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Permit Holder’s Brief 

San Francisco Board of Appeals 

Appeal Number 14-146 

Submitted October 23, 2014 

 

INTRODUCTION 

My name is Mark Brand and I am the architect for 1410 Stanyan Street. The proposed 

legislated sidewalk that is the subject of this appeal will provide necessary, state-entitled, 

pedestrian access to 1410 Stanyan Street from Clarendon Avenue. The plans for 1410 Stanyan 

Street spent several years in the Planning Department’s pipeline. The delays in the permitting 

process were due to repeated attempts to block construction of the house by Dr. and Mrs. George 

Matula, the appellants in this case, and other neighbors. 

Our client, Kieran Woods, and I have been meeting with the Matulas and other neighbors 

since 2004. Over the years, we have made numerous design changes and concessions as good 

neighbor gestures to respond to the Matulas’ concerns. Despite our efforts to work with them, 

they are attempting to block our efforts to provide reasonable, necessary and state-entitled access 

to 1410 Stanyan Street, located at Block 2706, Lot 35. 

 

HISTORY 

We were hired by Kieran Woods in 2003 to design a house for the subject property and 

made the permit application in 2004. We have been meeting with the neighbors of the project 

since 2004. Since they first received notification of our building permit application, the 

neighbors at 99 Clarendon Avenue (Dr. and Mrs. George Matula) have sought modifications to 
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our original design. We factored many good neighbor gestures into our original design. (Please 

see Section 3 in EXHIBIT 1) and we subsequently made additional modifications to the design 

to further lessen the impact on their house. Nonetheless, they remained opposed to our project 

and hired an attorney (Steven Williams) to fight the project and poisoned neighborhood opinion 

against us and the project. At a Discretionary Review hearing in 2005, the Planning Commission 

supported our project by a 5 to 2 vote because the design was good, fit in with neighborhood 

character and incorporated appropriate good neighbor gestures. (Please refer to the Findings in 

EXHIBIT 2.) 

The approved plans for this house included parking for two cars. However, in order to 

access the approved garage it was necessary to obtain an encroachment permit from DPW to 

drive across an unbuilt portion of Stanyan Street. Because the adjacent neighbors at 99 and 115 

Clarendon did not sign off on this encroachment, it became a Major Encroachment and 

automatically went to the Board of Supervisors for review. At the Board’s Land Use Committee 

in 2006, only two out of three committee members were present and they decided to table the 

application. With the application unable to move forward, parking was no longer possible. 

Therefore we sought and obtained a parking variance, which was approved in August 2006 

(EXHIBIT 3). An appeal to the parking variance was filed by neighbor Mark Courey and denied 

5-0 in October 2006. (Please see the vote count on page 6 of EXHIBIT 4.) We then applied for a 

Minor Encroachment Permit for stairs in the right-of-way from the house to Mountain Spring 

Avenue. This was considered a Minor Encroachment because it was approved and signed off on 

by the adjacent neighbor.  A hearing was held in October 2008 and the Minor Encroachment 

Permit for the stairs was approved (EXHIBIT 5). 
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In April 2010, as he prepared to begin construction on the house, Kieran Woods reached 

out to the Matulas and began negotiations with them in an effort to alleviate their concerns about 

the design of the house. On July 12, 2010, the Matulas and Kieran Woods signed an agreement 

in which Kieran agreed to numerous additional good neighbor gestures including modification of 

the design of the house, a slight reduction in the its size, changes in materials and colors and 

using obscure glass in certain locations. In the agreement, the Matulas also agreed to end their 

attempts to block construction of the house. EXHIBIT 1 is a copy of this agreement.  It was 

signed by the Matulas and Kieran after the last date possible for the Matulas to file another 

appeal. 

