

H
E

 I
M

P
R

O
V

E
M

E
N

T
S

General Description

# of Units Acc.Unit

# of Stories

Type Det. Att.

Design (Style)

Existing Proposed Und.Cons.

Actual Age (Yrs.)

Effective Age (Yrs.)

Exterior Description

Foundation

Exterior Walls

Roof Surface

Gutters & Dwnspts.

Window Type

Storm/Screens

Foundation

Slab

Crawl Space

Basement

Sump Pump

Dampness

Settlement

Infestation

Basement None

Area Sq. Ft.

% Finished

Ceiling

Walls

Floor

Outside Entry

Heating

Type

Fuel

Cooling

Central

Other

Interior Description

Floors

Walls

Trim/Finish

Bath Floor

Bath Wainscot

Doors

Appliances

Refrigerator

Range/Oven

Disposal

Dishwasher

Fan/Hood

Microwave

Washer/Dryer

Attic None

Stairs

Drop Stair

Scuttle

Doorway

Floor

Heated

Finished

Amenities

Fireplace(s) #

Patio

Deck

Porch

Fence

Pool

Woodstove(s) #

Car Storage None

Garage # of cars ( Tot.)

Attach.

Detach.

Blt.-In

Carport

Driveway

Surface

Finished area above grade contains: Rooms Bedrooms Bath(s) Square Feet of Gross Living Area Above Grade

Additional features:

Describe the condition of the property (including physical, functional and external obsolescence):

Copyright© 2007 by a la mode, inc. This form may be reproduced unmodified without written permission, however, a la mode, inc. must be acknowledged and credited.
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357.Cumberland.94114RESIDENTIAL APPRAISAL REPORT

(SFARMLS/County Records)

(SFARMLS/Tax)

(SFARMLS/Tax)

4135 21st St recorded a quit claim deed 

on 5/21/19 for a nominal amount per Doc K769559, a grant deed on the same date for a nominal 

amount per Doc #K769585, an interspousal transfer for a nominal amount on 8/30/19 per Doc K821469, 

and a grant deed for a nominal amount on the same date per Doc #K821470. 246 Eureka St recorded 

an interspousal transfer for a nominal amount on 5/8/19 per Doc #K764428. There have been no other 

sales or transfer history for the subject property within the past 36 months from the time of inspection.  

There have been no other prior sales or transfer history for comparables within the past 12 months from 

the time of inspection. 

357 Cumberland St

San Francisco, CA 94114

DriveByInspect/Owner

SFARMLS/Tax

Fee Simple

Average

2,850 sf

City/Skyline

Edwardian

Average

109

Average

7 3 3.0

1,900

792sf un-finished

0

Average

Forced Air/None

Insulation

1 Garage

Prch/Patio/Balc

4135 21st St

San Francisco, CA 94114

0.37 miles SW

2,600,000

1,426.22

SFARMLS #483238; DOM 3

DOC #: K756428

ArmLth: Cash

None Noted

04/19/2019

Fee Simple

Average

2609 sf 0

City/Skyline

Mid Cent 0

Average

59 0

Average

7 3 3.0

1,823

400sf un-finished 0

0

Average

Forced Air/None

Insulation

2 Garage -30,000

Prch/Patio/Balc

-30,000

2,570,000

246 Eureka St

San Francisco, CA 94114

0.37 miles W

2,625,000

1,488.10

SFARMLS #483970; DOM 11

DOC #: K764427

ArmLth: Cash

None Noted

05/08/2019

Fee Simple

Average

3040 sf 0

City/Skyline

Edwardian

Average

114 0

Average

6 3 1.1 +45,000

1,764 +23,800

800sf un-finished 0

0

Average

Forced Air/None

Insulation

2 Garage -30,000

Prch/Patio/Deck 0

38,800

2,663,800

24 Romain St

San Francisco, CA 94114

0.45 miles W

2,800,000

1,230.77

SFARMLS #486541; DOM 13

DOC #: K801741

ArmLth: Conv

None Noted

07/29/2019

Fee Simple

Average

2495 sf 0

City/Skyline

Marina

Average

88 0

Superior -140,000

7 4 3.0

2,275 -65,600

400sf un-finished 0

0

Average

Forced Air/None

Insulation

1 Garage

Prch/Deck/Balc 0

-205,600

2,594,400

Comps were found by using SFARMLS and verified by Realist Tax Records.  Best, most comparable 

properties have been used in report for analysis. 

It was necessary to expand the search beyond 90 days in order to bracket all amenities.  Market conditions support this approach.

Subject and comparable basement information is estimated based on MLS comments, photos and exterior drive by.

Comps are weighted in order or appearance; Comp1 is similar in size and function, and has one more garage space. Comp2 is smaller with 

one and a half less bathrooms and has one more garage space. Comp3 is larger with one more bedroom, has been remodeled throughout 

and is assumed to be in superior condition. Comp4 is smaller with one less bedroom, one less bathroom, does not have parking, and shows 

dated updates in the kitchen and bathrooms and is assumed to be in inferior condition.

Subject is below the predominant value due to size, condition and amenities.  Sufficient comparables exist to ascertain fair market value. No 

negative affect to marketability noted.  Subject is not an under-improvement.

Age adjustments are considered in overall condition adjustments to account for updates and remodels.

Adjustments are based on paired analysis, discussions with local agents, market reaction, and the appraiser's knowledge of the area.

2,600,000
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My research did did not reveal any prior sales or transfers of the subject property for the three years prior to the effective date of this appraisal.

Data Source(s):

1st Prior Subject Sale/Transfer

Date:

Price:

Source(s):

2nd Prior Subject Sale/Transfer

Date:

Price:

Source(s):

Analysis of sale/transfer history and/or any current agreement of sale/listing:

S
A

L
E

S
 C

O
M

P
A

R
IS

O
N

 A
P

P
R

O
A

C
H

SALES COMPARISON APPROACH TO VALUE (if developed) The Sales Comparison Approach was not developed for this appraisal.

FEATURE SUBJECT COMPARABLE SALE # 1 COMPARABLE SALE # 2 COMPARABLE SALE # 3

Address

Proximity to Subject

Sale Price $ $ $ $

Sale Price/GLA $ /sq.ft. $ /sq.ft. $ /sq.ft. $ /sq.ft.

Data Source(s)

Verification Source(s)

VALUE ADJUSTMENTS DESCRIPTION DESCRIPTION +(-) $ Adjust. DESCRIPTION +(-) $ Adjust. DESCRIPTION +(-) $ Adjust.

Sales or Financing

Concessions

Date of Sale/Time

Rights Appraised

Location

Site

View

Design (Style)

Quality of Construction

Age

Condition

Above Grade Total Bdrms Baths Total Bdrms Baths Total Bdrms Baths Total Bdrms Baths

Room Count

Gross Living Area sq.ft. sq.ft. sq.ft. sq.ft.

Basement & Finished

Rooms Below Grade

Functional Utility

Heating/Cooling

Energy Efficient Items

Garage/Carport

Porch/Patio/Deck

Net Adjustment (Total) + - + - + -$ $ $

Adjusted Sale Price

of Comparables $ $ $

Summary of Sales Comparison Approach

Indicated Value by Sales Comparison Approach $
Copyright© 2007 by a la mode, inc. This form may be reproduced unmodified without written permission, however, a la mode, inc. must be acknowledged and credited.

3/2007



357.Cumberland.94114ADDITIONAL COMPARABLE SALES

357 Cumberland St

San Francisco, CA 94114

DriveByInspect/Owner

SFARMLS/Tax

Fee Simple

Average

2,850 sf

City/Skyline

Edwardian

Average

109

Average

7 3 3.0

1,900

792sf un-finished

0

Average

Forced Air/None

Insulation

1 Garage

Prch/Patio/Balc

3757 21st St

San Francisco, CA 94114

0.17 miles S

2,300,000

1,451.10

SFARMLS #487088; DOM 14

DOC #: K814618

ArmLth: Conv

None Noted

08/12/2019

Fee Simple

Average

2848 sf 0

City/Skyline

Edwardian

Average

111 0

Inferior +115,000

6 2 2.0 +30,000

1,585 +55,100

0 +10,000

0

Average

Forced Air/None

Insulation

None +30,000

Prch/Patio/Deck 0

240,100

2,540,100

Form GPRES2.(AC) - "TOTAL" appraisal software by a la mode, inc. - 1-800-ALAMODE
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FEATURE SUBJECT COMPARABLE SALE # COMPARABLE SALE # COMPARABLE SALE #

Address

Proximity to Subject

Sale Price $ $ $ $

Sale Price/GLA $ /sq.ft. $ /sq.ft. $ /sq.ft. $ /sq.ft.

Data Source(s)

Verification Source(s)

VALUE ADJUSTMENTS DESCRIPTION DESCRIPTION +(-) $ Adjust. DESCRIPTION +(-) $ Adjust. DESCRIPTION +(-) $ Adjust.

Sales or Financing

Concessions

Date of Sale/Time

Rights Appraised

Location

Site

View

Design (Style)

Quality of Construction

Age

Condition

Above Grade Total Bdrms Baths Total Bdrms Baths Total Bdrms Baths Total Bdrms Baths

Room Count

Gross Living Area sq.ft. sq.ft. sq.ft. sq.ft.

Basement & Finished

Rooms Below Grade

Functional Utility

Heating/Cooling

Energy Efficient Items

Garage/Carport

Porch/Patio/Deck

Net Adjustment (Total) + - + - + -$ $ $

Adjusted Sale Price

of Comparables $ $ $

Summary of Sales Comparison Approach

Copyright© 2007 by a la mode, inc. This form may be reproduced unmodified without written permission, however, a la mode, inc. must be acknowledged and credited.
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357.Cumberland.94114RESIDENTIAL APPRAISAL REPORT

Basement

2,600,000

The estimation for the subject's market value was determined by the analysis of collected data throughout the course of this 

appraisal, as of the date of inspection. The Sales Comparison Approach best represents the actions of typical buyers and sellers in the market. The 

Income Approach and Cost Approach were not relevant for this appraisal.  Comps are listed in order of importance and most like the Subject

2,600,000 10/31/2019

18

Scope of Work Limiting Cond./Certifications Supplemental Addendum Photograph Addenda Sketch Addendum

Map Addenda Additional Sales Cost Addendum Flood Addendum Manuf. House Addendum
Hypothetical Conditions Extraordinary Assumptions Market Conditions Addendum Plat Map

Cyril Meurillon Cyril Meurillon

cyril@pobox.com 357 Cumberland St, San Francisco, CA 94114

Scott Willis

Lands End Appraisals

(415) 890-3219

scott@landsendappraisals.com

11/04/2019

3004078 CA

Certified Residential Appraiser

10/06/2020

10/31/2019
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COST APPROACH TO VALUE (if developed) The Cost Approach was not developed for this appraisal.

Provide adequate information for replication of the following cost figures and calculations.

Support for the opinion of site value (summary of comparable land sales or other methods for estimating site value):

ESTIMATED REPRODUCTION OR REPLACEMENT COST NEW

Source of cost data:

Quality rating from cost service: Effective date of cost data:

OPINION OF SITE VALUE =$

DWELLING Sq.Ft. @ $ =$

Sq.Ft. @ $ =$

Sq.Ft. @ $ =$

Sq.Ft. @ $ =$

Sq.Ft. @ $ =$

=$

Garage/Carport Sq.Ft. @ $ =$

Total Estimate of Cost-New =$

Less Physical Functional External

Depreciation =$( )

Depreciated Cost of Improvements =$

''As-is'' Value of Site Improvements =$

=$

=$

INDICATED VALUE BY COST APPROACH =$

Comments on Cost Approach (gross living area calculations, depreciation, etc.):

Estimated Remaining Economic Life (if required): Years

IN
C

O
M

E
 A

P
P

R
O

A
C

H INCOME APPROACH TO VALUE (if developed) The Income Approach was not developed for this appraisal.

Estimated Monthly Market Rent $ X  Gross Rent Multiplier = $ Indicated Value by Income Approach

Summary of Income Approach (including support for market rent and GRM):

P
U

D

PROJECT INFORMATION FOR PUDs (if applicable) The Subject is part of a Planned Unit Development.

Legal Name of Project:

Describe common elements and recreational facilities:

R
E

C
O

N
C

IL
IA

T
IO

N

Indicated Value by: Sales Comparison Approach $ Cost Approach (if developed) $ Income Approach (if developed) $

Final Reconciliation

This appraisal is made ''as is'', subject to completion per plans and specifications on the basis of a Hypothetical Condition that the improvements have been

completed, subject to the following repairs or alterations on the basis of a Hypothetical Condition that the repairs or alterations have been completed, subject to

the following required inspection based on the Extraordinary Assumption that the condition or deficiency does not require alteration or repair:

This report is also subject to other Hypothetical Conditions and/or Extraordinary Assumptions as specified in the attached addenda.

Based on the degree of inspection of the subject property, as indicated below, defined Scope of Work, Statement of Assumptions and Limiting Conditions,
and Appraiser’s Certifications, my (our) Opinion of the Market Value (or other specified value type), as defined herein, of the real property that is the subject
of this report is: $ , as of: , which is the effective date of this appraisal.
If indicated above, this Opinion of Value is subject to Hypothetical Conditions and/or Extraordinary Assumptions included in this report. See attached addenda.

A
T

T
A

C
H

M
E

N
T

S A true and complete copy of this report contains pages, including exhibits which are considered an integral part of the report. This appraisal report may not be

properly understood without reference to the information contained in the complete report.

Attached Exhibits:

S
IG

N
A

T
U

R
E

S

Client Contact: Client Name:

E-Mail: Address:

APPRAISER

Appraiser Name:

Company:

Phone: Fax:

E-Mail:

Date of Report (Signature):

License or Certification #: State:

Designation:

Expiration Date of License or Certification:

Inspection of Subject: Interior & Exterior Exterior Only None

Date of Inspection:

SUPERVISORY APPRAISER (if required)

or CO-APPRAISER (if applicable)

Supervisory or
Co-Appraiser Name:

Company:

Phone: Fax:

E-Mail:

Date of Report (Signature):

License or Certification #: State:

Designation:

Expiration Date of License or Certification:

Inspection of Subject: Interior & Exterior Exterior Only None

Date of Inspection:
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Subject Photos

Cyril Meurillon

357 Cumberland St

San Francisco San Francisco CA 94114

Scott Willis

Subject Front

Sales Price

Gross Living Area

Total Rooms

Total Bedrooms

Total Bathrooms

Location

View

Site

Quality

Age

357 Cumberland St

1,900

7

3

3.0

Average

City/Skyline

2,850 sf

Average

109

Subject Side

Subject Street

Client

Appraiser

Property Address

City County State Zip Code
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Comparable Photos 1-3

Cyril Meurillon

357 Cumberland St

San Francisco San Francisco CA 94114

Scott Willis

Comparable 1

Prox. to Subject

Sale Price

Gross Living Area

Total Rooms

Total Bedrooms

Total Bathrooms

Location

View

Site

Quality

Age

4135 21st St

0.37 miles SW

2,600,000

1,823

7

3

3.0

Average

City/Skyline

2609 sf

Average

59

Comparable 2

Prox. to Subject

Sale Price

Gross Living Area

Total Rooms

Total Bedrooms

Total Bathrooms

Location

View

Site

Quality

Age

246 Eureka St

0.37 miles W

2,625,000

1,764

6

3

1.1

Average

City/Skyline

3040 sf

Average

114

Comparable 3

Prox. to Subject

Sale Price

Gross Living Area

Total Rooms

Total Bedrooms

Total Bathrooms

Location

View

Site

Quality

Age

24 Romain St

0.45 miles W

2,800,000

2,275

7

4

3.0

Average

City/Skyline

2495 sf

Average

88

Client

Appraiser

Property Address

City County State Zip Code
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Comparable Photo Page

Cyril Meurillon

357 Cumberland St

San Francisco San Francisco CA 94114

Scott Willis

Comparable 4

Prox. to Subject

Sale Price

Gross Living Area

Total Rooms

Total Bedrooms

Total Bathrooms

Location

View

Site

Quality

Age

3757 21st St

0.17 miles S

2,300,000

1,585

6

2

2.0

Average

City/Skyline

2848 sf

Average

111

Comparable 5

Prox. to Subject

Sale Price

Gross Living Area

Total Rooms

Total Bedrooms

Total Bathrooms

Location

View

Site

Quality

Age

Comparable 6

Prox. to Subject

Sale Price

Gross Living Area

Total Rooms

Total Bedrooms

Total Bathrooms

Location

View

Site

Quality

Age

Client

Appraiser

Property Address

City County State Zip Code



357.Cumberland.94114

357 Cumberland St San Francisco CA 94114

-

6

1.00

2

2.0

$2,512,500

14

$2,440,000

14

107.52%

4

1.33

2

1.5

$2,712,500

12

$2,324,000

14 

115.48%

1

0.33

2 

6.1

$2,300,000

12

$2,950,000

35

115.29%

 Seller concessions are not typical to the area and market. 

NOTE: The subject market area does not have a significant amount of REO's.  

Data sources used to complete the 1004mc report includes; SFARMLS, County Records and the 

Appraiser's knowledge of the local market area.

The above information was transferred from the 1004mc spread sheet provided by SFARMLS. This spread sheet works calculating all of the 

comparable; pending sales, closed sales, active listing's MLS information. These are all comparable properties, from the subject market area, 

that have been listed within one year of the effective date of this appraisal. This information is transferred into the spreadsheet and calculated 

into the statistics found above. These statistics are said to reflect the current "overall trends" for the subject market area's comparables. The 

conclusions regarding the market conditions throughout this form, as well as the entire report, are based on the information above, and the 

data used to acquire these figures are supported by every available resource as of this appraisals's effective date.  

