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HEARING DATE: OCTOBER 13, 2011

Date: October 6, 2011

Case No.: 2011.0837D

Project Address: 10 Lundys Lane

Permit Application: 2011.0330.3154

Zoning: RH-2 [Residential House, Two-Family]
Bernal Heights Special Use District
40-X Height and Bulk District

Block/Lot: 5610/029A

Project Sponsor:  Seth Boor
1686 15t Street
San Francisco, CA 94103

Staff Contact: Kimberly Durandet - (415) 575-6816
Kimberly.durandet@sfgov.org

Recommendation: Do not take DR and approve as proposed

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The Project Sponsor proposes to convert an existing single-family dwelling of approximately 2,860 square
feet into a two-family dwelling. The upper unit will be approximately 1,760 square feet and the new
lower unit will be approximately 1,100 square feet through an interior remodel with no expansion of the
building envelope.

SITE DESCRIPTION AND PRESENT USE

The Subject Property is a regular lot of 1,750 square feet, approximately 25 feet wide by 70 feet deep. The
Subject Property is a single-family, three-story residential building of approximately 2,860 square feet
located in a RH-2 (Residential, Two-Family) Bernal Heights Special Use Zoning District.

SURROUNDING PROPERTIES AND NEIGHBORHOOD

The property is located on the west side of Lundys Lane approximately 80 feet from the corner of Coso
Avenue. The surrounding properties within a 150 foot radius consist of seventeen single-family
dwellings, seven two-family dwellings, one three-family dwelling, and one five-family dwelling. The
properties immediately adjacent to the subject property are single-family dwellings with the exception of

the rear adjacent property to the northwest which is a two-family dwelling.

PAST ACTIONS AND ENFORCEMENT HISTORY

1650 Mission St.
Suite 400

San Francisco,
CA 94103-2479

Reception:
415.558.6378

Fax:
415.558.6409

Planning
Information:
415.558.6377

DATES DESCRIPTION COMMENTS
May-September 2009 | Complaints are filed at DBI regarding illegal | Department of Building
unit. Inspection (DBI).

www.sfplanning.org
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DATES

DESCRIPTION

COMMENTS

September-October
2009

New property owner responds to complaints
by filing a permit to abate the violation.

Planning Approval Over the
Counter (OTC).

March 17, 2010

Building Permit No. 2010.0317.8393 filed for
interior remodel and other minor alterations.
No change of use requested.

Planning Approval OTC. No
311 required as the proposed
interior work met the Rooms
Down Matrix.

July-August 2010

Construction begins.

Complaints are filed with DBI and Planning
that the demolition and reconstruction exceed
the scope of the permit and requires a
variance from rear yard requirements.
Building Permit Application Nos.
2010.0709.6243 and 2010.0827.9763 are filed
by the property owner for structural work on
foundation and replacement of rear walls
which were found to be unsalvageable.

Additional permits filed are
reviewed by DBI only for
foundation and other
structural work.

from single-family to two-family dwelling
units.

August 2010 Planning Department receives complaint and | Zoning and Compliance
begins investigation. Division-Planning
Department.
September 2010 Stop Work Order is issued. Zoning and Compliance
Division-Planning
Department and DBI.
September 2010 Mr. Soto files a Request for Jurisdiction of the | March permit had Planning
March 17, 2010 permit, and an Appeal of approval, DBI review only of
Building Permit Application No. the August permit.
2010.0827.9763 ( a revision to the March 17
permit).
November 2010 Board of Appeals hears the case for 10 Results: The footprint of the
Lundys Lane. existing building is a legal
Request for Jurisdiction is denied. non-complying structure
Appeal of permit is denied. predating the Bernal SUD
Mr. Soto requests rehearing. controls for rear yard.
December 2010 Mr. Soto files an Appeal of the Categorical Planning Department and
Exemption Determination. Board of Supervisors
January 2011 Board of Supervisors hears the Appeal of the | Planning Department
Categorical Exemption Determination. determination is upheld at
The Appeal is denied. the Board of Supervisor
hearing.
January 2011 Request for rehearing is denied Board of Appeals
March 2011 Subject permit is filed for a change of use Planning Department review

and noticing required.

June-July 2011

Neighborhood notification period.

Planning Department

August 2011

DR request filed.

Planning Department

October 2011

DR hearing scheduled.

Planning Commission
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ISSUES AND OTHER CONSIDERATIONS
PARKING

Bernal Heights SUD parking requirements apply to alterations of existing structures in an RH-2 or RH-3
District: (i) If one or more alterations add 200 square feet or less of usable floor area, no additional
parking space is required. (ii) If one or more alterations add over 200 square feet of usable floor area, the
parking standards for new construction set forth above shall apply to the entire building. There is no
expansion of the usable floor area. Therefore, no additional parking is required. The Northwest Bernal
Heights Design Review is concerned that the addition of a dwelling unit without the addition of a
parking space even if there is no change to the envelope is problematic, although they acknowledge the
Bernal Heights controls are written in this manner. Therefore, although they feel the conversion from
one to two residential units without requiring additional parking is not in the spirit of the Elsie Street
Plan, the project does meet the current Code requirements and raised no objection to the project.

REAR YARD

The DR Requestor has also asserted that the work done at the rear of the building required a variance
from Planning Code requirements per Section 242(e)(2). The Board of Appeals ruled that the footprint of
the existing building a legal non-complying structure. The additional square footage was added prior to
the Bernal Heights SUD controls and as built would have met the Code requirements at the time of
constructions (circa 1970).

BUILDING PERMIT NOTIFICATION

TYPE REQUIRED NOTIFICATION DR FILE DATE DR HEARING DATE
PERIOD DATES FILING TO HEARING TIME
311/312 June 30, 2011 - 73 d
30d August 1,2011 | October 13, 2011 ays
Notice WS July 30, 2011 HgHs croper

HEARING NOTIFICATION

REQUIRED ACTUAL
TYPE REQUIRED NOTICE DATE ACTUAL NOTICE DATE
PERIOD PERIOD
Posted Notice 10 days October 3, 2010 October 2, 2011 11 days
Mailed Notice 10 days October 3, 2010 October 3, 2011 10 days
PUBLIC COMMENT
SUPPORT OPPOSED NO POSITION
Adjacent neighbor(s) 0 1 0
Other neighbors on the
block or directly across 0 1 0
the street
Neighborhood groups 0 0 1
SAN FRANCISCO 3
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October 6, 2011 10 Lundys Lane

The neighbors are concerned that the existing expansion of the house is being legalized without meeting
parking or rear yard requirements.

DR REQUESTOR

John DeSoto at12 Lundys Lane, the adjacent neighbor to the west.

DR REQUESTOR’S CONCERNS AND PROPOSED ALTERNATIVES

See attached Discretionary Review Application, dated August 1, 2011.

PROJECT SPONSOR’S RESPONSE TO DR APPLICATION

See attached Response to Discretionary Review, dated August 30, 2011.

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW

The Department has determined that the proposed project is exempt/excluded from environmental
review, pursuant to CEQA Guideline Section 15301.

RESIDENTIAL DESIGN TEAM REVIEW

There is no exterior alteration associated with this permit. Residential Design Team review was not
required.

Under the Commission’s pending DR Reform Legislation, this project would not be referred to the
Commission as this project does not contain or create any exceptional or extraordinary circumstances.

RECOMMENDATION: Do not take DR and approve project as proposed

Attachments:

Block Book Map

Sanborn Map

Zoning and Height Map

Subject Property Photo

Aerial Photographs

Section 311 Notice

DR Application

Response to DR Application dated August 30, 2011
Additional Submission by Property Owner dated October 3, 2011
Reduced Plans

SAN FRANCISCO 4
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BLOCK 5610

SUBJECT PROPERTY

Printed: 22 August, 2077
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Sanborn Map*

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

SITE LOCATION

Case Number 2011.0837D
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Height and Bulk Map
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Aerial Photo West Facing

SUBJECT PROPERTY
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Aerial Photo East Facing

SUBJECT SITE
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1650 Mission Street Suite 400 San Francisco. CA 94103

~ NOTICE OF BUILDING PERMIT APPLICATION (SECTION 311

On March 30, 2011, the Applicant named below filed Building Permit Application No. 2011.0330.3154 (Alteration) with
the City and County of San Francisco.

" "CONTACT INFORMATION . ~PROJECT SITE INFORMATION

| Applicant: Seth Boor ‘ Project Address: 10 Lundys Lane

| Address: 1686 15" Street | Cross Streets: Coso Avenue |
i City, State: San Francisco, CA 94103 ‘ Assessor's Block /Lot No.: 5610 / 029A &
, Telephone: (415) 241-7163 | Zoning Districts: RH-2 /40-X Bernal Heights SUD j

Under San Francisco Planning Code Section 317, vou, as a property owner or resident within 150 feet of this proposed project,
are being notified of this Building Permit Application. You ave not obligated to take any action. For more information
regarding the proposed work, or to express concerns about the project, please contact the Applicant 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 the Planning Commission to use its discretionary powers to review this application at a public
hearing. Applications requesting a Discretionary Review hearing must be filed during the 30-day review period, prior to the
close of business on the Iixpiration Date shown below, or the next business day if that dateis ona week-end oralegal holiday.
If no Requests for Discretionary Review are filed, this project will be approved by the Planning Department after the
Expiration Date.

PROJECT SCOPE

|
[ ] DEMOLITION and/or [ 1 NEW CONSTRUCTION or [ X] ALTERATION !
[ 1 VERTICAL EXTENSION [X] CHANGE # OF DWELLING UNITS [ ] FACADE ALTERATION(S) i
| [ ] HORIZ. EXTENSION (FRONT) [ 1 HORIZ. EXTENSION (SIDE) [ 1 HORIZ. EXTENSION (REAR)
- 'PROJECT FEATURES ' ' : “EXISTING CONDITION PROPOSED OONDITION
BUILDING USE ..o Single-Family Dwelling ................ Two—-Famin DWeIling
| NUMBEROF DWELLINGUNITS ... 1 2 ‘
NUMBER OF OFF-STREET PARKING SPACES ... O 0

2

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The proposal is convert the existing single-family dwelling into a two-family dwelling within the existing building envelope.
No additional parking is required per Planning Code Section 242(e). ‘There are no exterior changes in the scope of work of this
permit. See attached plans.

PLANNER'S NAME: Kimberly Durandet
PHONE NUMBER. (415) 575-6816 DATE OF THIS NOTICE: Vo lle O .

EMAIL: Kimberly.durandet@sfgov.org EXPIRATION DATE: h‘{ ‘?ﬁ, \\

-



APPLICATION REQUESTING DISCRETIONARY REVIEW ("D.R.")

This application is for projects where there are exceptional and extraordinary circumstances
that justify further consideration, even though the project already meets requirements of the
Planning Code, City General Plan and Priority Policies of the Planning Code.

. Cax pe S¢ ;{
D.R. Applicant's Name \)O(f\ ) \gO TO / MQT\:;I(‘apho(tzwe Ng [ 7-728%

D.R. Applicant's Address [ 2— L%MC}’\/_S (/ccue,

Number & Strdet (Apt. #)
Saw o~ SO S
City le Code

D.R. Applicant's telephone number (for Planning Department to contact): S 7 - —'z l??’
If you are acting as the agent for another person(s) in making this request please indicate the name
and address of that person(s) (if applicable):

Name Telephone No:
Address

Number & Street (Apt. #)

City Zip Code

Address of the property that you are requesting the Commission consider under the Discretionary
Review. [0 L.y NS Lavre

Name and phone number of the cfroperty owner who is doing th 2 prolect on whlch ou are requesting
DR: Sam (Fall G Mhef “43~9

Building Permit Application Number of the project for which you are requesting
DR 01022031564

Where is your property located in relation to the permit applicant's property?
Ad LC’\C—e_aJr T So«th,

A. ACTIONS PRIOR TO A DISCRETIONARY REVIEW REQUEST
Citizens should make very effort to resolve disputes before requesting D.R. Listed below are a
variety of ways and resources to help this happen.

TN
1. Have you discussed this project with the permit applicant? ﬁ@/ Nno G
2. Did you discuss the project with the Planning Department permit review planner? YES G/ Nno G

3. Did you participate in outside mediation on this case?  Community Board G other G N(G

RECEIVED

AUG 0 1 2011
CITY & COUNTY OF S F.

PLANNING DEPARTMENT ' l 1 ] G 8 3 F D



if you have discussed the project with the applicant, planning staff or gone thorough mediation,
please summarize the results, including any changes that were made to the proposed project

so far.

Pleace see altached typed letfer descr; Euu;e Fhis
CLDV\K&!&X CiTueTioal, N e }\muaes LeNe. ML‘nls’ &euﬂ;T‘F
oue aud otTher Me.ohbors vepedted codtucts o, ﬂ\a»p‘[acwr
Flamu»ub, iT\FF ou)J Vug!—\éom/\ou} rev.ew Lmo\nf, /"m’nJ ‘Aﬂf_;

vy O UV

asd Jj( 2 i‘TC\f’Z&J T/\@Y # & ol

édp/,‘c‘ev* ary C Aan.!g,ej.

DISCRETIONARY REVIEW REQUEST

What are the reasons for requesting Discretionary Review? The project meets the minimum
standards of the Planning Code. What are the exceptional and extraordinary circumstances
that justify Discretionary Review of the project? How does the project conflict with the City's
General Plan or the Planning Code's Priority Policies?

P/éﬁi;e see afTache d |offev descarbin This conplex situstivn,
Addiwe This xecord ww g Dithonl pdhivy i¢ [Seaf or a

Tec J\Ul(m[lf—w i of el /ﬂwfi.uu T / iﬁt)’l«’iauo C’.a‘/kTi\Di/(’aj\' Hhe /(‘_QD\/
SQucire feloge ot vecovd (ient Evedd 200 %4 61 74 2840,

If you believe your property, the property of others or the neighborhood would be adversely
affected, please state who would be affected, and how:

!D[euue STEE G uc/«ei TvpoJ lo ffev Aeqcr./nwc: This Komo[ex S/{\a (O
This PW»D:)‘WLU tV""‘eﬂ\Je ‘\—Ous.r\}d Jcﬂ;tf_)gl o Ve Hu'd a—’c’ CUJJ

povlaivd pavof [omse add Q)QQF&L«{P”QMA[H of [ fe. Pa <
4.€F.uu4f* cr_This T hort dead~endl afllpy W iTh %) Mw‘a[(\/‘«é.//;;[

Pavhiws S’Pa\@.;' Often we pach é/uclaf g ey Evedh 0w

e, Li“l hermes lU T'/»\e & f Ly Q go\rvu;ﬁ
| he ULLV‘S‘) shave. Thic FN"DE e’

What alternatives or changes to the proposed project, beyond the changes (if any) already
made would respond to the exceptional and extraordinary circumstances and reduce the
adverse effects noted above (in question B1)?

Clease see caflapbed Typed leflew dorcrilbiwe this corplow siluaTion.
Advevse efﬁe__c/f‘f wou [t e reducad Ly Doy iury The Periart
To _copvert™To Tive - Camify housiva o hibl G oo d sTf
com fouvtebly u/luu\/ LJPaN fo2g nga’( 0Cl apa pCy ru o e
Wit o9 b Loprp P sed Ev 0w Mevy O“PLC*/!,JQH&/ bt
Mould es T7JP fouTuvd av (,aPV‘?rJIL’LJiUe,V’C FPipra Vo clbas (oo

dews iy awd comwecmiTapl f’mr—l’uwﬂ probless of ThirsherTlade,
2
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Please write (in ink) or type your answers on this form. Please feel free to attach additional sheets to
this form to continue with any additional information that does not fit on this form.

CHECKLIST FOR APPLICANT:

Indicate which of the following are included with this Application:

REQUIRED:

g Check made payable to Planning Department (see current fee schedule).
Address list for nearby property owners, in label format, plus photocopy of labels.
G Letter of authorization for representative/agent of D.R. applicant (if applicable).
@ Photocopy of this completed application.

OPTIONAL:

G Photographs that illustrate your concerns.
G Covenants or Deed Restrictions.
G Other items (specify).

File this objection in person at the Planning Information Center. If you have questions about
this form, please contact information Center Staff from 8 a.m. to 5 p.m., Monday to Friday.

Plan to attend the Planning Commission public hearing which must be scheduled after the

close of the public notifigtétio perio?’fcﬁ;&permit.
Iy | ‘ — ,
LA K S~ [~ Do

Signed AN
Applicant Date

. Niapplicat\drapp.doc

- 11.0837D



DR Request Information: 2™ Unit- 10 Lundys Lane

10 Lundys Lane, a Bernal Heights Victorian, has had several permits issued over the
course of this new owners’ project. It has also had its legal square footage drastically changed by
the Board of Appeals from 1250 square feet to 2860 during this project. Based on this
technicality, plus the 242(e) Planning Code Section treating Bernal Heights differently than the
rest of San Francisco by allowing additional units without additional parking if there has been no
change in usable space, the property, according to Planner Durandet, may now become two legal
units without any off-street parking, on a small dead end alley with small lots, tiny yards, and
just 7 parking places, allowing creation of a permanent more intense usage on a small 25x70 foot
lot. The parking situation already often requires residents to park far from home.

Close neighbors previously submitted written objections to this square footage increase
and 2™ unit project to Bernal Heights Association, Board of Appeals, Board of Supervisors, and
Planning. In back, these lots are so small the backyards form a courtyard, and in front numerous
houses on the block are without off street parking. We are told the Bernal Heights neighborhood
group is working on a change in the codes, due to this project, to close this loophole.

For now, we request that the Planning Commission review what has been done on this
project overall, review how the various permits proceeded and their actual effects, consider that
permitting a second unit will create a permanent land use that increases both density and parking
problems on this alley, which is already unpleasantly congested and very difficult to park on
now, negatively affecting the quality of life of the residents, though it will markedly increase the
value of the property with little if any effect on the tax base. The plans as existing, with wet bar,
bath, and studio bedroom down seem adequate to the purpose of occasional use as
intergenerational housing during visits from the East Coast.

This project has a complex history. There had been previous use of the basement area and
lower illegal extension by the prior family as overflow sleeping quarters, much of it witha 5.5
foot ceiling height, and with unventilated bathroom and bedroom, and rudimentary kitchen. It
had never been rented or had a mailbox and had been used exclusively by first-degree relatives.
The neighbor bringing this DR appeal had not appealed it because they were unaware of it, the
changeover from small pop-out to large lot wide extension and illegal unit occurred while they
lived out of state in Texas during the late 90’s through mid 2000s, and on their return it was clear
that the neighbors, who had had few advantages and a difficult life, would have been forced into
bankruptcy by the combination of fines and an increasing adjustable mortgage, so neighbors
exercised the golden rule and did not report them. The neighbor subsequently bankrupted in
2009, forcing sale. Then various parties filed complaints including one of illegal building which
was available on the DBI website months before the property sold.

Under new owners, the project was subdivided into numerous permits and plans in such a
way that it avoided multiple variances for excessive addition of square footage without off-street
parking, backyard requirements, CEQA, and 311 notification until nearly complete. The original
project permit was divided up, according to Mr. Gladstone’s statement to the Board of Appeals,
because it was “quicker” to go ahead “without a 311 notification.” Owners started off the series
of permits by filing plans returning the basement to legal storage to clear the existing NOV. They
orally assured us all aspects of work would meet all codes and be one unit.

11,0037 L



As shown in more detail on the DBI website, briefly the permit structure so far has been
as follows, and it appears a 7™ permit is in process to widen front stairs and alter their enclosure.

1. No 311 OTC Return basement to legal storage: Property at time is according to record
approx 1250 square feet legally

2. No 311 OTC Interior remodel, plans including rooms down: legal 2 level 2 bedroom
1250 sq ft 1 bath becomes 2860 3 level w/ indeterminate number of bedrooms, playrooms,
offices, 3 bathrooms. Current usage shown in plans is NOVd illegal use, not legal use per prior
permit. Including changes to front, illegal extension, maybe Rooms Down matrix violations.

3. No 311 OTC all new foundation, results in widening basement entrance.

4 No 311 OTC (due to DBI issue with exceeding scope) demolish and rebuild back 20+
feet of building extension: Board of Appeals legal non-complying decision alters square footage
of building and rooms down allowing 2™ unit without technical change in square footage or off-
street parking. Planning retroactively adds CEQA to this permit during cat-ex/no CEQA appeal.

5. No 311 OTC change front lower level window style

6. 311 Add second legal unit

Neighbors were blindsided by the succession of permits without notification. (Without
311 until the sixth permit) neighbors were unaware what was planned until they actually
physically saw the foundation structure after the back 20+ feet of the illegal old shell was
demolished months after the project started. They were not allowed to untimely appeal the
remodeling permit (#2), only the revision permit (4) for exceeding scope with the demolition.
Also unfortunately, in spite of neighbors’ interest in negotiation and mediation, attempts to
negotiate with the owners were met with various techniques of complete resistance to any
changes at all. Though owners once suggested mediation in writing and neighbors agreed and
suggested a date, owners dropped the idea when asked what changes they were open to, saying
neighbors misunderstood, they were not open to any changes. They suggested drapes to one
immediate neighbor and insisted to another that they could not see how their plans affected them.