In January 2013, construction of the house was complete and Kieran realized how 

impractical it would be accessing the house by stairs from Mountain Spring Avenue. He had put 

the house on the market and did not get any buyers and decided to reach out to the neighbors to 

see if he could get them on-board with the idea of a driveway, now that the house was built. We 

all felt that the house was of good design and quality (Please see testimonials and photographs in 

EXHIBIT 6) and hoped that now that it was built, the Matulas and other neighbors could be 

reasoned with. Perceiving that the Matulas had some sort of vendetta against me (Mark Brand, 

the architect) he hired other representatives to help him reach out to the neighbors. They (Kieran 

and his representatives) hoped there could be a shared vision that Kieran and the community 

members could be happy with. They listened closely to the concerns of over 40 neighbors who 

attended the meeting. In March 2013, they held a follow up meeting with the neighbors, showing 

them how we incorporated their ideas for a community garden, with publicly accessible off-street 

parking in the public right-of-way and a driveway to 1410 Stanyan Street. (Please see the 

multiple design iterations in EXHIBIT 7). Many neighbors felt that the off-street parking had too 
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much concrete. Of the more than 30 neighbors in attendance, 15 seemed to express a desire to 

support the driveway with as small a footprint as possible. 

The following month, April 2013, Kieran and his representatives met with the neighbors 

again, showing them a final concept with a turntable in front of 1410 Stanyan Street, a small 

community garden and no off-street parking (EXHIBIT 8). The turntable eliminated the need for 

a hammer head turnaround that had been part of the earlier designs, reducing significantly the 

area of concrete. In response to the neighbors’ comments, we also minimized and narrowed the 

footprint of the driveway and eliminated pedestrian steps. More than 20 neighbors attended this 

meeting. Following this meeting, we submitted this design to DPW for a Major Encroachment 

Permit, which was approved in January 2014. Unfortunately, issuance of the permit would have 

required approval by the Board of Supervisors. The Board of Supervisors ultimately did not 

approve the driveway. 

Since a stair from Mountain Spring would be impractical and the political reality was that 

a driveway from Clarendon Avenue would be next to impossible, Kieran chose to have only 

pedestrian access to the house, via the legislated sidewalk. 

 

RESPONSE TO APPELLANT’S BRIEF 

 The Appellant’s Opening Brief that was submitted on October 10, 2014 contains factual 

errors and incomplete information. Their “historical” account is high on emotional language, but 

lacking in hard facts. 

In their recounting of the project’s history, they state that neighbors were shocked and 

thought that Lot 35 (1410 Stanyan Street) was part of the neighboring Lot 51 at 90 Mountain 

Spring Avenue. However, the neighbors did, in fact, know that Lot 35 was a separate lot from 
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Lot 51. When the Blaylocks (previous owners of Lot 51) purchased Lot 35 and Lot 51 from 

Eleanor Long in 1994, Long explained that she and her husband bought Lot 35 because they did 

not want someone else to develop it and block their view. They, along with the rest of the 

neighbors, knew that Lot 35 was a developable lot, and that eventually someone would build on 

it. In fact, at the time the Longs purchased Lot 35, they proposed that all of the surrounding 

neighbors might go in together to buy Lot 35 and preserve it as a shared yard/open space. But 

none of the neighbors, including the Matulas, were interested in this proposition. 

The Appellants say that they perceived deception by our client after our application was 

submitted to the building department. Our application and the subsequent Section 311 neighbor 

notification followed typical San Francisco Planning Code procedures. No deception was 

involved. This sort of language on Williams’ part is inflammatory and unhelpful in 

understanding the facts. 

Their account continues saying that there was confusion over the legality of the Lot 35. 

Neither the City, the Planning Commission nor Developer were confused about the legality of 

the lot. In fact, Lot 35 was well known to the neighbors, as explained above. Lot 35 appears in 

the Planning Information Database (EXHIBIT 9) and on the city’s block plan dated 2001 

(EXHIBIT 10), well before our application submission. The Appellants also describe Lot 35 as 

substandard and oddly configured. The fact that the lot is substandard is moot, as many of the 

lots in Block 2706 are substandard being less than the standard 33 foot width and 4,000 square 

feet area (EXHIBIT 10), described in Section 121 of the Planning Code. The lot is not oddly 

configured. It is a rectangle. 

