
 

49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1475  San Francisco, CA  94103 
Phone: 628-652-1150  Email: boardofappeals@sfgov.org 

www.sfgov.org/boa 
 

      Date Filed: February 25, 2022 
 
City & County of San Francisco  
BOARD OF APPEALS 
 
JURISDICTION REQUEST FILE NO. 22-2 
 
Date of request: February 25, 2022. 

 Portside Master Homeowner Association hereby seeks a new appeal period for the following departmental 

action: ISSUANCE of Alteration Permit, 2018/09/28/1770 by Department of Building Inspection, issued to: SF 

Oakland Bay LLC, for property at 401 Main Street, that was issued or became effective on July 7, 2021, and for 

which the appeal period ended at close of business on July 22, 2021. 

Your Jurisdiction  will be considered by the Board of Appeals on Wednesday, March 23, 2022 at 5:00 p.m. 

and will be held via at San Francisco City Hall, Room 416; 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place. 

Pursuant to Article V, § 10 of the Board Rules, the RESPONSE to the written request for jurisdiction must be 

submitted by the permit, variance, or determination holder(s) and/or department(s) no later than 10 days from the 

date of filing, on or before March 7, 2022, and must not exceed 6 pages in length (double-spaced), with unlimited 

exhibits. An electronic copy shall be submitted to the Board office via email by 4:30 pm to:  boardofappeals@sfgov.org 

with additional copies delivered to the opposing parties the same day. 

You or your representative MUST be present at the hearing. It is the general practice of the Board that only up 

to three minutes of testimony from the requestor, the permit holder, and the department(s) will be allowed. Your 

testimony should focus on the reason(s) you did not file on time, and why the Board should allow a late filing in your 

situation. 

Based upon the evidence submitted and the testimony, the Board will make a decision to either grant or deny 

your Jurisdiction Request. Four votes are necessary to grant jurisdiction. If your request is denied, an appeal may not 

be filed and the decision of the department(s) is final. If your request is granted, a new five (5) day appeal period 

shall be created which ends on the following Monday, and an appeal may be filed during this time. 

  

Name of Requestor: Portside Master Homeowner Association 

David Cincotta, Attorney for Requestor 

Email: davidc@dpclawoffices.com                            Via Email 

                        Signature of Requestor or Agent 



 

 

 

February 25, 2022 

 

 

Rick Swig, President 

San Francisco Board of Appeals 

49 Van Ness Avenue 

San Francisco, CA 94103 

 

 

Re: Request for Jurisdiction for Appeal of Building Permit 201809281770 

 

Dear President Swig: 

 

I am writing on behalf of the Portside Master Homeowner Association to request that the 

Board of Appeals take jurisdiction in order for the homeowners to appeal BPA 201809281770. 

This Permit is specifically to perform work to bring the garage at the condominium 

development for the homeowners of 220 dwelling units in response to a Notice of Violation 

(NOV) issued by the Planning Department.  The violations that were the subject of the NOV 

have been raised by the homeowners for many, many years as the garage has not operated in 

compliance with the original Conditional Use Permits 13905 and 11818 nor the Zoning 

Administrator Letter of Determination, dated May 25, 1999.  The lack of compliance has been 

significantly, negatively impacting the quality of life of the homeowners for decades.  The 

Permit is to bring the garage more into compliance because it is understood that the existing 

physical conditions of the structure would still not reach full compliance.  The homeowners wish 

to ask the Board of Appeals to modify the Permit to bring the garage even more into compliance 

with the original approvals of the Conditional Use Permits and the ZA interpretation. 

The following reasons make clear the necessity for the Board to take jurisdiction and hear 

the Appeal of this permit: 
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1. Homeowners Raised Issues of Lack of Compliance.  The garage operation has been 

out of compliance for decades and the homeowners have been trying to resolve 

matters both directly with the garage operator and the Planning Department for many 

years with no success.  This has been negatively impacting the quality of life in the 

homes of all the homeowners at Portside. 