A still very problematic issue from neighbors’ viewpoints is that Mr. Gladstone told the
Board of Appeals that owners gave neighbors “full 11 x 18 plans months before the issuance of
the first permit” and owners said they voluntarily notified neighbors instead of 311 notification,
who all approved the plans. That is incorrect. A half dozen neighboring households, including
ours, all objecting to both back extension and 2™ unit (including 3 immediate neighboring
households and 4 on the alley) submitted written statements to the Board of Appeals describing
no notification, misnotifications, and various misstatements by owners about notification. Board
of Appeals perhaps overlooked those letters amongst the many documents.

Regarding the Board of Appeals hearing, two important permits (2 and 4 above) received
NOVs, never appealed by new owners who subsequently retained Mr. Gladstone. The Board of
Appeals proceeded on a neighbor’s moot appeal of the illegality of one already dead NOVd
permit.

Owners presented to the Board of Appeals that the project was intergenerational housing
(the parties own three properties), that they had been unclear about the legal square footage of
the house they had recently purchased, their architect had not thought to check it in spite of an
earlier complaint on the City website of illegal building, the planning counter should have

i 9}“\ ey pory Ay
Ao vl i
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discovered and explained their error, they had filed multiple permits rather than an umbrella
permit because it was “quicker,” and they had relied on city approval of their erroneous plans
and would suffer significant financial losses if now required to follow normal procedure.

The Board of Appeals asked Deputy City Attorney Gessner whether for Planning’s
purposes they could accept an illegal structure as “legal non-complying.” She deferred “to
planning and building department as to whether a legal non-complying use requires some
evidence of a permit having also been existed.” Mr Sanchez responded, “the key is that itis a
legal, legal non-complying structure. So that is the key finding that we would need to have the
board make in order to rescind our stop work order” (to reinstate dead permits and avoid
variance hearings.) The B of A on a split vote declared the admittedly illegal (overwhelming
evidence included permit search, Sanborn maps, eyewitness testimony, admission from prior
owner’s family) extension “legal non-complying,” and declined deputy City Attorney Gessner’s
suggestion to add supporting findings that they had reasonable cause for their finding. They
declined to hear permit #2 and blocked further appeals. Planning rescinded both stop work
orders, one as redundant, one based on B of A decision, retroactively eliminating NOVs,
reinstating permit #4, and changing the legal square footage from 1250 to 2860.

So the B of A finding changed the square footage from 1250 to 2860 and according to
Planning based on 242(e) Planning Code so allowed a second unit without variance hearing or
off-street parking, though neighbors did not clearly understand about the 2™ unit, since one of
the owners told them the Bernal Heights Review Board had said they required a variance, and B
of A members at the hearing variously said that there might be a variance hearing for the 2" unit
that neighbors would have a chance to have their concerns addressed again, and warned owners
they should not expect such an easy time on that part of the project. The decision was appealed
but the B of A declined to rehear the matter.

£}

In conclusion, we are told the neighborhood group is proceeding with a code change
request (inspired by this project) to close this additional legal unit without parking or variance
loophole and bring the Bernal Heights Plan into line with the rest of the city’s code provisions.
From neighbors’ perspective, the actual effects of this project and the way it has been conducted
violate the spirit and intent of San Francisco Planning Codes and the Bernal Heights Plan. We
have been repeatedly misinformed as well as apparently targeted. We discussed this with a
member of the Bernal Heights Review Board whose specialty is mediation and were told this is
not unusual in a contested permit process and to just to let it run off our backs. We have done
this as much as possible, but neighbors’ voices have not been fairly heard during this apparently
expedited project process. We wanted to bring you this project sooner, but were unable to
because of how the project was structured. Now we request that the Planning Commission
review what has actually been done on this project, review what the various permits actually
resulted in, consider that permitting a second unit will create a permanent land use on the tiny
25x70 lot, increasing both density and parking problems on our small cramped alley, which has
some of the smallest lots in the city, already quite congested, negatively affecting the quality of
life of the residents, both with and, like our home and this project’s home, without garages, and
make a determination that a second unit can reasonably not be allowed at this time.

Thank you for your consideration.



To: Planning Department - Code Compliance
1650 Mission ST. Suite 400 San Francisco, CA 94103-2479
Reception: 415.558.6378 Fax: 415.558.6409

COVER SHEET: OWNER’S RESPONSE TO DISCRETIONARY REVIEW APPLICATION

Building Permit No: 201103303154

From: Samuel Ball
Address: 10 Lundys Lane
Telephone No.: 415-206-1880

Attached please find hard copies of our August 28" emailed Response to Discretionary Review:

-Project Bkgd. and answers questions 1-4 of the “RESPONSE TO DISCRETIONARY REVIEW” form.
-Appendix A: Building-Permit History
-Appendix B: Decisions by the Board of Appeals & Board of Supervisors
-Appendix C: Community Support

-Number of Existing Dwelling Units: 1
-Number of Proposed Dwelling Units: If our project is approved, the ground floor of our home would become a
legal dwelling unit. Thus, there would be a total of 2 dwelling units in our building.

-Existing Number of Occupied Stories: 3 -Proposed Number of Occupied Stories: Unchanged

Basement levels, garages or windowless storage rooms: There is | Existing windowless Utility Room on the
ground floor. No additional rooms are proposed.

Existing Parking spaces (Off-Street): 0  Proposed Parking spaces (Off-street): 0
Bedrooms: No changes are proposed to the existing open floor plan on the ground floor, other than the addition of a
stove and two kitchen cabinets. The ground floor has one existing office at the front, which will remain an office.

There are no proposed changes to the three upstairs bedrooms.

Existing Gross square footage (floor area from ext. wall to ext. wall): Ground Floor is 1100 gross sq ft /
Upstairs is 1760 gross sq ft : no change in sq. footage is proposed.

Existing Building Height from the center of the lot to the top of roof peak: 25°-11 3/4”
Existing Building Depth 47°-2 %4” (including 2°-9 4 bay in front.)

The proposed changes will have no impact on the Height and Depth of our building.

Current value: Unknown Proposed value: Unknown  Projected value (sale price) after completion of
project: Unknown. Most recent rent received (if any) 0 Projected rents after completion of
project: 0

The proposed dwelling unit will be owner-occupied.

rue to the best of my knowledge.

Signature Date: August 30, 2011 Name: Samue! Ball



August 27,2011

Samuel Ball, Ann Hughes and David & Nicole Ball
10 Lundys Lane
San Francisco, CA 94110

10 LUNDYS LANE
OWNER’S RESPONSE TO DISCRETIONARY REVIEW APPLICATION
for permit 201103303154

Scope of work

The following describes the entire scope of work permit 201103303154 would allow us to perform:

-Add a 30 inch range.

-Replace a 12 inch bar-sink with a new, 20 inch kitchen sink.
-Add two kitchen cabinets.

-Add an internal door to our building.

None of these changes are visible from the outside.

Background

My wife Ann Hughes and I bought our house with my parents, David and Nicole Ball, so
they could live downstairs from us. My parents are helping us raise our children. Eventually, we will

care for my parents.

My parents are retired educators. My wife Ann is a public school teacher at Hillcrest
Elementary. I’'m a film director at the nonprofit Citizen Film, which creates documentaries for
cultural institutions and social-justice nonprofits. We are not wealthy.

We purchased a severely dilapidated house because it was the only kind of house we could
afford near my office and near Ann’s school. One reason we chose our location is so we wouldn’t
have to drive. We have one compact car. My parents use Muni to get around. On my way to work, [
walk our children Ayva (8) and Jakob (6) to Buena Vista, the public school they attend. I keep a
bicycle at the office and use it to get to appointments. Another reason we chose our house, is that
many of the families Ann works with live in our neighborhood. That’s important to Ann, whose own

grandmother grew up nearby.

Permit 201103303154 would allow us to complete the second phase of our two-phased project

to rehabilitate our decrepit building and make it livable for our family. When we bought it, the
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structure had faulty plumbing and wiring, holes at the front and back and no heating system (to
name just a few of the problems.). We announced our intention to conduct work in two phases
because we knew we were on a tight budget for a project that would require a lot of work. Phase
1 would allow my wife and children and me to move in as quickly as possible, minimizing the
months of mortgage we would have to pay while our house was under construction. Phase 1 was
then conducted with permits that were reviewed and approved by the Planning Department.
Those permits were reviewed again and upheld by the Board of Appeals and Board of
Supervisors after the DR Requestor began filing appeal after appeal. (See Exhibit A “Building-
Permit History” and Exhibit B “Decisions by the Board of Appeals & Board of Supervisors.”)

Despite the time it took to schedule hearings (the DR Requestor’s first Appeal was filed August
27™ and a hearing was not held until November 3™), Phase 1 has allowed us to repair our home.
(My wife and children and me are now living in it. Thus, we are no longer forced to pay a
mortgage and all other expenses on an uninhabitable house. ) Phase 2 of our project would add a
stove and a door so my parents can have independence and privacy while living downstairs from

my wife and me and our children.

Neither phase 1 nor phase 2 add to the useable floor space of the building. Neither phase 1, nor phase

2 expand the building envelope in any way.

Our project has broad community support. (See Exhibit C.)

1 — Why our Proposed Project Should be Approved - The scope of work the permit under review
would allow is to add a stove to an existing wet-bar, replace a 12-inch sink with a standard kitchen
sink, add two kitchen cabinets and add an internal separation door to an open stairway, which will
allow my parents to keep their independence. These proposed changes do not add any floor area.

They do not expand the existing building envelope at all, nor do they impact the appearance of the
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building facade. The addition of a stove and an internal separation door creates a legal dwelling unit
where there was an unpermitted dwelling unit long before we bought the house. The creation of a

legal dwelling unit is allowed by the RH-2 zoning of our building.

The portion of the Planning Code that specifically governs our project is Section 242 establishing the
Bernal Heights Special Use District. Its purpose is “...to encourage development in context and scale
with the established character,...” of this hilly and dense neighborhood made up of relatively small
lots.

Sec 242(b) Purposes. In order to reflect the special characteristics and hillside

topography of an area of the City that has a collection of older buildings situated on

lots generally smaller than the lot patterns in other low-density areas of the City, and to

encourage development in context and scale with the established character, there shall

be a Bernal Heights Special Use District.
This same Section 242 indicates that our proposed project does not trigger additional parking
requirements since we have not added to the usable floor area of the house. In RH-2 Districts, “If one
or more alterations add 200 square feet or less of usable floor area, no additional parking space is
required.” All of the square footage in our original structure before we began any alteration work met
the definition of useable floor area. All of the existing floor area was “readily accessible”, and had
“more than five feet vertical clearance at any point.”

Sec 242(d) Definitions

(2) "Usable floor area" is the sum of the gross areas of the several floors of a building,

measured from the exterior walls or from the center lines of common walls separating

two buildings. "Usable floor area" shall not include that floor area devoted to off-street

parking or any space or area which is not readily accessible and which has not more

than five feet vertical clearance at any point.

Sec 242(e)(4) Parking

(B) RH-2 and RH-3 Building Alterations. The following parking requirements shall
apply to alterations of existing structures in an RH-2 or RH-3 District:
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(1) If one or more alterations add 200 square feet or less of usable floor area, no
additional parking space is required.

Sec 242 is not the only reason we feel our project should be approved. We also feel our project is

consistent with the following long-term goals for San Francisco’s housing stock:

* Increased number of legal dwelling units while sustaining the character of our existing
buildings

* Increased number of small/ affordable units

* Increased number of dwelling appropriate for families

* Renovation done with permits bringing existing uses of aging housing stock up to

current safety standards

We’ve been grateful for community support (See Exhibit C. — Letters and Petition.) Many of our
neighbors live as extended families; generations take care of one another. We believe this is an

essential community value, and essential to the traditional character of our neighborhood.

2 — What Changes Are We Willing to Make — My parents are helping us to raise our children. We
wish to live close to one another, but both households wish to retain some independence and privacy.
We wish to add a standard kitchen sink in place of a 12-inch sink, add two kitchen cabinets, and add

an internal door, enclosing a stair. None of these changes are visible from the outside. Thus, we do

not feel there are any reasonable changes to be made to our plans.

3 — Why the Proposed Project will not have an Adverse Impact -
Under previous permits, we have already renovated and structurally improved a dilapidated

building, and now we seek to legitimize with a permit the existing informal dwelling use that was
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already established in this RH-2 zoned structure long before we bought our building. None of the
improvements we have made nor the ones proposed increase the floor space of the existing structure.
In fact, our initial work shaved off several poorly built elements. The dwelling unit we are seeking to
legitimize has been in place for a long time. We are not increasing the number of occupants who will
potentially live and possibly drive to this house.

The DR Requestor’s Application for DR consists mostly of repetitions of previous claims
they filed with the Board of Appeals and Board of Supervisors. Those claims have already been
thoroughly reviewed by the City (See Exhibit B: decisions by the Board of Appeals and Board of
Supervisors.)

The DR Requester’s implication is that we are trying to obtain sign-off on a project that
would not have been permitted under a single permit submittal. This is simply not true. There is
nothing in our series of permits that would not have been acceptable if sought in a single permit. Our
permits were applied for and approved as part of a logical progression that is common in construction

projects. (See Exhibit A.)
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EXHIBIT A: BUILDING-PERMITS HISTORY

e 2009.10.27.9939 - Abate Illegal Unit — In response to NOV’s that existed on the property at

time of purchase we were required to quickly demolish unwarranted items. This permit

allowed us to abate the violations as swiftly as possible, while taking the necessary time to

prepare plans for alteration.

* 2010.03.17.8393 — Alteration Permit — The main permit we pulled was for the bulk of the

alteration of the house. This was all interior work and required no 311 notification. We did

however present plans to our neighbors and we indicated that when this work was complete

we wished to legalize the existing lower unit for my parents.

e 2010.07.09.6243 - Additional Foundation - Once uncovered, the condition of our

foundation required far more extensive work than we originally hoped.

* 2010.08.27.9763 — Replace Additional Portions of Unsound Wall — We uncovered

substantial dry rot in portions of exterior walls which had to be replaced. Ordinarily,

additional work required by conditions discovered in the field might be documented at the

end of the project with an as-built permit revision. However, at this point there had been

several anonymous complaints on the project during construction, so we consulted with our

Building Inspector and filed for a new permit to complete the rebuilding in kind of dry-rotted,

damaged wall. The DR Requestor then appealed this permit and alleged that the structure we

were remodeling was illegal. The Board of Appeals found that the structure was “existing

noncomplying” and denied the appeal as well as a request for jurisdiction on the previous

permit, and finally a request for re-hearing. The Board of Supervisors was also presented with

an Environmental Review of this permit and denied that request. (Please see Board of

Appeals & Board of Supervisors’ decisions — Attached as EXHIBIT B.)
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* 12/15/2010 - DPW Minor Encroachment — Document Existing Encroachment — Shortly

after the appeals on our project were denied, DPW began receiving anonymous complaints

regarding an encroachment onto the sidewalk that was there for many decades before we

bought our house. This forced us to document our existing front stairs, which encroach onto

the sidewalk by up to 16 inches. This documentation was made as part of a Minor

Encroachment Permit. Due to the height of the 1™ floor above the sidewalk and distance of

the facade from the sidewalk it is safe to assume the stairs have existed in this configuration

since the construction of the building some time in the 1890’s.

2011.03.30.3148 — Replace Front Windows - Two windows under the existing bay window

at the facade of the house were found to have insufficient structural headers for current code.

They had to be resized by 6” in order to make the required structural change. Normally, a

building inspector might request this kind of minor change at the end of a project without

requiring the issuance of a separate permit. We decided to exercise an abundance of caution

in filing a separate permit application.

2011.03.30.3154 — Add Kitchen/ Legalize Dwelling Unit- the permit now before
you:

We wish to add a stove for my parents, replace a small sink with a legitimate kitchen sink,

and add an interior door and very small interior wall at an open stairway. Neither this permit

nor any of the previous permits add square-footage. Neither this permit nor any of the

previous permits add height. Neither this permit nor any of the previous permits expand the

building envelope at all.
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BOARD OF APPEALS

CITY & COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO
MEETING MINUTES - WEDNESDAY, NOV. 03, 2010

5:00 P.M., CITY HALL, ROOM 416, ONE DR. CARLTON B.
GOODLETT PLACE

PRESENT: President Tanya Peterson, Vice President Kendall Goh, Commissioner Frank
Fung and Commissioner Michael Garcia.

Francesca Gessner, Deputy City Attorney, Office of the City Attorney (OCA); Laurence
Kornfield, Deputy Director, Department of Building Inspection (DBI); Scott Sanchez, Zoning

Administrator (ZA); Carla Short, Department of Public Works Bureau of Urban Forestry
(DPW BUEF); Cynthia Goldstein, Executive Director, Victor Pacheco, Legal Assistant.

ABSENT: Commissioner Chris Hwang.

(1) PUBLIC COMMENT:

At this time, members of the public may address the Board on items of interest to the
public that are within the subject matter jurisdiction of the Board except agenda items.
With respect to agenda items, your opportunity to address the Board will be afforded when
the item is reached in the meeting with one exception. When the agenda item has already
been reviewed in a public hearing at which members of the public were allowed to testify
and the Board has closed the public hearing, your opportunity to address the Board must
be exercised during the Public Comment portion of the calendar. Each member of the
public may address the Board for up to three minutes. If it is demonstrated that
comments by the public will exceed 15 minutes, the President may continue Public
Comment to another time during the meeting.

htip Jowww sfgov3 org/index aspx?page=2331 Page 1 of
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SPEAKERS: Anonymous Speaker spoke about a City Attorney memorandum dated October
6, 2010 regarding the qualifications of Board members, about the legal concept of “home
rule” and inaccuracies he believes exist in the memo. He also spoke about the qualifications

of Board members.

(2) COMMISSIONER COMMENTS & QUESTIONS:

SPEAKERS: President Peterson thanked the parties and the public for attending, given that
activities in the Civic Center area made access to City Hall difficult, and stated that items
would only be heard once all parties and their representatives are in attendance.

PUBLIC COMMENT: None.

(3) ADOPTION OF MINUTES:

| Discussion and possible adoption of the October 20, 2010 minutes. ]

ACTION: Upon motion by President Peterson, the Board voted 4-0-1 (Commissioner Hwang
absent) to adopt the October 20, 2010 minutes.
SPEAKERS: None.

PUBLIC COMMENT: None.

(4) ADDENDUM ITEMS:

Subject property at 10 Lundys Lane. Letter from John & Catherine Soto, requestors,
asking that the Board take jurisdiction over BPA No. 2010/03/17/8393, which was issued
on March 22, 2010. The appeal period ended April 06, 2010, and the Jurisdiction Request
was received at the Board office on Oct. 18, 2010. Permit Holder: Sam Ball. Project:
remodel within envelope; new windows at rear; skylights; voluntary strengthening; replace
rear awning with overhang; new bathroom; remodel bathroom; new interior stairs; modify
front stairs for head height.

ACTION: Upon motion by President Peterson, the Board voted 4-0-1 (Commissioner Hwang
absent) to deny the request.

SPEAKERS: John Soto, requestor; Sam Ball, permit holder; Brett Gladstone, attorney for
permit holder; Scott Sanchez, ZA.

http / www.sfgov3 org/index.aspx?page=2331 Page 2 of T
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SPEAKERS: Steve Lightfoot, attorney for appellant; Diane Rosen, appellant; Teresa Guillan,
agent for appellant; Benjamin Pierce, permit holder; Muriel Maffre, permit holder; Scott

Sanchez, ZA; Laurence Kornfield, DBI.

PUBLIC COMMENT: Judith Rosen spoke in support of the appellant. Dugan Moore and
Dave Gardner spoke in support of the permit holders.

(10) APPEAL NO. 10-101
JOHN & CATHERINE SOTO, Appellant(s) 10 Lundys Lane.

Vs, Protesting the issuance on Aug. 27, 2010,

to Sam Ball, Permit to Alter a Building

DEPT. OF BUILDING INSPECTION, (revision to BPA No. 2010/03/17/8393;
Respondent cost savings; revise plans to show rear

walls demolished and rebuilt in kind; upon
exposing structure the walls were found to
be unsalvageable; comply with NOV’s).
APPLICATION NO. 2010/08/27/9763.
FOR HEARING TODAY.

ACTION: Upon motion by President Peterson, the Board voted 3-1-1 (Vice President Goh
dissented and Commissioner Hwang absent) to deny the appeal and uphold the permit on
the basis that the structure that encroaches into the required rear yard was built before the
1978 Planning Code and is a legal, non-complying structure.

SPEAKIERS: John Soto, appellant; Brett Gladstone, attorney for appellant; Ann Hughes,

agent for permit holder; Sam Ball, permit holder; Seth Boor, agent for permit holder; Scott
Sanchez, ZA; Laurence Kornfield, DBI.

PUBLIC COMMENT: Robert Costello, Vikki Riverstone, Joseph Smooke and Peter Stein
spoke in support of the permit holder. Deborah Zell spoke in support of the appellants.

ADJOURNMENT.