Scott Willis

Lands End Appraisals

4425 Balboa St #3, San Francisco, CA 94121

3004078 CA

scott@landsendappraisals.com
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The purpose of this addendum is to provide the lender/client with a clear and accurate understanding of the market trends and conditions prevalent in the subject

neighborhood. This is a required addendum for all appraisal reports with an effective date on or after April 1, 2009.

Property Address City State ZIP Code

Borrower

Instructions: The appraiser must use the information required on this form as the basis for his/her conclusions, and must provide support for those conclusions, regarding

housing trends and overall market conditions as reported in the Neighborhood section of the appraisal report form. The appraiser must fill in all the information to the extent

it is available and reliable and must provide analysis as indicated below. If any required data is unavailable or is considered unreliable, the appraiser must provide an

explanation. It is recognized that not all data sources will be able to provide data for the shaded areas below; if it is available, however, the appraiser must include the data

in the analysis. If data sources provide the required information as an average instead of the median, the appraiser should report the available figure and identify it as an

average. Sales and listings must be properties that compete with the subject property, determined by applying the criteria that would be used by a prospective buyer of the

subject property. The appraiser must explain any anomalies in the data, such as seasonal markets, new construction, foreclosures, etc.

Inventory Analysis Prior 7–12 Months Prior 4–6 Months Current – 3 Months Overall Trend

Median Sale & List Price, DOM, Sale/List % Prior 7–12 Months Prior 4–6 Months Current – 3 Months

Total # of Comparable Sales (Settled)

Absorption Rate (Total Sales/Months)

Total # of Comparable Active Listings

Months of Housing Supply (Total Listings/Ab.Rate)

Median Comparable Sale Price

Median Comparable Sales Days on Market

Median Comparable List Price

Median Comparable Listings Days on Market

Median Sale Price as % of List Price

Increasing Stable Declining

Increasing Stable Declining

Declining Stable Increasing

Declining Stable Increasing

Overall Trend

Increasing Stable Declining

Declining Stable Increasing

Increasing Stable Declining

Declining Stable Increasing

Increasing Stable Declining

Seller-(developer, builder, etc.)paid financial assistance prevalent? Yes No Declining Stable Increasing

Explain in detail the seller concessions trends for the past 12 months (e.g., seller contributions increased from 3% to 5%, increasing use of buydowns, closing costs, condo

fees, options, etc.).

Are foreclosure sales (REO sales) a factor in the market? Yes No If yes, explain (including the trends in listings and sales of foreclosed properties).

Cite data sources for above information.

Summarize the above information as support for your conclusions in the Neighborhood section of the appraisal report form. If you used any additional information, such as

an analysis of pending sales and/or expired and withdrawn listings, to formulate your conclusions, provide both an explanation and support for your conclusions.

If the subject is a unit in a condominium or cooperative project , complete the following: Project Name:

Subject Project Data Prior 7–12 Months Prior 4–6 Months Current – 3 Months Overall Trend

Total # of Comparable Sales (Settled)

Absorption Rate (Total Sales/Months)

Months of Unit Supply (Total Listings/Ab.Rate)

Total # of Active Comparable Listings

Increasing Stable Declining

Increasing Stable Declining

Declining Stable Increasing

Declining Stable Increasing

Are foreclosure sales (REO sales) a factor in the project? Yes No If yes, indicate the number of REO listings and explain the trends in listings and sales of

foreclosed properties.

Summarize the above trends and address the impact on the subject unit and project.

Signature

Appraiser Name

Company Name

Company Address

State License/Certification # State

Email Address

Signature

Supervisory Appraiser Name

Company Name

Company Address

State License/Certification # State

Email Address

Freddie Mac Form 71   March 2009 Page 1 of 1 Fannie Mae Form 1004MC   March 2009
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Location Map

Cyril Meurillon

357 Cumberland St

San Francisco San Francisco CA 94114

Scott Willis

Client

Appraiser

Property Address

City County State Zip Code
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Aerial Map

Cyril Meurillon

357 Cumberland St

San Francisco San Francisco CA 94114

Scott Willis

Client

Appraiser

Property Address

City County State Zip Code
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357.Cumberland.94114Assumptions, Limiting Conditions & Scope of Work
357 Cumberland St San Francisco CA 94114

Cyril Meurillon

Scott Willis 4425 Balboa St #3, San Francisco, CA 94121

STATEMENT OF ASSUMPTIONS & LIMITING CONDITIONS
- The appraiser will not be responsible for matters of a legal nature that affect either the property being appraised or the title to it. The 
appraiser assumes that the title is good and marketable and, therefore, will not render any opinions about the title. The property is appraised 
on the basis of it being under responsible ownership.
- The appraiser may have provided a sketch in the appraisal report to show approximate dimensions of the improvements, and any such 
sketch is included only to assist the reader of the report in visualizing the property and understanding the appraiser's determination of its 
size. Unless otherwise indicated, a Land Survey was not performed.
- If so indicated, the appraiser has examined the available flood maps that are provided by the Federal Emergency Management Agency (or 
other data sources) and has noted in the appraisal report whether the subject site is located in an identified Special Flood Hazard Area. 
Because the appraiser is not a surveyor, he makes no guarantees, express or implied, regarding this determination.
- The appraiser will not give testimony or appear in court because he or she made an appraisal of the property in question, unless specific 
arrangements to do so have been made beforehand.
- If the cost approach is included in this appraisal, the appraiser has estimated the value of the land in the cost approach at its highest and 
best use, and the improvements at their contributory value. These separate valuations of the land and improvements must not be used in 
conjunction with any other appraisal and are invalid if they are so used. Unless otherwise specifically indicated, the cost approach value is 
not an insurance value, and should not be used as such.
- The appraiser has noted in the appraisal report any adverse conditions (including, but not limited to, needed repairs, depreciation, the 
presence of hazardous wastes, toxic substances, etc.) observed during the inspection of the subject property, or that he became aware of 
during the normal research involved in performing the appraisal. Unless otherwise stated in the appraisal report, the appraiser has no 
knowledge of any hidden or unapparent conditions of the property, or adverse environmental conditions (including, but not limited to, the 
presence of hazardous wastes, toxic substances, etc.) that would make the property more or less valuable, and has assumed that there are 
no such conditions and makes no guarantees or warranties, express or implied, regarding the condition of the property. The appraiser will 
not be responsible for any such conditions that do exist or for any engineering or testing that might be required to discover whether such 
conditions exist.  Because the appraiser is not an expert in the field of environmental hazards, the appraisal report must not be considered as 
an environmental assessment of the property.
- The appraiser obtained the information, estimates, and opinions that were expressed in the appraisal report from sources that he 
considers to be reliable and believes them to be true and correct.  The appraiser does not assume responsibility for the accuracy of such 
items that were furnished by other parties.
- The appraiser will not disclose the contents of the appraisal report except as provided for in the Uniform Standards of Professional 
Appraisal Practice, and any applicable federal, state or local laws.
- If this appraisal is indicated as subject to satisfactory completion, repairs, or alterations, the appraiser has based his or her appraisal 
report and valuation conclusion on the assumption that completion of the improvements will be performed in a workmanlike manner.
- An appraiser's client is the party (or parties) who engage an appraiser in a specific assignment. Any other party acquiring this report from 
the client does not become a party to the appraiser-client relationship. Any persons receiving this appraisal report because of disclosure 
requirements applicable to the appraiser's client do not become intended users of this report unless specifically identified by the client at the 
time of the assignment.
- The appraiser's written consent and approval must be obtained before this appraisal report can be conveyed by anyone to the public, 
through advertising, public relations, news, sales, or by means of any other media, or by its inclusion in a private or public database. 
- An appraisal of real property is not a 'home inspection' and should not be construed as such. As part of the valuation process, the 
appraiser performs a non-invasive visual inventory that is not intended to reveal defects or detrimental conditions that are not readily 
apparent. The presence of such conditions or defects could adversely affect the appraiser's opinion of value. Clients with concerns about 
such potential negative factors are encouraged to engage the appropriate type of expert to investigate.

The Scope of Work is the type and extent of research and analyses performed in an appraisal assignment that is required to produce credible 
assignment results, given the nature of the appraisal problem, the specific requirements of the intended user(s) and the intended use of the 
appraisal report. Reliance upon this report, regardless of how acquired, by any party or for any use, other than those specified in this report 
by the Appraiser, is prohibited. The Opinion of Value that is the conclusion of this report is credible only within the context of the Scope of 
Work, Effective Date, the Date of Report, the Intended User(s), the Intended Use, the stated Assumptions and Limiting Conditions, any 
Hypothetical Conditions and/or Extraordinary Assumptions, and the Type of Value, as defined herein. The appraiser, appraisal firm, and 
related parties assume no obligation, liability, or accountability, and will not be responsible for any unauthorized use of this report or its 
conclusions.

Additional Comments (Scope of Work, Extraordinary Assumptions, Hypothetical Conditions, etc.): None
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357 Cumberland St San Francisco CA 94114

Cyril Meurillon

Scott Willis 4425 Balboa St #3, San Francisco, CA 94121

APPRAISER'S CERTIFICATION
I certify that, to the best of my knowledge and belief:
- The statements of fact contained in this report are true and correct.
- The credibility of this report, for the stated use by the stated user(s), of the reported analyses, opinions, and conclusions are limited only 
by the reported assumptions and limiting conditions, and are my personal, impartial, and unbiased professional analyses, opinions, and 
conclusions.
- I have no present or prospective interest in the property that is the subject of this report and no personal interest with respect to the parties 
involved.
- Unless otherwise indicated, I have performed no services, as an appraiser or in any other capacity, regarding the property that is the 
subject of this report within the three-year period immediately preceding acceptance of this assignment.
- I have no bias with respect to the property that is the subject of this report or to the parties involved with this assignment.
- My engagement in this assignment was not contingent upon developing or reporting predetermined results.
- My compensation for completing this assignment is not contingent upon the development or reporting of a predetermined value or 
direction in value that favors the cause of the client, the amount of the value opinion, the attainment of a stipulated result, or the occurrence 
of a subsequent event directly related to the intended use of this appraisal.
- My analyses, opinions, and conclusions were developed, and this report has been prepared, in conformity with the Uniform Standards of 
Professional Appraisal Practice that were in effect at the time this report was prepared.
- I did not base, either partially or completely, my analysis and/or the opinion of value in the appraisal report on the race, color, religion, 
sex, handicap, familial status, or national origin of either the prospective owners or occupants of the subject property, or of the present 
owners or occupants of the properties in the vicinity of the subject property.
- Unless otherwise indicated, I have made a personal inspection of the property that is the subject of this report.
- Unless otherwise indicated, no one provided significant real property appraisal assistance to the person(s) signing this certification.

Additional Certifications:
- This appraiser has performed a prior appraisal for the the client, as a Trainee with a Supervisory Appraiser, in May of 2018.

DEFINITION OF MARKET VALUE *:
Market value means the most probable price which a property should bring in a competitive and open market under all conditions requisite 
to a fair sale, the buyer and seller each acting prudently and knowledgeably, and assuming the price is not affected by undue stimulus. 
Implicit in this definition is the consummation of a sale as of a specified date and the passing of title from seller to buyer under conditions 
whereby:
1. Buyer and seller are typically motivated; 
2. Both parties are well informed or well advised and acting in what they consider their own best interests; 
3. A reasonable time is allowed for exposure in the open market;
4. Payment is made in terms of cash in U.S. dollars or in terms of financial arrangements comparable thereto; and 
5. The price represents the normal consideration for the property sold unaffected by special or creative financing or sales concessions 
granted by anyone associated with the sale. 
* This definition is from regulations published by federal regulatory agencies pursuant to Title XI of the Financial Institutions 
Reform, Recovery, and Enforcement Act (FIRREA) of 1989 between July 5, 1990, and August 24, 1990, by the Federal Reserve System 
(FRS), National Credit Union Administration (NCUA), Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation (FDIC), the Office of Thrift Supervision (OTS), 
and the Office of Comptroller of the Currency (OCC). This definition is also referenced in regulations jointly published by the OCC, OTS, 
FRS, and FDIC on June 7, 1994, and in the Interagency Appraisal and Evaluation Guidelines, dated October 27, 1994.

Cyril Meurillon Cyril Meurillon

cyril@pobox.com

Scott Willis

Lands End Appraisals

(415) 890-3219

scott@landsendappraisals.com

11/04/2019

3004078 CA

Certified Residential Appraiser

10/06/2020

10/31/2019
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Cyril Meurillon

357 Cumberland St

San Francisco San Francisco CA 94114

Scott Willis

ELECTRONIC SIGNATURE:

         All electronic signatures on this report have a security feature maintained by individual passwords for each signing appraiser. No person can alter the appraisal without the 

exception of the original signing appraiser(s).

COMMENTS ON SUBJECT:

     The subject neighborhood appears to be typical. There were no apparent adverse factors within the subject neighborhood which would affect the subject's marketability. Access to 

freeways, bus lines, schools, hospitals, parks, shopping and all other residential support facilities are considered average for this area. The subject market conditions appear to be 

typical. These conclusions are supported by a physical inspection of the area, as well as data collected from the local MLS and County Records. The condition of the subject property 

appears to be average. Unless noted, there were no apparent physical, function, or external deficiencies noted at the time of inspection. However, if the actual condition of the subject 

property wishes to be known, it is recommended that a home inspector be used. Real Estate Appraiser's are not qualified home inspectors and can not be held responsible for the 

condition of the subject property. This report is strictly intended to determine a fair market value for the subject property based on it's apparent condition.

COMMENTS ON COMPARABLE PROPERTIES:

     The Sales Comparison Approach was developed by using the best comparables sales available at the time of inspection. The "best comparable sales" are defined as a reasonable 

number of comparable properties, within the subject market area, that "bracket" the most important value determining features of the subject. This bracketing allows the appraiser to add 

value to inferior property characteristics and subtract value from superior property characteristics in order to find a supportable estimation for the subject's market value.

COMMENTS ON COST APPROACH TO VALUE:

     The "Cost Approach to Value" is not required and may have been completed at the request of the client. However, it is the Appraiser's opinion that the most accurate way to develop 

an estimation of value for the marketing of the Subject property is the Comparable Sales Approach. If developed the Cost Approach is intended to help support the estimation of market 

value ONLY. The Cost Approach is NOT intended for any other use, including insurance purposes. 

ADDITIONAL DISCLOSURES:

*  The appraiser's analysis, opinions, and conclusions were developed and this report has been prepared in conformity with the USPAP, FNMA Guidelines, and The Office of the 

Comptroller of the Currency's (OCC's) minimum appraisal standards, as well as in conformity with the appraisal policy of the lender, if any, and/or client.

HIGHEST & BEST USE:

*  The existing use supports the four functions of Highest and Best use both as vacant and as improved.  The current use is physically possible, legally permissible, financially feasible, 

and is the most productive use of the site.

*  The scope of this appraisal has been to perform a detailed analysis and inspection of the subject property within the limits of the kind of appraisal assignment, collect and analyze 

comparable data, form a value conclusion, and write a report conveying this value conclusion to the client.  In the collection of data, all available sources including MLS, the appraiser's 

own files, lenders, brokers, other appraisers, owners, buyers, sellers, and County Records, were utilized.  It is presumed that the information from these sources is correct.  All 

comparables have been verified as closed through at least two of the data sources utilized and cited unless indicated to the contrary in the body of the report.

*  The purpose of this appraisal is to estimate the MARKET VALUE of the subject property as defined in the attached report.  The function of this appraisal is to assist the client in 

evaluating the subject property for the purpose indicated below and is not intended for any other use:

 _____  Loan security for a new first loan

 _____  Loan security for a refinanced first loan

 _____  Loan security for a junior loan or an equity line of credit

 _____  Loan security for a combined loan product stated by the lender to be a __________________________________ 

_____   Dissolution of mutual property interests

_____   Estate or trust valuation    

_XX__    Other: ______Fair Market Value_______________

*  This appraisal was performed at the request of the Lender and/or Client cited above.  An interior inspection of the property was _____   or  was not _XX__   made based on the scope 

of the assignment and the instructions given to this appraiser.  If Retrospective is checked in the Assignment section the following applies:  Inspection was made on _N/A__which is after 

the effective date of this report. Therefore the Market Value concluded is retrospective. The appraiser was informed that there had been no significant changes to the property between 

the two dates nor was there any observational evidence to contradict this at the time of her inspection.

*  In accordance with the Competency Rule of the Uniform Standards of Professional Appraisal Practice (USPAP), this appraiser certifies that his/her education, experience, and 

knowledge are sufficient to appraise the type of property being valued herein. 

*  "Exposure Time: estimated length of time that the property interest being appraised would have been offered on the market prior to the hypothetical consummation of a sale at market 

value on the effective date of the appraisal." ***NOTE: THIS REPORT'S OPINION OF A REASONABLE EXPOSURE TIME FOR THE SUBJECT PROPERTY AT IT'S APPRAISED 

VALUE IS APPROXIMATELY 30 DAYS PRIOR TO THE EFFECTIVE DATE OF THIS APPRAISAL.*** This of course largely depends on the Real Estate Agent selling the property as 

well as if the subject was "properly exposed" to the market. Properly exposing the subject property has to do with cleaning the property and prepping it for a sale, as well as listing it on 

the local MLS and hosting open houses, etc.

Supplemental Addendum
Client

Appraiser

File No.

Property Address

City County State Zip Code
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August 19, 2020 
 
VIA EMAIL ONLY 
  
President Joel Koppel 
c/o David Winslow 
San Francisco Planning Commission 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 
San Francisco, CA 94103 

Re: 357 Cumberland Street – Case No. 2016-014777DRP-02 
  
Dear President Koppel and Members of the Planning Commission: 

The Project Sponsor proposes to demolish a sound home at 357 Cumberland Street (the 
“Property”) and build a large, boxy structure that will extend approximately 10 feet beyond the 
existing building’s footprint, with significant additional massing (the “Project”). The DR 
requester lives next door to the Property, at 349 Cumberland Street. The Project will obstruct 
light and air to the DR requester’s home, and the roof deck will create significant privacy 
impacts.  This letter responds to the assertions in the Project Sponsor’s Response to 
Discretionary Review and provides further analysis regarding the impacts of the Project on the 
DR requester.  