2. The Issued Building Permit is Incomplete.  The permit that has been issued does not 

adequately address the concerns of the homeowners nor does it bring the garage 

operation into compliance and mitigate the NOV. 

3. No Work has Begun Under the Permit.  As of the date of this message, no work has 

begun, not even the minimum improvements included in the permit. 

4. The History of the Homeowners’ Involvement is Evidence of the Concern of the 

Homeowners.  The homeowners have been actively pursuing this matter for many 

years.  They even tried to appeal the permit when it was thought that the permit was 

to be issued by the Planning Department in 2020.  They sought to file an appeal then 

and were later informed that the permit had not been issued yet and the Planning 

Department was seeking the addition of more compliance for the ADA violations. 

5. No Notices of the Issuance of the Permit were Posted by the Garage Operator nor 

Was There a Notice from the Planning Department.  No notices were even posted or 

received and there has been no work initiated in the garage, so there was no way for 
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the homeowners to be aware that the permit had been issued.  Calls to the Department 

of Building Inspection about the actual status of the permit were inconclusive and 

communication with the Central Permit Bureau was difficult to even get an answer. 

In conclusion, the Homeowners had been working for years to bring this garage operation 

into compliance with conditions established decades ago.  They have conscientiously pressed the 

City until a Notice of Violation was finally issued.  It took almost 2 years for the garage operator 

to finally prepare plans that came even close to addressing the concerns of the homeowners and 

the conditions in the Conditional Use Motion.  (See history of permit processing from DBI 

attached.)  Then when the permit was finally issued, there was no posting of the permit, no notice 

of its issuance. 

We urge the Board to grant the homeowners the ability to address the issues of the garage 

operator that have plagued the homeowners for decades. 

Sincerely, 

 

 

 

 

DAVID P. CINCOTTA 

Law Offices of David P. Cincotta 

 

cc: Julie Rosenberg, Executive Director 

 

DPC/lw 



Permit Details Report

Report Date: 11/12/2021 2:01:44 PM
   
Application Number: 201809281770
Form Number: 3
Address(es): 3768 / 020 / 0 401 MAIN ST

Description: ADMINISTRATIVE PERMIT FOR PLANNING REVIEW & VERIFICATION OF (E) PARKING
COUNTS. RE-STRIPPING & SIGNAGE WORK ACCORDING TO DRAWINGS.

Cost: $63,621.00
Occupancy Code: R-2,B,S-2
Building Use: 24 - APARTMENTS

Disposition / Stage:

Action Date Stage Comments
9/28/2018 TRIAGE  
9/28/2018 FILING  
9/28/2018 FILED  
5/25/2021 PLANCHECK  
5/25/2021 APPROVED  
7/7/2021 ISSUED  

Contact Details:
Contractor Details:

License Number: 792059
Name: CRYSTAL MIKS
Company Name: C M C TRAFFIC CONTROL SPECIALIST INC

Address: 3450 3RD STREET UNIT 3G ST * SAN FRANCISCO CA 94124-
0000

Phone:

Addenda Details:
Description:

Step Station Arrive Start In
Hold

Out
Hold Finish Checked By Hold Description

1 HIS 9/28/18 9/28/18 9/28/18    

2 CPB 9/28/18 9/28/18 9/28/18 GUTIERREZ
NANCY  

3 SFFD 9/28/18 9/28/18 9/28/18 GILBRAITH
KATHLEEN N/A

4 CP-ZOC 9/28/18 9/11/20 9/11/20 JONES FRANK

10/04/18: Assigned to Dario Jones
Hard copy
revisions received on 09/01/2020; Delivered
to D. Jones at Planning. (Jennifer)
9/11/20:
Plans approved in order to come into
compliance with Planning Code violation Cas
No 2017-007956ENF; to restripe parking
spaces in order to bring parking garage back
into general conformance with Motions 11818
and 13905 under case nos 95.220C and
89.493C.