There being no further business, President Peterson adjourned the meeting at 10:30 p.m.

This summary statement is provided by the speaker. The content is neither generated by, nor
subject to approval or verification of accuracy by, the San Francisco Board of Appeals.

Comments submitted under Item 1: General Public Comment

Good afternoon Commissioners,

hete/ /www sfgov 3 orgdindex aspxipage=2331 Pags 6 of 7



BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO

MEETING MINUTES

Tuesday, January 11, 2011 - 2:00 PM

Legislative Chamber, Room 250
City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
San Francisco, CA 94102-4689

Regular Meeting

DAVID CHIU, PRESIDENT
JOHN AVALOS. DAVID CAMPOS, CARMEN CHU, MALIA COHEN. SEAN ELSBERND.
MARK FARRELL. JANE KIM, ERIC MAR. ROSS MIRKARIMI, SCOTT WIENER

Angela Calvitlo, Clerk of the Board

BOARD COMMITTEES

Committee Membership Meeting Days

Wednesday

Budget and Finance Committee
11:00 AM

Supervisors Avalos. Mirkarimi, Elsbernd

Ind and 4th Thursdas

City and School District Select Committee
330 PM

Supervisors

2nd and 4th Monday

Citv Operations and Neighborhood Services Committee
10:00 AM

Supervisors Chu. Avalos

2nd and 4th Thursday

Government Audit and Oversight Committee
10:00 AM

Supervisors

Monday

Land Use and Economic Development Committee
1:00 PM

Supervisors

I'st and 3rd Monday

Public Safety Committee
10:30 AM

Supervisors

Istand 3rd Thursday

Rules Committee
1:30 PM

Supervisors

Fust-named SupervisorConnmssioner s Char, Seeond-named Supen isor' Commissioner is Viee-Charr of the Commiltee

Volume 106 Number 4
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Meeting Minutes 17112011

101544

101545

101546

[Affirming the Exemption Determination - 10 Lundys Lane]
Motion affirming the determination by the Planning Department that the project located at 10
Luridys Lane is exempt from environmental review. (Clerk of the Board)

Motion No. M11-12

Supervisor Campos, seconded by Supervisor Mirkarimi, moved that this Motion be APPROYED. The
motion carried by the following vote:

Ayes: 11 - Avalos, Campos, Chiu, Chu, Cohen, Elsbernd, Farrell, Kim, Mar, Mirkarimi, Wiener

[Reversing the Exemption Determination - 10 Lundys Lane]

Motion reversing the determination by the Planning Department that the 10 Lundys Lane project is
exempt from environmental review. (Clerk of the Beard)

Supervisor Campos, seconded by Supervisor Mirkarimi, moved that this Motion be TABLED. The
motion carried by the following vote: |

Ayes. 11 - Avalos, Campos, Chiu, Chu, Cohen, Elshernd, Farrell, Kim, Mar, Mirkarimi, Wiener

[Preparation of Findings to Reverse the Exemption Determination - 10 Lundys
Lane]
Moticn directing the Clerk of the Beoard to prepare findings reversing the exemption determination
by the Planning Department that the project located at 10 Lundys Lane is exempt from
environmental review. (Clerk of the Board)
Supervisor Campos, seconded by Supervisor Mirkarimi, moved that this Motion be TABLER, The
motion carried by the following vote:
Ayes: 11 - Avalas, Campos, Chiu, Chu, Cohen, Elsbernd, Farrell, Kim, Mar, Mirkarimi, Wiener
d iy

SPECIAL ORDER 4:00 P.M.

101547

{Public Hearing - Appeal of Determination of Exemption from Environmental
Review - 134-136 Ord Street Project]

Hearing of persons interested in or objecting to the decision of the Planning Department dated April
8, 2010, Case No. 2009.1124DDV, that a project located 134-138 Ord Street is exempt from
environmental review under Categorically Exemption, Class 1 (State CEQA Guidelines Section
15301). The proposed project involves construction of a new single-family home at the front of the
subject lot, which new building would be located in front of an existing building on the lot, Lot No.
004 in Assessor's Block No. 2657. (District 8) (Appellant: Corbett Heights Neighbors)

(Filed December 8, 2010; Companion Measure to File Nos. 101548, 101549, 101550.)

The President inquired as to whether any member of the public wished to address the Board
relating to a proposed continuance by the appellant and project sponsor. There were no speakers.
The President continued the public hearing open tc March 1, 2011,
Supervisor Wiener, seconded by Supervisor Mar, moved that this Hearing be CONTINUED to March 1,
2011. The motion carried by the following vote:

Ayes: 11 - Avalos, Campos, Chiu, Chu, Cohen, Elsbernd, Farrell, Kim, Mar, Mirkarimi, Wiener
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January 19, 2011

BOARD OF APPEALS

CITY & COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO
MEETING MINUTES - WEDNESDAY, JAN. 19, 2011

5:00 P.M., CITY HALL, ROOM 416, ONE DR. CARLTON B.
GOODLETT PLACE

PRESENT: President Kendall Goh, Vice President Michael Garcia, Commissioner Frank
Fung, Commissioner Chris Hwang and Commissioner Tanya Peterson.

Francesca Gessner, Deputy City Attorney, Office of the City Attorney (OCA); Joseph Duffy,
Senior Building Inspector, Department of Building Inspection (DBI); Scott Sanchez, Zoning
Administrator (ZA); John Kwong, Department of Public Works, Bureau of Street Use and
Mapping (DPW); Dr. Johnson Ojo, Department of Public Health; Cynthia Goldstein,
Executive Director; Victor Pacheco, Legal Assistant.

(1) PUBLIC COMMENT:

At this time, members of the public may address the Board on items of interest to the public that are within the subject
matter jurisdiction of the Board except agenda items. With respect to agenda items, your opportunity to address the
Board will be afforded when the item is reached in the meeting with one exception. When the agenda item has already
been reviewed in a public hearing at which members of the public were allowed to testify and the Board has closed the
public hearing, your opportunity to address the Board must be exercised during the Public Comment portion of the
calendar. Each member of the public may address the Board for up to three minutes. If it is demonstrated that
comments by the public will exceed 15 minutes, the President may continue Public Comment to another time during the

meeting,.

SPEAKERS: Ray Hartz spoke about his prior public comment regarding the qualifications of Board members and a related
City Attorney opinion. He also spoke about the election of Board officers and his desire for Board members to have an

open attitude toward members of the public when they raise issues concerning the operations, policies and procedures of the
Board. He spoke about the recommendations made by City agencies appearing before the Board, his perception that the
Board members tend to defer to these recommendation, and the impact of this on members of the public.

{z) ELECTION OF OFFICERS:

[ Election of President and Vice President to serve for a one-vear term.

hitps/ swwav sfgovl orgsindex aspxipage = 20625 Page 1 of &
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ACTION: Upon motion by President Peterson, the Board voted 5-0 to elevate Vice President
Goh to the office of President. Upon motion by President Goh, the Board voted 2-3
(Commissioners Fung, Garcia and Peterson dissented) to elevate Commissioner Hwang to
the office of Vice President. Lacking the three votes needed to pass, the motion failed. Upon
motion by Commissioner Fung, the Board voted 3-2 (President Goh and Commissioner
Hwang dissented) to elevate Commissioner Garcia to the office of Vice President.

PUBLIC COMMENT: None.

(3) COMMISSIONER COMMENTS & QUESTIONS:

SPEAKERS: None.

(4) ADOPTION OF MINUTES:

[ Discussion and possible adoption of the Jan. 12, 2011 minutes, i

ACTION: Upon motion by President Goh, the Board voted 5-0 to adopt the January 12, 2011
minutes as revised.

SPEAKERS: None.

PUBLIC COMMENT: None.

(5) ADDENDUM ITEMS:

Subject property at 10 Lundys Lane. Appeal No. 10-101, Soto vs. DBI, decided Nov.
03, 2010. At that time, the Board voted 3-1-1 to uphold the subject permit on the basis
that the construction pre-dates the 1978 Planning Code change, and is a legal non-
complying structure. Permit Holder: Sam Ball. Project: revision to BPA No.
2010/03/17/8393; cost savings; revise plans to show rear walls demolished and rebuilt in
kind; upon exposing structure the walls were found to be unsalvageable; comply with

NOV’s; BPA No. 2010/08/27/9763.

ACTION: Upon motion by Commissioner Peterson, the Board voted 5-0 to deny the
Rehearing Request.

SPEAKERS: John Soto, requestor; Brett Gladstone, attorney for permit holder; Scott Sanchez,
ZA.

PUBLIC COMMENT: Rachel Chalmers, Mary Lou Cranna, Anna Marjavi and Kristina De

R/ fwww sfgovd orgrindex aspxtpage=2G25 Page 2 of &
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Nike spoke in support of the permit holder.

(sb) APPEAL NO. 10-073

HOUSING CORPS INC., Appellant(s) 281 Turk Street.
Vs. Protesting the issuance on May 24, 2010, to
Bay Drugs LLC, Permit to Alter a Building
DEPT. OF BUILDING INSPECTION, (remodel bath, heating, upgrade electrical,
Respondent partition walls; replace ceiling tile in grid;
PLANNING DEPT. APPROVAL all work at commercial unit; vacant

locksmith to pharmacy).

APPLICATION NO. 2010/05/21/2975.
Public Hearing held and closed on
Oct. 6, 2010. Motion to grant appeal
conditioned upon adoption of findings
approved on Oct. 13, 2010. Motion to
re-open public hearing and receive
additional evidence approved on Dec.
15, 2010.

PUBLIC HEARING FOR FURTHER
CONSIDERATION AND POSSIBLE
ACTION TODAY to re-consider the
merits of the appeal and/or to adopt
findings in support of the Oct. 13,
2010 motion.

Note: Public Comment limited to new
material submitted post-Oct. 6, 2010.

ACTION: Upon motion by President Goh, the Board voted 5-0 to designate the court
reporter’s transcript as the official record of this matter. Upon motion by Vice President
Garcia, the Board voted 2-3 (President Goh, Commissioner Fung and Commissioner Hwang
dissented) to deny the appeal and uphold the permit. Lacking the three votes needed to
pass, the motion failed. With no further motion made, the permit is upheld as a matter of

law.

SPEAKERS: Diana Sam, attorney for permit holder; Colin Dougherty, agent for permit
holder; Shaughn Morgan, appellant; Joseph Duffy, DBI.

PUBLIC COMMENT: M.J. Isabell, Mohammed Allababidi, Leonor Gomez Trejo, Mark
Blackwood, Jennifer Bickers, Oscar Pefia and Norma Carrera spoke in support of the

appellant.

(6) APPEAL NO. 10-121

hup /s www sfgov3.orgsindex. aspx?page=2623 Page 3 of
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Lunes, 15 de Oct. 2010 APPEAL # ..

Mariana Sandoval
14 Lundys Lane
san Francisco, CA 94110

10 Lundys Lane 10-101

Tanya Nelson o
BOARD OF PERMIT APPEALS
1650 Mission St. #304

San Francisco, CA 94110

Estimada Sefiora Nelson,

proprietarios de esta

- Le estoy escribiendo p'ara apoyar a los esfuerzos de los HUEVOS
los nifios y los padres,

.casa, que tienen el-derecho de vivir en la casa abuelos asi que
juntos en paz. : - '

Vi a los planes y me parecen bien. Lacasanovaa cambiar de tamafio. solamente van
a reparla para que sea mas habitable. S -
Yo ho-quiero que ellos tienen que parar la construcion o vender la casa sin terminar de
construirla porque .eso es muy mal para la calley el barric.

Yo soy del vecinario desde mz‘as.d,e 40 afios.

Sinceramente,

%W“‘WCM | ¢kt

Mariana Sandoval E
| Leters & pebitiom
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OCT 28 2010
APPEAL #10 - 101

Appeal 10-101, Soto vs. DBI

Translation of letter from Mariana Sandavol, written in Spanish, date stamped Oct. 28,
2010.

Dear Mrs. Nelson (Peterson):

1 am writing to support the efforts of the new property owners of this house, who have the right
to live in the house, grandparents as well the children and the parents, all together in peace.

I looked at the plans and they appear fine to me. The house will not change in size. They are
only going to repair it so it will be more habitable.

I don’t want them to stop the construction or to have to sell the house without ﬁnisﬁing
construction because that would be very bad for the block and the neighborhood.

1’ve lived in the neighborhood over 40 years.
Sincerely,

Mariana Sandoval
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BOARD OF APPEALS
October 25, 2010

eT 29 2010
From: Yoli Monterrosa 16 Lundys Lane, San Francisco, CA 94110 _
sopeaLz 1O - (D]

To: Tanya Peterson, President,

About: “The project @ 10 Lundys Lane” - APPEAL HEARING 10-101 November 3.

Dear Ms. Peterson,
| am writing to express my support for the project of renovation at 10 Lundys Lane.

[ saw all the plans. They are easy to comprehend and | decided they were very good. it will be
an improvement over the way the building has been for many years. The old look of the
house will be preserved, but it will be in a better state, so that three generations of one family
can live in it.

| was pleased to learn that Ann Hughes, the new owner, is a teacher at Hillcrest elementary
school. It is good for teachers to live near the community they serve. | know her husband
makes documentary films, and | like the idea of having hard working people in our community,
too. | know that journalists work hard and do not make much money.

1 hope that the City of San Francisco will not make delays on good projects like this: | know
that can make them very expensive. The house was in very bad condition when Ann and
Samuel bought them.

if delays go on and the project becomes too expensive it could finally prevent letting a good
family move in and improve the state of the property. This would very bad.

! do not understand what possible advantage anyone would have from more delay.
Sincerely,

Yol

Y%ﬁ l\;ftonterrosa'
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Anne Moellering .
Susan Cunningham - K R RES .
¢ Coleridge Street oCcY 28 2610
San Francisco, CA 94110

September.26, 2010

We were notified that work on the property directly behind curs at 10 Lundys Lane has stopp:

because a neighbor appealed a permit. We are concerned about this, because we'd hate for
Lundys Lane to become a vacant building for any length of ime. The new owners have been
parficularly open about their plans, making certain that the neighbors all knew of their plans ¢
they have been very very friendly psople who we lock forward to having as our new neighbor

When we saw plans for the projecf tast February and again in July, we liked what we saw ver
much. We liked the idea of fixing up the house at 10 Lundys Lane because it was previously
eyesore, and we very much liked the way they were doing it. The design looked lovely to us :
will make for 8 much nicer back of the house, in keeping with the historic character of the
neighborhood. We don't understand what the problem could be. -

We would welcome the pians we were shown in February, and again in July being realized,
including the modifications to the existing back of the house. This would significantly improw
view from the back of our house.

The owners are taking an eyesore and remodeling it in a character that is consistent with the
neighborhood. We are fine having this project to be finished according to the plans the owne
showed us, and we certainly don't want an unsafe, vacant building with open walls just over
property line for any length of time.

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,
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Lawrence McGlynn <Imeglynn@stanford.edu>
Bernal Heights

December 6, 2010 1:33:32 PM PST
cynthia.goldstein@sfgov.org
avhughes3@gmail.com

Dear Ms. Goldstein,

I'live across the sirest from 10 Lundys Lane in Bemal Heights, and have become aware of the hurdles our new neighbors have been having to jump in
order to start, and complete, work on their home. | was very relisved to hear that the Board of Appeals ruled that these new owners could complste the
work as planned. They had been keeping the neighborhaod up to date on the actual plans and timefines. It has been nice for all of us because the old
house had really become an eyesore on such a lovely little street.

It recently came to my attention that another hurdle has been placed in front of this nice Jitlle family. ! fear that this is going to cause yet another delay
to their project, or even worse, that they may just find this hardship is not worth it, and abandon the project. My fear is that this hatiway completed home
will be sitting there empty, possibly become a fire hazard, nevemind a terrible eyesore.

For the life of me | cannot understand what is motivating the ift will towards this family. They have been so nice and friendly. | do not know them well,
but thus far they have been such a welcome addition to the neighborhood. Although | grew up in Marin County, my mother grew up in this
neighborhood, and ! have known this section of Bernal Heights to be welcoming and friendly. The new owners of 10 Lundys will fit right in.

| am hoping this process can be expedited so that the project can move forward as soon as possible. | really appreciate your fime and consideration.
Sincerely,

Lawrence McGlynn MD

8 Prospect Avenue
San Francisco, CA



Dear Executive Director of the Board,

We are neighbors in close proximity to 10 Lundys Lane. We understand that on
December 8", your board will decide whether to uphold the decision you made
November 3™ or whether to grant a request for a rehearing. We are hoping you will do
what you can to speed up the administrative process.

We are writing because we are very concerned that the project at 10 Lundys Lane is
being further delayed due to a request for a rehearing. When we moved into our current
house, we were aware that there would be construction nearby and we were prepared for
this. The construction crew has been nothing but kind and considerate. However, since
we both work fong and irregular hours and having prolonged construction next door will
be extremely disruptive to our lives.

We feel that the owners of 10 Lundys have been clear and communicative about their
plans. From what we understand, the owners are proposing a simple, modest remodel that
is considerate of the historical character of the neighborhood and of their neighbors and
they are not expanding the existing footprint of the house. We are alarmed to learn there
will be yet another delay due to the latest request for a rehearing. We are concerned that
there could be more appeals and therefore a more prolonged construction process.

We understand that other neighbors have indicated they will request an environmental
review of the project, and that that could delay the project even further. We do
understand that it is the neighbor's right to request a rehearing. But we sincerely hope it
is within the board’s power to expedite the appeals process so that construction can
resume immediately after the December 8" rehearing request. It seems to us that this
project has been suspended and scrutinized long enough and we sincerely hope you will
find away to allow construction to resume immediately as planned.

= To
r ur consideration. Cyrithia SBoidstenig@styoy org
Thank you for yo 12/07/2010 11:35 ce
PM DR < S e
Subject

Re: construction at 10 Lundys Lane

Exscutive Director Goldstein,

Thank you for your emaft. If you can remove my email address and actual
physical address of SUENESEIEEE then | think we could still submit the
letter as attached. The main concern for me is that I'm a family physician
at a community health center in a troubled neighborhood in San Francisco.
Itis of the utmost importance that any public record not list my psrsonal
email address or actual physical address since | have many high-risk

Given that my privacy and personal safety would be at risk, if thare's no

other way to submit the letter without my name and address on the public
record, then I'll have to withdraw it. However, I've attached a version

that might be sufficient. Please let me know if this is within the

provisions that you mentioned. If not, I'm afraid | won't be able to submit
a letter at all.

Thank you,




23 OCT. 2010

Nicholas Torres BOARD OF APPEALS
3281 Mission Street .
San Francisco, CA 94110 OCT 2 6 2010
AFPERL #
e i )

Suj. 10 Lundys Lane
Attn.

Sra. Tanya Nelson

BOARD OF PERMIT APPEALS
1650 Mission St. #304

San Francisco, CA 94110

Estimada Sra. Nelson,

Le estoy escribiendo para apoyar a los esfuerzos de los proprietarios de
esta casa, una familia que conozco bien ya hace 7 aftos. Conozco a los
abuelos asi que a los nifios. Son una familia muy unida que solo
quieren vivir juntos en paz.

Que este tipo de familia no pusiera seguir viviendo en este vecinario
seria lastima para el futuro de San Francisco.

Sinceramente,

Nicholas Torres /){ Og W
o '

"m—"‘”‘gﬂ_w




Appeal 10-101, Soto vs. DBI

Translation of leiter from Nicholas Torres, written in Spanish, date stamped Oct. 26, 2010.

Dear Ms. Tanya Nelson (Peterson):

1 am writing to support the efforts of the property owners of this house, a family which I have
known well for over 7 years. I know the grandparents as well as the children. They are a family
that is very united, and that only want to live together in peace.

That this kind of family could not keep living in this neighborhood would be a shame for the
future of San Francisco.

Sincerely,

Nicholas Torres
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Robert Vranizan

B Joan McNally
}Fg-.z,ﬁ" . . 7 Coleridge St.
San Franciseo, CA. 84110 :
' BOARD OF APPEALS
September 26, 2070 9CT A g zmtE
APPEAL #

To Whom # May Concemn,

. 1 am a neighbor sharing backyard property lines with"lO Lundys Lane in San Francisco.

We are writing in support of the current remodeling at 10 Lundys Lane. We understand

~ the project has been halted and would like to see it completed in a fimely manner. The

thought of a vacant, pariially remodsted house sitting idly would only bring unwanted
probiems to. our neighborhood. )

We were excited in February when Sam Baill and Ann Hughes showed us their plans for
the project. In July we were equally pleased the plans reflect 2 home that will bring added
value and character to our neighborhood.

The Ball/Hughes family will be a nice addition 1o our neighborhood and we hope the
current jssues can be resolved quickly and allow them to continue. remodeling.

Sincerely,

Vot Vo

%? A —
Robert Vranizan Joan McNally l



October 30, 2010

To Cynthia Goldstein, Executive Director

Permits — Board of Appeals
1650 Mission Street, Rm 304
San Francisco, CA 94103

Subject: Permitting construction at 10 Lundys Lane

Dear Ms. Goldstein,

I have reviewed the plans for 10 Lundy Lane and I approve of them. The proposed plans
do not negatively affect any adjoining houses and completion of this project will only
serve to improve our neighborhood. Please streamline the administrative process so the
house can be finished as planned.