1. The Project Does Not Comply With The Residential Design Guidelines, And Will 
Have An Unreasonable Impact On The DR Requester’s Property 

a. The Rear Extension Does Not Comply With The RDGs 

The Project proposes to demolish an existing, sound, 110-year-old building 
(approximately 1,504 square feet per City records) and construct a new, 4049 square foot 
habitable + 977 square foot garage (total 5,026 square feet) building that would extend 
approximately 10 feet beyond the existing building footprint to the maximum rear yard line, and 
would replace a small, one-story solarium room with a horizontal extension that is 19’ long and 
15’ high.  The bulk of the new house is a large, blank rectangular mass with 10’ ceilings 
compared to the formerly gabled-roofed Victorian-era home that sloped away from the DR 
requester’s home. 

The Project fails to comply with multiple Residential Design Guidelines, including: 

• Section III, Site Design, Side Spacing: “Respect the existing pattern of side spacing. 

The Residential Design Guidelines (RDGs) for “Side Spacing Between Buildings” state 
that projects must respect the existing pattern of side spacing and also minimize impacts to light. 
Here, the DR requester’s property has approximately a 4-foot set back running along the shared 
property line. When the DR requester redeveloped his property, he reduced his proposed rear 
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extension and provided this setback out of consideration for his neighbors. However, the Project 
provides no setback and would extend 10 feet beyond the existing building footprint. This lack of 
setback is exacerbated by the massing of the proposed building at the rear. The Project would be 
approximately 15’ tall at the rear, which is close to the height of a two-story building. (As set out 
in John Lum’s report, attached hereto as Exhibit A.) The Project therefore does not respect the 
existing pattern of side spacing.  

The lack of a setback would significantly diminish the light to the living area at the rear 
of the DR requester’s home and his outdoor patio. This is the only area of the DR requester’s 
backyard that is level and paved, and he spends the majority of his time outside in this area:  

 

The rear windows are the only natural light source for this room in the DR requester’s 
home. According to the Project Sponsor’s own shadow study, it is these rooms that will be most 
impacted by the Project. The Project Sponsor claims that his shadow study shows there will be 
no “exceptional: impact. However, this study cuts off at 5:00 pm and does not show the 
shadowing effects later in the day. Given that sunset occurs in the summer months at 8:00–8:30 
pm, the shadow study fails to capture the Project’s most significant impacts, as the DR requester 
most often uses his rear living area and patio in the summer evenings.   
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• Section III – Site Design; Rear Yard: “Articulate the building to minimize impacts
on light and privacy to adjacent properties.”

The RDGs require that “the impact of that expansion on light and privacy for abutting
structures must be considered” for any expansion of a building into the rear yard. Here, the 
Project is not articulated so as to minimize impacts on light, as is clear from the diagram 
prepared by John Lum: 
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The RDGs suggest design modifications to minimize the impacts of rear yard expansions, 
including notching the building or reducing its footprint. Here, no notching has been proposed to 
preserve light or privacy to the DR requester’s property. A 4 x 12 foot setback at the rear, 
matching the DR requester’s property, would address this issue and involve a reduction of only 
48 square feet – 1% of the total 4,049 square feet proposed for the Project.  

The Project Sponsor has suggested a setback is not possible because the Subject Property 
is 25 feet wide. But this is the standard lot width in San Francisco, and the RDGs apply to 
require side setbacks, regardless of the width of the lot.   

• Section IV – Building Scale at the Mid-Block Open Space: “Design the height and
depth of the building to be compatible with the existing building scale at the mid-
block open space.”

Similarly, the Building Scale at the Mid-block Open Space Guideline states that: 

The height and depth of a building expansion into the rear yard can impact the 
mid-block open space. Even when permitted by the Planning Code, building 
expansions into the rear yard may not be appropriate if they are 
uncharacteristically deep or tall . . . An out-of-scale rear yard addition can 
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leave surrounding residents feeling “boxed-in” and cut-off from the mid-block 
open space.  

The out of scale rear section of the Project does not comply with these RDGs because it 
would “box in” the DR requester’s property and impede light and air flow, as shown on the p. 3 
diagram above. Much of the Project Sponsor’s response focuses on how much larger the Project 
could have been at the rear, arguing that the massing reasonable because it is only one story. This 
is misleading and inaccurate. At 15 feet high, the massing of the Project is closer to two stories, 
and would reach the height of the second-story windows at the DR requester’s property: 

In any event, a hypothetical larger Project is simply not relevant to whether the Project, 
as proposed, complies with the RDGs or would have unreasonable impacts on the DR requester’s 
property. It will have such impacts, and the argument that the Project could have been worse 
does not negate this. The Project Sponsor also claims – inaccurately – that it is the DR 
requester’s house that is out of scale with the neighborhood because it is on a double-wide lot. In 
fact, the DR requester’s home is 3,190 sq. ft., whereas the Project would be over 4,000 sq. ft. on 
a lot that is approximately half the size of the DR requester’s property.  

In short, the Project will box in the DR requester’s property and significantly impact light 
and air to his home. It does not comply with the RDGs, or with the purpose of the Dolores 
Heights Special Use District, which was created to, among other things, “prevent unreasonable 
obstruction of view and light by buildings or plant materials, and to encourage development in 
context and scale with established character and landscape.” (Planning Code, § 241.) 
Accordingly, the massing of the rear addition should be reduced in size.  
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b. The Roof Deck Will Create Significant Privacy Impacts

The RDGs require rooftop features to be sensitively located and designed “with the 
smallest possible overall dimensions that meet the requirements of the Building and Planning 
Codes.” The Planning Department has recognized that roof decks “can negatively impact the 
quality of life of adjacent residents” and that “potential adverse impacts such as noise, 
diminishment of privacy, and reduction of light to adjacent properties should be mitigated.” 
Accordingly, the Planning Department has recommended that all roof decks be set back at least 
5’ from the lot lines.  

The Project violates these requirements, proposing a large roof deck at the front of the 
Property. Although the roof deck is slightly set back from the DR requester’s lot line, it  would 
have direct visibility down into the master bedroom, the guest bedroom and the bathroom 
windows at 349 Cumberland, particularly from the front part of the deck. There is a distance of 
only 11 feet between the deck and the closest windows at the DR requester’s property, which 
would allow people standing on the deck to look down into the DR requester’s home. Noise 
would also easily travel from the deck, disturbing the occupants of the bedrooms at the DR 
requester’s property.   
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Importantly, the Project Sponsor misrepresented the windows at the DR requester’s 
property, depicting the guest bedroom windows as smaller than they are and omitting other 
windows entirely. Indeed, the Project Sponsor has acknowledged that the plans were incorrect in 
this respect. Because RDAT was provided with incorrect plans, the impact of the roof deck on 
the DR requester’s property was not able to be accurately analyzed. 

The Project Sponsor claims that the DR requester did not previously mention impacts on 
his windows from the roof deck in their discussions. That is incorrect. At the pre-application 
meeting, the DR requester directly raised his concerns and was informed that they would be 
addressed. However, no changes to the roof deck were made. 

Finally, the Project Sponsor has falsely asserted that the roof deck is consistent with the 
neighborhood because other properties in the vicinity of the Project have roof decks. Namely, the 
Project Sponsor states there are roof decks at 323, 333, 339, 359 and 352 Cumberland. This is 
incorrect. First, the Project Sponsor has conflated roof decks that sit on the roof of a building, at 
its top floor, with decks that extend out from an occupied floor. A balcony or deck that is 
attached to a bedroom or living area is not a “roof” deck, but the Project Sponsor has included 
this type of deck when listing “roof” decks in the vicinity of the Project. And, as the Dolores 
Heights Improvement Club has noted (attached as Exh. B.), the other decks identified are non-
existent or unpermitted. To wit: 

• 323 and 359 Cumberland have decks on the same levels as the interior space, not roof
decks. This type of deck is less likely to have large gatherings that would disturb
neighbors.

• 333 and 339 Cumberland do not have roof decks. The image shown in Figure 8 of the
Sponsor’s response is from the time the property was last sold several years ago when
staging was placed on the roof. The only access to the roof is via a ladder, and no roof
deck exists.

• There is no roof deck at 352 Cumberland and the roof is accessible only via a ladder. If a
deck has been installed, this occurred without a permit.

The proposed roof deck is gratuitous and not needed to provide usable open space for the
Project. The Project already includes a rear yard, a front deck with downtown views, and a large 
southern glass deck opening to the rear yard, off the large entertainment room. The roof deck 
could be deleted without significantly impacting the Project.  
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2. Conditional Use Authorization Should Have Been Required For The Demolition Of
The Existing Home

The Project proposes the demolition of a sound, single-family home, for which
Conditional Use Authorization is required. (Planning Code, § 317.) Until recently, projects 
proposing the demolition of “demonstrably unaffordable” housing were exempted from this 
requirement. However, the Planning Code was amended to remove this exemption, so that all 
residential demolitions must now obtain Conditional Use Authorization (Ord. 081-20, the 
“Ordinance”). Although the Ordinance grandfathered certain demonstrably unaffordable 
demolitions, the Project is not eligible for grandfathering.  

The Ordinance only allows Projects to circumvent the CUA requirement if a “complete 
Development Application” was submitted prior to February 11, 2020. Section 102 of the 
Planning Code defines “Development Application” as:  

. . . any application for a building permit, site permit, Conditional Use, 
Variance, Large Project Authorization, HOME-SF Project Authorization, 
authorization pursuant to Planning Code Sections 305.1, 309, 309.1, or 322, or 
for any other authorization of a development project required to be approved 
by the Zoning Administrator or Planning Commission. 

For a project sponsor to submit a complete Development Application for the purposes of 
the Ordinance, it would arguably be necessary for all required applications for a project to be 
submitted prior to February 11, 2020.  

The Project Sponsor asserts that the Project is eligible for grandfathering under the 
Ordinance because a project application was submitted to the Planning Department prior to 
February 11, 2020. However, the building permit applications were submitted on March 11, 
2020, one month after the grandfathering cut-off date. At the time the Ordinance was enacted, 
the Project Sponsor had not submitted a complete “Development Application” for the proposed 
demolition, and Conditional Use Authorization should be required.  

3. Suggested Compromise

The DR requester understands the Project Sponsor’s desire for more space, and is not
opposed to any expansion at the Property. However, the Project should be built in a way that is 
respectful of the adjacent neighbors and consistent with the RDGs. The suggested compromise is 
as follows: 

• Delete the roof deck.
• Provide a 4 x 12 foot setback from the shared property line at the rear of the Property.
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These revisions would mitigate the impacts on the DR requester’s property, while 
allowing the Project to move forward.  

Conclusion 

The Project violates multiple RDGs, and it cannot be lawfully approved. Importantly, the 
Project Sponsor has several alternative options to the proposed Project that would not adversely 
impact his neighbors to the same extent. The DR Requestor respectfully asks the Planning 
Commission to take discretionary review.  

Very truly yours, 

ZACKS, FREEDMAN & PATTERSON, PC 

/s/ Sarah M. K. Hoffman 
Sarah M. K. Hoffman 
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August 19, 2020         `   
 
SF Planning Commission 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 
San Francisco, CA  94103 
 
Re:   357 Cumberland Street 
 Discretionary Review 2016-014777DRP-02  
   
 
Dear President Koppel and Commissioners: 
 
The  Proposed Project (357 Cumberland Street) demolishes an existing, sound, 110-year-old 
building (approximately 1,504 square feet per City records) and replaces it with a new, 4,049 
square foot habitable + 977 square foot garage (total 5,026 square feet) single family dwelling.  
The Proposed Project grows approximately 10’-0” (per the 311 notification) beyond the existing 
building’s rear footprint to the maximum rear yard line (45%, Dolores Heights Special Use 
District requirements).  The existing gable-roof Victorian-era home with side setbacks will be 
replaced with a new home that is uncompromising in its rectangular form with maximal site 
coverage.  
 
The DR requestors, Roland Trego and his husband, who reside at 349 Cumberland to the east of 
the Proposed project, have no objection to the building being razed and rebuilt.  They do, 
however, object to two aspects of the project, mainly the lack of building setback along the east 
property line that extends beyond their house, and the deck (fourth floor) proposed on the roof of 
the third floor.    
 
Although the Proposed Project complies with the Planning Code, it does not comply with the San 
Francisco Residential Design Guidelines (RDGs) that were established to articulate 
expectations regarding the character of the built environment and are intended to promote 
design that will protect neighborhood character. 
 
The Project does not comply with these Guidelines in the following ways:  
 
Lack of setback along East property line: 
 
1) Side Spacing Between Buildings (Page 15) state that projects must respect the existing 

pattern of side spacing and also minimize impacts to light. The Trego residence has an 
approximate 4-foot setback running along a majority of the shared east property line 
whereas the Proposed Project has no set back.  The lack of setback is exacerbated by the 
new massing at the rear which will replace a one-story section of the former house (not 
visible above the current fence line) with an approximately 15’-tall mass, appearing as a 
two-story volume as shown in the following photographs: 
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         Existing condition showing patio and outlook to 357 Cumberland  

          
   Approximation of 15’ high wall extending 19’ further than original house. 

 
A setback was not requested by the Residential Design Advisory Team (RDAT) per David 
Winslow, Staff Architect, due to the Planning Code allowing up to a 10’ high garden fence 
on property lines.  However, the Proposed Project is 15’ tall, 5’ taller than this standard, and 
closer in height to a two-story building.  Note that the current garden fence is 6’-6” tall. 

EXHIBIT 1

EXISTING CONDITIONS

APPROXIMATION OF 15' HIGH WALL EXTENDING 19' FURTHER FROM ORIGINAL HOUSE
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2) Building Scale at the Mid-block Open Space (page 25) states that the height and depth of a 
building expansion into the rear yard can impact the mid-block open space. Even when 
permitted by the Planning Code, building expansions into the rear yard may not be 
appropriate if they are uncharacteristically deep or tall, depending on the context of the 
other buildings that define the mid-block open space. An out-of-scale rear yard addition can 
leave surrounding residents feeling “boxed-in” and cut-off from the mid-block open space. 
 

 
  Image downloaded from SF Planning Website: John Maniscalco Architecture.  Annotations by John Lum 
 
 The proposed horizontal extension definitely “boxes in” this area at the rear of the Tregos’ 

home along the shared property line. This specific corner is where they spend a majority of 
their outdoor time due to its location directly off their dining room, being paved and 
accessible.  The remainder of the garden is not accessible due to the steep grade and is mostly 
terraced.   

 
 The Project Sponsor was not willing to setback the Proposed Project, stating that since their 

lot is only 25’ wide and the Tregos’ lot is 50’ wide, it is inequitable to require a setback.  I 
note that most lots in San Francisco are a standard 25’ and 3’ to 5’ setbacks are commonly 
asked for by the RDAT to recognize existing situations regardless of the width of the lot.  
The RDGs recommends that one should notch the building at the rear or provide setbacks 
from the side property lines and does not reference width of lot.  



 
 
 
 
 
 

Page 4 of 7 
 

 
         This photo shows the affected patio directly off the dining room. 
 
Matching the Tregos’ house with a corresponding setback of 4’ x 12’ would result in a reduction 
of 48 square feet, or 1% of the total 4,049 habitable square feet proposed.  
 

 
Image provided by John Maniscalco Architecture via email to Trego.  Annotations by John Lum 
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Roof Deck 
 
The RDGs require rooftop features to be sensitively located and designed with the smallest 
possible overall dimensions that meet the requirements of the Building and Planning Codes 
(Page 38).   Similarly, the Planning Department has recognized that roof decks can negatively 
impact the quality of life of adjacent residents and that potential adverse impacts such as noise, 
diminishment of privacy, and reduction of light to adjacent properties should be mitigated.1  
 
The Proposed Project roof deck is 237 square feet and is the type of deck the Residential Roof 
Decks Policy was trying to restrict.  This policy was introduced to the Commission due to the 
numerous DRs filed regarding privacy concerns (visual and noise) due to increased activity 
formerly unoccupied spaces, and light and noise pollution.  Below is an illustration that 
succinctly states the concern:  
 

   Image downloaded from SF Planning Website: John Maniscalco Architecture.  Annotations by John Lum 
 
 

 
1 Residential Roof Decks Policy Informational Briefing, August 30, 2018.   

EXHIBIT 5

FRONT ELEVATION BASE DRAWING BY JOHN MANISCALCO ARCHITECTURE 
(FOR REFERENCE ONLY)
COMMENTS BY JOHN LUM
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 Existing roof condition from Primary Bedroom balcony showing secondary  
 bedroom  windows.   

 
The roof deck is the third deck that the Project Sponsors will have access to for entertaining as 
the Proposed Project already includes 1) a front deck with Downtown views and 2) a generous 
south-facing glass deck opening to a level back yard, both directly accessible off of a large 
entertainment level.  This roof deck is not required for outdoor space requirements imposed by 
code, nor does the project lack in high quality, sunny outdoor space for family living that would 
justify the roof deck.  Understandably, this roof deck will provide a very enviable perch to look 
at Downtown views but certainly is not a necessity.   
 
The Project Sponsors state that many houses in the neighborhood have roof decks, but the 
precedence of roof decks in the neighborhood is not what is being objected to.  In any event, 
none of the addresses noted by the Project Sponsors have a permitted roof deck that sits on top of 
the building.) 
 
The concern is how to mitigate the effect of allowing 1) a direct line of sight into the Tregos’ 
master bedroom and secondary bedroom, 2) changing what was formerly a quiet and unoccupied 
outlook into an active family area, and 3) allowing gatherings that could/can be disruptive from a 
light and noise pollution standpoint, especially at night. 