5 BLDG 9/14/20 1/16/21 3/2/21 4/22/21 WALLS MARK APPROVED BY BLDG, TO SFFD. MGW
6 SFFD 4/22/21 4/30/21 4/30/21 BOUGHN ROB N/A; routed to ppc

7 CP-ZOC 4/30/21 5/14/21 5/14/21 JONES FRANK

Approved to accomdate revised ADA parking
from 7 to 8 and add signage; AND, plans
approved in order to come into compliance
with Planning Code violation Case No 2017-
007956ENF; to restripe parking spaces in
order to bring parking garage back into
general conformance with Motions 11818 and
13905 under case nos 95.220C and 89.493C.

8 PPC 5/17/21 5/17/21 5/19/21 LUA NATALIE

5/19/21: To CPB; NL
5/17/21: Missing
engineer stamp and signaure for pgs A1.1, A1.
and A3.0. Plans on hold at PPC (49 South Van
Ness, 5th floor) pending designer to make an
appointment @ dbi.ppcrequest@sfgov.org to
update drawings; NL
4/30/21: To Planning to
stamp revised sets received on 3/25/21; NL
4/22/21: To SFFD; nl
03/03/21: TO HOLD
BIn pending bLDG approval;me
01/19/21: In
Hold bin pending BLDG approval; NL
9/14/20: to BLDG; am 3/16/20:R2 to
DCP;EC. 11/13/18am: R1 to DCP. ibb
9/28/18
to DCP;EC

http://www.sfgov.org/
http://www6.sfgov.org/index.aspx?page=2
http://www6.sfgov.org/index.aspx?page=3
http://www6.sfgov.org/index.aspx?page=4
http://www6.sfgov.org/index.aspx?page=5
http://www6.sfgov.org/index.aspx?page=6
http://www6.sfgov.org/index.aspx?page=44
http://www.sfgov.org/


Contact SFGov Accessibility Policies
City and County of San Francisco © 2021

to DCP;EC.

9 CPB 5/19/21 5/25/21 7/7/21 SECONDEZ GRACE
7/7/21: issued. schedule pick up appt. gs
7/6/21: invoiced. gs
5/25/21: approved. need
payer info, contr stmt. gs

This permit has been issued. For information pertaining to this permit, please call 628-652-3450.


 

Appointments:

Appointment Date Appointment AM/PM Appointment Code Appointment Type Description Time Slots

Inspections:

Activity Date Inspector Inspection Description Inspection Status

Special Inspections:

Addenda No. Completed Date Inspected By Inspection Code Description Remarks

For information, or to schedule an inspection, call 628-652-3400 between 8:30 am and 3:00 pm.

Station Code Descriptions and Phone Numbers

Online Permit and Complaint Tracking
home page.

Technical Support for Online Services
If you need help or have a question about this service, please visit our FAQ area.

http://www6.sfgov.org/index.aspx?page=44
http://www6.sfgov.org/index.aspx?page=73
http://www6.sfgov.org/index.aspx?page=45
http://www.sfgov.org/
https://dbiweb.sfgov.org/dbipts/
http://dbiweb.sfgov.org/DBI_FAQ/DBI_FAQs.html


 

          BRIEF SUBMITTED BY THE PERMIT HOLDER(S)  



 

Tara Sullivan 
tsullivan@reubenlaw.com 

 

 
 
 
 
 

March 7, 2022 
 
Delivered Via E-Mail: boardofappeals@sfgov.org / julie.rosenberg@sfgov.org  
 
Mr. Rick Swig, President 
San Francisco Board of Appeals 
49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1475 
San Francisco, CA 94103 
 
 Re: Permit Holder Brief in Opposition of Jurisdiction Request 
  401 Main Street / Permit No. 2018.0928.1770 
  Hearing Date: March 23, 2022 
 
Dear President Swig and Commissioners: 