The Appellant’s brief mentions a General Plan Referral letter issued by Sandra Soto-

Grondona and accuses our client of “private back-door lobbying.” Our client was—in this case—
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the one shocked and blindsided by the negative tone of the General Plan Referral since our 

project had already been approved at every prior step. We met with Dean Macris, the Planning 

Director, Larry Badiner, the Zoning Administrator, and Planner Steve Shotland to better 

understand why this letter was issued for a project that had already been approved by the 

Planning Commission. After the meeting, we made changes following the recommendations of 

the Planning Director and Zoning Administrator after which the General Plan Referral letter was 

rewritten and signed by Director of Planning Dean Macris with recommendation of approval 

(EXHIBIT 11). 

Their historical account then says that the Board of Supervisor’s Land Use Committee 

unanimously overturned DPW Order 176,822. What they fail to mention, however, is that the 

Land Use Committee was composed of 3 members. One of those members, Sophie Maxwell, 

mysteriously left without any explanation before hearing our case. The two remaining members 

of the Land Use Committee tabled the order. This was not a unanimous decision of the Board 

and only the vote of two members of the Board who may have been influenced by “private back-

door lobbying.” 

The account continues, exaggerating the description of a stair and flattened area proposed 

as part of a variance request from the requirement of off-street parking as a “huge configuration” 

carving out an “over-sized ‘landing area’” out of “public green space” for a landing. The 

proposed stair was 4 feet wide and a straight run - the most direct route to the house. The landing 

created a flat area in front of the house only as wide as the legislated sidewalk. The stair and 

landing do not reduce public open space at all (EXHIBIT 12). The “public green space” referred 

to by Williams is basically an impenetrable thicket of brambles which prior to our application for 

a driveway had never been maintained by the neighbors. 
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Later, the appellant twists the words of an approval from the Department of Public 

Works, saying, “The requirement of consent under Article 9 is noted in the DPW order granting 

access from Mountain Spring.” What the appellant does not mention is that the consent 

requirement was only for that specific application submittal. (Please see Item 3 wording “…this 

application submittal…” in EXHIBIT 13.) 

The appellant only briefly mentions that they and Kieran signed a settlement shortly after 

the building permit was issued. They failed to mention, however, that Kieran voluntarily reached 

out to Dr. and Mrs. Matula, making changes to the design of the house, reducing its size and 

changing materials to be a good neighbor. Multiple settlement agreements were proposed, 

including one in which the Matulas had asked for $60,000 plus liquidated damages in exchange 

for no longer opposing the construction of a driveway from Clarendon Avenue. (Please see 

Sections 4 and 17 in EXHIBIT 14). In the settlement agreement that was finally signed, the 

Matulas said they would not oppose the construction of the house. Kieran made these 

concessions not only to avoid another appeal, which we believe would not have stopped the 

project, but also to improve the relationship between himself and the Matulas. 

 Further in their brief, the appellant says that they granted temporary construction access 

through Stanyan Street as part of the settlement agreement. The appellant has no authority to 

grant access across public land to any private party. 

Concerning a decomposed granite walkway that the appellants say was illegally 

constructed, Kieran installed the temporary walkway due to muddy conditions and safety 

concerns. Upon realizing that a permit was required to put in this temporary, decomposed granite 

walkway, he immediately applied for and obtained a permit to make it legal (EXHIBIT 15). 
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The appellant posits that Kieran never had any intention of building the stair from 

Mountain Spring. If Kieran is guilty of anything, it’s that he may have been overly optimistic 

that the process of construction, as well as the final built house, would prove to the neighbors 

that he is an upstanding person and that his intention was to build a beautiful building that would 

positively contribute to the neighborhood’s built environment. Once constructed, he hoped he 

could re-engage the neighbors and see if they would be open to the driveway from Clarendon, 

given that the final product was not the monstrosity it was made out to be. 