 
 
 
 

EXHIBIT 6

EXISTING CONDITIONS

APPROXIMATION OF PARAPET WALL & PRIVACY ISSUES 
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The Tregos do have a small deck off their master bedroom (not a roof deck) that is limited in size 
for one or two people, thus preventing larger gatherings. They also are not wanting to have to 
regulate their neighbors’ behavior on the roof deck (as these agreements tend to be 
unenforceable) nor do they want to create an adversarial relationship with their neighbor. 
 
Elimination of the roof deck would resolve the issues that have been raised. 
 
Designing a new home that fits into an existing neighborhood is challenging and requires the 
ability to respond to adjacent neighbors’ concerns.  The options I have outlined here would 
satisfy the concerns raised by the Trego family, align with the goals of the RDG, and are 
reasonable in their request. 
 
Sincerely, 

 
 
John Lum, AIA, 
Founding Principal 
John Lum Architecture, Inc. 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

EXHIBIT B 



357 Cumberland 
DHIC DR Reply to Sponsor Response 

 
 

357 Cumberland 
Dolores Heights Improvement Club’s Reply 

To Sponsor’s Discretionary Review Response 
 
 
The Sponsor’s Discretionary Review Response Attachment A (the “Response”) to 
DHIC’s DR application asserts that DHIC’s statement that there are no roof decks is 
“simply false” because there are roof decks on 323, 333, 339, 359 and 352 
Cumberland.  This incorrect and misleading statement about these properties calls for a 
correction. 
 
To clarify terms before discussing the individual properties, “roof deck” describes a 
permitted, purpose-built deck structure on the highest roof of a house, above any living 
floor.  “Roof deck” and “deck” are not interchangeable terms. 
 
323 Cumberland 
 
This project, as designed by John Maniscalco and approved by the Planning 
Commission in 2016 with a Conditional Use Authorization, includes a deck but no roof 
deck.  Below is part of the plan for the roof as submitted and approved under 
2013.1213CUA.  There is no roof deck (there is a deck on the 2nd floor below). 
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357 Cumberland 
DHIC DR Reply to Sponsor Response 

 
 
 
This project is still under construction.  This photograph below shows the roof as of 
August 2020.  There are solar panels (not yet installed in this photo), large mechanical 
equipment and a skylight.  Unless a roof deck was added through addenda or some 
other opaque process, without public notice, after approval by the Commission (and 
subsequent appeal to the Board of Supervisors), there is no roof deck on 323 
Cumberland. 
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357 Cumberland 
DHIC DR Reply to Sponsor Response 

 
 
333 Cumberland 
 
333 Cumberland has a retractable skylight and a walkable roofing surface, but no 
decking material.  
 
Here is a photo from Google Maps, of 333 Cumberland (on the right) and 339 
Cumberland (on the left). 
 

 
 
 
 

3 



357 Cumberland 
DHIC DR Reply to Sponsor Response 

 
And another photo of the roof of 333 Cumberland. 

 
 
FInally, here is the photo of the roofs of 333 and 339 Cumberland, from the Sponsor’s 
own DR Response. 
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357 Cumberland 
DHIC DR Reply to Sponsor Response 

339 Cumberland 
 
This property also does not have a roof deck - see Google maps and Response photo 
above.   The photo provided by the Sponsor is a staged shot from a real estate site, 
stage for a sale of the property in 2014.  It is, in fact, a misrepresentation scraped from 
the internet.   Only in 2010 was a hatch (see photo below) added to this house.  The 
hatch is accessible only via an alternating tread device, not a traditional stairway.  No 
deck has been built since then. 
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357 Cumberland 
DHIC DR Reply to Sponsor Response 

 
359 Cumberland 
 
This house does not have a roof deck.  It does have a deck, as seen below in the photo 
from the Sponsor’s own response. 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
352 Cumberland 
 
The assertion that 352 Cumberland has a roof deck also comes from a real estate 
listing.  Below is the photo of the 352 Cumberland, once again from the Sponsor’s own 
Response - no roof deck is apparent on this: 
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357 Cumberland 
DHIC DR Reply to Sponsor Response 

 

 
 
 
Below is a photo of the rear of 352 Cumberland.  If there is a roof deck or anything else 
on top of this house it is not permitted and only accessible via what appears to be a 
ladder  attached to the exterior of the rear of the house 
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4XHVWLRQ����:KDW�DUH�WKH�UHDVRQV�IRU�UHTXHVWLQJ�'LVFUHWLRQDU\�5HYLHZ"�7KH�SURMHFW�
PHHWV�WKH�PLQLPXP�VWDQGDUGV�RI�WKH�SODQQLQJ�FRGH��:KDW�DUH�WKH�H[FHSWLRQDO�DQG�
H[WUDRUGLQDU\�FLUFXPVWDQFHV�WKDW�MXVWLI\�'LVFUHWLRQDU\�5HYLHZ�RI�WKH�SURMHFW"�+RZ�GRHV�
WKH�SURMHFW�FRQIOLFW�ZLWK�WKH�&LW\¶V�*HQHUDO�3ODQ�RU�WKH�3ODQQLQJ�&RGH¶V�3ULRULW\�3ROLFLHV�
RU�5HVLGHQWLDO�'HVLJQ�*XLGHOLQHV"�3OHDVH�EH�VSHFLILF�DQG�FLWH�VSHFLILF�VHFWLRQV�RI�WKH�
5HVLGHQWLDO�'HVLJQ�*XLGHOLQHV��
�

D� 7KH�3URSRVHG�'HPROLWLRQ�LV�LQFRQVLVWHQW�ZLWK�6DQ�)UDQFLVFR¶V�*HQHUDO�
3ODQ�DQG�VKRXOG�QRW�EH�DOORZHG�� �

�
L� 7KH�3URSRVDO����7KH�SURSRVDO�LV�WR�GHPROLVK�D�VRXQG�������VTXDUH�IRRW�

VLQJOH�IDPLO\�UHVLGHQFH��EXLOW�LQ�DSSUR[LPDWHO\�������DQG�UHSODFH�LW�ZLWK�D�
������VTXDUH�IRRW�VLQJOH�IDPLO\�UHVLGHQFH���D�����LQFUHDVH�LQ�VL]H����7KH�
FXUUHQW�RZQHUV�KDYH�OLYHG�LQ�WKH�KRXVH�VLQFH������DQG�H[WHQVLYHO\�
UHPRGHOHG�WKH�LQWHULRU�LQ��������$V�UHFHQWO\�DV��������������WKH�RZQHUV�
VSHQW�DOPRVW�WZR�\HDUV�SODQQLQJ�WR�UHQRYDWH�WKH�H[LVWLQJ�KRXVH��D�SURMHFW�
WKDW�GLG�QRW�LQYROYH�GHPROLWLRQ��

�
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�
LL� 6DQ�)UDQFLVFR�*HQHUDO�3ODQ���+RXVLQJ�(OHPHQW����0XFK�RI�WKH�*HQHUDO�

3ODQ�LV�GHGLFDWHG�WR�FRQVHUYLQJ�DQG�SUHVHUYLQJ�WKH�&LW\¶V�H[LVWLQJ�KRXVLQJ�
VWRFN���,VVXH����2EMHFWLYHV���DQG���FRQWDLQ�PXOWLSOH�SROLFLHV�ZLWK�WKH�
H[SUHVV�SXUSRVH�RI�SUHVHUYLQJ�DQG�PDLQWDLQLQJ�KRXVLQJ�VWRFN���5HODWLYHO\�
DIIRUGDEOH�H[LVWLQJ�KRXVLQJ�LV�WR�EH�SUHVHUYHG��DQG�GHPROLWLRQ�RI�VRXQG�
H[LVWLQJ�KRXVLQJ�LV�WR�EH�GLVFRXUDJHG��XQOHVV�D�SURMHFW�FDQ�GHOLYHU�D�QHW�
LQFUHDVH�LQ�DIIRUGDEOH�KRXVLQJ���7KLV�SURMHFW�VDWLVILHV�QRQH�RI�WKH�*HQHUDO�
3ODQ¶V�VWDWHG�SROLFLHV��3ROLF\������������������7KH�SURMHFW�H[SDQGV�WKH�DUHD�
RI�DQ�H[LVWLQJ�KRXVH�E\�DOPRVW�����ZLWKRXW�DGGLQJ�D�VHFRQG�XQLW���1RW�
RQO\�GRHV�WKLV�SURSRVHG�SURMHFW�QRW�SURYLGH�DGGLWLRQDO�KRXVLQJ��LW�UHQGHUV�D�
UHODWLYHO\�DIIRUGDEOH�KRXVH�PRUH�XQDIIRUGDEOH�E\�GHVLJQ��

�
LLL� 6DQ�)UDQFLVFR�*HQHUDO�3ODQ���8UEDQ�'HVLJQ�(OHPHQW����'RORUHV�+HLJKWV�

LV�RQH�RI�ILYH�DUHDV�QDPHG�DV�DQ�³RXWVWDQGLQJ�DQG�XQLTXH�DUHD´�LQ�WKH�
8UEDQ�'HVLJQ�(OHPHQW�RI�WKH�*HQHUDO�3ODQ��VHH�$SSHQGL[�����ZKLFK�
GHVFULEHV�ZKDW�PDNHV�'RORUHV�+HLJKWV�XQLTXH���³D�XQLIRUP�VFDOH�RI�
EXLOGLQJV��PL[HG�ZLWK�DEXQGDQW�ODQGVFDSLQJ�LQ�\DUGV�DQG�VWHHS�VWUHHW�
DUHDV��5RZV�RI�KRXVHV�EXLOW�IURP�QHDUO\�LGHQWLFDO�SODQV�WKDW�IRUP�FRPSOHWH�
RU�SDUWLDO�EORFN�IURQWDJHV��DUUDQJHG�RQ�KLOOVLGH�VWUHHWV�DV�D�VWHSSHG�GRZQ�
VHULHV�RI�IODW�RU�JDEOHG�URRIV��%XLOGLQJ�VHWEDFNV�ZLWK�JDUGHQV�VHW�EHIRUH�
9LFWRULDQ�IDFDGHV�DQG�LQWHUHVWLQJ�HQWU\ZD\V�´���3ROLF\���� ��RI�WKH�8UEDQ�
'HVLJQ�(OHPHQW�UHFRPPHQGV�WKDW�WKH�&LW\�³>U@HFRJQL]H�DQG�SURWHFW�
RXWVWDQGLQJ�DQG�XQLTXH�DUHDV�WKDW�FRQWULEXWH�LQ�DQ�H[WUDRUGLQDU\�GHJUHH�WR�
6DQ�)UDQFLVFR
V�YLVXDO�IRUP�DQG�FKDUDFWHU�´��7KLV�'LVFUHWLRQDU\�5HYLHZ�
DSSOLFDWLRQ�DVNV�WKDW�WKH�GHPROLWLRQ�EH�GHQLHG�EHFDXVH�WKH�GHPROLWLRQ�DV�
SURSRVHG�YLRODWHV�WKH�LQWHQW�DQG�SXUSRVH�RI�WKLV�HOHPHQW�RI�WKH�&LW\¶V�3ODQ�� �

�
LY� &XUUHQW�6WDQGDUGV�IRU�$SSURYDO�RI�'HPROLWLRQ����2Q�0D\�����������WKH�

0D\RU�DSSURYHG�D�FKDQJH�WR�3ODQQLQJ�&RGH�6HFWLRQ������WR�QRZ�UHTXLUH�
&RQGLWLRQDO�8VH�$XWKRUL]DWLRQ��&8$��IRU�GHPROLWLRQ�RI�DOO�VRXQG�VLQJOH�
IDPLO\�KRPHV���7KH�SURMHFW�VSRQVRU�FODLPV�WKDW�WKLV�GHPROLWLRQ�FDQ�EH�
DGPLQLVWUDWLYHO\�DSSURYHG�EHFDXVH�WKH�SURMHFW�DSSOLFDWLRQ�ZDV�ILOHG�EHIRUH�
)HEUXDU\�����������WKH�³JUDQGIDWKHULQJ´�GDWH�LQ�WKH�3ODQQLQJ�&RGH���7KH�
QHZ�&RGH�VD\V�WKDW�RQO\�SURMHFWV�IRU�ZKLFK�³���D�FRPSOHWH�'HYHORSPHQW�
DSSOLFDWLRQ�ZDV�VXEPLWWHG�SULRU�WR�)HEUXDU\���������´�TXDOLI\�IRU�WKH�SULRU�
DGPLQLVWUDWLYH�DSSURYDO��3ODQQLQJ�&RGH�6HFWLRQ�����F�������+RZHYHU��WKH�
EXLOGLQJ�SHUPLW�DQG�GHPROLWLRQ�SHUPLW�DSSOLFDWLRQV�IRU�WKLV�SURMHFW�ZHUH�
ILOHG�RQ�0DUFK�����������DIWHU�WKH�JUDQGIDWKHULQJ�GDWH���,W�LV�LPSHUDWLYH�WKDW�

�
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WKH�&RPPLVVLRQ�GHWHUPLQH�ZKHWKHU�RU�QRW�D�&8$�LV�LQ�IDFW�UHTXLUHG�IRU�WKLV�
SURMHFW��E\�GHFLGLQJ�ZKHWKHU�WKH�FRPSOHWH�'HYHORSPHQW�DSSOLFDWLRQ�ZDV�
VXEPLWWHG�E\�WKH�VWDWXWRU\�JUDQGIDWKHULQJ�GDWH���)XUWKHU��WKH�&RPPLVVLRQ�
PXVW�GHFLGH�ZKHWKHU�WKH�0DUFK�SHUPLW�DSSOLFDWLRQV�ZHUH�VXIILFLHQWO\�
VLPLODU�WR�DQ\�SURMHFW�DSSOLFDWLRQV�ILOHG�LQ������WR�TXDOLI\�WKLV�SURMHFW�IRU�
JUDQGIDWKHULQJ����,Q�DQ\�HYHQW��WKH�GHPROLWLRQ�RI�WKH�FXUUHQW�KRXVH�VKRXOG�
EH�HYDOXDWHG�E\�WKH�FXUUHQW�UHTXLUHPHQWV�IRU�D�&RQGLWLRQDO�8VH�
$XWKRUL]DWLRQ�DQG�EH�GHPRQVWUDWHG�WR�EH�1HFHVVDU\�DQG�'HVLUDEOH��,W�LV�
QHLWKHU��

�
Y� $OWHUQDWLYHV�H[LVW�WR�'HPROLWLRQ����$�SULRU�SURMHFW�SODQ��SUHVHQWHG�WR�WKH�

QHLJKERUV�DW�D�3UH�$SSOLFDWLRQ�0HHWLQJ�LQ�0D\�������ZRXOG�KDYH�
UHQRYDWHG�WKH�H[LVWLQJ�EXLOGLQJ�ZLWKRXW�GHPROLWLRQ���$W�WKH�3UH�$SS�
0HHWLQJ�WKH�RZQHUV�VWDWHG�WKDW�WKH�UHQRYDWLRQ�ZDV�QHFHVVDU\�LQ�RUGHU�WR�
XVH�WKH�H[LVWLQJ�VSDFH�PRUH�HIIHFWLYHO\���)ROORZLQJ�WKH�RZQHUV¶�
SUHVHQWDWLRQ�WR�QHLJKERUV��WKLV�SURMHFW�ZDV�WKRURXJKO\�UHYLHZHG�E\�
3ODQQLQJ�VWDII���,QVWHDG�RI�SURFHHGLQJ�ZLWK�WKLV�UHPRGHO��WKH�RZQHUV�
DEDQGRQHG�WKH�UHQRYDWLRQ�SURMHFW�DQG�LQVWHDG�DUH�QRZ�SURSRVLQJ�D�
GHPROLWLRQ�WKDW�LV�QHLWKHU�QHFHVVDU\�QRU�GHVLUDEOH�RQ�WKLV�GHDGHQG�VWUHHW��
ZLWK�WKH�UHVXOW�RI�WKH�SHUPDQHQW�ORVV�RI�WKH�FRQWULEXWLRQ�WR�WKH�
QHLJKERUKRRG�SURYLGHG�E\�WKLV�����\HDU�ROG�&ODVVLFDO�5HYLYDO�VW\OH�
URZKRXVH�� �
�

E� 3ULYDF\���7KH�VSRQVRU�SURSRVHV�WR�EXLOG�D�URRI�GHFN�RQ�WKH�WRS�IORRU��LQ�DGGLWLRQ�WR�
WZR�RWKHU�GHFNV�DQG�RQH�RQ�JUDGH�SDWLR���7KH�URRI�GHFN�LQYDGHV�WKH�SULYDF\�RI�
WKH�UHVLGHQWV�RI�DGMDFHQW�KRPHV����,Q�DGGLWLRQ��SDUWLHV�RQ�WKH�URRI�GHFN�ZLOO�
LQFUHDVH�WKH�QRLVH�OHYHO�RI�WKH�QHLJKERUKRRG���$V�WKH�3ODQQLQJ�'HSDUWPHQW�KDV�
VDLG��URRI�GHFNV�FDQ�EH�³���VXVFHSWLEOH�WR�DQ�LQWHQVLW\�RI�XVH�WKDW�FUHDWHV�QHJDWLYH�
LPSDFWV�WKDW�VSLOO�RYHU�WR�DGMDFHQW�SURSHUWLHV�´��1R�EXLOGLQJV�RQ�WKH�����EORFN�RI�
&XPEHUODQG�6WUHHW�QRU�WKH������EORFN�RI���WK�6WUHHW��EHKLQG��KDYH�URRI�GHFNV��
7KH�URRI�GHFN�LV�H[FHSWLRQDO�DQG�H[WUDRUGLQDU\��LW�ZLOO�EH�D�EXUGHQ�RQ�WKH�
QHLJKERUKRRG���

�
� �
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4XHVWLRQ����7KH�5HVLGHQWLDO�'HVLJQ�*XLGHOLQHV�DVVXPH�VRPH�LPSDFWV�WR�EH�UHDVRQDEOH�
DQG�H[SHFWHG�DV�SDUW�RI�FRQVWUXFWLRQ��3OHDVH�H[SODLQ�KRZ�WKLV�SURMHFW�ZRXOG�FDXVH�
XQUHDVRQDEOH�LPSDFWV��,I�\RX�EHOLHYH�\RXU�SURSHUW\��WKH�SURSHUW\�RI�RWKHUV�RU�WKH�
QHLJKERUKRRG�ZRXOG�EH�DGYHUVHO\�DIIHFWHG��SOHDVH�VWDWH�ZKR�ZRXOG�EH�DIIHFWHG��DQG�
KRZ��

D� 7KH�QHLJKERUKRRG��DQG�'RORUHV�+HLJKWV��ZLOO�EH�DGYHUVHO\�DIIHFWHG�E\�
WKH�GHPROLWLRQ�EHFDXVH�LW�ZLOO�PRYH�WKH�QHLJKERUKRRG�RQH�VWHS�FORVHU�
WR�ORVV�RI�FKDUDFWHU��DIIRUGDELOLW\�DQG�KRXVLQJ�W\SH�� �'+,&�UHSUHVHQWV�
WKH�LQWHUHVWV�RI�WKH�QHLJKERUKRRG��LQ�SDUW�WKURXJK�HIIRUWV�WR�HQVXUH�WKDW�
SURMHFWV�DGKHUH�WR�WKH�OHWWHU�DQG�WKH�VSLULW�RI�3ODQQLQJ�&RGH�6HFWLRQ������
ZKLFK�GHILQHV�WKH�'RORUHV�+HLJKWV�6SHFLDO�8VH�'LVWULFW��'+68'�����7KH�
'+68'�ZDV�HVWDEOLVKHG�WR�³���SUHVHUYH�DQG�SURYLGH�IRU�DQ�HVWDEOLVKHG�
DUHD�ZLWK�D�XQLTXH�FKDUDFWHU�DQG�EDODQFH�RI�EXLOW�DQG�QDWXUDO�
HQYLURQPHQW���DQG�WR�HQFRXUDJH�GHYHORSPHQW�LQ�FRQWH[W�DQG�VFDOH�ZLWK�
HVWDEOLVKHG�FKDUDFWHU�DQG�ODQGVFDSH«´���7KHUH�LV�D�FXPXODWLYH�LPSDFW�
IURP�ORVV�RI�GLYHUVLW\�LQ�EXLOGLQJ�W\SH�DQG�VL]H��DIIRUGDELOLW\�DQG�
QHLJKERUKRRG�FKDUDFWHU�UHODWHG�WR�GHPROLWLRQV��ZKLFK�LV�RQH�RI�WKH�UHDVRQV�
'+,&�ZHOFRPHG�WKH�UHFHQW�FKDQJH�WR�6HFWLRQ�����WR�UHTXLUH�&RQGLWLRQDO�
8VH�$XWKRUL]DWLRQ�IRU�DOO�UHVLGHQWLDO�GHPROLWLRQV���$SSURYDO�RI�WKH�GHPROLWLRQ�
RI�WKH�H[LVWLQJ�KRXVH�ZLOO�KDYH�DQ�LUUHYHUVLEOH�DGYHUVH�LPSDFW�RQ�WKH�
GLYHUVLW\�RI�KRXVLQJ�W\SHV�LQ�WKH�'+68'��

�

E� /RVV�RI�SULYDF\�DQG�TXLHW�GXH�WR�WKH�XQQHFHVVDU\�URRI�GHFN ����7KH�
SURSRVHG�URRI�GHFN�LQ�SDUWLFXODU�ZLOO�LQYDGH�WKH�SULYDF\�RI�WKH�UHVLGHQWV�RI�
DGMDFHQW�KRPHV��,W�ZLOO�DOVR�FUHDWH�D�QRLVH�QXLVDQFH�IRU�WKH�QHLJKERUKRRG��
7KH�URRI�GHFN�LV�H[FHVVLYH�DQG�D�EXUGHQ�RQ�WKH�QHLJKERUKRRG���,W�LV�
XQQHFHVVDU\�IRU�D�KRXVH��DV�SURSRVHG��ZLWK�WZR�GHFNV��D�SDWLR�DQG�D�ODUJH�
EDFN�\DUG�WR�LPSRVH�D�URRI�GHFN�RQ�WKH�QHLJKERUV��

�
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4XHVWLRQ����:KDW�DOWHUQDWLYHV�RU�FKDQJHV�WR�WKH�SURSRVHG�SURMHFW��EH\RQG�WKH�FKDQJHV�
�LI�DQ\��DOUHDG\�PDGH�ZRXOG�UHVSRQG�WR�WKH�H[FHSWLRQDO�DQG�H[WUDRUGLQDU\�
FLUFXPVWDQFHV�DQG�UHGXFH�WKH�DGYHUVH�HIIHFWV�QRWHG�DERYH�LQ�TXHVWLRQ���"�
�

D� $OWHUQDWLYHV�WKDW�PDLQWDLQ�³VSHFLDO�FKDUDFWHULVWLFV�RI�RXWVWDQGLQJ�DQG�
XQLTXH�DUHDV´�DQG�WKDW�DGKHUH�WR�WKH�VSLULW�RI�WKH�'RORUHV�+HLJKWV�6SHFLDO�
8VH�'LVWULFW��
:H�DVN�IRU�D�SURSRVDO�WKDW�DGKHUHV�WR�*HQHUDO�3ODQ�SROLFLHV�DQG�UHWDLQV�DQG�
UHQRYDWHV�WKH�H[LVWLQJ�VRXQG�EXLOGLQJ��3ODQQLQJ�&RGH�DQG�5HVLGHQWLDO�'HVLJQ�
*XLGHOLQHV�DOORZ�IRU�D�WKRXJKWIXO�UHPRGHO�DQG�H[SDQVLRQ��DV�KDG�EHHQ�SUHYLRXVO\�
SURSRVHG�IRU�WKLV�KRPH��7KH�DSSOLFDWLRQ�IRU�GHPROLWLRQ�VKRXOG�EH�GHQLHG��
�

E� 5HPRYH�WKH�URRI�GHFN����,I�WKH�H[LVWLQJ�KRPH�LV�WR�EH�GHPROLVKHG��WKH�QHZ�KRPH�
VKRXOG�KDYH�QR�URRI�GHFN��LQ�RUGHU�WR�SURWHFW�WKH�QHLJKERUV�IURP�WKH�LQWHQVLW\�RI�
XVH�WKDW�FDQ�DGYHUVHO\�DIIHFW�WKHP���7KLV�DOVR�UHVSHFWV�WKH�FKDUDFWHU�RI�WKH�����
EORFN�RI�&XPEHUODQG�6WUHHW��ZKLFK�KDV�QR�URRI�GHFNV��7KH�UHPDLQLQJ�WZR�GHFNV��
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357 Cumberland 
DHIC DR Reply to Sponsor Response 

 
 

357 Cumberland 
Dolores Heights Improvement Club’s Reply 

To Sponsor’s Discretionary Review Response 
 
 
The Sponsor’s Discretionary Review Response Attachment A (the “Response”) to 
DHIC’s DR application asserts that DHIC’s statement that there are no roof decks is 
“simply false” because there are roof decks on 323, 333, 339, 359 and 352 
Cumberland.  This incorrect and misleading statement about these properties calls for a 
correction. 
 
To clarify terms before discussing the individual properties, “roof deck” describes a 
permitted, purpose-built deck structure on the highest roof of a house, above any living 
floor.  “Roof deck” and “deck” are not interchangeable terms. 
 
323 Cumberland 
 
This project, as designed by John Maniscalco and approved by the Planning 
Commission in 2016 with a Conditional Use Authorization, includes a deck but no roof 
deck.  Below is part of the plan for the roof as submitted and approved under 
2013.1213CUA.  There is no roof deck (there is a deck on the 2nd floor below). 
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357 Cumberland 
DHIC DR Reply to Sponsor Response 

 
 
 
This project is still under construction.  This photograph below shows the roof as of 
August 2020.  There are solar panels (not yet installed in this photo), large mechanical 
equipment and a skylight.  Unless a roof deck was added through addenda or some 
other opaque process, without public notice, after approval by the Commission (and 
subsequent appeal to the Board of Supervisors), there is no roof deck on 323 
Cumberland. 
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357 Cumberland 
DHIC DR Reply to Sponsor Response 

 
 
333 Cumberland 
 
333 Cumberland has a retractable skylight and a walkable roofing surface, but no 
decking material.  
 
Here is a photo from Google Maps, of 333 Cumberland (on the right) and 339 
Cumberland (on the left). 
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357 Cumberland 
DHIC DR Reply to Sponsor Response 

 
And another photo of the roof of 333 Cumberland. 

 
 
FInally, here is the photo of the roofs of 333 and 339 Cumberland, from the Sponsor’s 
own DR Response. 
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357 Cumberland 
DHIC DR Reply to Sponsor Response 

339 Cumberland 
 
This property also does not have a roof deck - see Google maps and Response photo 
above.   The photo provided by the Sponsor is a staged shot from a real estate site, 
stage for a sale of the property in 2014.  It is, in fact, a misrepresentation scraped from 
the internet.   Only in 2010 was a hatch (see photo below) added to this house.  The 
hatch is accessible only via an alternating tread device, not a traditional stairway.  No 
deck has been built since then. 
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357 Cumberland 
DHIC DR Reply to Sponsor Response 

 
359 Cumberland 
 
This house does not have a roof deck.  It does have a deck, as seen below in the photo 
from the Sponsor’s own response. 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
352 Cumberland 
 
The assertion that 352 Cumberland has a roof deck also comes from a real estate 
listing.  Below is the photo of the 352 Cumberland, once again from the Sponsor’s own 
Response - no roof deck is apparent on this: 
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357 Cumberland 
DHIC DR Reply to Sponsor Response 

 

 
 
 
Below is a photo of the rear of 352 Cumberland.  If there is a roof deck or anything else 
on top of this house it is not permitted and only accessible via what appears to be a 
ladder  attached to the exterior of the rear of the house 
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357 Cumberland Street (Building Permit Application No. 202003116722, 
202003116723.   
 
 
President Koppel, 
Members of the Planning Commission 
 
I live at 655 Sanchez St at Cumberland, which is around the corner from 357 
Cumberland Street.  
 
I oppose this project because the scope and scale is out of character for our residential 
street and the Dolores Heights neighborhood.  Please consider the following: 

• Precedent of the negative effect on neighbors resulting from not considering how 
the proposed project impacts: 

o The light of adjacent properties resulting from the length and bulk of the 
rear extension and  

o The privacy of the adjacent neighbors with views directly into bedrooms 
and bathrooms of the homes. 

o The potential noise and light impact of a large scale roof deck. 
• Demolition of a Victorian home on a block with other similar homes as well as the 

detrimental impact on our street and the existing character of Dolores Heights. 
 
Please consider the following:  

• Do not allow the demolition. 
• Redesign to minimize impact to neighbors. 
• Reduce the amount of glass in the exterior design to minimize the exposure of 

the interior to adjacent neighbors and vice versa.    
• If new construction is allowed, remove the roof deck. 

In general, I’m in favor of people being able to upgrade their homes and I view 
maintenance and improvements as valuable to our neighborhood, but only when these 
keep in mind the environment.  As a neighbor who competed a remodel on my home 
without changing its external character and even losing square footage to accommodate 
the needs of others, I know this is possible and can allow homeowners to get what they 
desire for their dream home while keeping out neighborhood the “dream neighborhood” 
that drew us here in the first place.   
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
Beth Rogozinski 
655 Sanchez Street 
!



 
 
President Koppel, 
Members of the Planning Commission 
 
 RE: Opposition to 357 Cumberland St. 
 
I live at 324 Cumberland St., which is across the street and east several 
houses from 357 Cumberland Street (Building Permit Application No. 
202003116722, 202003116723).   
 
I oppose this project because of the violation of privacy and the creation 
of a neighborhood noise nuisance, a giant deck. The scope and scale is 
out of character for our residential street and the Dolores Heights 
neighborhood.  
 
Remodels are less disturbing to the neighbors. Frankly, I am also sick of all 
the construction.  The house across the street from me was a 
demolition/rebuild and it has been under active and noisy construction for 
almost 3 years. The rebuild (no demo) of the house next door to me, is only 
expected to take 1 year.  4 years of construction, oh boy! 
 
Here is why you should NOT approve this project as is: 
 

• Privacy:  THIS PROJECT DOES NOT RESPECT THE NEIGHBORS 
PRIVACY AT ALL. The roof deck on top of the fourth floor can create 
a nuisance. The roof deck (as well as the windows) of the proposed 
design will have lines of sight into bedrooms, bathrooms, and living 
rooms on both sides of Cumberland Street and also across the back 
yards of the 20th Street homes. In addition, the presence of the roof 
deck on which large groups can gather may also create noise issues 
for neighbors on both side of Cumberland Street. I’m not sure that 
any other house in the whole neighborhood, or on Cumberland Street 
has a roof deck, and certainly not one like this – over 400 square feet!  
This is unfair and a burden on the nearby neighbors. 



• It is a HORRIBLE precedent of the negative effect on neighbors 
resulting from not considering how the proposed project impacts the 
light and privacy of the neighbors. A veritable Wall of Glass facing 
their neighbors. 

• They are demolishing a gorgeous Victorian home that is not a tear 
down on a block with other similar homes. It is not dilapidated and 
has not been in bad shape. 

• There will be a detrimental impact on our street and the existing 
character of Dolores Heights. 

 
Please consider these options of what you should do:  

• Do not allow the demolition. 
• If demo/new construction is allowed, remove the roof deck. 
• Redesign to minimize impact to neighbors. 
• Reduce the amount of glass in the exterior design to minimize the 

exposure of the interior to adjacent neighbors and vice versa.    
 
Very Truly Yours, 
 

 
 
Rhett Currier 
324 Cumberland St. 
 

 

























Vendrolini
337 Liberty Street,
San Francisco, Ca, 94114

August 3rd, 2020
 

To SF department of Planning,

My name is Philipe Vendrolini, I am a resident of Dolores Heights neighborhood since 2005.
I am writing to the commision to express our opposition to the demolition and the proposed 
building at 357 Cumberland. The current home at 357 Cumberland is a sound structure, of good 
size, and looks very much like a typical San Francisco home with many historical details, and 
ornate faced. It would really be a shame to demolish it, and replace it with one more modern
stark glass box, as it is proposed. I also find the roof deck to be an unnecessary burden on 
neighbors. The 5,026sqft proposed home would also create one more completely un-affordable
home on the hill, something the city should not be encouraging.
Thank you for your time and protecting the fabric of our neighborhood.

Philippe & Shari Vendrolini

   



Friday, August 14, 2020 
 
 
To:  The San Francisco Planning Commissioners 
Re:  357 Cumberland Street  
        Building Permit Application No. 202003116722 & 202003116723 
 
 
Dear Planning Commissioners and Planning Staff,  
 
My name is Liz Clark and I have lived in the Dolores Heights neighborhood since 1990.  
 
Our neighborhood has undergone many changes over the years, but the current  
“Mansion-ization” of Cumberland Street is outrageous. Therefore, I am writing to 
you to take DR on this project and to oppose the demolition and new construction at 
357 Cumberland Street.  
 
The current home at 357 Cumberland is a 3,000 square foot classic looking San 
Francisco home with many charming historical details and an attractive, colorful façade 
in good condition. The City’s Housing Element stresses “protecting” sound structures, 
so why are they demolishing this building?  
 
The roof deck is an unnecessary burden on neighbors, as it creates noise and privacy 
issues; plus, the project proposes two additional decks and an outdoor patio space, so 
there is no compelling need for a roof deck.   
 
The proposed 5,026 square foot house would also create one more completely 
unaffordable 
home on the hill.  This is something the City should not be encouraging. 
 
Thank you for reading my concerns and for protecting the fabric of our neighborhood. 
 
Sincerely,  
 
 
Liz Clark 
721 Sanchez Street 
SF, CA 94114 
 
 



12-Aug-2020 
 
To the San Francisco Planning Commissioners 
RE: 357 Cumberland Street (Building Permit Application No. 202003116722 & 
202003116723.)   

 
Dear Planning Commissioners and Planning Staff,  
 
My name is John O’Duinn. I have lived in the Dolores Heights neighborhood since 2002. 
I am writing to you to take DR and oppose the demolition and the proposed building at 357 
Cumberland Street.  
 
The current home at 357 Cumberland is a sound structure, of good size, and looks very much 
like a typical San Francisco home with many historical details and an attractive facade.  The 
City’s Housing Element stresses “protecting” sound structures.  Why are we demolishing this 
building?  
 
Further, this project proposes to demolish a good size, good condition home to build a 5,026 sq 
ft proposed house would create yet another completely unaffordable home on our hill. This is 
being done over the concerns of multiple neighbors and out of character with other buildings in 
the neighborhood. When developers have done this elsewhere, despite multiple efforts by 
neighbors to reconcile, it has usually been to maximize profit on resale – regardless of impact to 
the neighbors or neighborhood. This is something the City should not be encouraging – 
especially in these times.  
 
Lastly, the roof deck is an unnecessary intrusion on neighbors - creating noise and privacy 
issues for adjacent neighbors in the neighborhood.  This demolition and rebuild project 
proposes creating two decks and outdoor patio space so I see no compelling need for an 
additional roof deck. 
 
Thank you for reading my concerns and for helping protect the fabric of our neighborhood. 
 