 Our office represents SF Oakland Bay, LLC, the owner of the public parking garage (the 

“Owner”) located at 401 Main Street (the “Property”), and holders of Building Permit Application 

2018.0928.1770 (the “Permit”). This is a response to the Jurisdiction Request filed on February 

25, 2022, by the Portside Master Homeowner Association (the “Requestor(s)”) of the above-

mentioned Permit. We request that the Board of Appeals deny the Jurisdiction Request to allow a 

new appeal period for the Permit. The deadline for appeal was over seven months ago (July 22, 

2021) and the Requestors have not met the exacting standard of review for the Board to take 

jurisdiction. The Requestors provide no evidence of a lack of notice that caused them to miss the 

appeal period – they knew of the Permit issuance but simply forfeited their right to appeal. This is 

another attempt by the Requestors to stall the restriping and modify the Permit to suit their needs. 

A. PERMIT HISTORY 

401 Main Street, also known as Portside, consists of two residential and commercial 

buildings with 220 dwelling units, 6,000 square feet of retail, and a parking garage (the “Garage”). 

mailto:boardofappeals@sfgov.org
mailto:julie.rosenberg@sfgov.org
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It was approved by the Planning Commission (the “Commission”) in 1989 (Motion No. 11818) 

and 1995 (Motion No. 13905). Under the Commission approvals, the Garage must provide parking 

spaces to the Portside residents and commercial tenants, as well as for three off-site buildings, with 

the remaining parking open to the public. Most of the Requestors have parking spaces in the 

Garage. The Garage has been owned and operated by the Owner since 2011. In February 2020, 

the Zoning Administrator issued a Violation and Penalty Decision against the Owner for 

noncompliance with two Commission Conditions of Approvals (1995 Motion No. 13905, 

Condition No. 3, for not providing a minimum of 289 independently-accessible parking spaces; 

and 1989 Motion No. 11818, Condition No. 4, for not providing thirteen secure bicycle parking 

spaces). 

The Owner worked with the Zoning Administrator (the “ZA”) to correct the outstanding 

issues and bring the Garage into compliance with the Commission conditions. Planning 

Department staff conducted site visits and analyzed the number, size, and location of parking 

spaces. Throughout this process, the Requestors were directly involved, continuously contesting 

the Commission approvals and requesting that the ZA place new conditions and make additional 

changes to the Permit. They had several meetings with staff and regularly corresponded with the 

ZA, both through email and by telephone. 

In the fall of 2020, the ZA determined that the Permit would bring the Garage back into 

general conformance with the Commission motions. Specifically, the Permit is to re-stripe the 

Garage so that the parking spaces align with the Commission-approved plans, install additional 

ADA parking spaces, and add secure bicycle parking. The Permit was approved by Planning on 

May 14, 2021 and was issued by DBI on July 7, 2021 (the Permit and plans are attached as Exhibit 
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A). The 15-day appeal period ran until July 22, 2021. No appeal was filed, and the Owner began 

preparation of the work. 

The re-striping cannot occur while vehicles are in the Garage – they must be moved for the 

duration of work. Before work was to begin, the Owner requested updated vehicle information 

from the Requestors in order to perform an inventory to reassign spaces once the Garage was 

restriped. From the outset, the Requestor has refused to provide the necessary information. The 

Requestor sent multiple cease and desist letters to the Garage demanding it refrain from any 

attempts to collect the required information in order to reassign cars. The Requestor, in a blatant 

attempt to interfere with the Owner’s ability to perform the corrective work, posted a notice to all 

residents instructing them to ignore any requests for information from the Owner (see letter, 

Exhibit B). Under the parking agreements with the Requestor, arbitration is required. The Owner 

filed a Demand for Arbitration on June 29, 2021, requesting injunctive relief in order to allow the 

corrective work under the Permit to begin. The Requestor failed to respond, which delayed the 

commencement of the arbitration until September 2021. Unfortunately, the arbitration is ongoing, 

with a final hearing/determination on the matter scheduled for May 2022.  