 

RESPONSE TO APPELLANT ARGUMENTS 

1. The appellant cites Section 406 in Article 9 of the San Francisco Public Works Code as 

reason to overturn the approved permit for the sidewalk. They cite requirements for 

written consent from frontage owners. 

a. Section 406 applies, however, to the construction of streets that could potentially 

be city-maintained, not sidewalks. According to the Department of Public Works, 

this process has not been implemented since Mullen Avenue was approved in 

Bernal Heights in the 1980s. 

b. Furthermore, a 15’ sidewalk for Lot 35 is currently legislated per Grade Map 

#211. (Please see the 15’ legislated sidewalks noted in EXHIBIT 16.). Our 

approved permit is simply for the legislated 15’ sidewalk, for which the 

Department of Public Works has always allowed and granted permits. 

c. The appellant posits that DPW specifically required permission for an “identical 

minor encroachment and stair from Mountain Spring.” This permit application for 

a sidewalk is not “identical” to the previous Minor Sidewalk Encroachment 
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Permit Application for a stair. This application is a Street Improvement Permit 

Application for a legislated 15’ sidewalk. Legislated sidewalks do not require a 

Minor Sidewalk Encroachment Permit or neighbor consent. The previous design 

from Mountain Spring was considered a Minor Sidewalk Encroachment because 

it was not a sidewalk. (It was a stair.) Part of the previously designed stair was 

located more than 15’ from the front property lines along Stanyan Street 

(EXHIBIT 12). Although the Street Improvement Permit Application for the 15’ 

sidewalk does not require that the neighbors be notified by us, we notified the 

neighbors as a courtesy, given the history of the project.  

2. The appellant argues that the proposed sidewalk does not preserve public open space. 

They imply that a walkway is considered removal of open space, citing San Francisco’s 

General Plan. 

a. The General Plan includes stairs, ramps, seating, and walkways as part of open 

space. This proposal, does not remove open space. It is not a building or other 

structure. Although the proposed sidewalk would be paved, it would still be 

considered open space. The amount of pavement proposed is the amount required 

for a legislated sidewalk, giving by-right access to the property owner at 1410 

Stanyan Street. 

b. Concerning the planting areas at Stanyan Street, the appellant, themselves, refer to 

the area as “wild.” It is, in fact wild, overgrown and unruly.  

3. The appellant says that the proposed sidewalk is hazardous. They provide a diagram, 

indicating that the initial slope of the sidewalk will be 35%. Our calculations, however, 

indicate a slope of 31.8% (EXHIBIT 17), based on the topographical survey prepared by 
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Transamerica Engineers. San Francisco is known for its steep streets and sidewalks. A 

number of streets have slopes greater than 31%, including Bradford Street, Romolo 

Place, Prentiss Street, Nevada Street and Baden Street. 

4. Another argument brought forward by the appellant is their perception of an alleged “bait 

and switch” by Kieran. As described above, Kieran has been open throughout the 

process, initiating outreach to the neighborhood. Even, in this instance, the neighbors 

were notified by us of the Street Improvement Permit Application, although it was not 

required.  Kieran never hid his preference to have a driveway from Clarendon Avenue 

and held numerous meetings with neighbors to discuss the possibility. 

5. The appellant feels that a stair from Mountain Spring would be a better solution to this 

problem. The stair, however, would pose difficulties for the homeowner at 1410 Stanyan 

Street. Hauling trash, recycling and other heavy items up and down stairs poses personal 

hazards. Dr. and Mrs. Matula argue that 5 neighbors on Stanyan Street between 

Clarendon Avenue and Belgrave Avenue access Clarendon Street via a stair. Although 

this is true, it is not desirable. The unimproved portion of Stanyan Street between 

Clarendon Avenue and Belgrave Avenue is much steeper than that between Clarendon 

Avenue and Mountain Spring. Therefore stairs might have been the only possible way to 

provide access to the homes north of Clarendon on the unimproved portion of Stanyan 

Street. Owners on Mountain Spring also voiced opposition to a stair from Mountain 

Spring (EXHIBIT 18). 
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ARGUMENTS IN SUPPORT OF THE PROPOSED LEGISLATED SIDEWALK 

1. The permit holder and the Department of Public Works followed all required 

procedures to permit this legislated sidewalk. 