Sincerely,  
 
 
John O’Duinn 
384 Liberty Street,  
San Francisco, CA 94114. 



August 10th, 2020

To the San Francisco Planning Commissioners

RE: 357 Cumberland Street (Building Permit Application No. 202003116722 & 

202003116723.)

Dear Planning Commissioners and Planning Staff, 

My name is Jennifer Bury and I have lived in the Dolores Heights neighborhood since 
2010.

I am writing to you to take DR and oppose the demolition and the proposed building at 
357 Cumberland. 

The current home at 357 Cumberland is a sound structure, of good size, and looks very 
much like a typical San Francisco home with many historical details and an attractive 
facade.  The City’s Housing Element stresses “protecting” sound structures.  Why are 
we demolishing this building? 

The roof deck is an unnecessary burden on neighbors - creating noise and reducing 
privacy in the neighborhood.  The project already proposes two decks plus an outdoor 
patio space so there is no compelling need for a roof deck.  

The 5,026 sq ft proposed house would also create yet another completely unaffordable 
home on the hill.  This is something the City should not be encouraging.

Thank you for reading my concerns and for protecting the fabric of our neighborhood.

Sincerely, 
Jennifer Bury
384 Liberty Street
San Francisco, CA 94114
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August 19, 20 
 
Via Email  
 
Joel Koppel, President 
San Francisco Planning Commission 
49 South Van Ness Avenue 
San Francisco, CA 94103 
 
Re: 357 Cumberland Street Discretionary Review 

August 27, 2020 Planning Commission Hearing 
 
Dear President Koppel and Members of the Commission: 
 
Our firm represents Angelica Joast and Cyril Meurillon who, along with their two young 
daughters, live at 357 Cumberland Avenue.  The family has run out of space and propose to 
modestly increase the size of their home (“the Project”).  The girls currently share a room 
and the Project would allow them to have their own rooms.  Both Angelica and Cyril work 
from home and need functional office space. 
 
Before proposing the Project, which involves demolishing and replacing their existing home 
of nine years, the family worked on a plan to remodel the home.  They spent two years and 
almost $100,000 in architectural fees trying to come up with a viable remodeling plan. They 
discussed their plans with their neighbors and tried to accommodate their concerns, 
primarily their neighbors’ opposition to a vertical addition.  Additionally, the Planning 
Department took issue with aspects of the remodel design and never reached an acceptable 
solution.  Angelica and Cyril eventually realized that it was not possible to achieve their 
objectives through a remodel, so they changed course to pursue the plan before you, a 
Project that has the support of your staff but opposition from a next-door neighbor.    
 
The Project entails the demolition of an existing 3,469 gross square-foot three-story-over-
garage single-family home and the construction of a new 5,026 gross-square-foot three-
story-over garage single-family home.  The proposed increase in conditioned living space is  
only 801 square feet (3,438 existing and 4,049 proposed).   
 
Having listened to their neighbors’ concerns about massing and opposition to a vertical 
addition, Angelica and Cyril are proposing a substantially smaller building envelope and far 
less square footage than the maximum permitted under the Planning Code.  By adding 
garage and office space essentially underground, they are able to create a workable home for 
their family by adding less than two inches to the building height.  The rear of the home is 
one story lower than permitted by Code because the neighbors made it clear they did not 
want Angelica and Cyril to add a floor (even though that is exactly what one set of neighbors 
had done in their own renovation plan). 



Planning Commission 
August 19, 20 
Page 2 

 
There is currently a one-car garage, which does not have direct access to the home.  

Angelica’s and Cyril’s plan would maintain a one-car garage, but its size would increase from 
220 square feet to 977 square feet (an increase of 757 square feet) in order to provide space 
for mechanical equipment and storage as well as the car.   
 
Figure 1 shows from two perspectives the existing and proposed home in the context of the 
neighboring properties. 
 

 
 

 
Figure 1.  Street views of project site, DR requestor’s home, and other  
neighboring properties 
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The Discretionary Review (DR) requests have no merit.  As detailed in our DR response 
dated July 31, 2020 (Attachment A), the project should be approved as proposed for the 
following reasons: 
 

1. The project complies with the San Francisco Planning Code, including the 
requirements for the Dolores Heights Special Use District, as your staff has 
confirmed. 
2. The project complies with the General Plan and the San Francisco 
Residential Design Guidelines, as your staff has confirmed. 
3. The project meets the growing needs of the Meurillon/Joast family. 
4. The project has been designed to minimize impacts on adjacent 
neighbors. 
5. As discussed, below, the DR requestors have not identified any 
exceptional or extraordinary circumstances that would justify Discretionary 
Review. 
 

The first DR request was filed by Bruce Bowen representing the Dolores Heights 
Improvement Club (DHIC). Mr. Bowen makes the following claims: 
 

1. The proposed demolition is inconsistent with the San Francisco General Plan 
and should not be allowed.  This is not correct, as your staff has confirmed. 
2. The project requires Conditional Use Authorization Under Section 317.  
Again, Mr. Bowen is mistaken as several members of your staff have informed him. 
3. The proposed roof deck will create privacy and noise impacts and there are 
no other roof decks on the block. 

 
The second DR request was filed by Bernard Katzmann and Roland Trego, the residents of 
347 Cumberland Street.  Mr. Katzmann and Mr. Trego make the following additional claims: 
 

1. The Project is inconsistent with the Residential Design Guidelines 
because the Project’s roof deck infringes on their privacy and because the rear, 
horizontal expansion, has a substantial privacy, shadow, and light impacts. 
2. The 311 Plans do not meet the 311 plan set requirements, which your staff 
has confirmed is incorrect. 
3. The City’s CEQA Determination is flawed, which your staff has also 
confirmed is incorrect. 

 
Let me explain why the privacy and light and air issues asserted by the  next-door DR 
requestor associated with the roof deck and rear extension do not merit taking DR. 
 
The Roof Deck.  As shown in Figure 2 below, the roof deck is modest, only 297 square 
feet. It is set back 16 feet from the front property line, 29 feet from the rear of the building 
(south), five feet from the east property line and three feet from the west property line.  The 
roof deck covers just under 23 percent (297 sf/1309 sf =22.7) of the roof area.   



Planning Commission 
August 19, 20 
Page 4 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
Figure 2.  Roof Deck Plan   
 
 
Regarding the alleged privacy impacts, the deck is located approximately 30 feet from the 

DR requestors’ closest west-facing window, more that width of Angelika and Cyril’s entire 
lot.  (The DR requestors are blessed with a double-wide lot.)  Despite this insubstantial 
privacy impact, as a neighborly gesture Angelika and Cyril offered to add a screen that will 
completely eliminate any possible privacy impact.  Figure 3 shows that adding 16” to the 
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proposed parapet will prevent the neighbors from being able to see each other from their 
respective decks. Attachment B includes six additional images of the effectiveness of the 
privacy screen from additional vantage points.  Their neighbors have rejected this proposal 
without explanation. 
 

 
 
Figure 3.  Line of Sight with Proposed Privacy Screen  
 
 
The Rear Addition.  The DR requestors at 349 Cumberland claim that their privacy and 
light would be impacted at the rear of their property and that the project should be modified 
to include a side setback at the east in the rear.  The east elevation of the proposed building 
would be just three feet over the height of the existing fence between 357 and 349 
Cumberland and there would be no privacy impacts because, as shown in Figure 4, there 
would be no direct sight lines between the homes.  Moreover, the shadow study included as 
Attachment C shows that the project would have almost no shadow impact whatsoever – 
only a minor change in the sunlight to the rear windows adjacent to 357 at 5:00 p.m. during 
the winter solstice (December 21) and the fall and spring equinox (September and March 
21).  In addition, the vegetation growing above the fence line today on the DR requestors’ 
own property shown in the photographs in Attachment D likely casts at least the same 
amount of shadow that the Project would cast.  Despite repeated requests, the DR 
requestors have failed to explain why the studies Angelika and Cyril have commissioned do 
not establish to their satisfaction that no substantial privacy, shadow or light impacts are 
caused by the Project. 
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Figure 4.  Line of Sight at Rear of Property (Project on left, 349 Cumberland on right) 
 
 
 
Please do not take DR and allow this family to expand their home so that they continue to 
live in a neighborhood they have grown to love.  
 
Sincerely,  
 
 
 
G. Scott Emblidge  
 
cc: Members of the Planning Commission 
 David Winslow 
 Jonas Ionin 
 
Attachments 
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ATTACHMENT A 
DISCRETIONARY REVIEW RESPONSE DOCUMENT 

JULY 31, 2020 
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357 CUMBERLAND STREET 

DISCRETIONARY REVIEW RESPONSE ATTACHMENT A 

INTRODUCTION 

Anjelica Joast, Cyril Meurillon, and their two young daughters live at 357 Cumberland Street.  

They spent two years working with an architect on plans to remodel their existing house but 

determined that it would not be feasible.  Instead, they propose to replace the existing house with 

a new house that suits the family’s needs, including providing an additional bedroom so that their 

daughters can each have a bedroom (they currently share a bedroom). 

The project entails the demolition of an existing 3,469 gross square-foot three-story-over-garage 

single-family home and the construction of a new 5,026 gross-square-foot three-story-over-

garage single-family home. The project includes 4,049 square feet of conditioned living space 

and a 977-square-foot garage and storage area.  Having listened to their neighbors’ concerns 

about massing, they are proposing a substantially smaller building envelope and less square 

footage than the maximum permitted under the Planning Code and they are adding less than two 

inches to the building height. 

ANSWERS TO DR RESPONSE FORM QUESTIONS 

1. “Given the concerns of the DR requester and other concerned parties, why do you feel your 

proposed project should be approved? (If you are not aware of the issues of concern to the DR 

requester, please meet the DR requester in addition to reviewing the attached DR 

application.)”  

Our project should be approved as proposed for the following reasons: 

1. The project complies with the San Francisco Planning Code, including the requirements 

for the Dolores Heights Special Use District. 

2. The project complies with the General Plan and the San Francisco Residential Design 

Guidelines. 

3. The project meets the growing needs of the Meurillon/Joast family. 

4. The project has been designed to minimize impacts on adjacent neighbors. 

5. The DR requestors have not identified any exceptional or extraordinary circumstances 

that would justify Discretionary Review. 

There are two DR requestors:  (1) Bruce Bowen for the Dolores Heights Improvement Club and 

(2) the next-door neighbor to the east at 349 Cumberland (See Figures 1 and 2 below).   

The claims of the DR requestors are summarized and responded to below. 
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Figure 1.  Aerial photograph showing location of project site and DR Requestor #2 349 

Cumberland Street 
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Figure 2.  Street views showing project site and DR requestor next door 
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DR REQUESTOR 1 – BRUCE BOWEN, DOLORES HEIGHTS IMPROVEMENT CLUB 

The following claims have been made by Bruce Bowen representing the Dolores Heights 

Improvement Club (DHIC).  For the reasons given below, none of these claims are valid and 

there is no basis for the Planning Commission to find that there are exceptional and extraordinary 

circumstances that justify Discretionary Review of the project.  Therefore, Discretionary Review 

should not be taken, and the project should be approved as proposed. 

Claim 1.  “The proposed demolition is inconsistent with the San Francisco General Plan 

and should not be allowed.  Mr. Bowen says that the project is inconsistent with the General 

Plan because it does not preserve a “relatively affordable housing unit.”  The appraised value of 

this home is $2,600,000, which is not considered affordable under the City’s threshold.  The 

Meurillon/Joast family worked on plans to try remodel the home prior to developing plans to 

replace the structure with a new home, but found that it was not feasible to do so given the needs 

of the family and the weatherproofing and other challenges of remodeling the existing home.   

Mr. Bowen also claims that the project would not be consistent with the Urban Design Element 

because it would violate the Policy 2.7 to “[r]ecognize and protect outstanding and unique areas 

that contribute in an extraordinary degree to San Francisco’s visual form and character.”  Mr. 

Bowen asserts that because it would replace the existing Victorian style house with a modern 

design, that it would deviate from what makes Dolores Heights unique:  “a uniform scale of 

buildings mixed with abundant landscaping in yards and steep street areas.  Rows of houses built 

from nearly identical plans that form complete or partial block frontages, arranged on hillside 

streets as a stepped-down series of flat or gabled roofs.  Building setbacks with gardens set 

before Victorian facades with interesting entryways.”   

While “…rows of houses built from nearly identical plans” may describe some blocks in Dolores 

Heights, as shown in Figure 2 above and Figures 3 and 4 below, it most certainly does not 

describe the homes on the 300 block of Cumberland Street which vary significantly in 

architectural style and character.  Therefore, this claim is invalid. 

 

Figure 3.  North side of 300 block of Cumberland Street 
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Figure 4.  South side of 300 block of Cumberland Street 

 

Claim 2.  The project requires Conditional Use Authorization Under Section 317.  Mr. 

Bowen claims that the Planning Department incorrectly determined that the project application 

was filed before February 11, 2020 and is therefore eligible to be grandfathered under new 

requirements for all residential demolitions to require Conditional Use Authorization.   

Because the PRJ application was filed on March 27, 2019, and the project has been under active 

Planning review since that date, Planning correctly determined that the project is not required to 

obtain Conditional Use Authorization.  Mr. Bowen is simply wrong and therefore this claim is 

not valid. 

Claim 3.  Alternatives to demolition exist.  As Mr. Bowen notes, the family worked on plans to 

try remodel the home prior to developing plans to replace the structure with a new home.  They 

found that it was not feasible nor economically sound to do so given the needs of the family and 

the condition of the existing home, particularly the foundation and waterproofing. Ultimately, 

renovating the existing structure would prove to be significantly more costly, more time 

intensive, and less efficient given the need for foundation replacement, seismic upgrade, and 

waterproofing.  Moreover, just because alternatives to demolition theoretically exist, demolition 

on its face does not constitute an exceptional or extraordinary circumstance. 

Claim 4.  The proposed roof deck will create privacy and noise impacts and there are no 

other roof decks on the block.  Mr. Bowen states that " The roof deck invades the privacy of 

the residents of adjacent homes. In addition, parties on the roof deck will increase the noise level 

of the neighborhood.”  He also claims that “No buildings on the 300 block of Cumberland Street 

nor the 4000 block of 20th Street (behind) have roof decks.” 

As shown in the roof plan in Figure 5 below, the modest, 324 square-foot roof deck is set back 

11’-8’ from the front of the building(north), approximately 29’ from the rear of the building 

(south), 4’-9” from the east property line and 2’-10” from the west property line.  The roof deck 

covers just under 25 percent (324 sf/1309 sf =24.8) of the roof area.  

The deck is located approximately 30’ away from the closest west-facing window of the 

neighbor to the east at 349 Cumberland.  We met with the owners of 349 Cumberland twice and 

they did not mention a concern about impacts on this window.  
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As shown on Figure 6, there are windows on 349 Cumberland at the same level, but it is 

approximately 13’-6” feet away from the deck and face north and therefore, would not be subject 

to privacy impacts.  

 

Figure 5.  Roof deck 
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Figure 6.  Distance from roof deck to north-facing front windows at 349 Cumberland 
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As shown in Figure 7, there are no windows on the adjacent building to the west at 359 

Cumberland that would be impacted by the roof deck. 

 

 

Figure 7.  East façade of 359 Cumberland 

 

Mr. Bowen’s assertion that there are no roof decks on the 300 block of Cumberland Street or the 

4000 block of 20th Street is simply false.  The homes at 323, 333, 339, 352, 359 Cumberland 

Street have roof decks.  Figure 8 is a photograph of the roof decks at 333 and 339 Cumberland.  

Please also see the photos and the link to the property description for 352 Cumberland provided 

below.  There may be additional decks as well; these were the most obvious on the block.  
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Figure 8.  339 Cumberland roof deck with 333 Cumberland roof deck next door to the east 

352 Cumberland, across the street has a roof deck.  See the description in this link:  

http://www.sfproperties.com/properties/352-cumberland-street 

 

DR REQUESTOR 2 -- 347 CUMBERLAND STREET 

Claim 1.  The Project is inconsistent with the Residential Design Guidelines.  The DR 

requestor claims that the project would be inconsistent with Section IV of the Residential Design 

Guidelines to “Design the height and depth of the building to be compatible with the existing 

building scale at the mid-block open space." 

The project was designed to be compatible with the existing building scale at the mid-block open 

space.  Figure 9 below demonstrates that the project provides a 45 percent rear yard setback and 

preserves the existing mid-block open space pattern.  As shown in Figure 10, the height of the 

project would be consistent with and the height of the adjacent homes.  In fact, the project would 

be just 1 5/8 inches higher than the existing house onsite and nine feet lower in height than the 

downhill neighbor at 359 Cumberland.  And Figure 11 illustrates that the building envelope of 

the proposed project is smaller than the maximum allowed under the Planning Code. 

http://www.sfproperties.com/properties/352-cumberland-street
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Figure 9.  Project provides a 45% rear yard setback and preserves the existing  

mid-block open space pattern 
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Figure 10.  Existing and proposed front (north) elevation  
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Figure 11.  Proposed East Elevation showing allowable building envelope in red and 

proposed in blue 
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Moreover, the DR requestor has a double lot (5,700 sq ft) and the home at 349 Cumberland is 

twice the width as the proposed project, so any complaints about massing compatibility with the 

neighborhood would be more appropriately directed at the DR requestor’s own home.  

The DR requestor claims that the project would be inconsistent with Section III of the 

Residential Design Guidelines regarding site design and rear yards which states: "Articulate the 

building to minimize impacts on light and privacy to adjacent properties."  The DR requestor 

states that “No notching has been proposed to preserve light or privacy to the DR requester's 

Property. The Project would result in a significant reduction in the light to the DR requester's 

property. Moreover, the large roof deck would look directly into bedrooms and a bathroom at the 

DR requester's property, creating unacceptable privacy impacts.”  The DR requestor is asking 

that the roof deck be set back five feet from all property lines.  As shown in Figure 5, the roof 

deck is set back approximately 30’from the only window with sight lines from the roof deck. 