On February 25, 2022, the Requestor filed this Jurisdiction Request with the Board, 

requesting that the Permit be reopened so they can appeal and seek changes to the Permit. 

B. LEGAL STANDARD 

The Board’s Rules provide that the Board is authorized to grant a Jurisdiction Request only 

“in extraordinary cases where the Board must find that the City intentionally or inadvertently 

caused the requestor to be late in filing the appeal.” (San Francisco BOA Rules, § 10(a), emphasis 

added.) The Requestor fails to meet this standard of review for the Board to take jurisdiction.  
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C. LEGAL ANALYSIS 

Under San Francisco Business and Tax Regulations Code Section 8, an appeal to the Board 

of Appeals must be filed within 15 days of a permit issuance. The Permit was issued on July 7, 

2021, and the appeal period ended on July 22, 2021. The Requestor did not appeal the Permit 

within the 15-day appeal period. The Requestors fail to address how the City intentionally or 

inadvertently caused them to be late in filing the appeal. 

Contrary to the Requestors’ assertion, no notice of issuance of building permit was required 

(Jurisdiction Request, Point 5, p. 2-3). The Planning Code does not require notification of the 

issuance of the Permit (Planning Code §311(b)). Regardless, the Requestors had actual notice 

when the permit was approved by Planning. They received notice from Planning staff informing 

them that the permit was approved. This was a courtesy notice to allow them to track the Permit 

issuance. In addition, the Requestor also received direct notice from the Owner’s attorney four 

days after Planning’s sign-off. The final approved plans and notice of staff’s actions were sent at 

the Requestor’s attorneys request (see email, Exhibit C). The Requestors’ attorney knows that 

there is no notice requirement in the Planning Code and their statement that they had no notice of 

Planning approval is simply false. They had actual notice of Planning’s approval. 

Regarding DBI notice, the Building Code requires notice of permit issuance for demolition, 

new construction, or a structural addition (Building Code §106A.4.6). The Permit does not meet 

any of these criteria. No notice by DBI was required when the Permit was issued. The City did not 

“intentionally or inadvertently” cause the Requestors to miss the appeal window by not providing 

notice. The City correctly followed the law, which does not require notice for the Permit. 

It is perplexing that the Requestors’ assert that they had no notice of the Permit issuance 

because “calls to DBI about the actual status of the permit were inconclusive and communication 
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with the Central Permit Bureau was difficult to even get an answer” (Jurisdiction Request, p. 3). 

It is very easy to check the status of a permit on the City’s online tracking system. Both DBI and 

Planning have easy-to-access permit tracking programs,1 which are updated daily and provide 

accurate information on the status of a permit. It is hard to believe that there was “no way for the 

homeowners to be aware that the permit had been issued” (ibid., emphasis added). The Requestors 

are savvy enough to know how to track the Permit issuance – they have two law firms working on 

this matter, one of which is a long-practicing land use attorney with knowledge of City processes 

and systems. Even if they checked with DBI only once a week, they would have been informed of 

the Permit issuance within the 15-day appeal window. They did track the permit and knew when 

it was issued by DBI, but simply chose not to appeal within the allowable window. They should 

not be permitted to appeal it now. 

This Jurisdiction Request is another example of the Requestor seeking to delay the work 

under the Permit. They consistently complain to the City about the Garage yet do everything 

possible to prevent the Owner from bringing it into compliance. Had they responded to the 

information request in the spring 2021, the work under the Permit could have been completed by 

last fall. Instead, they serve cease and desist letters and tell their members not to cooperate. There 

is a consistent pattern of the Requestor blocking any forward progress by the Owner. They knew 

of the Permit months ago and could have filed this request in the summer of 2021. Instead, they 

strategically waited for seven months. Each delay causes the Garage to remain out of compliance 

and the Owner to incur considerable financial costs. The goal of the Requestor is to permanently 

harm a small business so they go out of business.  