Sincerely,

‘/'

i )7 / N A —
AL XD
é/é./b Z'/' '/l /-/ R -
Kathryn‘Houston

29 Coleridge Street

San Francisco, CA 94110
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BOARD OF Appiay g
Christopher Nelson
OWNER OCT 25 2011 coq
Bad Joe's I . APPEL [ W T
3309 Mission S PRAL# \D-\n )

San Francisco, CA_ 94

QOctober 22, 2010
Re: Soto vs. Dept. of Bldg Inspection -10 Lamdys Lane

To the Board of Appeals,

I live in North Bernal and I am a merchant three blocks from 10 Lundys
Lane. Turning derelict properties around is important t0 merchants in the
neighborhood in these tough economic times.

I also think having extended families living in the neighborhood is
important both to quality of life and to the economic health of the
neighborhood. It is essential to maintain safe, well-maintained family-
friendly housing in Bernal Heights.

This is an important public policy issue: can middle-class families afford to
renovate uninhabitable buildings in our neighborhood?

Please allow construction on 10 Lundys to resume ASAP.
Ilook forward to attending the November 3™ hearing with as many of my

customers as I can rally, but I hope you can make & decigion before then so
the house can be repaired and remodeled as planned.

Smc%/

Christopher Nelson



Barry Neilson
21 Godeus
San Francisco, CA 24110

December 15, 2010

Tanya Peterson

c/o Cynthia Goldstein

SF Board of Appeals

1650 Mission St, Suite 304
San Francisco, CA 94103

RE: 10 Lundys Lane
Dear Tanya,

My name is Barry Nelson, like Ann Hughes i'm an educator in San Francisco. For close
to thirteen years I've served the children and famities of San Francisco, working in the
fields of education and social work. | currently work in the arena of coliege access,
helping some of San Francisco's college bound students become the first in their families
to graduate from college.

Like both Ann and her husband Sam Ball, I'm committed ic serving the community in
which | live, as both an investment and a responsibility. For those of us involved in the
lives ot San Francisco's young people as educators and mentors, | can't overstate what |
truly believe to be the value and importance of living in the community we serve. An
essential part of our work as educators is not only having an understanding of the lives
and experiences of young people, but also being able to impact their lives outside of the
classroom as advocates and as individuals who possess voices in the public arena. Their
lives implicitly enter the schools and classrooms in which we work and living in the same
community only informs our work.

Beyond the idea of understanding, there's a certain Kind of trust buiit upon a shared
experience. As educators we may not always find ourselves working with young people
from exactly the same ethnic, economic, or cultural background; but there's an
opportunity for a shared experience as residents of the same community.

I've lived in Bernal Heights for almost nine years and dream of one day owning a home in
the neighborhood | treasure. Though | understand addressing the astronomical cost of
living in San Francisco may be beyond the scope of your committee, | believe there are
public policy measures that can be taken to ensure that all families have greater access
to living 1n this city. | think it goes without saying that it's extremely difficult to raise a
family in San Francisco with the means afforded teachers. The recent experience of Ann
Hughes and Sam Ball is not only discouraging, but alarming. An attempt to own a home
and raise a family in the community in which they've already lived and contributed to is



R

being threatened with very limited recourse. Though { don't personaily know the
individuals attempting to block the proposed rehabilitation of their home, | can't help but
question the motivation, as it seems to not only be uncaring, but also vindictive in nature.

It's my belief that the board made the right decision to uphold the permits for 10 Lundys

Lane. | hope you exercise your authority to allow Ann Hughes and her famity to make the
necessary improvements that would allow their home to become fully inhabitable.

Sincerely,

e .

Barry Nelson



December 7, 2010
Dear Ms. Goldsetin and Commissioners:
Re: Property at 10 Lundys Lane, San Francisco, California

I'm writing you this to pass along to the Board of Appeals. I am

writing on behalf of my mother Mariana Sandoval who has lived at 14
Lundys Lane for over 40 years. English is not her native language so she
asked me to write this to you.

She wants the Board to know she supports the project at 10 Lundys Lane
because it repairs a house that badly needed repairs and allows a nice
family to move in: that is what should be happening in the neighborhood.

My mother would like the board to avoid more delays, so the new owners
can move 1, because it is difficult to have the house be empty for so

long. She would like the new owners to move in as quickly as possible
because they are people who want to be part of the community and support
their neighbors.

The house has been empty now for almost two years and that is long
enough.

Sincerely,

Edith E. Perez
Previous Resident of 14 Lundys Lane
San Francisco, CA

413 Copeland Street
Pacifica, CA 94044

cc: Director Cynthia Goldstein and Commissioners See attached.



Anna Marjavi
66 Fair Ave,
San Francisco, CA 94110

December 7, 2010
Dear President Peterson and Commissioners Fung, Garcia, Goh, and Hwang:

I was born and raised in Bernal Heights and have lived in the neighborhood for most of my life,
In 2003, | was fortunate to buy a fixer-upper house on the North slope of Bernal Heights where
I presently live. While | have seen many changes over the years, Bernal continues to be a
diverse family-oriented neighborhood with a strong ethic to community-building. With that in
mind, | am writing this letter in support of Sam Ball and Ann Hughes and to voice support of
their much needed 10 Lundys Lane renovation.

The only way | could afford to stay in Bernal was to buy a house that was dilapidated and
remodelit. Like the new owners of 10 Lundys, | reached out to my neighbors and let them
know my plans. 1 was lucky. While the noise and temporary lack of parking from my project
was inconvenient for people, they remained cooperative and it was possible for me to expedite
repairs and renovations. | would not have been able to stay in Bernal if | had faced a barrage of
detays resulting from appeals as the new Lundys owners are facing. I've seen the plans for their
house and they are a clear improvement, and easy to understand. | encourage you to allow the
project to move forward in an expeditious manner.

I've worked with a non-profit organization in San Francisco on violence prevention for eleven
years. Similar to the new owners of 10 Lundys, the only way | could afford to buy a house in
Bernal was to purchase a fixer. As a public school teacher, Ann Hughes works with many at risk
kids who live in Bernal. Sam Ball has worked with many local nonprofits to help them get their
messages out through documentary films. Ann, Sam and their children are a welcome addition
to Bernal Heights and their proposed work will improve our neighborhood. The Board has
previously ruled in favor of this project, and the owners have accurately addressed issues that
were raised. Because this has been a lengthly approval process for Sam Ball and Ann Hughes,
I'm concerned that there could be more appeals hearings about the 10 Lundys Lane building
permits. | hope that your decision today wili allow work to continue so this family can soon
move into their new home.

Sincerely,

Anna Marjavi




BOARD OF APPEALS

Shelley Gallivan T . e
6 Prospect _ QCT 2¢ 2016
.San Francisco, CA 94110 Wﬁ_ >

QOctober 26, 2010

Reference: the project at 10 Lundys Lane
Dear Ms. Peterson,

1 viewed a full set of plans for 10 Lundys Lane and they look great. The scale is easy to understand. The design
is beautifal. And it preserves the historic lock and feel of the house.

We also like the plans because we value living in a neighborhood that is populated by families.
We appreciate that the new owner is an experienced tedcher at a local public school.

We hope you will do everything in your power to let Ann and Sam swiftly resume work on their home, as
planned, so they can make it habitable for their family.

We want to add that having a vacant property in the neighborhood for many months is an extremely undesirable
prospect as it increases the chances of break-ins and vagrancy.

A

helley Gallivan

Sincerely,



Note: A few signatories on petltlon also wrote
letters of support; thus, there is minor duplicity.
Petition signatory Stefanie Eldred is a net ighbor

And wife of Mr. Ball and Ms. Hughes’ contractor.’
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10 LUNDYS LANE

THE UNDERSIGNED HAVE VIEWED THE PROPOSED DESIGN FOR THE PLANS
AT 10 LUNDYS LANE. THE UNDERSIGNED SUPPORT THE PROJECT.
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10 LUNDYS LANE

THE UNDERSIGNED HAVE VIEWED THE PROPOSED DESIGN FOR THE PLANS
AT 10 LUNDYS LANE. THE UNDERSIGNED SUPPORT THE PROJECT.
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Dear Ms. Peterson, Ms. Goldstein, and other members of the Appeals
Commission:

| am writing the message in regards to the property on 10 Lundys Lane,
own by Ann Hughes and Sam Ball and their two kids.

My wife and | were Bernal Heights residents for years. Our children were in
daycare with Ann and Sam'’s, but we moved away because we lived in a
very cramped place with our two boys.

I'm disappointed we had to do that, so | was glad to hear about your
decision November 3rd.

| hope the city will have the vision to find ways to streamline the
remodeling process so that there may be a silver lining to the foreclosure
crisis and at least some families can afford to buy in San Francisco.
Thank you for your time.

Sincerely,

2

Roman Loyola



e

Josh Peterson

2748 MATHEWS ST. BERKELEY, CA 94702
TEL §10-843-7000

joshpsterson@yahoo.com

BOARD OF AFPEALS
QCT 26 20
APPEAL #
October 25, 2010
Cynthia Goldstein
Director
Permits Board of Appeals
1650 Mission Street Suite 304

San Francisco, CA 94103

RE: 10 Lundys Lane Renovation

To the Board of Appeals:

| have worked as an editor for Sam Ball on several Citizen Film projects, most notably “Poumy,” a film he directed about
a Jewish mother in the Resistance during the Nazi occupation of France. The film was shown on public telavision and to
more than 20,000 teenagers in classrooms across North America.

After eighteen years editing in the Bay Area, | can say that Citizen Film stands out as one of a very select group of com-
panies that consistently produce excellent, relevant documentary films, employing many local technicians for every pro-
ject. it would be quite a biow to San Francisco's artistic community, both creatively and economically, if Citizen Fitm
were forced to scale back its work.

My wife and | have two chiidren about the same age as Sam's. After several years in a rented apartment, we spent most
of 2006 searching for a house we could buy in San Francisco. We really wanted to stay, but in the end we had to accept
the fact that we could not afford to live thers, and, like many people we know, we moved to the East Bay. Now | under-
stand Sam and Ann may be forced to make a similar decision, not just because of housing prices, but because they are
getting so much resistance for wanting to take a house that's in terrible shape and improve it to make it livable for their
family.

I respectfully urge the Board of Appeals to facilitate Sam and Ann's renovation and shorten the costly appeals process
so that a hard-working, productive San Franciscan and his family can live in the city they love, a city to which they con-
tribute so much,

S yours,
Josh Peterson



December 29,2010

To Whorn [t May Concérn':

KQED has been‘coliaboraﬁng with Citizen Film and its principals for more than
10 years. '

Here are just a few of the highlights

“In 1 996, we alred Sam Ball's film Zimbabwe Wheef followmg its premiere at the .
Sundance Film Festival. The San Francisco Weekly called Zimbabwe Wheel “an
inspiring looK'at a San Francisco State University class that teaches wheelchatr
riders to build their own wheelchalrs .

In 2001, we collaborated w1th Citizen Film director Sophie Constantinou who was
director of photography on several of our nationally recognized locally-produced
programs, including KQED and its Emmy—Award winning HOME FRONT, about
the fight to stop evictions in San Frangcisco’s mission dlstnct and keep the
neighborhood’s distinctive character alive.

In 2011, we will be working clOsely with Citizen Film because we are the
presenting station for national public broadcast of Joann Sfar Draws front
Mermory, which follaws a-celebrated graphic.novelist through the Algerian and
Jewish heritage that inspires h]S work.

. KQED takes on a limited number of San Francisco-based productions for
national presentation. KQED has an outstaniding track record of effectively and
efiiciently guiding Iocally—pmduced filmis through the nafional public television
system. That's been due in part to the-outstanding quality of Bay Area

filmmaking.’

Thank you for your consideration.
Sinc'ere!y,

Lisa Land:
KQED PRESENT.S

Norihern California PUBLIC TELEVISION 2601 Mariposa Stroet T 415.864.2000 www.ncpb.com
Fublic Breadeasting, Inc. ‘

PUBLIC.RADIO 8an Francisco CA 94110-1426
INTERACTIVE -
EDUCATION NETWGORK

19
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L BEal BOARD OF APPEALS
Support letter for Ms. Ann Hughes 0CT 2 0 2010 3

Soto vs. San Francisco Departmerit of Building Inspection

apPEAL # WD\ D\

Dear Ms. Goldstein,

I was Ann’s principal at Hillcrest Elementary School from 2003 to 2007, I still serve in
the capacity as administrator in SFUSD.

When I was there, I could see that Ann was a good fourth grade teacher at Hillcrest,
valued by the pupils, parents and colleagues alike. She was more than that. Ann was a
role model and a guide to many of the children and often to their parents as well. Since
Hillerest is a school with a very diverse and often disadvantaged population, this was
particularly important. She also mentored new teachers who entered the profession, some
of whom were struggling to cope with the problems in their new environment.

I particularly appreciated that she could come to school early and stayed late. I know this
was only possible because she lived nearby. Often she was the host of committee
meetings and other staff meetings. It helped bring people together, important for a school
like Hillcrest. We worked hard at serving a diverse community of parents and children.
Children succeed best when they are supported by parents and educators, all working
together. Ann also served on the leadership committee a position she still holds at
Hillcrest where she is an extremely well-regarded leader. Teachers look up to her.

Ann’s dédication to the children did not end in the classroom. She knew that their
families were essential to support their education and so she made the effort to have a
connection with them. It usually worked wonders. They knew they could talk to Ann
about their children’s problems, and about what they wanted for them. They trusted her.

I know Ann wants to stay in the neighborhood and live near Hillcrest, where she wants to
teach and serve that commumity for the rest of her working life. But teachers have a hard
time staying in the neighborhood, since housing in San Francisco is so expensive—
especially if they have children of their own. I strongly hope she’ll be able to do that. -
Teachers of Ann’s quality are rare. It is rarer still that they become part of the larger
school community the way Ann did. I understand she is now under extreme financial
pressure, which may force her to move away: I look on this as a danger to that
commuumity.

It is for these reasons that I write to support, as strongly as I can, Ann Hughes and Sam
Ball’s permit to renovate their home and live in it.

Sincerely,

m& (-
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Reference: January 11, 2011 Appeal of SF Planning Dept. Cat. Ex @ 10 Lurgﬂyéﬂf:gg}?.

o the San Francisco Board of Supervisors:

'_ | have known Ann Hughes for seven years in my work as an lnstructionél Reforx
Facilitator, and, for the past four years, as Principal of Hillcrest Elementary School.

Ms. Hughes is more than a valued fourth grade teacher at Hillcrest Elementary School, a
community school that serves our neighborhood’s extraordinarily diverse population. Ms.
Hughes is an exemplary teacher, who is a role model and mentor to many. children, as
well as to new teachers who enter our system. ‘ o ;

4

Ann is a big part of the school community. We are fortunate that she is able fo be at
school early and stay late because she lives so near school. She is able to volunteer to
run school garden days. This has been her pet project. She started the garden, and has
found innovative ways 1o integrate gardening into our curriculum: a connection to the fand
and to the local environment. The children love it, and learn from it. What's more, she
frequently Hosts committee meetings and informal gatherings for otr ENTIRE staff at her =
home. This helps build morale and a sense that our school is part of a commupnity.

Ms. Hughes eiempliﬁes passionate comrmitment to children and education. She sees
education as a holistic approach ta the child and the child's family. Therefore, she . -
‘maintains a close relationship to Hillcrest families. : '

Having close, neighborly relations with Hillcrest parents helps build people's frust that we
really are a community school in the truest sense of the word. Ms Hughesis |
exceptionally open and friendly and parents know they can approach her to discuss the
hopes and concerns they have for their children. - SRR

Building trust is espécially important in working with this large, diverse c.ommzini.ty we
serve. Many of our families live and work within.a few blocks of Ann’s new home and

because she has been teaching for twenty years, she is friends with generations of
families.. . I o : '

it is rare, given San Francisco.housing pn'ées that teachers stay in the neighborhood after .
- they have children of their own. ‘ ' .

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely, -

[/

. e - .
' Richard Zapien
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10 Lundys Lane
Owner's Brief -

Samuel Ball, Ann Hughes and David & Nicole Ball Response to DR Request
10 Lundys Lane
San Francisco, CA 94110

October 3, 2011

OWNER’S RESPONSE TO DISCRETIONARY REVIEW REQUEST
Re permit 201103303154

1. Scope of work to be performed under permit 201103303154.

The following describes the entire scope of work this permit would allow us to perform:

-Add a 30 inch range.

-Replace a small, existing 12-inch bar-sink with a full-sized 20-inch kitchen sink.

-Add two kitchen cabinets.

-Add an internal door and non-structural wall enclosing an existing internal stairway in our building.

None of these changes are visible from the outside. These changes constitute the addition of a legal
dwelling unit under City rules. This project has been delayed for many months as a result of five
previous appeals filed by the DR Applicant, all five of which have been rejected by the Board of
Appeals and Supervisors. This is the fourth hearing requested by the DR Applicant. The content of the
DR Application is a repetition of content the DR Requestor submitted to the Board of Appeals and
Board of Supervisors in December, in appeals that were unanimously rejected by both boards.'

II. Background

ITA. Why we are pursuing this project:

My wife Ann Hughes and I bought our house with my parents, David and Nicole Ball, so my
parents could live downstairs from us. My parents are helping us raise our children. Eventually, we
will care for my parents. My parents are retired educators. My wife Ann is a public school teacher at
Hillcrest Elementary, where she was a founder of the community garden. I’'m a film director at the
Mission-District-based nonprofit Citizen Film, which creates documentary films for many of San
Francisco’s nonprofit social-justice organizations, and nonprofit cultural institutions ranging from the
San Francisco Symphony to KQED. We are not wealthy people. We purchased a severely dilapidated
house because it was the only kind of house we could afford near my office and near Ann’s school.
[See Exhibit A. Letter from my parents, David and Nicole and Exhibit B, about the owners. |

For more than two years, we searched for an affordable house in the community where we
work, so we could be directly involved in the community. For example, many children Ann works with
live in our neighborhood. Ann maintains relationships with extended families of Hillcrest students and
alums. By living near school she’s able to organize families to tend the community garden she
founded. Ann is able to host gatherings of teachers as part of her role on Hillcrest Elementary’s
leadership committee. Purchasing and rehabilitating a severely dilapidated building and living together
as an extended family is a solution to the problem of finding housing for teachers and artists who serve

' See Exhibit E - Decisions by the Board of Appeals and Board of Supervisors: the “split decision” the DR Requestor describes in their
Application refers to the Board of Appeal’s 3-1 rejection of an appeal of a revision permit —an appeal the DR Requestor filed in August, 2010.
Every other decision has been unanimous.
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10 Lundys Lane — Response to Application for Discretionary Review of Permit 201103303154

San Francisco and wish to live here. See Exhibit B: About Us and Our Work. Another important
reason we chose our house is so we wouldn’t have to drive. My parents use Muni to get around. On my
way to work, I walk our children Ayva (8) and Jakob (6) to their neighborhood public school and I
keep a bike at my office to get to appointments. We have one compact car for two households.

The addition of a kitchen -not visible from the outside- is important to my parents. We wish to

live close to one another as my parents are helping us raise our children, but both households wish to
function independently by having their own privacy and kitchens. The door and non-structural wall we
propose to add will not be visible from the outside. It will separate our living space from my parents’
living space. We do not feel this is an extraordinary circumstance that warrants discretionary review.

IIB. Procedural background:

Permit 201103303154 would allow us to complete the second phase of our two-phased project to
rehabilitate a RH-2 zoned “fixer” home and make it livable for our family. When we bought it, the
structure had faulty plumbing and wiring, holes at the front and back, foundations that had to be almost
entirely replaced, and no heating system at all (to name just a few of the problems.) Before we applied
for a remodeling permit, we announced our intention to neighbors and to the City to conduct work in
two phases because we knew we were on a tight budget for a project that would require a lot of work.
Our project certainly could have been approved under one permit, but we broke our project into two
phases in order to allow my wife and children and me to move into our home during construction and
limit the number of extra mortgage payments we would have to pay while our house remained
uninhabitable. Another reason we broke our project into phases is that the severely dilapidated state of
our building made it difficult to assess what it would cost to complete phase 1. Breaking up the work
into two phases would allow us to assess our finances before pursuing phase 2, to make sure we would
have enough money to complete it. Phase 1 has allowed my wife, my children and me to legally move
into our home as soon as possible. Phase 2, the permit before you now, would allow us to complete
work on our ground floor which will become my parents’ apartment.

III. The DR Requestor’s Claims

The DR Requestor has already filed numerous appeals including an appeal of a revision to our main
remodeling permit as well as the categorical exemption issued for that revision. In January, the Board
of Appeals and Board of Supervisors unanimously upheld the project’s approvals. Nevertheless, as a
result of the time it took to schedule hearings on the previous claims filed by the DR Requestor, our
project to repair a severely dilapidated home and make it livable for our family has already been
delayed a year. That’s despite the Boards’ decisions and despite broad community mobilization in
support of our project. [See Exhibit C: Community Support.] This has been especially painful for
my parents, who have been deprived of precious time with their grandchildren.