Figures 5 and 6 show that the roof deck is located approximately 13’-6” from the closest 

windows but these windows faces the street with no direct sight lines to the deck. 

While the DR requestor’s home is double-wide and affords the opportunity to notch an offset 

from the property line - which it does, offset by nearly 5’, the Project Sponsor’s home is on a 25’ 

wide lot, making side setbacks challenging. The Project Sponsor has elected to significantly limit 

the height of the proposed structure, extending just 3’ over the height of the existing fence, 

topping out at a level that approximately matches the DR requestor’s railing. In doing so, they 

are giving up the opportunity for another floor of occupancy in this location, which, as shown in 

Figure 10, would be permitted based on the allowable buildable envelope.  However, because 

this would have had much more severe impact on the DR requestor’s property, we are not 

proposing the additional story, specifically to avoid impacting the DR requestor’s light and view 

from his small rear deck.  This was a concern that was known and respected at the start of the 

redesign. 

 

The increase in the massing at the rear of the property will reduce the light to the living areas at 

349 Cumberland.  Loss of light to living room, dining room (from the rear addition), and 

bedrooms (from the parapet) is a concern.  The east elevation of the proposed building would be 

just 3’over the height of the existing fence between 357 and 349 Cumberland. The shadow study 

included as Attachment 1 to this document shows that the project would result in a minor change 

in the sunlight to the rear windows adjacent to 357 at 5:00 PM during the winter solstice 

(December 21) which is just around, if not prior to sunset, and the fall and spring equinox 

(September and March 21).  This is a minor impact that would not be considered exceptional or 

extraordinary and is not a reason to take DR.   
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Claim 2.  The 311 Plans do not meet the 311 plan set requirements.  The Planning 

Department determined that the 311 plan set met the 311 Plan set requirements which is standard 

procedure for the Department prior to issuing the 311 Notice.  The DR requestor claims that the 

plans showing his home at 349 Cumberland are inaccurate.  These plans are based on the as-built 

drawings that were prepared under the direction of the previous architect.  While, we have 

identified one difference between the as-built drawings and photographs of the home, this 

difference is inconsequential, and this was never raised in the two meetings with the DR 

requestor.  The difference – four divided windows facing the street on the upper floor should 

have been shown instead of one, is shown below in Figure 12. 

 

As submitted based on as-built drawings with one upper windowat the northwest: 

 

As corrected showing the accurate upper windows: 

 

Figure 12.  349 Cumberland top floor north-facing windows 
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Claim 3.  The project requires Conditional Use Authorization Under Section 317.  This is 

the same claim made by Mr. Bowen.  As stated above, because the PRJ application was filed on 

March 27, 2019, and the project has been under active Planning review since that date, Planning 

correctly determined that the project is not required to obtain Conditional Use Authorization.  

The DR requestor also challenges the appraisal that exempted the project from the former CUA 

requirement based on the existing home being demonstrably unaffordable (over $2.2 million).  

The $2.6 million appraisal was prepared by a certified appraiser has been accepted by the Zoning 

Administrator.  The DR requestor is wrong and therefore this claim is not valid. 

 

Claim 4.  The City’s CEQA Determination is flawed.  The DR requestor claims that “the 

CEQA documentation is internally inconsistent because it includes two different project 

descriptions.” The demolition of a 110-year-old building is clearly different from a vertical 

addition. The environmental review for the Project is flawed because there is no stable project 

description.”  While this is a comment regarding the City’s CEQA determination and not the 

design of the project or a reason to take DR, we are responding below for informational 

purposes. 

The Historic Resources Evaluation (HRE) on which the CatEx was partially based is valid for 

any project, alteration or demolition because it evaluated the significance of the existing structure 

and determined that the structure is not a significant historic resource under CEQA.  Had the 

HRE determined that the house is a historic resource under CEQA, then the impacts of alteration 

versus demolition would be relevant.  The CatEx is therefore appropriate and the findings would 

be no different for an alteration or demolition.  The CatEx was based on a stable project 

description.  The HRE simply informed the CatEx.  The CatEx was revised and reissued on 

March 26, 2020 based on the current project description.  (Please see Attachment 2.) 

The DR requestor also claims that the proposed excavation “…raises ‘unusual circumstances’ 

that could have a ‘significant effect on the environment,’ including neighboring properties.  

However, a geotechnical investigation was prepared by Rockridge Geotechnical Consultants 

(5/28/2019).  Based on the report the City found that the project would not result in a significant 

geologic or geotechnical impact and properly issued the CatEx.  

 

2. “What alternatives or changes to the proposed project are you willing to make in order to 

address the concerns of the DR requester and other concerned parties? If you have already 

changed the project to meet neighborhood concerns, please explain those changes and 

indicate whether they were made before or after filing your application with the City.” 

 

Having had the benefit of the previous renovation design and associated neighbors’ comments, 

we entered into the design process addressing the concerns of light and privacy from the start. 

The comments from Planning and RDAT to the submitted scheme were very minor. The only 
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noticeable requested change was to “redesign proposed third floor deck from glass to metal railing to 

match the character of the adjacent properties.  We revised the plans accordingly.    

The DR requestor’s have asked that the roof deck be deleted and that the new building stay 

within the existing building footprint.  They claim that the roof deck would “…lead to a 

significant loss of privacy and noise impacts.”  They say specifically that the roof deck will look 

into two bedrooms and a bathroom of their home at 349 Cumberland.  As detailed above, this is 

not the case.   

3. “If you are not willing to change the proposed project or pursue other alternatives, please 

state why you feel that your project would not have any adverse effect on the surrounding 

properties. Include an explanation of your needs for space or other personal requirements that 

prevent you from making the changes requested by the DR requester.” 

As explained  above, the proposed project is modest, was designed from the start to address the 

issues raised by neighbors in early meetings, meets the needs of the family, has no significant 

impacts on the adjacent neighbors or larger Dolores Heights neighborhood, and should be 

approved as proposed. 
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ATTACHMENT 1 

SUN STUDIES 

  



John Maniscalco Architecture

Dolores Heights Residence
357 Cumberland Street, San Francisco, CA

Sun Studies
10.18.2018
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ATTACHMENT 2 

CATEGORICAL EXEMPTION FOR 359 CUMBERLAND 

STREET MARCH 26, 2020 

 



CEQA Categorical Exemption Determination

PROPERTY INFORMATION/PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Project Address

357 Cumberland Street

Block/Lot(s)

Project description for Planning Department approval.

Permit No.

Addition/ 

Alteration

Demolition (requires HRE for 

Category B Building)

New 

Construction

The project involves the demolition of the existing 35-foot-tall, three-story over garage, 3,248-square-foot, 

single-family dwelling with one off-street parking space for the construction of a new 35-foot-tall, 

4,049-square-foot, three-story over garage, single-family residence with two off-street parking spaces.  The 

project would require 689 cubic yards of excavation. The building would be supported by a continuous spread 

footing foundation.

The building permit numbers are 2020.03.11.6723.S and 2020.03.11.6722.

Case No.

2016-014777ENV

3601037

STEP 1: EXEMPTION CLASS

The project has been determined to be categorically exempt under the California Environmental Quality 

Act (CEQA).

Class 1 - Existing Facilities. Interior and exterior alterations; additions under 10,000 sq. ft.

Class 3 - New Construction. Up to three new single-family residences or six dwelling units in one 

building; commercial/office structures; utility extensions; change of use under 10,000 sq. ft. if principally 

permitted or with a CU.

Class 32 - In-Fill Development. New Construction of seven or more units or additions greater than 

10,000 sq. ft. and meets the conditions described below:

(a) The project is consistent with the applicable general plan designation and all applicable general plan 

policies as well as with applicable zoning designation and regulations.

(b) The proposed development occurs within city limits on a project site of no more than 5 acres 

substantially surrounded by urban uses.

(c) The project site has no value as habitat for endangered rare or threatened species.

(d) Approval of the project would not result in any significant effects relating to traffic, noise, air quality, or 

water quality.

(e) The site can be adequately served by all required utilities and public services.

FOR ENVIRONMENTAL PLANNING USE ONLY

Class ____



STEP 2: CEQA IMPACTS
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

Air Quality: Would the project add new sensitive receptors (specifically, schools, day care facilities, 

hospitals, residential dwellings, and senior-care facilities within an Air Pollution Exposure Zone? Does the 

project have the potential to emit substantial pollutant concentrations (e.g., backup diesel generators, 

heavy industry, diesel trucks, etc.)? (refer to EP _ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Air Pollution 

Exposure Zone)

Hazardous Materials: If the project site is located on the Maher map or is suspected of containing 

hazardous materials (based on a previous use such as gas station, auto repair, dry cleaners, or heavy 

manufacturing, or a site with underground storage tanks): Would the project involve 50 cubic yards or 

more of soil disturbance ‐ or a change of use from industrial to residential? 

Note that a categorical exemption shall not be issued for a project located on the Cortese List

if the applicant presents documentation of enrollment in the San Francisco Department of Public Health 

(DPH) Maher program, a DPH waiver from the Maher program, or other documentation from 

Environmental Planning staff that hazardous material effects would be less than significant (refer to 

EP_ArcMap > Maher layer).

Transportation: Does the project involve a child care facility or school with 30 or more students, or a 

location 1,500 sq. ft. or greater? Does the project have the potential to adversely affect transit, pedestrian 

and/or bicycle safety (hazards) or the adequacy of nearby transit, pedestrian and/or bicycle facilities?

Archeological Resources: Would the project result in soil disturbance/modification greater than two

(2) feet below grade in an archeological sensitive area or eight (8) feet in a non -archeological sensitive

area? If yes, archeo review is requried (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > 

Archeological Sensitive Area)

Subdivision/Lot Line Adjustment: Does the project site involve a subdivision or lot line adjustment

on a lot with a slope average of 20% or more? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers >

Topography). If yes, Environmental Planning must issue the exemption.

Slope = or > 25%: Does the project involve any of the following: (1) square footage expansion greater

than 500 sq. ft. outside of the existing building footprint, (2) excavation of 50 cubic yards or more of

soil, (3) new construction? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Topography) If box is

checked, a geotechnical report is required and Environmental Planning must issue the exemption.

Seismic: Landslide Zone: Does the project involve any of the following: (1) square footage expansion

greater than 500 sq. ft. outside of the existing building footprint, (2) excavation of 50 cubic yards or  more 

of soil, (3) new construction? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Seismic Hazard Zones) 

If box is checked, a geotechnical report is required and Environmental Planning must issue the exemption.

Seismic: Liquefaction Zone: Does the project involve any of the following: (1) square footage

expansion greater than 500 sq. ft. outside of the existing building footprint, (2) excavation of 50  cubic 

yards or more of soil, (3) new construction? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers >

Seismic Hazard Zones) If box is checked, a geotechnical report will likely be required and Environmental 

Planning must issue the exemption.

Comments and Planner Signature (optional): Don Lewis

A geotechnical investigation was prepared by Rockridge Geotechnical Consultants dated 5/28/2019.



STEP 3: PROPERTY STATUS - HISTORIC RESOURCE
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

PROPERTY IS ONE OF THE FOLLOWING: (refer to Property Information Map)

Category A: Known Historical Resource. GO TO STEP 5.

Category B: Potential Historical Resource (over 45 years of age). GO TO STEP 4.

Category C: Not a Historical Resource or Not Age Eligible (under 45 years of age). GO TO STEP 6.

STEP 4: PROPOSED WORK CHECKLIST

TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

Check all that apply to the project.

1. Change of use and new construction. Tenant improvements not included.

2. Regular maintenance or repair to correct or repair deterioration, decay, or damage to building.

3. Window replacement that meets the Department’s Window Replacement Standards. Does not include

storefront window alterations.

4. Garage work. A new opening that meets the Guidelines for Adding Garages and Curb Cuts, and/or

replacement of a garage door in an existing opening that meets the Residential Design Guidelines.

5. Deck, terrace construction, or fences not visible from any immediately adjacent public right-of-way.

6. Mechanical equipment installation that is not visible from any immediately adjacent public 

right-of-way.

7. Dormer installation that meets the requirements for exemption from public notification under Zoning

Administrator Bulletin No. 3: Dormer Windows.

8. Addition(s) that are not visible from any immediately adjacent public right -of-way for 150 feet in each

direction; does not extend vertically beyond the floor level of the top story of the structure or is only a

single story in height; does not have a footprint that is more than 50% larger than that of the original

building; and does not cause the removal of architectural significant roofing features.

Note: Project Planner must check box below before proceeding.

Project is not listed. GO TO STEP 5.

Project does not conform to the scopes of work. GO TO STEP 5.

Project involves four or more work descriptions. GO TO STEP 5.

Project involves less than four work descriptions. GO TO STEP 6.

STEP 5: CEQA IMPACTS - ADVANCED HISTORICAL REVIEW
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

Check all that apply to the project.

1. Project involves a known historical resource (CEQA Category A) as determined by Step 3 and

conforms entirely to proposed work checklist in Step 4.

2. Interior alterations to publicly accessible spaces.

3. Window replacement of original/historic windows that are not “in-kind” but are consistent with

existing historic character.

4. Façade/storefront alterations that do not remove, alter, or obscure character-defining features.

5. Raising the building in a manner that does not remove, alter, or obscure character -defining

features.

6. Restoration based upon documented evidence of a building’s historic condition, such as historic

photographs, plans, physical evidence, or similar buildings.



7. Addition(s), including mechanical equipment that are minimally visible from a public right -of-way

and meet the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation .

8. Other work consistent with the Secretary of the Interior Standards for the Treatment of Historic 

Properties (specify or add comments):

9. Other work that would not materially impair a historic district (specify or add comments):

(Requires approval by Senior Preservation Planner/Preservation Coordinator)

10. Reclassification of property status. (Requires approval by Senior Preservation 

Planner/Preservation

Reclassify to Category A

a. Per HRER or PTR dated

b. Other (specify):

(attach HRER or PTR)

Reclassify to Category C

02/21/2017

Note: If ANY box in STEP 5 above is checked, a Preservation Planner MUST sign below.

Project can proceed with categorical exemption review. The project has been reviewed by the

Preservation Planner and can proceed with categorical exemption review. GO TO STEP 6.

Comments (optional):

Preservation Planner Signature: Elizabeth Gordon Jonckheer

TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

STEP 6: CATEGORICAL EXEMPTION DETERMINATION

Project Approval Action: Signature:

Once signed or stamped and dated, this document constitutes a categorical exemption pursuant to CEQA Guidelines and Chapter 

31of the Administrative Code.

In accordance with Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code, an appeal of an exemption determination can only be 

filed within 30 days of the project receiving the approval action.

Please note that other approval actions may be required for the project. Please contact the assigned planner for these approvals.

Don Lewis

03/26/2020

No further environmental review is required. The project is categorically exempt under CEQA.

There are no unusual circumstances that would result in a reasonable possibility of a significant 

effect.

Planning Commission Hearing



TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

STEP 7: MODIFICATION OF A CEQA EXEMPT PROJECT

In accordance with Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code, when a California Environmental

Quality Act (CEQA) exempt project changes after the Approval Action and requires a subsequent approval, the

Environmental Review Officer (or his or her designee) must determine whether the proposed change 

constitutes a substantial modification of that project. This checklist shall be used to determine whether the 

proposed changes to the approved project would constitute a “substantial modification” and, therefore, be 

subject to additional environmental review pursuant to CEQA.

MODIFIED PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Modified Project Description:

DETERMINATION IF PROJECT CONSTITUTES SUBSTANTIAL MODIFICATION

Compared to the approved project, would the modified project:

Result in expansion of the building envelope, as defined in the Planning Code;

Result in the change of use that would require public notice under Planning Code

Sections 311 or 312;

Result in demolition as defined under Planning Code Section 317 or 19005(f)?

Is any information being presented that was not known and could not have been known

at the time of the original determination, that shows the originally approved project may

no longer qualify for the exemption?

If at least one of the above boxes is checked, further environmental review is required.

DETERMINATION OF NO SUBSTANTIAL MODIFICATION

Planner Name:

The proposed modification would not result in any of the above changes.

If this box is checked, the proposed modifications are categorically exempt under CEQA, in accordance with prior project

approval and no additional environmental review is required. This determination shall be posted on the Planning Department 

website and office and mailed to the applicant, City approving entities, and anyone requesting written notice. In accordance 

with Chapter 31, Sec 31.08j of the San Francisco Administrative Code, an appeal of this determination can be filed within 10 

days of posting of this determination.