2. The sidewalk complies with city standards. 

3. The sidewalk maximizes the amount of green space while providing the homeowner 

access to 1410 Stanyan Street. 

4. The sidewalk, as designed, minimizes disruption to neighbors. The proposed sidewalk 

includes keeping the existing Comcast box in place. Relocating the Comcast box would 

disrupt service to Comcast customers throughout the entire neighborhood. 

5. Kieran has generously made several concessions and design changes to be a good 

neighbor to the Matulas throughout the history of this project. Kieran has offered 

multiple times to meet with the Matulas to discuss the walkway and other options, but the 

Matulas have refused. 

 

CONCLUSION 

 The approved Sidewalk Improvement Permit complies with the San Francisco Public 

Works Code and provides by-right access from Clarendon Avenue to 1410 Stanyan Street. It is a 

legal and legislated sidewalk. Dr. and Mrs. Matula have fought against Kieran every step of the 

way throughout the permitting and construction process. They have shunned numerous attempts 

for compromise. Despite Kieran’s best efforts and neighborly gestures, Dr. and Mrs. Matula have 

responded with distrust and obstructionism. Their repeated attempts to block and overturn 

approved permits is wasteful and unproductive. We urge the Board of Appeals to end this 



12 
 

decade-long dispute between Dr. and Mrs. Matula and Kieran. We request that the approved 

permit number 141E-0730 be upheld.  

 

Sincerely, 

Mark Brand, on behalf of Kieran Woods 
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BOARD OF APPEALS

 
CITY & COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO

 
MEETING MINUTES - WEDNESDAY, OCTOBER 4, 2006

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

 
 
PRESENT: President Frank Fung, Vice President Randall Knox, Commissioner Katharine Albright, Commissioner Michael Garcia,
and Commissioner Robert Haaland.
 
Catharine Barnes, Deputy City Attorney, Office of the City Attorney (OCA); Tina Tam, Senior Planner, Planning Department (PD); Ron Tom, Chief Building
Inspector, Dept. of Building Inspection (DBI); Thomas Owen, Deputy City Attorney for Taxi Commission; Carla Short, Department of Public Works Bureau of
Urban Forestry (DPW BUF); Robert Feldman, Executive Secretary, and Victor Pacheco, Legal Assistant, for the Board; and Claudine Woeber, Official Court
Reporter.
 
 
(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.

 
SPEAKER:  David Pilpel suggested the Board urge SFGTV Channel 26 to broadcast Board of Appeals meetings live on Wednesday
nights.
 
 
 
(2)         COMMMISSIONERS COMMENTS & QUESTIONS: 
 
ACTION:  Upon motion by President. Fung, the Board voted 5-0 to cancel the meeting of Nov. 1, 2006 and reschedule all cases to October 25, 2006.
 
SPEAKERS:  None.
 
 
 
(3)    ADDENDUM ITEMS: 
 
(3a)  ADOPTION OF FINDINGS:                                                

Subject property at 615 – 38th Avenue.  Appeal No. V06-106, Woo vs. ZA, decided     
September 6, 2006.  At that time, upon motion by Vice President Knox, the Board
voted 5-0 to overrule the denial, and grant the variance with findings to be adopted at
a later date.  Project: Rear Yard Variance (construct a horizontal addition and egress
stairs at the 2nd story level, that will extend into the required rear yard of an existing
3-story, single-family dwelling); variance case no. 2006.0153V.

 
ACTION:  Rescheduled to October 25, 2006.
 
SPEAKERS:  None.  Appellant did not appear.
 
PUBLIC COMMENT: None.
 
 
(3b)  ADOPTION OF FINDINGS:                                                

Subject property at 504 – 6th Street.  Appeal No. 06-039, Hicks vs. DBI, PDD, decided
August 16, 2006 at a rehearing.  At that time, upon motion by Commissioner Garcia,
the Board voted 5-0 to overrule the denial, and grant the permit, with findings to be
adopted at a later date.  Project: construction of sign (ground, non-electric, single-
faced, 14’ X 48’, with 672sf of total surface area), BPA No. 2005/10/11/5200.