The City has already decided that each of the five previous appeals claims filed by the DR Requestor
are without merit. The DR Requestor is asking the Planning Commission to make a decision that
would effectively overrule these decisions.

10 Lundys Lane Owner’s Response to DR Application 2



10 Lundys Lane — Response to Application for Discretionary Review of Permit 201103303154

The entire content of the DR Request before you is a repetition of claims the DR Requestor has already
made to the Board of Appeals and Board of Supervisors. The DR Requestor is asking the Commission
to decide that a portion of the space within our building is not considered legal and thus, the
conversion to a second unit triggers a parking requirement under Planning Code Section 242. As a
result of previous appeals by the DR Requestor, the Board of Appeals considered this very issue three
times and affirmed all three times that the existing space in our building, including the area planned for

conversion to the second unit, is legal space. See Exhibit D [Permit History] and Exhibit E
[Decisions by the Board of Appeals and Board of Supervisors.] My wife, my children and I live in
our home thanks to work we conducted under permits that were properly reviewed and approved by
the Planning Department, then upheld by the Board of Appeals and Board of Supervisors. The
Supervisors voted unanimously (11-0) to deny the DR Applicant’s request that our project undergo a
lengthy environmental review. Phase I of our project is complete thanks to permits that underwent
intensive scrutiny. At every point of the unusually drawn-out appeals process caused by the DR
Requestor?, the City thoroughly vetted all of the claims the DR Requestor is now repeating, and found

them all to be without merit. The Planning Code, the Planning Dept. and the Board of Appeals are all
extremely clear: a parking requirement is not triggered under Planning Code Sec 242.

The DR Requestor further states that the DR Requestor feels the City should have issued
additional appealable notifications for items such as changing the header on a window by six inches.
The Planning Department already determined notification was not required. Issuing notifications that
are not required would give the DR Requestor more opportunities to appeal our project, causing more
delays, but there is nothing in the DR Requestor’s application that validates why additional permits or
311 notifications should be required.

Another allegation that is implicit in the DR Requestor’s brief is that we are engaged in a
practice called “serial permitting.” Serial permitting occurs when multiple permits are pulled for a
project that could not otherwise be approved under one permit. That is clearly not the case with our
project since neither phase 1 nor phase 2 of our project expand the building envelope at all and neither
phase 1 nor phase 2 of our project add floor space. Thus, both phases of our project easily could have
been completed under one building permit. We conducted work in phases in order to save time and
money. This is consistent with common sense, not just the law, the rules and the Code. Exhibit F is a
print out of an email with the Northwest Bernal Heights Neighborhood Design Review Board

confirming that months before we applied for our phase 1 remodeling permit, we announced our
intention to add a second unit at a later date, and that we vetted our two-phased project with the
Planning Department. People who are engaged in “serial permitting” do not make it a point to discuss
the two phases of their project with neighborhood boards and City Planners. We vetted our two-phased
approach with the Planning Department before we bought our home and again when we began
applying for permits. The Planning Department has confirmed repeatedly what it communicated to us
verbally before we bought our house: our project does not require a parking variance. It would be

% In their DR Application, the Applicants imply they accepted mediation. This contradicts their responses to several mediation offers, including repeated
mediation attempts by the Bernal Heights Neighborhood Community Center. In January 2011, after the DR Requestor’s foruth appeal, the Bernal Heights
Community Center’s director Joseph Smooke stated “We've reached out to the appellants and invited them to mediation that we would participate in and they
have not taken advantage of that. To bring this process before the Board of Appeals and Board of Supervisors seems disingenuous...” (1/11/11 BOS transcript.)

3 10 Lundys Lane Owner’s Response to DR Application



10 Lundys Lane — Response to Application for Discretionary Review of Permit 201103303154

unfair to change the Code after we have already spent most of our life’s savings, plus a mortgage on
our project.

IV.— Why permit 2011.03.30.3154, the permit before vou now, should be upheld

We wish to add a stove, a standard kitchen sink (in place of our existing 12-inch sink), two kitchen
cabinets, plus an internal door and non-structural wall enclosing a stair. None of these changes are
visible from the outside. Thus, we do not feel there are any reasonable changes to be made to our

plans. These proposed changes do not add any floor area. They do not expand the existing building
envelope at all, nor do they impact the appearance of the building fagade. This scope of work does not
have extraordinary circumstances that warrant discretionary review.

In fact, the work we completed under previous permits shaved off square footage and structures built
by previous owners. Under previous permits, we have already renovated and structurally improved a
dilapidated building, and now we seek to add a legal dwelling unit. A second illegal dwelling unit was
already established long before we bought our building; thus, we are not increasing the number of
occupants who will potentially live in or drive to and from this house.

The creation of a legal dwelling unit is encouraged by the RH-2 zoning of our building and it is
consistent with the Planning Code and specifically Section 242, which governs our project. Sec 242
established the Bernal Heights Special Use District. Its purpose is “...to encourage development in
context and scale with the established character...” of this hilly and dense neighborhood made up of
relatively small lots.

Sec 242(b) Purposes. In order to reflect the special characteristics and hillside topography of an

area of the City that has a collection of older buildings situated on lots generally smaller than the

lot patterns in other low-density areas of the City, and to encourage development in context and
scale with the established character, there shall be a Bernal Heights Special Use District.

Our project is consistent with this purpose by creating a new unit within the confines of the
existing building envelope thereby maintaining the context and scale of the neighborhood’s established
character. This same Section 242 indicates that our proposed project does not trigger additional
parking requirements since we have not added to the usable floor area of the house. In this particular
Bernal Heights Special District, “If one or more alterations add 200 square feet or less of usable floor
area, no additional parking space is required.”® The square footage in our original structure met the

3 Sec 242(d) Definitions
(2) "Usable floor area" is the sum of the gross areas of the several floors of a building, measured
from the exterior walls or from the center lines of common walls separating two buildings. "Usable
floor area" shall not include that floor area devoted to off-street parking or any space or area which
is not readily accessible and which has not more than five feet vertical clearance at any point.

Sec 242(e)(4) Parking
(B) RH-2 and RH-3 Building Alterations. The following parking requirements shall apply to
alterations of existing structures in an RH-2 or RH-3 District:
(1) If one or more alterations add 200 square feet or less of usable floor area, no additional parking
space is required.

10 Lundys Lane Owner’s Response to DR Application 4
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definition of useable floor area before we began any alteration work under the first phase of our
project; and all of the existing floor area was “readily accessible”: all of the existing floor area had
“more than five feet vertical clearance at any point.” The Board of Appeals confirmed this fact.

The DR Requestor now asks that the Planning Commission disagree with (and overrule) the Board
of Appeals, and determine that the project is adding new space triggering a parking requirement. The
DR Requestor also implies that there is a loophole in this Section that allows us to avoid a parking
requirement. However, the Board of Appeals and Planning Department have correctly interpreted our
project as it applies to Section 242 and determined a parking requirement is not triggered. To decide
otherwise would be tantamount to changing the Code midway through our project. We strongly
believe the Code should NOT be changed to require additional off street parking. As stated earlier it
would be unfair to change the Code at this late stage in our project after we have spent most of our
savings on our home, and taken out a mortgage, with the intention of adding a second dwelling unit per
City rules which the Planning Department communicated to us very clearly. Changing our project to
add parking would not only be financially infeasible, it would be inconsistent with Section 242’s stated
purpose of maintaining the neighborhood’s context and character. In order to add a parking garage, our
100+ year-old building would have to be lifted, or its fagade would have to be demolished.

Sec 242 is not the only reason we feel our project should be approved. We also feel our project is
consistent with the following long-term goals for San Francisco’s housing stock:

* Increased number of legal dwelling units while sustaining the character of our existing
buildings;

* Increased number of small/ affordable units;

* Increased number of dwelling appropriate for families; and

* Renovation done with permits bringing aging housing stock up to current safety
standards.

We’ve been grateful for community support (See Exhibit C. — Letters and Petition.) Many of
our neighbors live as extended families; generations take care of one another. We believe this is an
essential community value that should be supported. We greatly appreciate your time in considering
our project and respectfully request that you deny the DR Request.

Sincerely,

Sam Ball, Ann Hughes, Nicole and David Ball

Cc:
Kimberly Durandet, Planner
DR Requestor

5 10 Lundys Lane Owner’s Response to DR Application
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Enclosures:

Exhibit A:
Exhibit B:
Exhibit C:
Exhibit D:
Exhibit E:
Exhibit F:
Exhibit G:
Exhibit H:

Owner-Occupants’ Statement of Purpose (Letter from David and Nicole Ball)
Personal and Professional Context

Community support

Permit History

Decisions by the Board of Appeals and Board of Supervisors

Email Exchange with NW Bernal Design Review Board

Drawings Detailing the Proposed Scope of Work

Photographs of building facade before remodeling, and during construction.
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10 Lundys - Exhibit A:

Letter from Owner-Occupants
David and Nicole Ball

23 Cedar Street
Northampton, MA 01060
September 27, 2011

Dear Members of the Board:

We are the parents of Sam Ball, the in-laws of Ann Hughes, and with them co-owners of the house at
10 Lundys Lane, San Francisco. We’re writing to ask you to allow us to have a door between our part
of the house downstairs and the upstairs where our son and his wife Ann and our grandchildren live,
and to have a real kitchen with a stove.

We are retired educators who have lived in Massachusetts for the past forty-two years and would like
to move into our house in Lundys Lane as soon as possible. We used much of our life savings to buy
this house with our San Francisco family. We planned to move into it on the downstairs floor in a
separate apartment; they would have the upper two floors. We want to live in the same building as our
children and grandchildren, but of course we envision a separate life for ourselves—the life we have
enjoyed as a couple for decades. We want to help take care of our grandchildren, and we assume Sam
and Ann will help take care of us as we get older and less able to fend for ourselves, just as we took
care of my mother when she got older.

We bought a house that needed extensive renovation, but the price was one we could afford—unlike
all the other properties we saw that matched our needs. We had no idea that someone could arbitrarily
delay every step, and thus greatly increase the time and costs of renovation.

We would like to have a door separating our floor from the floors occupied by our family. The reasons
are obvious: we love our grandchildren and love to see them, but we don’t want them coming down
any time at all, when we’re busy with other things. And like most people, we value our privacy. We
love our family, but we don’t like feeling we’re staying in their house, rather than having our own.

The reasons why we want a real kitchen are also obvious: we like to cook for ourselves, and invite
family and friends over for dinner, too. You can’t make real meals on a hot-plate. We’re forced to eat
badly, or eat with family upstairs, or go out for dinner. You can’t wash dishes in a bar-sink, the only
sink we are permitted to have at the moment because of an appeal that seems utterly arbitrary to us.

We really don't understand why we should live without a real kitchen because our neighbor has
decided we should not have one—this despite the fact that we discussed our plans with the City even
before we bought the house, and despite the fact that the planning code says we can have a kitchen and
a separation door that will afford us normal privacy. The appellants express concern about parking in
their letter. We do not plan to have a car at all in San Francisco; we have always used public
transportation and will continue to do so.

We ask you to do all you can to resolve this situation swifily.

Sincerely,
,ﬂé{,”5 'u/ (/—\ 11/’ ({(( M
David Ball

Nicole Ball


Samuel Ball
10 Lundys - Exhibit A:
Letter from Owner-Occupants


ABOUT THE OWNERS OF 10 LUNDYS LANE

Ann Hughes is a dedicated public school teacher, who has been teaching at Hillcrest Elementary
School for 10 years. Ann serves on Hillcrest’s leadership committee and as a teacher-mentor in a
mentorship program for new teachers at Hillcrest. Ann also started a community garden at her school
and can frequently be found there on weekends, working with parents and children to create a lasting
community resource that is also a way for children to learn about the environment and sustainability.
Many of the families Ann works with live within walking distance of 10 Lundys. This is an important
factor in her decision to purchase the home. Ann wants to live close to her school, and to the parents of
many of the more than 400 school children she has taught in her career. She works with extended
families, not only with the children and their parents. Living near them is important to her. Ann is a
fourth generation San Francisco native, whose grandmother grew up nearby in the Mission district.
Ann’s principal, Richard Zapien, adds: “Ms. Hughes has a passionate commitment to children and
education and she sees education as a holistic approach to the child and the child’s family. Therefore,
she maintains a close relationship to many Hillcrest families who live and work in the neighborhood.”

Sam Ball co-founded the documentary production company Citizen Film. For the past 10 years, Citizen
Film has been, as its mission says, “dedicated to crafting documentary stories with care and dignity.” It
“collaborates with cultural institutions and community organizations to create films that foster active
engagement in cultural and civic life.” Citizen is one of the few documentary companies to employ a full-
time year-round staff and it has so far weathered the tough economy without making lay-offs. Citizen Film
has made many documentaries that serve local nonprofits including KQED, the Asian Women’s Shelter,
the Contemporary Jewish Museum, the San Francisco Symphony, the SF DA’s Back on Track Program,
the CA Endowment, the CA nurses foundation, the San Francisco Foundation and many more.) Citizen
Film’s work is guided by the belief that character-driven stories can provide audiences with a powerful
means for engaging with community. Current projects include a National Endowment for the Arts
supported documentary project about the movement to provide free, locally-produced organic school
lunches for public school children. Previous collaborations have been presented on public television in the
US and abroad (PBS, ARTE, TLC, etc.) and featured at America's most prestigious venues for independent
film: the Sundance Film Festival, the Museum of Modern Art — New York, LA County Museum of Art, the
Hirshhorn, the Whitney, and more.

Ann and Sam’s children Ayva Ball (8) and Jakob Ball (6) go to a neighborhood public school that
is a 7 minute walk from their house: they attend Buena Vista’s Spanish Immersion Program.

David Ball (74) is a retired professor. He taught French and Comparative Literature at Smith College
in Northampton, Massachusetts from 1969-2002, and worked his way through graduate school in
France by teaching English in high schools there.

Nicole Ball (70), also retired from teaching, was born in Paris and taught high school in France for
many years. When she came to America, she taught French on both the high school and college level.

David and Nicole now work as free-lance literary translators: in collaboration or alone, they have
translated ten novels, books of poetry, and plays from French to English. Their fondest wish is to
live in the same house as their dear grandchildren and children. That’s why they spent their life’s
savings, and approved of their son spending his life’s savings, to buy the property at 10 Lundys
Lane. It seemed like a good, long-term investment in their quality of life.
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Lunes, 15 de Oct. 2010 APPEAL # e

Mariaha sandoval
14 Lundys Lane
san Francisco, CA 941 10

10 Lundys Lane 10-101

Tanya Nelson .
BOARD OF PERMIT APPEALS
1650 Mission St. #304

San Francisco, CA 94110

Estimada Sefiora Nelson,

s esfuerzos de los nuevos proprietarios de esta

- Le estoy escribienao p'ara' apoyar alo
tos asi que los nifios Y {os padres,

.casa, que tienen el derecho de vivir en la casa abue
juntds en paz. S -

Vi a los planes y me parecen hien. Lacasanovaa cambiar de tamano. solamente van

a reparla para gue sea mis habitable.
Yo ho-quiero que ellos tienen que parar (2 construcion o vender la casa sin terminar de
construirla porque.eso es muy mal para la calle y el barrio.

Yo soy del vecinario desde mas de 40 afhos.

Sinceramente,

%{M%WW | Exiﬁ;L;Jr. C:

Mariana sandoval -


Samuel Ball
Exhibit C:
Community Support



BOARD OF APPEALS

BCT 28 2010
APPEAL #10 - [0

Appeal 10-101, Soto vs. DBI

Translation of letter from Mariana Sandavol, written in Spanish, date stamped Oct. 28,
2010.

Dear Mrs. Nelson (Peterson):

] am writing to support the efforts of the new property owners of this house, who have the right
to live in the house, grandparents as well the children and the parents, all together in peace.

I looked at the plans and they appear fine to me. The house will not change in size. They are
only going to repair it so it will be more habitable.

I don’t want them to stop the construction or to have to sell the house without ﬁnislﬁng
construction because that would be very bad for the block and the neighborhood.

I’ve lived in the neighborhood over 40 years.
Sincerely,

Mariana Sandoval

L, Vickoo F. Cackeer, Wmﬁﬁﬂ%m;@
W, e wgmfagza%
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BOARD OF APPEALS
October 25, 2010

0CT 2 9 2610
From: Yoli Monterrosa 16 Lundys Lane, San Francisco, CA 24110 _
appear# 1O~ (D)

To: Tanya Peterson, President,

About: “The project @ 10 Lundys Lane” - APPEAL HEARING 10-101 November 3.

Dear Ms. Peterson,
I am writing to express my support for the project of renovation at 10 Lundys Lane.

| saw all the plans. They are easy o comprehend and | decided they were very good. it will be
an improvement over the way the building has been for many years. The old look of the
house will be preserved, but it will be in a better state, so that three generations of one famity
can live in it.

| was pleased to learn that Ann Hughes, the new owner, is a ieacher at Hillcrest elementary
school. It is good for teachers to live near the community they serve. | know her husband
makes documentary films, and | like the idea of having hard working people in our community,
too. | know that journalists work hard and do not make much money.

| hope that the City of San Francisco will not make delays on good projects like this: | know
that can make them very expensive. The house was in very bad condition when Ann and
Samuel bought them.

if delays go on and the project becomes too expensive it could finally prevent letting a good
family move in and improve the state of the property. This would very bad.

I do not understand what possible advantage anyone would have from more delay.
Sincerely,

» \f / g
ngfgﬂfeonte/rrosa'
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Anne Moellering
Susan Cunningham

9 Coleridge Strest T 2.8 2810
San Francisco, CA 84110

September.26, 2010

We were notified that work on the property directly behing ours at 10 Lundys Lane has stopp.

BOARD OF APPEALS

H

bacause a neighbor appeeled a permit. We are concerned about this, because we'd hate for O

Lundys Lane to become a vacant building for any length of ime. The new owners have been
parficularly open about their plans, making certain that the neighbors ali knew of their plans ¢
they have been very very friendly people who we ook forward to having as our new neighbo!

When we saw plans for the project last February and again in July, we liked what we saw ver
much. We liked the idea of fixing up the house at 10 Lundys Lane because it was previously
eyesore, and we very much liked the way they were doing it. The design ipoked lovely to us ¢
will make for » much nicer back of the house, in keeping wiih the histaric character of the
neighborhood. We don't understand whet the problem could be. -

We would welcome the pians we were shown in February, and again in July being realized,
including the modifications to the existing back of the house. This would significantly improw
view from the back of our house.

The owners are taking an eyesore and remodeling it in a character that is consistent with the
neighborhood. We are fine having this project to be finished according to the plans the owne
showed us, and we cettainly don't want an unsafe, vacant building with open walls just over
property line for any length of time.

Thank you for your conslderation.

Sincerely, /
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Lawrence MeGlynn <Imeglynn@stanford.edu=
Bernal Heights

December 6, 2010 1:33:32 PM PST
cynthia_goldstein@sigov.org
avhughes3@gmail.com

Dear Ms. Goldstein,

| live across the sirest from 10 Lundys Lane in Bemal Heights, and have become aware of the hurdles our new neighbors have been having to jump in
order 1o start, and complete, work on their home. | was very relieved to hear that the Board of Appeals rufed that these new owners could complete the
work as planned. They had been keeping the nsighborhood up to date on the actual plans and timelines. It has been nice for all of us because the old
house had really become an eyesore on such a lovely little streat.

it recently came to my attention that another hurdle has been placed in front of this nice little family. | fear that this is going 1o cause yet another delay
to their project, or even worse, that they may just find this hardship is not worth #, and abandon the project. My fear is that this halfway completed home
will be sitting there empty, possibly become a fire hazard, nevemind a terrible eyesore.

For the life of me | cannot understand what is motivating the ift will towards this family. They have been so nice and friendly. | do not know them well,
but thus far they have been such a welcome addition to the neighborhood. Although | grew up in Marin County, my mothar grew up in this
neighborhood, and | have known this section of Bernal Heights to be welcoming and friendly. The new owners of 10 Lundys will fit right in.

| am hoping this process can be expedited so that the project can move forward as soon as possible. | really appreciate your fime and consideration.
Sincerely,

Lawrence McGlynn MD

8 Prospect Avenue
San Francisco, CA



Dear Executive Director of the Board,

We are neighbors in close proximity to 10 Lundys Lane. We understand that on
December 8", your board will decide whether to uphold the decision you made
November 3™ or whether to grant a request for a rehearing. We are hoping you will do
what you can to speed up the administrative process.

We are writing because we are very concerned that the project at 10 Lundys Lane is
being further delayed due to a request for a rehearing. When we moved into our current
house, we were aware that there would be construction nearby and we were prepared for
this. The construction crew has been nothing but kind and considerate. However, since
we both work long and irregular hours and having proionged construction next door will
be extremely disruptive to our lives.