Date:
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ATTACHMENT B 
PRIVACY SCREEN IMAGES 



Cumberland Street 
Residence

Discretionary Review 
Response

357 Cubmerland
California, CA

08.07.2020

Roof Deck 
Parapet Screen 
Eastern Edge

Obscured Line of Sight



Cumberland Street 
Residence

Discretionary Review 
Response

357 Cubmerland
California, CA

08.07.2020

Roof Deck 
Parapet Screen 
Central

Obscured Line of Sight



Cumberland Street 
Residence

Discretionary Review 
Response

357 Cubmerland
California, CA

08.07.2020

Obscured Line of Sight

Roof Deck 
Parapet Screen 
Western Edge



Cumberland Street 
Residence

Discretionary Review 
Response

357 Cubmerland
California, CA

08.07.2020

Roof Deck 
Parapet Screen 
From 349 C. Deck

John Maniscalco
VIEW FROM 349 CUMBERLAND BALCONY TO 357 CUMBERLAND



Cumberland Street 
Residence

Discretionary Review 
Response

357 Cubmerland
California, CA

08.07.2020

Roof Deck 
Parapet Screen 
357 C. Deck Close

John Maniscalco
VIEW FROM 357 CUMBERLAND BALCONY TO 349 CUMBERLAND - CLOSE POSITION



Cumberland Street 
Residence

Discretionary Review 
Response

357 Cubmerland
California, CA

08.07.2020

Roof Deck 
Parapet Screen 
357 C. Deck Mid

John Maniscalco
VIEW FROM 357 CUMBERLAND BALCONY TO 349 CUMBERLAND - MIDDLE POSITION



Cumberland Street 
Residence

Discretionary Review 
Response

357 Cubmerland
California, CA

08.07.2020

Roof Deck 
Parapet Screen 
357 C. Deck Far

John Maniscalco
VIEW FROM 357 CUMBERLAND BALCONY TO 349 CUMBERLAND - FAR POSITION
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ATTACHMENT C SOLAR 
STUDY SUMMARY



Cumberland Street 
Residence

Discretionary Review 
Response

357 Cubmerland
California, CA

08.07.2020

Solar Study

Spring Equinox - Existing House
03.21 at 5:00PM (UTC/GMT -7 Hours)

Spring Equinox - Proposed House
03.21 at 5:00PM (UTC/GMT -7 Hours)

Autumn Equinox - Existing House
09.21 at 5:00PM (UTC/GMT -7 Hours)

Autumn Equinox - Proposed House
09.21 at 5:00PM (UTC/GMT -7 Hours)

Winter Equinox - Existing House
12.21 at 5:00PM (UTC/GMT -7 Hours)

Winter Equinox - Proposed House
12.21 at 5:00PM (UTC/GMT -7 Hours)

ATTACHMENT C
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ATTACHMENT D 
PHOTOS SHOWING VEGETATION ATOP AND 

ADJACENT TO FENCE 



ATTACHMENT D PHOTOS SHOWING VEGETATION ATOP FENCE 
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PROJECT INFO

PROJECT NAME

BLOCK/LOT

ADDRESS

PRIMARY OCCUPANCY

GROSS BUILDING AREA

DESIGN PROFESSIONAL
or PERMIT APPLICANT
(sign & date)

 
NEW CONSTRUCTION ALTERATIONS + ADDITIONS

LOW-RISE 
RESIDENTIAL

HIGH-RISE 
RESIDENTIAL

LARGE NON-
RESIDENTIAL

OTHER NON-
RESIDENTIAL

RESIDENTIAL 
MAJOR

ALTERATIONS 
+ ADDITIONS

OTHER 
RESIDENTIAL 
ALTERATIONS 
+ ADDITIONS

NON-RESIDENTIAL 
MAJOR

ALTERATIONS
+ ADDITIONS

FIRST-TIME 
NON-RESIDENTIAL

INTERIORS

OTHER NON-
RESIDENTIAL 
INTERIORS, 

ALTERATIONS 
+ ADDITIONS

R
1-3 Floors

R
4+ Floors

A,B,E,I,M
25,000 sq.ft. 

or greater

F,H,L,S,U
or

A,B,E,I,M less
than 25,000 sq.ft.

R
25,000 sq.ft. 

or greater

R
adds any amount of 

conditioned area

B,M
25,000 sq.ft. 

or greater

A,B,I,M
25,000 sq.ft. 

or greater

A,B,E,F,H,L,I,M,S,U
more than 1,000 sq.ft. 

or $200,000

LE
ED

/G
PR Required LEED or 

GPR Certification Level

SFGBC 4.103.1.1, 
4.103.2.1, 4.103.3.1, 
5.103.1.1, 5.103.3.1 

& 5.103.4.1
Project is required to achieve sustainability certification listed at right. LEED SILVER (50+) 

or GPR (75+)
CERTIFIED

LEED SILVER (50+) 
or GPR (75+)
CERTIFIED

LEED GOLD (60+)
CERTIFIED n/r  LEED GOLD (60+) 

or GPR (75+)
CERTIFIED

n/r LEED GOLD (60+)
CERTIFIED

LEED GOLD (60+)
CERTIFIED n/r

LEED/GPR Point Adjustment for 
Retention/Demolition of Historic 

Features/Building
SFGBC 4.104, 4.105, 

5.104 & 5.105 Enter any applicable point adjustments in box at right.
______ ______ ______

n/r
______

n/r
______ ______

n/r

M
AT

ER
IA

LS

LOW-EMITTING MATERIALS
CALGreen 4.504.2.1-5 
& 5.504.4.1-6, SFGBC 
4.103.3.2,  5.103.1.9,  
5.103.3.2 & 5.103.4.2

Use products that comply with the emission limit requirements of 4.504.2.1-5, 5.504.4.1-6 for adhesives, sealants, paints, coatings, carpet systems including cushions 
and adhesives, resilient flooring (80% of area), and composite wood products.
Major alterations to existing residential buildings must use low-emitting coatings, adhesives and sealants, and carpet systems that meet the requirements for GPR 
measures K2, K3 and L2 or LEED EQc2, as applicable. 

New large non-residential interiors and major alterations to existing residential and non-residential buildings must also use interior paints, coatings, sealants, and 
adhesives when applied on-site, flooring and composite wood that meet the requirements of LEED credit Low-Emitting Materials (EQc2).   

4.504.2.1-5 4.504.2.1-5 LEED EQc2 5.504.4.1-6 LEED EQc2 or
GPR K2, K3 & L2 4.504.2.1-5 LEED EQc2 LEED EQc2 5.504.4.1-6

W
AT

ER

INDOOR WATER USE 
REDUCTION

CALGreen 4.303.1 
& 5.303.3, 

SFGBC 5.103.1.2, 
SF Housing Code 

sec.12A10, 
SF Building Code ch.13A

Meet flush/flow requirements for: toilets (1.28gpf); urinals (0.125gpf wall, 0.5gpf floor); showerheads (2.0gpm); lavatories (1.2gpm private, 0.5gpm public/common); 
kitchen faucets (1.8gpm); wash fountains (1.8gpm); metering faucets (0.2gpc); food waste disposers (1gpm/8gpm).
Residential projects must upgrade all non-compliant fixtures per SF Housing Code sec.12A10. Large non-residential interiors, alterations & additions must upgrade all 
non-compliant fixtures per SF Building Code ch.13A.
New large non-residential buildings must also achieve minimum 30% indoor potable water use reduction as calculated to meet LEED credit Indoor Water Use Reduction 
(WEc2).

● ● LEED WEc2 
(2 pts) ● ● ● ● ● ● 

NON-POTABLE WATER REUSE Health Code art.12C  New buildings ≥ 40,000 sq.ft. must calculate a water budget. New buildings ≥250,000 sq.ft. must treat and use available rainwater, graywater, and foundation drainage 
and use in toilet and urinal flushing and irrigation. See www.sfwater.org for details. n/r ● ● n/r n/r n/r n/r n/r n/r

WATER-EFFICIENT 
IRRIGATION Administrative Code ch.63  

New construction projects with aggregated landscape area ≥500 sq.ft., or existing projects with modified landscape area ≥1,000 sq.ft. shall use low water use plants or 
climate appropriate plants, restrict turf areas and comply with Model Water Efficient Landscape Ordinance restrictions by calculated ETAF (.55 for residential, .45 for 
non-residential or less) or by prescriptive compliance for projects with ≤2,500 sq.ft. of landscape area. See www.sfwater.org for details.

● ● ● ● ● ● ● ● ●

WATER METERING CALGreen 5.303.1 Provide submeters for spaces projected to consume >1,000gal/day (or >100gal/day in buildings >50,000 sq.ft.). n/r n/r ● ● n/r n/r ● ● ● 

EN
ER

G
Y

ENERGY EFFICIENCY CA Energy Code Comply with all provisions of the CA Title 24 Part 6 Energy Standards. ● ● ● ● ● ● ● ● ●

BETTER ROOFS SFGBC 4.201.1 
& 5.201.1.2 

New non-residential buildings >2,000 sq.ft. and ≤10 occupied floors, and new residential buildings of any size and ≤10 occupied floors, must designate 15% of roof 
Solar Ready, per Title 24 rules. Install photovoltaics or solar hot water systems in this area. With Planning Department approval, projects subject to SFPUC Stormwater 
Requirements may substitute living roof for solar energy systems.

● ≤10 floors  ● ● n/r n/r n/r n/r n/r

RENEWABLE ENERGY SFGBC 5.201.1.3 Non-residential buildings with ≥11 floors must acquire at least 1% of energy from on-site renewable sources, purchase green energy credits, or achieve 5 points under 
LEED credit Optimize Energy Performance (EAc2). n/r n/r ● ● n/r n/r n/r n/r n/r

COMMISSIONING (Cx) CALGreen 
5.410.2 - 5.410.4.5.1

For projects ≥10,000 sq.ft, include OPR, BOD, and commissioning plan in design & construction. Commission to comply. Alterations & additions with new HVAC 
equipment must test and adjust all equipment.  n/r n/r LEED EAc1

opt. 1 ● n/r n/r ● ● ● 

PA
R

K
IN

G

BICYCLE PARKING CALGreen 5.106.4, 
Planning Code 155.1-2  Provide short- and long-term bike parking equal to 5% of motorized vehicle parking, or meet SF Planning Code sec.155.1-2, whichever is greater. SF Planning 

Code sec.155.1-2  
SF Planning 

Code sec.155.1-2 ● ●
 if applicable 
SF Planning 

Code sec.155.1-2

if applicable 
SF Planning 

Code sec.155.1-2
● ● if >10  

stalls added

DESIGNATED PARKING CALGreen 5.106.5.2 Mark 8% of total parking stalls for low-emitting, fuel efficient, and carpool/van pool vehicles. n/r n/r ● ● n/r n/r ● ● if >10  
stalls added

WIRING FOR EV CHARGERS SFGBC 4.106.4 
& 5.106.5.3 

Permit application January 2018 or after: Construct all new off-street parking spaces for passenger vehicles and trucks with dimensions capable of installing EVSE. 
Install service capacity and panelboards sufficient to provide ≥40A 208 or 240V to EV chargers at 20% of spaces. Install ≥40A 208 or 240V branch circuits to ≥10% of 
spaces, terminating close to the proposed EV charger location. Installation of chargers is not required. Projects with zero off-street parking exempt. See SFGBC 4.106.4 
or SFGBC 5.106.5.3 for details. 
Permit applications prior to January 2018 only: Install infrastructure to provide electricity for EV chargers at 6% of spaces for non-residential (CalGreen 5.106.5.3), 3% of 
spaces for multifamily with ≥17 units (CalGreen 4.106.4.2), and each space in 1-2 unit dwellings (CalGreen 4.106.4.1). Installation of chargers is not required.

● ● ● ●
applicable for 

permit application 
January 2018 

or after
n/r

applicable for 
permit application 

January 2018 
or after

n/r n/r

W
A

ST
E 

D
IV

ER
SI

O
N RECYCLING BY OCCUPANTS SF Building Code  

AB-088 Provide adequate space and equal access for storage, collection and loading of compostable, recyclable and landfill materials. ● ● ● ● ● ● ● ● ●

CONSTRUCTION & 
DEMOLITION (C&D) 

WASTE MANAGEMENT

SFGBC 4.103.2.3 
& 5.103.1.3.1, 

Environment Code ch.14, 
SF Building Code ch.13B  

For 100% of mixed C&D debris use registered transporters and registered processing facilities with a minimum of 65% diversion rate. Divert a minimum of 75% of total 
C&D debris if noted. ● 75% diversion 75% diversion ● ● ● ● 75% diversion ●

H
VA

C

HVAC INSTALLER QUALS CALGreen 4.702.1 Installers must be trained and certified in best practices. ● ● n/r n/r ● ● n/r n/r n/r

HVAC DESIGN CALGreen 4.507.2 HVAC shall be designed to ACCA Manual J, D, and S. ● ● n/r n/r ● ● n/r n/r n/r

REFRIGERANT MANAGEMENT CALGreen 5.508.1 Use no halons or CFCs in HVAC. n/r n/r ● ● n/r n/r ● ● ●

G
O

O
D

 
N

EI
G

H
B

O
R

LIGHT POLLUTION 
REDUCTION

CA Energy Code, 
CALGreen 5.106.8  Comply with CA Energy Code for Lighting Zones 1-4. Comply with 5.106.8 for Backlight/Uplight/Glare. n/r n/r ● ● n/r n/r ● ● ●

BIRD-SAFE BUILDINGS Planning Code  
sec.139 Glass facades and bird hazards facing and/or near Urban Bird Refuges may need to treat their glass for opacity. ● ● ● ● ● ● ● ● ●

TOBACCO SMOKE CONTROL CALGreen 5.504.7,  
Health Code art.19F

For non-residential projects, prohibit smoking within 25 feet of building entries, air intakes, and operable windows.
For residential projects, prohibit smoking within 10 feet of building entries, air intakes, and operable windows and enclosed common areas.

● ● ● ● ● ● ● ● ●

PO
LL

U
TI

O
N

 
PR

EV
EN

TI
O

N STORMWATER 
CONTROL PLAN

Public Works Code  
art.4.2 sec.147

Projects disturbing ≥5,000 sq.ft. in combined or separate sewer areas, or replacing ≥2,500 impervious sq.ft. in separate sewer area, must implement a Stormwater 
Control Plan meeting SFPUC Stormwater Management Requirements. See www.sfwater.org for details. ● ● ● ● if project extends 

outside envelope
if project extends 
outside envelope

if project extends 
outside envelope

if project extends 
outside envelope

if project extends 
outside envelope

CONSTRUCTION 
SITE RUNOFF CONTROLS

Public Works Code 
art.4.2 sec.146  Provide a construction site Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan and implement SFPUC Best Management Practices. See www.sfwater.org for details. if disturbing 

≥5,000 sq.ft. ● if disturbing 
≥5,000 sq.ft.

if disturbing 
≥5,000 sq.ft.

if project extends 
outside envelope

if project extends 
outside envelope

if project extends 
outside envelope

if project extends 
outside envelope

if project extends 
outside envelope

IN
D

O
O

R
 

EN
VI

R
O

N
M

EN
TA

L 
Q

U
A

LI
TY

ACOUSTICAL CONTROL
CALGreen 5.507.4.1-3,

SF Building Code  
sec.1207

Non-residential projects must comply with sound transmission limits (STC-50 exteriors near freeways/airports; STC-45 exteriors if 65db Leq at any time; STC-40 interior 
walls/floor-ceilings between tenants). 
New residential projects’ interior noise due to exterior sources shall not exceed 45dB. 

 ● ● ● ● n/r n/r ● ● ● 

AIR FILTRATION 
(CONSTRUCTION)

CALGreen 4.504.1-3 
& 5.504.1-3 Seal permanent HVAC ducts/equipment stored onsite before installation. ● ● ● ● ● ● ● ● ● 

AIR FILTRATION 
(OPERATIONS)

CALGreen 5.504.5.3, 
SF Health Code art.38  

Non-residential projects must provide MERV-8 filters on HVAC for regularly occupied, actively ventilated spaces. 
Residential new construction and major alteration & addition projects in Air Pollutant Exposure Zones per SF Health Code art.38 must provide MERV-13 filters on HVAC.  

if applicable if applicable ● ● if applicable n/r ● ● ●

CONSTRUCTION IAQ 
MANAGEMENT PLAN SFGBC 5.103.1.8 During construction, meet SMACNA IAQ guidelines; provide MERV-8 filters on all HVAC. n/r n/r LEED EQc3 n/r n/r n/r n/r n/r n/r

R
ES

ID
EN

TI
A

L

GRADING & PAVING CALGreen 4.106.3 Show how surface drainage (grading, swales, drains, retention areas) will keep surface water from entering the building. ● ● n/r n/r if applicable if applicable  n/r  n/r  n/r 

RODENT PROOFING CALGreen 4.406.1 Seal around pipe, cable, conduit, and other openings in exterior walls with cement mortar or DBI-approved similar method. ● ● n/r n/r ● ●  n/r  n/r  n/r 

FIREPLACES & 
WOODSTOVES CALGreen 4.503.1 Install only direct-vent or sealed-combustion, EPA Phase II-compliant appliances. ● ● n/r n/r ● ● n/r n/r  n/r 

CAPILLARY BREAK, 
SLAB ON GRADE CALGreen 4.505.2 Slab on grade foundation requiring vapor retarder also requires a capillary break such as: 4 inches of base 1/2-inch aggregate under retarder; slab design specified by 

licensed professional. ● ● n/r n/r ● ● n/r  n/r  n/r 

MOISTURE CONTENT CALGreen 4.505.3 Wall and floor wood framing must have <19% moisture content before enclosure. ● ● n/r n/r ● ● n/r  n/r  n/r 

BATHROOM EXHAUST CALGreen 4.506.1 Must be ENERGY STAR compliant, ducted to building exterior, and its humidistat shall be capable of adjusting between <50% to >80% (humidistat may be separate 
component). ● ● n/r n/r ● ● n/r  n/r n/r

                                     
CHECK THE ONE COLUMN

THAT BEST DESCRIBES YOUR PROJECT

INSTRUCTIONS:
1. Select one (1) column to identify requirements for the project. For addition and alteration projects, 
applicability of specific requirements may depend upon project scope.  
2. Provide the Project Information in the box at the right. 
3. A LEED or GreenPoint Rated Scorecard is not required with the site permit application, but using such tools 
as early as possible is recommended.
4. To ensure legibility of DBI archives, submittal must be a minimum of 24” x 36”. 

SOURCE OF
REQUIREMENTTITLE DESCRIPTION OF REQUIREMENT

Attachment GS2, GS3, GS4, GS5 or GS6 will be due with the applicable addendum. A separate “FINAL COMPLIANCE 
VERIFICATION” form will be required prior to Certificate of Completion. For details, see Administrative Bulletin 93. 
For Municipal projects, additional Environment Code Chapter 7 requirements may apply; see GS6. 

GS1: San Francisco Green Building Site Permit Submittal Form
Form version: February 1, 2018 (For permit applications January 2017 - December 2019)
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