 
ACTION:  Upon motion by President. Fung, the Board voted 5-0 to reschedule the matter to October 25, 2006.
 
SPEAKERS: None.
 
PUBLIC COMMENT: None.
 
 
(3c)  SPECIAL ITEM:                                                          
Subject property at Junipero Serra Greenbelt, from Rossmoor Drive to Stratford
Drive.  Appeal No. 06-107, Lakeside Property Owners Association vs. DPW BUF,
decided Sept. 13, 2006.  At that time, upon motion by Commissioner Haaland, the
Board voted 5-0 to uphold the order for removal of 25 trees, and to overturn the order
as to financial responsibility.  William Schneider and Harold McDermid, members of
the Lakeside  Property Owners Association, assert the right to request rehearing, but
the Association has not requested a rehearing.  Board Rule Article V, Section 6
specifies that "reheaing request[s] may be filed only by principals in the appeal."

 
ACTION:  Upon motion by Commissioner Garcia, the Board voted 5-0 to deny the request to file a rehearing request.
 
SPEAKERS:  William Schneider, requestor; Hal McDermid, requestor; Hal Halper, agent for LPOA.
 
PUBLIC COMMENT: None.
 
 
(4)   APPEAL NO. 03-133

ISHTIAQ BOKHARI, Appellant(s)
                        vs.

 
TAXI COMMISSION, Respondent

 

Appealing the revocation on August 18, 2003, of
a Driver of Public Passenger Vehicle for Hire
Permit.
RESOLUTION NO. 2003-65.
PUBLIC HEARING HELD & CLOSED ON FEB.
11, 2004.  FOR FURTHER CONSIDERATION
TODAY.  Note:  Board voted on Feb. 11, 2004 to
reschedule this appeal to the indefinite
calendar so that the medallion revocation
hearing can go forward at the Taxi Commission,
and if the TC revokes the medallion, and the
appellant appeals the revocation to the Board,
then both appeals shall be heard together.

 
ACTION:   Upon motion by Commissioner Garcia, the Board voted 5-0 to uphold the revocation.
 
SPEAKERS:  Tom Owen, attorney for Taxi Commission; Sherry Gendelman, attorney for appellant.
 
PUBLIC COMMENT: None.
 
 
(5)    APPEAL NO. 06-073

KAM & SOO WONG, Appellant(s)
                        vs.

 
DEPT. OF BUILDING INSPECTION,

Respondent
PLANNING DEPT. APPROVAL

 

700 – 4th Avenue.
Protesting the issuance on April 28,
2006, to Korean Covenant Church, Site
Permit to Alter a Building (change
occupancy with maximum at 100
persons; add elevator; revise exiting;
revise property line fire walls; legalize
ground floor kitchen and dining;
variance for rear yard exit stair case,
variance case no. 2004.0613V).
APPLICATION NO. 2005/06/08/4603S.
PUBLIC HEARING HELD & CLOSED ON
JULY 12, 2006.  FOR FURTHER
CONSIDERATION TODAY.  Note: Matter
continued to allow parties time to work
on settlement regarding mitigation
measures.

 
ACTION:  Upon motion by Vice President Knox, the Board voted 5-0 to continue the matter to November 15, 2006 at the written
request of the parties.
 
SPEAKERS:  None.
 



PUBLIC COMMENT: None.
 
 
(6)    APPEAL NO. V06-079

RICHARD GARVIN, Appellant(s)
                        vs.

 
ZONING ADMINISTRATOR,

Respondent
 
 

1043-1045 Francisco Street.
Protesting the granting on May 12, 2006, to
John Chiatello, Rear Yard Variance
(construction of a one-story horizontal addition
over existing one-story extension at the rear of
the building, of which a 3 foot portion would be
within the required rear yard).
VARIANCE CASE NO. 2005.0032DV.
PUBLIC HEARING HELD & CLOSED ON JULY
19, 2006.  FOR FURTHER CONSIDERATION
TODAY.  Note:  Matter continued to allow
parties time to negotiate a settlement.