We feel that the owners of 10 Lundys have been clear and communicative about their
plans. From what we understand, the owners are proposing a simple, modest remodel that
is considerate of the historical character of the neighborhood and of their neighbors and
they are not expanding the existing footprint of the house. We are alarmed to learn there
will be yet another delay due to the latest request for a rehearing. We are concerned that
there could be more appeals and therefore a more prolonged construction process.

We understand that other neighbors have indicated they will request an environmental
review of the project, and that that could delay the project even further. We do
understand that it is the neighbor's right to request a rehearing. But we sincerely hope it
is within the board’s power to expedite the appeals process so that construction can
resnme immediately after the December 8" rehearing request. It seems to us that this
project has been suspended and scrutinized long enough and we sincerely hope you will
find away to allow construction to resume immediately as planned.

————____ To
r your consideration. Cynithia Goinslered stuoy.orm
Thank you for y 12/07/2010 11:35 ce
PM it < S
Subject

Re: construction at 10 Lundys Lane

Exscutive Director Goldstein,
Thank you for your emafl, If you can remove my email addrass and actual
physical address of SN then | think we could still submit the
letter as attached. The main concern for me is that 'm a family physician
at a community health canter in a troubled neighborhood in San Francisco.
It is of the utmost importance that any public record not list my personal
email address or actual physical address since | have many high-risk

Given that my privacy and personal safety would be at risk, if there's no

other way to submit the letter without my name and address on ths public
record, then !l have to withdraw it. However, I've attached a version

that might be sufficient. Please let me know if this is within tha

provisions that you mentioned. I not, I'm afraid | won't be able to submit
a letter at all.

Thank you,
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Nicholas Torres BOARD OF APPEALS

3281 Mission Street .

San Francisco, CA 94110 OCT 3¢ 200
%

Suj. 10 Lundys Lane
Attn.

Sra. Tanya Nelson

BOARD OF PERMIT APPEALS
1650 Mission St. #304

San Francisco, CA 94110

Estimada Sra. Nelson,

Le estoy escribiendo para apoyar a los esfuerzos de los proprietarios de
esta casa, una familia que conozco bien ya hace 7 afios. Conozco a los
abuelos asi que a los nifios. Son una familia muy unida que solo
quieren vivir juntos en paz.

Que este tipo de familia no pusiera seguir viviendo en este vecinario
seria lastima para el futuro de San Francisco.

Sinceramente,

Nicholas Torres /X /)Z W
g '

%—-——W/\/




Appeal 10-101, Soto vs. DBI

Translation of leiter from Nicholas Torres, written in Spanish, date stamped Oct. 26, 2010.

Dear Ms. Tanya Nelson (Peterson):

I am writing to support the efforts of the property owners of this house, a family which I have
known well for over 7 years. I know the grandparents as well as the children. They are a family
that is very united, and that only want to live together in peace.

That this kind of family could not keep living in this neighborhood would be a shame for the
future of San Francisco.

Sincerely,

Nicholas Torres

L, Vichn . Fachecs, Ll Aomatard= foo- the GO,
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Robert Vranizan

% é R Joan McNally
' San Frangises, CA. 94110

| BOARD OF APPEALS
September 26, 2010 09T 28 Zﬂm
APPEAL.

To Whom it May Concemn,

- lam a neighbor sharing backyand property lines with 40 Lundys Lane in San Francisco.
We are writing in support of the current remodeling at 10 Lundys Lane. We understand
" the project has been. halted and would like to see it completed in a timiely manner. The
thought of a vacant, pariially remodeled house sitting idly would only bring unwanted
problems to our neighborhood. )

We were excited in February when Sam Ball and Ann Hughes showed us their plans for
the project. In July we were equally pleased the plans reflect 2 home that will bring added
value and character to our neighborhood,

The BalllHughes family will be & nice addition to our neighborhood and we hope the
cuitent issues can be resolved quickly and allow them to continue remodeling.

Sincerely,

Robert Vranizan Joan McNally




October 30, 2010

To Cynthia Goldstein, Executive Director

Permits — Board of Appeals
1650 Mission Street, Rm 304
San Francisco, CA 94103

Subject: Permitting construction at 10 Lundys Lane

Dear Ms. Goldstein,

I have reviewed the plans for 10 Lundy Lane and I approve of them. The proposed plans
do not negatively affect any adjoining houses and completion of this project will only
serve to improve our neighborhood. Please streamline the administrative process so the
house can be finished as planned.

Sincerely, J
I ; e
ps _l_% \) A i I
TN E-' /,,{/ [ e

%{,/é “t ['!./}7/_ / f / (=

Kathryn'Houston

29 Coleridge Street

San Francisco, CA 94110



NO “\1’)\\ o

BOARD OF AppEAL g
Christopher Nelson
Bad Joe's S

APPEAL # \()- \0 |

3309 Mission 86
San Francisco, CA_ O4HE

October 22, 3010
Re: Soto vs. Dept. of Bldg Inspection -10 Iaimdys Lane

To the Board of Appeals,

I live in North Bernal and I am a merchant three blocks from 10 Lundys
Lane. Turning derelict properties around is important to merchants in the

neighborhood in these tough economic times.

I also think having extended families living in the neighborhood is
important both to quality of life and to the economic health of the
neighborhood. It is essential to maintain safe, well-maintained family-
friendly housing in Bernal Heights.

Thig is an important public policy issue: can middle-class families afford to
renovate uninhabitable buildings in our neighborhood?

Please allow construction on 10 Lundys to resume ASAP.
Ilook forward to attending the November 3™ hearing with as many of my

customers as I can rally, but I hope you can make a decision before then so
the house can be repaired and remodeled as planned.

SEGZIZV ‘

Christopher Neison



Barry Nelson
21 Godeus
San Francisco, CA 84110

December 15, 2010

Tanya Peterson

c/o Cynthia Goldstein

SF Board of Appeals

1650 Mission St, Suite 304
San Francisco, CA 94103

RE: 10 Lundys Lane
Dear Tanya,

My name is Barry Nelson, like Ann Hughes I'm an educator in San Francisco. For close
to thirteen years I've served the children and families of San Francisco, working in the
fields of education and social work. | currently waork in the arena of coliege access,
helping some of San Francisco's coliege bound students becaome the first in their families
to graduate ifrom college.

Like both Ann and her husband Sam Ball, I'm committed to serving the community in
which [ live, as both an investment and a responsibility. For those of us involved in the
lives ot San Francisco's young people as educators and mentors, | can't overstate what |
truly believe to be the value and importance of living in the community we serve. An
essential part of our work as educators is not only having an understanding of the lives
and experiences of young people, but also being able to impact their lives outside of the
classroom as advocates and as individuals who possess voices in the public arena. Their
fives implicitly enter the schools and classrooms in which we work and living in the same
community only informs our work.

Beyond the idea of understanding, tirere's a certain kind of trust buiit upon a shared
experience. As educators we may not always find ourselves working with young people
from exactly the same ethnic, economic, or cultural background; but there's an
apportunity for a shared experience as residents of the same community.

I've lived in Bernal Heights for almost nine years and dream of one day owning a home in
the neighborhood | treasure. Though | understand addressing the astronomical cost of
living in San Francisco may be beyond the scope of your committee, | believe there are
public policy measures that can be taken to ensure that all families have greater access
to living 1n this city. | think it goes without saying that it's extremely difficult to raise a
family in San Francisco with the means afforded teachers. The recent experience of Ann
Hughes and Sam Ball is not only discouraging, but alarming. An attempt to own a home
and raise a family in the community in which they've already lived and contributed to is



R’

being threatened with very limited recourse. Though | don't personally know the
individuals attempting to block the proposed rehabilitation of their home, | can't help but
question the motivation, as it seems to not only be uncaring, but aiso vindictive in nature.

It's my belief that the board made the right decision to uphold the permits for 10 Lundys
Lane. | hope you exercise your authority to allow Ann Hughes and her family to make the
necessary improvements that would allow their home to become fully inhabitable.

Sincerely,

- jraom
g

Barry Nelson



December 7, 2010
Dear Ms. Goldsetin and Comumissioners:
Re: Property at 10 Lundys Lane, San Francisco, California

I'm writing you this to pass along to the Board of Appeals. 1 am

writing on behalf of my mother Mariana Sandoval who has lived at 14
Lundys Lane for over 40 years. English is not her native language so she
asked me to write this to you.

She wants the Board to know she supports the project at 10 Lundys Lane
because it repairs a house that badly needed repairs and allows a nice
family to move in: that is what should be happening in the neighborhood.

My muother would like the board to avoid more delays, so the new owners
can move in, because it is difficult to have the house be empty for so

long. She would like the new owners to move in as guickly as possible
because they are people who want to be part of the community and support
their neighbors.

The house has been empty now for almost two years and that is long
enough.

Sincerely,

AT

Edith E. Perez
Previous Resident of 14 Lundys Lane
San Francisco, CA

413 Copeland Street
Pacifica, CA 94044

cc: Director Cynthia Goldstein and Commissioners See attached.



Anna Marjavi
66 Fair Ave,
San Francisco, CA 954110

December 7, 2010
Dear President Peterson and Commissioners Fung, Garcia, Goh, and Hwang:

i was born and raised in Bernal Heights and have lived in the neighborhood for most of my life.
fn 2003, | was fortunate to buy a fixer-upper house on the North slope of Bernal Heights where
[ presently live. While | have seen many changes over the years, Bernal continues to be a
diverse family-oriented neighborhood with a strong ethic to community-building. With that in
mind, | am writing this letter in support of Sam Ball and Ann Hughes and to voice support of
their much needed 10 Lundys Lane renovation.

The only way | could afford to stay in Bernal was to buy a house that was dilapidated and
remodel it. Like the new owners of 10 Lundys, | reached out to my neighbors and let them
know my plans. | was lucky. While the noise and temporary lack of parking from my project
was inconvenient for people, they remained cooperative and it was possible for me to expedite
repairs and renovations. | would not have been able to stay in Bernal if | had faced a barrage of
delays resulting from appeals as the new Lundys owners are facing. 've seen the plans for their
house and they are a clear improvement, and easy to understand. | encourage you to allow the
project to move forward in an expeditious manner,

've worked with a non-profit organization in San Francisco on viclence prevention for eleven
years. Similar to the new owners of 10 Lundys, the only way | could afford to buy a house in
Bernal was to purchase a fixer. As a public school teacher, Ann Hughes works with many at risk
kids who live in Bernal. Sam Ball has worked with many local nonprofits to help them get their
messages out through documentary films. Ann, Sam and their children are a welcome addition
to Bernal Heights and their proposed work will improve our neighborhood. The Board has
previously ruled in favor of this project, and the owners have accurately addressed issues that
were raised. Because this has been a lengthly approval process for Sam Ball and Ann Hughes,
I'm concerned that there could be more appeals hearings about the 10 Lundys Lane building
permits. | hope that your decision today will allow work to continue so this family can soon
move into their new home,

Sincerely,

Anna Marjavi




BOARD OF APPEALS

Shelley Gallivan aa . DA,
6 Prospect _ QLT Z¢ 2010
.San Francisco, CA 94110 SPTEAL

October 26, 2010

Reference: the project at 10 Lundys Lane
Dear Ms. Peterson,

1 viewed a full set of plans for 10 Lundys Lane and they look great. The scale is easy to understand. The design
is beautiful. And it preserves the historic look and feel of the house.

We also like the plans because we value living in a neighborhood that is populated by families.
We appreciate that the new owner is an experienced tedcher at a local public school.

We hope you will do everything in your power to let Ann and Sam swiftly resume work on their home, as
planned, so they can make it habitable for their family.

‘We want to add that having a vacant property in the neighborhood for many months is an extremely undesirable
prospect as it increases the chances of break-ins and vagrancy.

/A

helley Gallivan

Sincerely,



Note: A few signatories on petmon also wrote
letters of support; thus, there is minor duplicity.
Petition signatory Stefanie Eldred is a neighbor
And wife of Mr. Ball and Ms. Hughes’ contractor.
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10 LUNDYS LANE

THE UNDERSIGNED HAVE VIEWED THE PROPOSED DESIGN FOR THE PLANS
AT 10 LUNDYS LANE. THE UNDERSIGNED SUPPORT THE PROJECT.
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16 LUNDYS LANE

THE UNDERSIGNED HAVE VIEWED THE PROPOSED DESIGN FOR THE PLANS
AT 10 LUNDYS LANE. THE UNDERSIGNED SUPPORT THE PROJECT.
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Dear Ms. Peterson, Ms. Goldstein, and other members of the Appeals
Commission:

| am writing the message in regards to the property on 10 Lundys Lane,
own by Ann Hughes and Sam Ball and their two kids.

My wife and | were Bernal Heights residents for years. Our children were in
daycare with Ann and Sam's, but we moved away because we lived in a
very cramped place with our two boys.

I'm disappointed we had to do that, so | was glad to hear about your
decision November 3rd.

| hope the city will have the vision to find ways to streamline the
remodeling process so that there may be a silver lining to the foreclosure
crisis and at least some families can afford to buy in San Francisco.

Thank you for your time.

Sincerely,

Roman Loyola



Josh Peterson F‘LE

2748 MATHEWS ST. BERKELEY, CA 94702
TEL 510-843-7000

joshpeterson@yahco.com

BOARD OF AFPEALS
GCT 26 20
APPEAL #
October 25, 2010
Cynthia Goldstein
Director
Perrmits Board of Appeals
1650 Misslon Street Suite 304

San Francisce, CA 94103

RE: 10 Lundys Lane Rencvation

To the Board of Appeals:

| have warked as an editor for Sam Ball on several Citizen Film projects, most notably “Poumy,” a film he directed about
a Jewish mother in the Reslstance during the Nazi occupation of France. The film was shown on public telavision and to
more than 20,000 teenagers in classrooms across North America.

After eighteen years editing in ihe Bay Area, | can say that Citizen Film stands out as one of a very select group of com-
panies that consistently produce excellent, relevant documentary fifms, employing many local technicians for every pro-
ject. It would be quite a blow to San Francisco's artistic community, both creatively and economically, if Citizen Film
wore forced to scale back its work.

My wifa and | have two children about the same age as Sam's. After several years in a rented apartment, we spent most
of 2006 searching for a house we could buy in San Francisco. We really wanted to stay, but in the end we had to accept
the fact that we couid not afford to live there, and, like many people we know, we moved to the East Bay. Now | under-
stand Sam and Ann may be forced to make a similar decision, not just because of housing prices, but because they are
getting so much resistance for wanting to take a house that's in terrible shape and improve it to make it livable far their

family.

I respectfully urge the Board of Appeals to facilitate Sam and Ann’s renovation and shorten the costly appeals process
so that a hard-working, productive San Franciscan and his family can live in the city they love, a city to which they con-
tribute so much.

Si yours,
Josh Peterson



December 28,2010

To Whom it May Concérn£

KQED has been'coliaborating with Citizen Film and its principals for more than
10 years. ‘

Here are just few of the highlights

“In 1996, we afred Sam Balf’s filih Zimbabwe Wheel following its premiere at the .-
Sundance Film Festival. The San Francisco Weekly called Zimbabwe Wheel “an
inspiring look'at & San Francisco State University class that teaches wheelchair
riders o build their own wheelchairs. C ' ‘

In 2001, we collaborated with Citizen Film director Sophie Constantinou who was
director of photography on several of ournationally recognized locally-produced
programs, including KQED and its Emmy-Award winning HOME FRONT, about
the fight to stop evictions in San Frangisco's mission district, and keep the
neighborhood’s distinctive character alive. -

in 2011, we will be working closely with Citizen Film because we are the
presenting station for national public broddcast of Joann Sfar Draws froni
Memory, which follows a-celebrated graphic.novelist through the Algerian and
Jewish heritage that ingpires his work. : :

. KQED takes on a limited number of San Francisco-based productions for
national presentation. KQED has an outstanding track record of effectively and
efficiently guiding locally-produced filimis through the national public television
system. That's been due in part fo the-ouistanding quality of Bay Area

filmmaking.’
Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

Totfots

Lisa Léndi ‘
KQED PRESENTS

Morthern California PUBLIC TELEVISION 2601 Mariposa Straet T 415.864.2000 wwwy.nopb.com
hli asting, Inc, PUBLIC-RADIO San Francisco CA 94110-1426 :
Fublic Broadcasting, In ITERAGIIVE X
EQUGATION NETWQRK
19




AO \\\b\\o e ;.;,,=

BOARD OF APPEALS

Support letter for Ms. Ann Hughes \ :
Soto vs. San Francisco Departmenit of Building Inspection 0CT 20 ZDTU i
apPEAL # D\ 0\

Dear Ms. Goldstein,

I was Ann’s principal at Hillcrest Elementary School from 2003 to 2007. I still serve in
the capacity as administrator in SFUSD.

When I was there, I could see that Ann was a good fourth grade teacher at Hillcrest,
valued by the pupils, parents and colleagues alike. She was more than that. Ann was a
role mode} and a guide to many of the children and ofien to their parents as well. Since
Hillcrest is 2 school with a very diverse and ofien disadvantaged population, this was
particularly important. She also mentored new teachers who entered the profession, some
of whom were sitruggling to cope with the problems in their new environment.

I particularly appreciated that she could come to school carly and stayed late. I know this
was only possible because she lived nearby. Often she was the host of committee
meetings and other staff meetings. It helped bring people together, important for a school
like Hillcrest. We worked hard at serving a diverse community of parents and children.
Children succeed best when they are supported by parents and educators, all working
together. Ann also served on the leadership committee a position she still holds at
Hillcrest where she is an extremely well-regarded leader. Teachers look up to her.

Ann’s dedication to the children did not end in the classroom. She knew that their
families were essential to support their education and so she made the effort to have a
connection with them. It usually worked wonders. They knew they could talk to Ann
about their children’s problems, and about what they wanted for them. They trusted her.

I know Ann wanis to stay in the neighborhood and live near Hillcrest, where she wants to
teach and serve that community for the rest of her working life. But teachers have a hard
time staying in the neighborhood, since housing in San Francisco is so expensive—
especially if they have children of their own. I strongly hope she’ll be able to do that. -
Teachers of Ann’s quality are rare. It is rarer still that they become part of the larger
school community the way Ann did. I understand she is now vader extreme financial
pressure, which may force her to move away: I look on this as a danger to that
commuumnity.

It is for these reasons that I write to support, as strongly as I can, Ann Hughes and Sam
Ball’s permit to renovate their home and live In it.

Sincerely,

m&% (-
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Reference: January 11, 2011 Appeal of SF Planning Dept. Cat. Ex. LUnglys 37O
To the San Francisco Board of Supervisors: %

'. |-have known Ann Hughes for seven years in my work as an instructionél Refork
Facilitator, and, for the past four years, as Principal of Hillcrest Elementary School.

Ms. Hughes is more than a valued fourth grade teacher at Hillcrest Elementary School, a
community school that serves our neighborhood’s extraordinarily diverse population. Ms.
Hughes is an exemplary teacher, who is a role model and mentor fo many. children, as
well as to new teachers who enter our system. ' o -

i

Ann is a big part of the schoot community. We are fortunate that she is able to be at
schoo! early and stay late because she lives so near school. She is able to volunteer to
run.school garden days. This has been her pet project. She started the garden, and has
found innovative ways to integrate gardening info our curiculum: a connection to the fand
and to the local environment. The children love it, and learn from it. What's more, she
frequently Hosts committee meetings and informal gatherings for our ENTIRE staff at her -
nome. This helps build morale and a sense that our school is part of a community.

Ms. Hughes efempliﬁes passionate comrmitment to children and education. She sees
education as a holistic approach to the child and the child's family. Therefore, she . -
‘maintains a close relationship to Hillcrest families. : '

Having close, neighborly relations with Hillerest parents helps build ‘people’s trust that we
really are a community school in the truest sense of the word. Ms Hughesis
exceptionally open and friendly and parents know they can approach her to discuss the
hopes and concems they have for their children. - SR

Building frust is espécially important in working with this large, diverse c.ommdnity we
serve. Many of our families live and work within.a few blocks of Ann’s new home and

becatse she has been teaching for twenty years, she is friends with generations of
families.. o I o : '

it is rare, given San Francisco.housing priées that teachers stay in the neighborhood after .
- they have children of their own. ' ' .

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely, '

[

. EJ." .
* Richard Zapien

]



Exhibit D: Permit History

2009.10.27.9939 - Abate Illegal Unit — In response to NOV’s that existed on the property at time
of purchase we were required to quickly demolish unwarranted items. This permit allowed us to
abate the violations promptly before taking the necessary time to prepare plans for alteration.
2010.03.17.8393 — Alteration Permit — This is the main permit we pulled for the alteration of the
house. This was all interior work and required no 311 notification. We did however present a full
set of drawings to our neighbors, including the DR Requestor, before we applied for this permit,
and we discussed that once the alteration work on the plans was complete, we wished to convert the
ground floor into a dwelling unit for my parents. At that time, the DR Requestor voiced no
objections. However, the DR Requestor filed an appeal: a request for jurisdiction over this permit,
many months into construction. The Board of Appeals denied the Request by a vote of 4-0 after
considering the issue of whether our existing floor space and building envelope is legal. The DR
Requestor subsequently appealed the Planning Department’s determination that our project is
exempt from environmental review under the California Environmental Quality Act.
2010.07.09.6243 - Additional Foundation - Once uncovered, the condition of our foundation
required far more extensive work than we originally hoped.