 
1 DBI: https://dbiweb02.sfgov.org/dbipts/ ; Planning: https://sfplanninggis.org/pim/  

https://dbiweb02.sfgov.org/dbipts/
https://sfplanninggis.org/pim/
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The Requestors have not asserted any wrongdoing or error on the City’s part that the Board 

of Appeals can correct by granting jurisdiction. The Requestors had notice but they chose not to 

appeal the Permit. Their stated purpose of the Jurisdiction Request – to bring the Garage “even 

more” into compliance with the Commission approvals – is not within the Board’s purview. They 

don’t discuss the lack of notice until the end of their brief – they know they had ample notice and 

simply forfeited their right in July 2021 to appeal the Permit. This request should be seen for what 

it is – a desperate attempt to amend the Permit so they can get their desired changes made. They 

have done everything possible to prevent the corrective work from occurring. The ZA has 

determined that the Permit brings the Garage into general conformity with the approvals. Contrary 

to the Requestors assertions, this cannot be contested under this Jurisdiction Request. The facts 

clearly show that this is not an extraordinary case nor did the City do anything to prevent the 

Requestor to be late in filing an appeal. The Requestors simply did not appeal the Permit during 

the appeal period. They should not be allowed a second opportunity to do so. 

The Requestors have failed to make a valid assertion or show evidence justifying the 

present Jurisdiction Request. For all of these reasons, we respectfully request that the Board deny 

the Jurisdiction Request.  

Very truly yours, 
 
REUBEN, JUNIUS & ROSE, LLP 

        
Tara N. Sullivan 
 

cc: Anne Lazarus, Commissioner 
Darryl Honda, Commissioner 

 Tina Chang, Commissioner 
 Jose Lopez, Commissioner 
 Portside Master HOA, c/o David Cincotta 
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Tara N. Sullivan

From: Cincotta, David <dc5@jmbm.com>
Sent: Wednesday, September 16, 2020 10:12 AM
To: Tara N. Sullivan
Subject: RE:  Conditions of Approval/ Portside garage operators/SF Bay, LLC

Thanks, Tara. 
 
David C 
 

David P. Cincotta | Of Counsel 
Jeffer Mangels Butler & Mitchell LLP | JMBM 
Two Embarcadero Center, 5th Floor, San Francisco, CA 94111 
D: (415) 984‐9687 | E: DCincotta@JMBM.com 
VCARD | BIO | BLOG | LINKEDIN 

To help protect your privacy, Microsoft Office prevented automatic download of this picture from the Internet.
http://jmbmmail.com/images/JMBM01_Sig_300px.png

 

This e‐mail message and any attachments are confidential and may be attorney‐client privileged. Dissemination, distribution or copying of this message or 
attachments without proper authorization is strictly prohibited. If you are not the intended recipient, please notify JMBM immediately by telephone or by e‐
mail, and permanently delete the original, and destroy all copies, of this message and all attachments. For further information, please visit JMBM.com.  

 
 
 
 

From: Tara N. Sullivan <tsullivan@reubenlaw.com>  
Sent: Wednesday, September 16, 2020 8:58 AM 
To: Cincotta, David <dc5@jmbm.com> 
Subject: RE: Conditions of Approval/ Portside garage operators/SF Bay, LLC 
 
Morning David, 
 
Attached is a pdf of the final plan set that was approved by Planning. 
 
Best, 
‐tara 
 
 

 
 
Tara N. Sullivan 
T. (415) 567-9000 
tsullivan@reubenlaw.com 
www.reubenlaw.com 
 
SF Office: Oakland Office: 
One Bush Street, Suite 600 492 9th Street, Suite 200 
San Francisco, CA 94104 Oakland, CA 94607 
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From: Cincotta, David <dc5@jmbm.com>  
Sent: Tuesday, September 15, 2020 5:13 PM 
To: Tara N. Sullivan <tsullivan@reubenlaw.com> 
Subject: RE: Conditions of Approval/ Portside garage operators/SF Bay, LLC 
 
Thanks, Tara. I believe that most of the Conditions of Approval that we proposed are included in the Conditional Use 
Permits and the Zoning Administrator Letter of Determination. If those particular conditions are not included in the 
permit plans then the homeowners will be forced to appeal the permit to the Board of Appeals. 
 