 
ACTION:   Withdrawn by appellant(s).
 
SPEAKERS:  None.
 
PUBLIC COMMENT: None.
 
 
(7)  APPEAL NO. 06-115

MAYA HOVEY,
JOSE & JULIA DOMINGUEZ,

MARTA DOMINGUEZ,
MELESIO & MARIA SANTIAGO,

MILTON & MARINA GIRON,
FLORENZIO & CELIA CARREON,

SALVADOR & GUILLERMINA RODRIGUEZ,
JOSE ESTRADA, ISABEL MACALL,

CARLOS PAZ, TOMASA PAZ, ERNESTO
& MARICELLA ACEVES, and BENJAMIN
& ELIZABETH HENRIQUEZ, Appellant(s)

                        vs.
 

DEPT. OF BUILDING INSPECTION,
Respondent

 

1468 Folsom Street.
Protesting the issuance on July 24, 2006,
to Hanford Freund & Co., Permit to Alter
a Building (on multi-unit apt. building:
selective demolition in units 3, 6, 7, and
12 to perform mold abatement; install
new sheet rock (replacement in kind) as
required).
APPLICATION NO. 2006/07/24/7385.
FOR HEARING TODAY.

 
ACTION:  Upon motion by Commissioner Garcia, the Board voted 5-0 to reschedule the matter to October 11, 2006 at the written
request of the parties.
 
SPEAKERS:  None.
 
PUBLIC COMMENT: None.
 
 
 
(8)  APPEAL NO. 06-116

PATRICK BUSCOVICH, Appellant(s)
                        vs.

 
DEPT. OF BUILDING INSPECTION,

Respondent
 
 

3527-3529 – 21st Street.
Protesting the issuance on July 26, 2006,
to Reid Yalom, Permit to Alter a Building
(basement level unit to revert to storage;
legalize backroom and accessory office;
remove 3rd level roof deck).
APPLICATION NO. 2006/07/26/7705.
FOR HEARING TODAY.

 
ACTION:  Upon motion by President Fung, the Board voted 5-0 to reschedule the matter to November 8, 2006.
 
SPEAKERS:  Pat Buscovich, appellant; Lisa Amick, tenant; Reid Yalom, permit holder; Ron Tom, DBI.
 
PUBLIC COMMENT: None.
 
 



(9)  APPEAL NO. 06-117
PAUL & CHRISTINE SEAWELL,

Appellant(s)
                        vs.

 
DEPT. OF BUILDING INSPECTION,

Respondent
PLANNING DEPT. APPROVAL

 
 

3245 Pacific Avenue.
Protesting the issuance on July 28, 2006,
to Richard & Jennifer Emerson, Site
Permit to Alter a Building (on single-
family house: addition of roof dormers to
attic storage space with new stairs to
attic; interior basement remodel;
relocate furnace; replace water heaters).
APPLICATION NO. 2006/03/02/5877S.
FOR HEARING TODAY.

 
ACTION:  Upon motion by Commissioner Albright, the Board voted 5-0 to uphold the permit with various conditions as read into
the record.
 
SPEAKERS:  Pat Buscovich, agent for appellants; Jim Reuben, attorney for permit holder; Denise Leadbetter, attorney for
appellants.
 
PUBLIC COMMENT:  None.
 
 
(10)  APPEAL NO. 06-119

CATHERINE WATT, Appellant(s)
                        vs.

 
DEPT. OF BUILDING INSPECTION,

Respondent
PLANNING DEPT. APPROVAL

 

1520 Monterey Blvd.
Protesting the issuance on August 1,
2006, to Thomas & Audry Yi, Site Permit
to Alter a Building (enlarge garage to
460sf).
APPLICATION NO. 2005/10/05/4878S.
FOR HEARING TODAY.

 
ACTION:  Upon motion by Commission Haaland, the Board voted 5-0 to reschedule the matter to October 11, 2006.
 