2010.08.27.9763 — Replace Additional Portions of Unsound Wall — We uncovered substantial
dry rot in portions of exterior walls which had to be replaced. Ordinarily, additional work required
by conditions discovered in the field might be documented at the end of the project with an as-built
permit revision. However, at this point there had been several anonymous complaints on the project
during construction, so after consulting with our Building Inspector, we filed for a new permit to
complete the rebuilding in kind of dry-rotted, damaged wall. The DR Requestor then appealed this

permit and alleged that the structure we were remodeling was illegal. The Board of Appeals found
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that the structure was “existing noncomplying” and denied the appeal as well as a request for

jurisdiction on the previous permit, and finally a request for re-hearing. The Board of Supervisors

was also presented with a request for an Environmental Review of this permit. This resulted in

further delays.

* 12/15/2010 - DPW Minor Encroachment — Document Existing Encroachment - After the first

two appeals on our project were denied by the Board of Appeals, DPW began receiving anonymous

complaints regarding an encroachment onto the sidewalk that was there since our building was

originally constructed more than a century ago. This required us to document our existing front

stairs. This documentation was made as part of Minor Sidewalk Encroachment Permit 10MSE-

0428. Due to the height of the 1** floor above the sidewalk and distance of the facade from the

sidewalk, it is safe to assume this encroachment has been in existence since the construction of

the building more than a century ago. DPW also stipulated that we conduct concrete work to

alleviate the grade of the existing sidewalk by 2” and create additional sidewalk clearance by

moving a concrete stairs back by 1 inch and reconfiguring the placement of a tree well. The DPW

official who oversaw the encroachment permit told us she logged more than three hours on the case

due to multiple calls from ‘“an inquiring neighbor” and that one of the questions posed by this

inquiring neighbor was whether there was anything else to appeal.

2011.03.30.3148 — Replace Front Windows - Two windows under the existing bay window at the

facade of the house were found to have insufficient structural headers for current code. They had to

be resized by 6” in order to make the required structural change. Normally, a building inspector

might request this kind of minor change at the end of a project without requiring the issuance of a

separate permit. We decided to exercise an abundance of caution in filing a separate permit

application.
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2011.03.30.3154 — Add Kitchen/ Legalize Dwelling Unit- the permit now before you:

We wish to add a stove for my parents, replace a small sink with a legitimate kitchen sink, and add
an interior door and non-structural wall at an open stairway. Neither this permit nor any of the
previous permits add to the legal height of our building. Neither this permit nor any of the previous
permits add usable floor space. Neither this permit nor any of the previous permits expand the

building envelope at all.
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BOARD OF APPEALS

CITY & COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO
MEETING MINUTES - WEDNESDAY, NOV. 03, 2010

5:00 P.M., CITY HALL, ROOM 416, ONE DR. CARLTON B.
GOODLETT PLACE

PRESENT: President Tanya Peterson, Vice President Kendall Goh, Commissioner Frank
Fung and Commissioner Michael Garcia.

Francesca Gessner, Deputy City Attorney, Office of the City Attorney (OCA); Laurence
Kornfield, Deputy Director, Department of Building Inspection (DBI); Scott Sanchez, Zoning

Administrator (ZA); Carla Short, Department of Public Works Bureau of Urban Forestry
(DPW BUF); Cynthia Goldstein, Executive Director, Victor Pacheco, Legal Assistant.

ABSENT: Commissioner Chris Hwang.

(1) PUBLIC COMMENT:

At this time, members of the public may address the Board on items of interest to the
public that are within the subject matter jurisdiction of the Board except agenda items.
With respect to agenda items, your opportunity to address the Board will be afforded when
the item is reached in the meeting with one exception. When the agenda item has already
been reviewed in a public hearing at which members of the public were allowed to testify
and the Board has closed the public hearing, your opportunity to address the Board must
be exercised during the Public Comment portion of the calendar. Each member of the
public may address the Board for up to three minutes. If it is demonstrated that
comments by the public will exceed 15 minutes, the President may continue Public
Comment to another time during the meeting.

http://www.sfgov3.org/index.aspx?page=2331 Page 1 of 7
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SPEAKERS: Anonymous Speaker spoke about a City Attorney memorandum dated October
6, 2010 regarding the qualifications of Board members, about the legal concept of “home
rule” and inaccuracies he believes exist in the memo. He also spoke about the qualifications

of Board members.

(2) COMMISSIONER COMMENTS & QUESTIONS:

SPEAKERS: President Peterson thanked the parties and the public for attending, given that
activities in the Civic Center area made access to City Hall difficult, and stated that items
would only be heard once all parties and their representatives are in attendance.

PUBLIC COMMENT: None.

(3) ADOPTION OF MINUTES:

| Discussion and possible adoption of the October 20, 2010 minutes. ]

ACTION: Upon motion by President Peterson, the Board voted 4-0-1 (Commissioner Hwang
absent) to adopt the October 20, 2010 minutes.
SPEAKERS: None.

PUBLIC COMMENT: None.

(4) ADDENDUM ITEMS:

(42) JURISDICTION REQUEST:

Subject property at 10 Lundys Lane. Letter from John & Catherine Soto, requestors,
asking that the Board take jurisdiction over BPA No. 2010/03/17/8393, which was issued
on March 22, 2010. The appeal period ended April 06, 2010, and the Jurisdiction Request
was received at the Board office on Oct. 18, 2010. Permit Holder: Sam Ball. Project:
remodel within envelope; new windows at rear; skylights; voluntary strengthening; replace
rear awning with overhang; new bathroom; remodel bathroom; new interior stairs; modify
front stairs for head height.

ACTION: Upon motion by President Peterson, the Board voted 4-0-1 (Commissioner Hwang
absent) to deny the request.

SPEAKERS: John Soto, requestor; Sam Ball, permit holder; Brett Gladstone, attorney for
permit holder; Scott Sanchez, ZA.

http://www.sfgov3.org/index.aspx?page=2331 Page 2 of 7
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SPEAKERS: Steve Lightfoot, attorney for appellant; Diane Rosen, appellant; Teresa Guillan,
agent for appellant; Benjamin Pierce, permit holder; Muriel Maffre, permit holder; Scott

Sanchez, ZA; Laurence Kornfield, DBI.

PUBLIC COMMENT: Judith Rosen spoke in support of the appellant. Dugan Moore and
Dave Gardner spoke in support of the permit holders.

(10) APPEAL NO. 10-101
JOHN & CATHERINE SOTO, Appellant(s) 10 Lundys Lane.

VS. Protesting the issuance on Aug. 27, 2010,
to Sam Ball, Permit to Alter a Building
DEPT. OF BUILDING INSPECTION, (revision to BPA No. 2010/03/17/8393;

cost savings; revise plans to show rear
walls demolished and rebuilt in kind; upon
exposing structure the walls were found to
be unsalvageable; comply with NOV’s).
APPLICATION NO. 2010/08/27/9763.
FOR HEARING TODAY.

Respondent

ACTION: Upon motion by President Peterson, the Board voted 3-1-1 (Vice President Goh
dissented and Commissioner Hwang absent) to deny the appeal and uphold the permit on
the basis that the structure that encroaches into the required rear yard was built before the
1978 Planning Code and is a legal, non-complying structure.

SPEAKERS: John Soto, appellant; Brett Gladstone, attorney for appellant; Ann Hughes,
agent for permit holder; Sam Ball, permit holder; Seth Boor, agent for permit holder; Scott

Sanchez, ZA; Laurence Kornfield, DBI.
PUBLIC COMMENT: Robert Costello, Vikki Riverstone, Joseph Smooke and Peter Stein
spoke in support of the permit holder. Deborah Zell spoke in support of the appellants.

ADJOURNMENT.

There being no further business, President Peterson adjourned the meeting at 10:30 p.m.

This summary statement is provided by the speaker. The content is neither generated by, nor
subject to approval or verification of accuracy by, the San Francisco Board of Appeals.

Comments submitted under Item 1: General Public Comment

Good afternoon Commissioners,

http://www.sfgov3.org/index.aspx?page=2331 Page 6 of 7




BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO

MEETING MINUTES

Tuesday, January 11, 2011 - 2:00 PM

Legislative Chamber, Room 250
City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
San Francisco, CA 94102-4689

Regular Meeting

DAVID CHIU, PRESIDENT
JOHN AVALOS, DAVID CAMPOS, CARMEN CHU, MALIA COHEN, SEAN ELSBERND,
MARK FARRELL, JANE KIM, ERIC MAR, ROSS MIRKARIMI, SCOTT WIENER

Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board

BOARD COMMITTEES
Committee Membership Meeting Days

Wednesday

Budget and Finance Committee
11:00 AM

Supervisors Avalos. Mirkarimi, Elsbernd

2nd and 4th Thursday

City and School District Select Committee
3:30 PM

Supervisors
2nd and 4th Monday

City Operations and Neighborhood Services Committee
10:00 AM

Supervisors Chu, Avalos

Government Audit and Oversight Committee 2nd and 4th Thursday

Supervisors 10:00 AM
Land Use and Economic Development Committee Monday
1:00 PM

Supervisors

Ist and 3rd Monday

Public Safety Committee
10:30 AM

Supervisors

I'st and 3rd Thursday

Rules Committee
1:30 PM

Supervisors

First-named Supervisor/Commuissioner is Chair, Second-named Supervisor/Commissioner is Vice-Chair of the Committee.

Volume 106 Number 4




Board of Supervisors Meeting Minutes 1/11/2011

101544 [Affirming the Exemption Determination - 10 Lundys Lane]

Motion affirming the determination by the Planning Department that the project located at 10

Lundys Lane is exempt from environmental review. (Clerk of the Board)

Motion No. M11-12
Supervisor Campos, seconded by Supervisor Mirkarimi, moved that this Motion be APPROVED. The

\motion carried by the following vote:
Ayes: 11 - Avalos, Campos, Chiu, Chu, Cohen, Elsbernd, Farrell, Kim, Mar, Mirkarimi, Wiener

101545 [Reversing the Exemption Determination - 10 Lundys Lane]
Motion reversing the determination by the Planning Department that the 10 Lundys Lane project is

exempt from environmental review. (Clerk of the Board)
Supervisor Campos, seconded by Supervisor Mirkarimi, moved that this Motion be TABLED. The

\ motion carried by the following vote: e
Ayes: 11 - Avalos, Campos, Chiu, Chu, Cohen, Elsbernd, Farrell, Kim, Mar, Mirkarimi, Wiener

101546 [Preparation of Findings to Reverse the Exemption Determination - 10 Lundys

Lane]
Motion directing the Clerk of the Board to prepare findings reversing the exemption determination
by the Planning Department that the project located at 10 Lundys Lane is exempt from

environmental review. (Clerk of the Board)
Supervisor Campos, seconded by Supervisor Mirkarimi, moved that this Motion be TABLELR, The

\motion carried by the following vote:
Ayes: 11 - Avalos, Campos, Chiu, Chu, Cohen, Elsbernd, Farrell, Kim, Mar, Mirkarimi, Wiener
SIS

SPECIAL ORDER 4:00 P.M.

101547 [Public Hearing - Appeal of Determination of Exemption from Environmental
Review - 134-136 Ord Street Project]
Hearing of persons interested in or objecting to the decision of the Planning Department dated April
8, 2010, Case No. 2009.1124DDV, that a project located 134-136 Ord Street is exempt from
environmental review under Categorically Exemption, Class 1 (State CEQA Guidelines Section
15301). The proposed project involves construction of a new single-family home at the front of the
subject lot, which new building would be located in front of an existing building on the lot, Lot No.
004 in Assessor's Block No. 2657. (District 8) (Appellant: Corbett Heights Neighbors)
(Filed December 9, 2010; Companion Measure to File Nos. 101548, 101549, 101550.)

The President inquired as to whether any member of the public wished to address the Board
relating to a proposed continuance by the appellant and project sponsor. There were no speakers.
The President continued the public hearing open to March 1, 2011,
Supervisor Wiener, seconded by Supervisor Mar, moved that this Hearing be CONTINUED to March 1,
2011. The motion carried by the following vote:

Ayes: 11 - Avalos, Campos, Chiu, Chu, Cohen, Elsbernd, Farrell, Kim, Mar, Mirkarimi, Wiener

City and County of San Francisco Page 48 Printed at 2:44 pnon 2/16/11



Samuel Ball


Samuel Ball


Samuel Ball



SFGov : January 19, 2011 8/28/11 8:17 AM

January 19, 2011

BOARD OF APPEALS

CITY & COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO
MEETING MINUTES - W}::‘,DNESDAY, JAN. 19, 2011

5:00 P.M., CITY HALL, ROOM 416, ONE DR. CARLTON B.
GOODLETT PLACE

PRESENT: President Kendall Goh, Vice President Michael Garcia, Commissioner Frank
Fung, Commissioner Chris Hwang and Commissioner Tanya Peterson.

Francesca Gessner, Deputy City Attorney, Office of the City Attorney (OCA); Joseph Dulffy,
Senior Building Inspector, Department of Building Inspection (DBI); Scott Sanchez, Zoning
Administrator (ZA); John Kwong, Department of Public Works, Bureau of Street Use and
Mapping (DPW); Dr. Johnson Ojo, Department of Public Health; Cynthia Goldstein,
Executive Director; Victor Pacheco, Legal Assistant.

(1) PUBLIC COMMENT:

At this time, members of the public may address the Board on items of interest to the public that are within the subject
matter jurisdiction of the Board except agenda items. With respect to agenda items, your opportunity to address the
Board will be afforded when the item is reached in the meeting with one exception. When the agenda item has already
been reviewed in a public hearing at which members of the public were allowed to testify and the Board has closed the
public hearing, your opportunity to address the Board must be exercised during the Public Comment portion of the
calendar. Each member of the public may address the Board for up to three minutes. If it is demonstrated that
comments by the public will exceed 15 minutes, the President may continue Public Comment to another time during the

meeting.

SPEAKERS: Ray Hartz spoke about his prior public comment regarding the qualifications of Board members and a related
City Attorney opinion. He also spoke about the election of Board officers and his desire for Board members to have an

open attitude toward members of the public when they raise issues concerning the operations, policies and procedures of the
Board. He spoke about the recommendations made by City agencies appearing before the Board, his perception that the
Board members tend to defer to these recommendation, and the impact of this on members of the public.

(2) ELECTION OF OFFICERS:

[ Election of President and Vice President to serve for a one-year term.

http:/ /www.sfgov3.org/index.aspx?page=2625 Page 1 of 6
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ACTION: Upon motion by President Peterson, the Board voted 5-0 to elevate Vice President
Goh to the office of President. Upon motion by President Goh, the Board voted 2-3
(Commissioners Fung, Garcia and Peterson dissented) to elevate Commissioner Hwang to
the office of Vice President. Lacking the three votes needed to pass, the motion failed. Upon
motion by Commissioner Fung, the Board voted 3-2 (President Goh and Commissioner
Hwang dissented) to elevate Commissioner Garcia to the office of Vice President.

PUBLIC COMMENT: None.

(3) COMMISSIONER COMMENTS & QUESTIONS:
SPEAKERS: None.

(4) ADOPTION OF MINUTES:

I Discussion and possible adoption of the Jan. 12, 2011 minutes. —l

ACTION: Upon motion by President Goh, the Board voted 5-0 to adopt the January 12, 2011
minutes as revised.

SPEAKERS: None.

PUBLIC COMMENT: None.

(5) ADDENDUM ITEMS:

(5a) REHEARING REQUEST:

Subject property at 10 Lundys Lane. Appeal No. 10-101, Soto vs. DBI, decided Nov.
03, 2010. At that time, the Board voted 3-1-1 to uphold the subject permit on the basis
that the construction pre-dates the 1978 Planning Code change, and is a legal non-
complying structure. Permit Holder: Sam Ball. Project: revision to BPA No.
2010/03/17/8393; cost savings; revise plans to show rear walls demolished and rebuilt in
kind; upon exposing structure the walls were found to be unsalvageable; comply with

NOV’s; BPA No. 2010/08/27/9763.

ACTION: Upon motion by Commissioner Peterson, the Board voted 5-0 to deny the
Rehearing Request.

SPEAKERS: John Soto, requestor; Brett Gladstone, attorney for permit holder; Scott Sanchez,
ZA.

PUBLIC COMMENT: Rachel Chalmers, Mary Lou Cranna, Anna Marjavi and Kristina De

http://www.sfgov3.org/index.aspx?page=2625 Page 2 of 6
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Nike spoke in support of the permit holder.

(5b) APPEAL NO. 10-073

HOUSING CORPS INC., Appellant(s) 281 Turk Street.
VS. Protesting the issuance on May 24, 2010, to
Bay Drugs LLC, Permit to Alter a Building
DEPT. OF BUILDING INSPECTION, (remodel bath, heating, upgrade electrical,
Respondent partition walls; replace ceiling tile in grid;
PLANNING DEPT. APPROVAL all work at commercial unit; vacant

locksmith to pharmacy).

APPLICATION NO. 2010/05/21/2975.
Public Hearing held and closed on
Oct. 6, 2010. Motion to grant appeal
conditioned upon adoption of findings
approved on Oct. 13, 2010. Motion to
re-open public hearing and receive
additional evidence approved on Dec.
15, 2010.

PUBLIC HEARING FOR FURTHER
CONSIDERATION AND POSSIBLE
ACTION TODAY to re-consider the
merits of the appeal and/or to adopt
findings in support of the Oct. 13,
2010 motion.

Note: Public Comment limited to new
material submitted post-Oct. 6, 2010.

ACTION: Upon motion by President Goh, the Board voted 5-0 to designate the court
reporter’s transcript as the official record of this matter. Upon motion by Vice President
Garcia, the Board voted 2-3 (President Goh, Commissioner Fung and Commissioner Hwang
dissented) to deny the appeal and uphold the permit. Lacking the three votes needed to
pass, the motion failed. With no further motion made, the permit is upheld as a matter of

law.

SPEAKERS: Diana Sam, attorney for permit holder; Colin Dougherty, agent for permit
holder; Shaughn Morgan, appellant; Joseph Duffy, DBI.

PUBLIC COMMENT: M.J. Isabell, Mohammed Allababidi, Leonor Gomez Trejo, Mark
Blackwood, Jennifer Bickers, Oscar Pefia and Norma Carrera spoke in support of the

appellant.

(6) APPEAL NO. 10-121

http://www.sfgov3.org/index.aspx?page=2625 Page 3 of 6



EXHIBIT F —HISTORY OF COMMUNICATION between ARCHITECT SETH BOOR and NW
BERNAL DESIGN REVIEW BOARD

From: "brandonpowell@mac.com" <brandonpowell@mac.com>
Date: October 20, 2010 10:35:35 AM PDT

To: Seth Boor <sboor@boorbridges.com>

Subject: Re: 10 Lundys Recollections

Reply-To: "brandonpowell@mac.com" <brandonpowell@mac.com>

That sounds fine. Good luck!
Sent on the Sprint® Now Network from my BlackBerry®

From: Seth Boor <sboor@boorbridges.com>

Date: Wed, 20 Oct 2010 13:02:40 -0400

To: brandonpowell@mac.com<brandonpowell@mac.com>
Subject: RE: 10 Lundys Recollections

Brandon,
Thank you for the response. | believe | understand.

| would like to indicate that you did eventually agree to approve the dwelling unit
part of the project based on Julian Banales' interpretation of the code. But | will be
careful to qualify with the board's belief that the additional unit should trigger
parking and the fact that you feel it is an oversight of the language in 242 that you
plan to address.

Let me know if that is still off the mark.

As you know, even if the appeals board upholds our original permit we will still be
in the same situation of issuing a 311 notification to add the dwelling unit. We fully
expect and welcome the discussion around this issue. Although we wish it were a
little more neighborly and open on the part of some...

Best,

Seth
From: brandonpowell@mac.com [mailto:brandonpowell@mac.com] Sent: Wednesday,
October 20, 2010 9:46 AM To: Seth Boor Subject: Re: 10 Lundys Recollections

Seth, Generally correct, but I think that characterizing the board as generally



supportive of the additional dwelling unit is inaccurate. Ultimately we were
generally opposed but acknowledged that there was no basis for that position
with a literal reading of the code. We maintain that the project is not within the
spirit of the Elsie Street Plan, and we will seek the modification of the code to
close what we consider to be a loophole. Regards, Brandon

Sent on the Sprint® Now Network from my BlackBerry®

From: Seth Boor <sboor@boorbridges.com>

Date: Wed, 20 Oct 2010 12:29:27 -0400

To: Brandon Powell (brandonpowell@mac.com)<brandonpowell@mac.com>
Subject: 10 Lundys Recollections

Hi Brandon,

We are preparing our reply to the Appellants brief for 10 Lundys. | am reviewing
our early communications with your board and | want to make sure | do not
misrepresent. We are answering accusations of 'serial permitting' and of
misleading people about our project. We strongly feel these charges are misplaced.

Below are my recollections put together from email and plans on file. Please let me
know if you agree or have different impressions. | am happy to send along the
relevant emails | am referencing for your review.