Could you please send me a copy of the plans that was approved by the Planning Department? I am confused by what 
Dario has said to me is in the plans. It does not appear to be in the plans I got reviewed. For example, the CU Motion 
requires “secure” bicycle parking spaces. I did not notice any secure bicycle parking spaces on the plans.  
 
Please let me know if you can send me the final approved plans. 
 
David C 
 

David P. Cincotta | Of Counsel 
Jeffer Mangels Butler & Mitchell LLP | JMBM 
Two Embarcadero Center, 5th Floor, San Francisco, CA 94111 
D: (415) 984‐9687 | E: DCincotta@JMBM.com 
VCARD | BIO | BLOG | LINKEDIN 

 

This e‐mail message and any attachments are confidential and may be attorney‐client privileged. Dissemination, distribution or copying of this message or 
attachments without proper authorization is strictly prohibited. If you are not the intended recipient, please notify JMBM immediately by telephone or by e‐
mail, and permanently delete the original, and destroy all copies, of this message and all attachments. For further information, please visit JMBM.com. 

 
 
 
 

From: Tara N. Sullivan <tsullivan@reubenlaw.com>  
Sent: Tuesday, September 15, 2020 4:51 PM 
To: Cincotta, David <dc5@jmbm.com> 
Subject: RE: Conditions of Approval/ Portside garage operators/SF Bay, LLC 
 

  
Hi David,  
 
I wanted to let you know that the ZA has approved the building permit related to the NOV for this project. It brings the 
garage back into general conformance with the two PC approvals. Given that we have resolved our issues with the ZA, 
we withdrew the appeal at the BOA as well. 
 
Understand that this may not be the outcome your client was hoping for, but as mentioned, the goal of the owners was 
to resolve this matter with the Zoning Administrator. They have valid entitlements from the Planning Commission and 
are intent on bring the garage back into compliance with those approvals. 
 
Thanks and talk soon, 
‐tara 
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Tara N. Sullivan 
T. (415) 567-9000 
tsullivan@reubenlaw.com 
www.reubenlaw.com 
 
SF Office: Oakland Office: 
One Bush Street, Suite 600 492 9th Street, Suite 200 
San Francisco, CA 94104 Oakland, CA 94607 
 

 
 

From: Cincotta, David <dc5@jmbm.com>  
Sent: Tuesday, September 8, 2020 10:15 AM 
To: Tara N. Sullivan <tsullivan@reubenlaw.com> 
Subject: Conditions of Approval/ Portside garage operators/SF Bay, LLC 
 
Tara, please find attached a proposed set of Conditions of Approval for the proposed plans presently on appeal at the 
Board of Appeals. I have been authorized by representatives of the homeowners association at Portside to forward 
these to you and Dario Jones at the Planning Department. 
 
I am prepared to discuss these at your earliest convenience. 
 
David C 
 

David P. Cincotta | Of Counsel 
Jeffer Mangels Butler & Mitchell LLP | JMBM 
Two Embarcadero Center, 5th Floor, San Francisco, CA 94111 
D: (415) 984‐9687 | E: DCincotta@JMBM.com 
VCARD | BIO | BLOG | LINKEDIN 

 

This e‐mail message and any attachments are confidential and may be attorney‐client privileged. Dissemination, distribution or copying of this message or 
attachments without proper authorization is strictly prohibited. If you are not the intended recipient, please notify JMBM immediately by telephone or by e‐
mail, and permanently delete the original, and destroy all copies, of this message and all attachments. For further information, please visit JMBM.com. 
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