SPEAKERS:  Thomas Yi, permit holder; Shanon Devine, agent for permit holder; Ron Tom, DBI.
 
PUBLIC COMMENT:  John Marciano spoke in support of permit holder.
 
 
 
(11)  APPEAL NO. V06-120

MARK COUREY, Appellant(s)
                        vs.

 
ZONING ADMINISTRATOR, Respondent

 
 

1310 Stanyan Street.
Protesting the granting on August 2,
2006, to Albert Blaylock, Parking
Variance (construct a one-family
dwelling adjacent to an undeveloped
street with no off-street parking).
VARIANCE CASE NO. 2004.1167V.
FOR HEARING TODAY.

 
ACTION:  Upon motion by Commission Haaland, the Board voted 5-0 to uphold the variance on condition that the variance holder
preserve the natural environment to the greatest extent possible, consistent with the Code.
 
SPEAKERS:  Tina Tam, PD; Stephen Williams, attorney for appellant; Mark Brand, agent for variance holder; Ron Tom, DBI; Mark Courey, appellant.
 
PUBLIC COMMENT:  None.
 
 
 
(12)  APPEAL NO. 06-121

2604-2606 BUCHANAN STREET
HOMEOWNERS ASSOCIATION,

Appellant(s)
                        vs.

 
DEPT. OF BUILDING INSPECTION,

Respondent
PLANNING DEPT. APPROVAL

 

2608-2610 Buchanan Street.
Protesting the issuance on August 1,
2006, to Sol Cera & Chandra Cen, Site
Permit to Alter a Building (on 2-unit
building: various exterior and interior
work).
APPLICATION NO. 2006/02/09/4285S.
FOR HEARING TODAY.

 
ACTION:  Withdrawn by appellant(s).
 



SPEAKERS: None.
 
PUBLIC COMMENT:  None.
 
 
 
 
There being no further business, President Fung adjourned the meeting at 8:45 p.m.
 
________________________________                        
Robert H. Feldman, Executive Secretary
 
Transcripts of these hearings can be obtained from Ms. Claudine Woeber, the Official Court Reporter, 415-506-0430.
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Huang, Cecilia (PAB)

From: Drjodyky <drjodyky@gmail.com>

Sent: Monday, October 20, 2014 11:02 PM

To: Charles

Cc: Board of Appeals (PAB); Wiener, Scott; Yee, Norman (BOS)

Subject: Re: [Clarendon Heights Neighbors Network] Appeal No. 14-146; 1410 Stanyan Street

Yes!! Agree!! Jody and Tom Kornberg50 Gkenbrook ave

drj
Note:
This email is not encrypted. I do not always check this email daily.

On Oct 20, 2014, at 10:46 PM, Charles <charles@crosswavemanagement.com> wrote:

Dear Members of the Board,

I am writing to urge you in the strongest terms to grant this appeal, and rescind the permit
granted to the developer to pave over the green space at 1410 Stanyan. The original petition
to pave over this space was rejected repeatedly by various city agencies, and by the Board of
Supervisors (once in 2006, and again this past summer, on a vote of 11-0).

The current permit is based on an egregious misrepresentation, in which a swath two feet
wider than a driveway is somehow designated a footpath. This misrepresentation serves only
one purpose: to evade the law and ignore the intent of our representatives on the Board of
Supervisors.

To allow the permit to stand would would be a giveaway of public land to benefit a speculator
who is not even a San Francisco taxpayer. It would harm San Francisco, and would be a slap in
the face to the many residents and neighbors who have endured more than 10 years of
harassment by this developer.

Please stand with the residents and taxpayers of San Francisco. Please respect the decision of
our representatives on the Board of Supervisors, who studied this issue and reached a
unanimous conclusion supporting our position.

Please grant the appeal and rescind the permit.

Thank you,

Charles Hsu
128 Clarendon Ave.
San Francisco, CA 94114

--
We also have a Facebook Group. Visit https://www.facebook.com/groups/Clarendon.Heights/ to
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