Thanks again for your professionalism and helpfulness throughout this project.

Best,
Seth

11/09 - | first contacted the design review board describing our project and requesting a preliminary
review

12/09 - met with 2 members of bernal design board for preliminary review of schematic plans. We
presented plans with the whole project on it including lower floor dwelling unit. In conversation the
general feeling was the dwelling unit would definitely require full review by the board, the alteration
would not as long as planning did not consider it as requiring 311

12/9 - followed up by email, indicated that we would not pursue the lower dwelling unit as part of this
permit.



1/10 - design board followed up w/ Letter of Understanding via email. gave us approval for the project
and indicated our agreement to perform a neighborly outreach to the properties immediately touching
our property lines (12 Lundys and 8 Lundys), as well as the three structures directly behind the subject
property (7,9 and 11 Coleridge).

3/10 - emailed board to say we completed our outreach with no objections, and that we had received
planning department approval.

6/10 - emailed board to say we would like to begin process for reviewing the dwelling unit addition.
requested time to present formally.

8/4/10 - presented to board after mailing their required pre-notification package. board generally
supported design but was concerned about lack of parking variance and requested consult with planning

8/10 - Julian Banales confirms interpretation of 242 that parking not required if less than 200 sf added
9/2/10 - board indicates approval, will begin drafting letter

9/24/10 - we respond that complaints have caused us to defend our permit with the board of appeals...
will not be pursuing dwelling unit until resolved

seth boor, aia

boor bridges architecture

1686 15th street . san francisco . california 94103
t: 415 241 7163

f: 415 241 7164

sboor@boorbridges.com

www.boorbridges.com
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entry area & gate

siding removed to
raise head height
of lower entry per
original permit,
will be replaced to
match existing

Front Facade - Construction Progress

photo taken 2010-12-08
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ABBREVIATIONS

GENERAL NOTES

SHEET SYMBOLS

INDEX

# - NUMBER OR POUND

& - AND

{B) - EXISTING

@ - Al

+i~ = PLUS ORMINUS

< - LESSTHAN

> - GREATERTHAN

AB - ANCHORBOLT

ABV - ABOVE

AG - ASPHALTED GONGRETE
ACT - ACOUSTICAL CLG TILE

ADMIN - ADMINISTRATION
AFF - ABOVE FINISH FLOOR
ALT - ALTERNATE

ALUM - ALUMINUM
AMEND - AMENDMENT
AP - ACCESS PANEL
APROX - APPROXIMATE

CANTL - CANTILEVER
CCTv - CLOSED GIRCUIT TV
CJT - CONTROL JOINT

CL - CENTERLINE

CLG - CEILING

CLR - CLEAR

CO - CASED OPENING

CONF - CONFERENCE
CONST - CONSTRUCTION

CARPET
cr - CERAMIC TLE
CTH - CENTE
CTSK - COUNTEH-SUNKISINK
CW - COLDW

DF - DRINKING FOUNTAIN
- DIAMETER
DlAG « DIAGONAL

DIM - DIMENSION

DIiST - OISTRIBUTION
ON - DOWN

DR - DOOR

DS - DOWNSPOUT

DW - DISHWASHER
DWG - DRAWING

EA - EACH

EJ - EXPANSION JOINT
ELEC - ELECTRICAL
ELEV - ELEVATION
EMEAG - EMERGENCY
EQ - EQUAL

EQUIP - EQUIPMENT
EXT - EXTERK

FA - FIRE ALARM

FD - FLOOR DRAIN
FON - FOUNDATION

FE - FIAE EXTINGUISHER
FH - FIREHOSE

FIN - FINISH
« FIXTURE
FL - FLOOR

FLASH « FLASHING

FLUOR - FLUORESCENT

FRMG - FRAMING

FRN - FURNAGCE

FT - FOOTIFEEI'

FTG - FOOTIN(

FURN - FURNITURE

FURR - FURRING

FUTR - FUTURE

GA - GAUGE

GAL - GALLONS

GALV - GALVANIZED
FLAB BAR

GB

GEN - GENERAL
GL - GLASS
GAL « GUARD RAK

GWB - GYPSLIM 'WALL BOARD

HB - HOSE BIB
iC - HOLLOW CORE
DCP - HANDIC)

HW - HOT WATER
HWD - HARDWOOD

ID - INSIDE DIAMETER

IN ~ INCH

INSUL - INSULATION
INT - INTERIOR
IS0 - ISOLATION
JAN - JANITOR

JB - JUNCTION BOX
J§T - JOIsT

JT - JOINT

LAV - LAVATORV
LB - POUNI

LBS - POUNDS(WEIGH’h

. LN - UNEAR

LOC - LOCATION OR LOCATE
LY - LIGHT

LYG - LGHTING

M - MIODLE

MAN - MANUAL

MATL - MATERIAL

MAX = MAXIMUM

MECH - MECHANICAL
MEMB - MEMBRANE
MEZZ - MEZZANINE
MFR - MANUFACTURER
MIN - MINIMUM

MR - MIRROR

MISC - MISCELLANEQUS
MONO - MONOUTHIC

NIC - NOT N CONTRACT

NO - NUMEER

NOM - NOMIN.

NRC - NOISE REDUC’TIONCOEF
NT - NOTE

NTS - NOTTO SCALE

PLAM - PLASTIC LAMINATE
PLT - PLATE

PLWD ~ PLYWOOD
PRELIM - PREUMINARY
PRESS - PRESSURE

PT - PAINT
FVC - POLYVINYL CHLORIDE
R - RADIUS

REC - RECESSED
REF - REFERENCE

REINF - REINFDFICE/ -ED-ING
REM - REMO

REQD - REQUIHEC\

RET - RETAINING

REV - REVISE/REVISION

RH - FQOF HATCH

RM - ROOM
RO - ROUGHOPENING
RS - RISE

AWL - RAINWATER LEADER

SCHED - SCHEDULE

SD - SHOWER DRAIN

SECT - SECTION

SECY - SECRETARY

SF - SQUARE FOOT

SHT - SHEET

SHTG - SHEATHING

SHWR - SHOWER

SIM - SIMILAR

SLNT - SEALANT

M - SURFAGE MOUNTED

SPEC - SPEOIFICAYIONS

saQ -

88 - STAINLESS STEEL

8T -

8sT1C - SOUNDTRANSMISSION

STD - STANDARD

SM - STEEL

STN ~ STONE

STOR - STORAGE

STRUCT - STRUCTURAL

SUPV - SUPERVISOR

SUSP - SUSPENDED

SW - SWITCH

SWD - SOFTWOOD

SYM - SYMMETRICAL

TAN - TANGENT

TEL - TELEPHONE

TEMP - TEMPERATURE

TG - TONGUE & GROOVE

THRES - THRESHOLD

TR - TREAD

TRANS -~ TRANSFORMER

TV - TELEVISION

TYP - TYPICAL

UNO - UNLESS NOTED OTHERWISE
UTILTY

Wi - WHOUGHTIHON
wo -

WC - WATEHCLOSET
WD -

WH - WATER HEATER
WIN - WINDOW

GENERAL NOTES

1, ALL WORK SHALL CONFORM TO THE REQUIREMENTS OF LOCAL BUILDING CODES,
ZONING CODES, THE NATIONAL ELECTRICAL CODE, N.F,P.A,, AND ALL OTHER
APPLICABLE CODES, RULES, AND REGULATION IN TREIR LATEST ADOPTED EDITION.
THE OONTRACTOR 1S RESPONSIBLE TO ENFORCE THESE REQUIREMENTS WITH ALL.
SUBCONTRA

2. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL VIS{T THE SITE TO BECOME FAMILLAR WITH THE PROJECT
AS IT RELATES TO THE PLANS AND SPECIFICATIONS AND ALL SCOPE OF WORK. T8
THE CONTRACTOR'S RESPONSIBILITY TO REPORT TO THE ARCHITECT ANY ERRORS,
OMISSIONS OR DISCREPANCIES THAT MAY AFFECT THE WORK. THE ARCHITECT WILL
PROVIDE APPROPRIATE CLARIFICATIONS AS NECESSARY, ANY WORK THAT PROCEEDS
OTHERWISE SHALL BE, IF INCORRECTLY PERFORMED, REPLAGED OR REFAIRED AT THE
CONTRAGTORS EXPENSE AS DIRECTED BY THE ARCHITECT.

3. DETAILS ARE USUALLY KEYED ONCE ON THE PLANS OR ELEVATIONS, AND ARE
TYPICAL FOR SIMILAR CONDITIONS THROUGHOUT,

4. ALL WORK SHALL BE PROPERLY PROTECTED AT ALL TIMES. THE CONTRACTOR

‘COST ANY DAMAGES TO THE PREMISES OR ADJACENT WORK CAUSED BY HIS
OPERATION.

5. ALL PERMITS, INSPECTIONS, APPROVALS, ETC. SHALL BE APPLIED FOR AND PAID FOR
BY THE CONTRACTOR. HE SHALL BE RESPONSIBLE FOR THE COORDINATION OF
INSPECTIONS AND APPROVALS OF THE WORK.

6. BEFORE COMMENGING WITH ANV WORK, THE CONTRACTOR SHALL SEND THE
QWNER CURRENT lNSURANCE CERTIFICATES IN THE AMOUNT REQUESTED BY THE
OWNER FOR ON, GOl GENERAL LIABILITY,
BODILY INJURY AND

PROPERTY DAMAGE.

7. ALL SUBCONTRACTORS SHALL SUBMIT SHOP DRAWINGS TO THE CONTRACTOR FOR
APPROVAL. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL SUBMIT ANY MATERIAL SUBSTITUTIONS TO THE
ARCHITECT FOR REVIEW AND APPROVAL PRIOR TO THE BEGINNING OF GONSTRUCTION,

8. THE ARCHITECT SHALL HAVE ACCESS TO THE PROJECT AT ALL TIMES. ANY INFERIOR
MATERIAL OR WORKMANSHIP SHALL BE REMQVED AS DIRECTED BY THE ARCHITECT,
AND RECONSTRUCTED TO MEET THE ARCHITECTS APPROVAL.

9. A COPY OF THE AGENCY APPROVED CONSTRUCTION DRAWINGS SHALL BE KEPT AT
THE JOB SITE AT ALL TIMES FOR REVIEW BY THE ARCHITECT.

10. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL GUARANTEE IN WAITING ALL LABOR, MATERIAL, AND
WORKMANSHIP INSTALLED BY HIM FOR A PERIOD OF NOT LESS THAN ONE (1) YEAR
AFTER DATE OF ACCEPTANGE OF THE WORK BY THE OWNER. SHOULD DEFECTS
OCCUR, ALL WORK SHALL BE REPLACED OR PROPERLY REFAIRED AT NO COST TO THE
CWNER,

11, THE CONTRAGTOR IS RESPONSIBLE TO MAINTAIN A CLEAN AND ORDERLY WORK
AREA AT ALL TIMES AND PROMPTLY GLEAN UNKEMFT AREAS WHEN DIRECTED BY THE
OWNER OR THE ARCHITECT.

12. ALL FURNITURE IS SHOWN FOR REFERENCE ONLY, U.N.O.

13, COORDINATE THE TRADES, CRAFTS, AND SUBCONTRACTS AS REQUIRED TO
PROVIDE CORRECT AND ACCURATE CONNECTION OF ABUTTING, ADJOINING,
‘OVERLAPPING AND RELATED WORK. PROVIDE ANCHORS, FASTENERS, BLOCKING,
ACCESSORIES, APPURTENANCES, CAULKING AND SEAUNG AND INGIDENTAL ITEMS AS
REQUIRED TO COMPLETE THE WORK PROPERLY, FULLY, AND CORRECTLY IN
ACCORDANCE WITH THE CONTRAGT DOCUMENTS.

14, THE CONTRACTOR SHALL BE IN CHARGE OF THIS CONTRACT WITHIN THE LIMITS OF
THE SITE AND ACCESS TO AND ROM THE SITE. HE SHALL DIRECT, SCHEDULE AND
MONITOR THE WORK. FINAL RESPONSIBILITY FOR PERFORMANCE, INTERFAGE AND
COMPLETION OF THE WORK AND THE PROJECT SHALL BE THE CONTRACTORSS.

15. ALL MATERIALS AND FINISHES USED ON THE PROJECT SHALL 8E NEW AND FREE OF

. DEFECTS OR DAMAGE, U.N.0.

16. {TEMS OF EQUIPMENT, FIXTURES, SIZE, CAPACITY, MODEL, STYLE AND MATERIALS
NOT DEFINITELY SPECIFIED HEREIN OR INDICATED ON THE DRAWINGS, BUT NECESSARY
FOR THE COMPLETION OF THE WORK, SHALL BE PROVIDED, SUCH ITEMS SHALL MEET
APPLICABLE CODE REQUIREMENTS AND BE THE TYPE AND QUALITY SUITABLE FOR THE
‘SERVIGE REQUIRED AND COMPARABLE TO ADJACENT OR SIMILAR ITEMS IN THE
PROJECT. WHERE THESE ARE VISIBLE IN THE FINAL WORK, OBTAIN ARCHITECTS
APPROVAL BEFORE PROCEEDING WITH THE WORK,

17. DIMENSIONING STANDARDS:

A. HORIZONTAL DIMENSIONS ARE SHOWN FROM FAGE OF WALL AND DO NOT INCLUDE
FINISH MATERIALS, U.N.O.

B. DIMENSIONS NOTED AS CLEAA OR "CLR' MUST 8E PRECISELY MAINTAINED AND
SHALL INCLUDE APPLIED FINISH MATERIALS.

G, DIMENSIONS ARE NOT ADJUSTABLE WITHOUT ACCEPTANCE BY THE ARCHITECT,
UNLESS NOTED AS +/-.

D. VERTICAL DIMENSIONS ARE FROM THE TOP OF THE FINISHED FLOOR SLAB DATUM
LINE, ESTABLISHED BY THE CONTRACTOR SUBJECT TO THE ACCEPTANGE OF THE
‘OWNER OR ARCHITECT, UN.O.

E. DIMENSIONS MARKED AS "A.F.F." ARE ABOVE FINISHED FLOOR MATERIALS. IN
‘CARPETED AREAS, THE TOP OF SLAB IS CONSIDERED TO BE THE FINISHED FLOOR,

F. DO NOT SCALE DRAWINGS, IF DIMENSIONS, LAYOUT, OR ITEMS OF WORK CANNOT BE
LOCATED, DO NOT PROCEED WITH THE WORK WITHOUT THE CLARIFICATION AND
CONSENT OF THE ARCHITECT. -

18. THE CONTRACTOR IS RESPONSIBLE FOR COOPERATING AND COORDINATING WITH
OTHERS AS IT EFFECTS THE PROJECT.

19, DRAWINGS AND SPECIFICATIONS ARE INTENDED FOR ASSISTANCE AND GUIDANCE,
BUT EXACT DIMENSIONS AND CLEARANCES S8HALL BE VERIFIED BY THE CONTRAGTOR,
CHECK LEVELS AND UINES INDICATED BEFORE COMMENCING WITH THE WORK. THE
ARCHITECT SHOULD BE NOTIFIED OF ANY DISCREPANCIES FOR ADJUSTMENTS,
‘CORRECTIONS OR CLARIFICATIONS.

20, INSTALL WORK PLUMB, LEVEL, SQUARE, TRUE AND IN PROPER ALIGNMENT,
PEAFORM ALL THE WORK IN A WORKMANLIKE AND WELL MANNER,

21, DO NOT SUBSTITUTE, REVISE, OR CHANGE THE WORK WITHOUT THE WRITTEN
‘CONSENT OF THE ARCHITECT.

22, THE CONTRAGTOR SHALL PROVIDE SOLIE BLOGKING FOR ALL WALL AND GEILING
MOUNTED ACCESSORIES AND HARDWARE.

23, THE CONTRACTOR SHALL PROVIDE SUBMITTALS FOR LIGHTING, PLUMBING, TILE,
AND STONE T0 THE ARCHITECT FOR REVIEW AND APPROVAL.

DETAIL REFERENCE

EXTERIOR ELEVATIONS

INTERIOR ELEVATIONS

——— BUILDING/ WALL SECTION
LIBRARY
EHARY  ROOM DESCRIPTION
[o] PARTITION TYPE
43 ENLARGED REFERENCE

{& WINDOW TYPE
A REVISION

DOOR NUMBER

ELEVATION ABOVE DATUM
@ SHEET NOTE

KEY NOTE

GRID LINES

@
@ FLOOR FINISH
L 4

> LEVEL CHANGE

ARGHITECTURAL

AD ~ INDEX/ NOTES' STTE MAP
Al - FLOOR PLANS

A2 - ELEVATIONS & SECTIONS

CONTACT INFO.

ARCHITECT CONTRACTOR
BOOR BRIDGES ARCHITECTURE, INC. STREIFFER BURNHAM CONSTRUCTION
1686 15TH STREET 2976 23RD ST.

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 84103
SETH BOOR - (415) 241-7163

SAN FRANCISCO, GA 84110

BRIAN STREIFFER - (415) 817-1800
LICENSE #: 808536 EXP: 04-30-2010
CLIENT

AM BALL

10 LUNDY'S LANE
FRANCISCO, C 84110

{415) 206-1880

Lundy's Lane
10 Lundys Lane

San Francisco, CA 94110
200921

SCOPE OF WORK

——/—//— WALLTOREMAIN

WALL TO BE DEMOLISHED

NEW WALL

DOOCR TO REMAIN

DOOR TO BE REMOVED

NEW DOOR OPENING

J—=—1 WINDOW TOC REMAIN

e W - WINDOW TO BE REMOVED

BT NEW WINDOW OPENING

INTERIOR REMODEL ONLY:

REFEAENCE APPROVED PERMIT #: 201003178393

©  CONVERT EXISTING APPROVED LOWER FLOOR LIVING SPACE TO SEPARATE
DWELLING UNIT

+  ADD 1 RATED WALL AND DOOR TO SEPARATE DWELLING UNITS

*  REPLACE EXISTING WET BAR WITH KITCHEN

Sl A LA
£ N
v
NOTE: u
»  NOADDITIONAL SQUARE FOOTAGE vN
+ NOGHANGES TO EXTERIOR WALLS
+  NOGHANGES TO STRUCTURE P Em\ “ "

*  NO CHANGES TO CONDITIONED DWELLING SPACE

PARKING:
+  NO OFF-STREET PARKING SPACES EXISTING
©  NONEW PARKING SPACES PROVIDED

«  NONEW PARKING SPACES REQUIRED PER PLANNING SEC 242(e){4)(B) - IF
ALTERATION ADDS LESS THAN 200 SQUARE FEET OF USEABLE FLOOR SPACE NO
ADDITIONAL PARKING IS REQUIRED

SQUARE FOOTAGE:

+  1STFLOOR EXISTING ~ 1100 GSF, ST FLOOR PROPOSED - NO CHANGE
»  2ND FLOOR EXISTING - 1050 GSF, 2ND FLOOR PROPOSED - NG CHANGE
*  3RD FLOOR EXISTING - 710 GSF, 3RD FLOOR PROPOSED - NO CHANGE
s TOTAL EXISTING - 2880 GSF, TOTAL PROPOSED - NO CHANGE

APPLICABLE CODES

PROJECT SHALL COMPLY WITH 2007 CBG, GMC, CEC, CPC AS AMENDED BY THE CITY
OF SAN FRANCISCO

PROJECT SHALL COMPLY WITH 2005 TITLE 24 ENERGY REQUIREMENTS AND ALL
MANDATORY MEASURES

PROJECT INFO.

PROJECT ADDRESS 10 LUNDY'S LANE, SAN FRANCISCO, CA 84110
BLOCK/LOT # 5610/ 029A
‘OCCUPANCY/ ZONING R3-RESIDENTIAL / RH2

BERNAL HEIGHTS SPECIAL USE DISTRICT
NORTHWEST BERNAL HEIGHTS DESIAN REVIEW BOARD

EYe SEeMMTE

316"

{76

‘CONSTRUCTION TYPE V-8

VICINITY MAP

|-
11

45% REAR YARD
SETBACK

SCOPE OF WORK IS ON 18T
FLOOA WITHIN EXIST

ENVELOPE: ADD A WALL AT
STAIR, INSTALL A KITCHEN, AND
REPLACE 2 WINDOWS

LUNDY'S LANE

. SITE PLAN & SCOPE OF WORK
1/8° =1-0"

B OOR
BRIDGES

ARCHITECTURE

MAIL 1686 15th Street
San Francisco, CA 94103
TEL 45 241 7160
FAX 415 241 7164
www boorbridges.com

1SSUE
o3/29/m Permit Submittal
o8/04/70 _ NWBH Design Review

All drawings and written material appearing herein
constitute original and unpublished work of the
architect and may not be duplicated, used, or
disclosed without written consent of the Architect.
€ 2010 Boor Bridges Architecture, Inc.

project Lundy's Lane
10 Lundys Lane
San Francisco, CA 94110

NUMBER 200921

CONTACT Seth Boor - 415 241 7163

COVER, INDEX, &
GENERAL NOTES

Ao
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