


 
This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: Jeremy Beal
To: Harris, Sonya (DBI)
Subject: For distribution to the Commission: oversight questions arising from the Department"s own records concerning

248 Valley Street (Block 6614, Lot 015)
Date: Tuesday, August 4, 2026 11:28:15 AM

 

Dear Ms. Harris, I ask that the attached letter be distributed to the President and Members of
the Building Inspection Commission, and included in the correspondence for the
Commission's August 19, 2026 meeting. Thank you.

President and Members of the Building Inspection Commission:

I am the tenant of 246 Valley Street, the occupied home immediately adjacent to, and now in
physical contact with, the construction project at 248 Valley Street (Block 6614, Lot 015;
alteration Permit No. 202212239051). I write not to ask the Commission to referee my
complaints, but to bring to its attention a set of facts drawn from the Department's own
records, each of which I can document, and three questions now pending before the
Department in writing. I will attend public comment on August 19, and I will provide any
source document to the Commission on request.

The record, in brief, with dates:

1. Thirteen complaints have been filed concerning this project since January 2026. Not one
Notice of Violation has issued. The complaint records show closures based on the
contractor's own statements, including a dust complaint closed on the contractor's
representation that cutting was complete, with no contact with the complainant.

2. Complaint No. 202653093, which concerned an inspector's conduct, was assigned to
and closed by that same inspector on March 25, 2026. Its closure cites a "site visit on
12/30/2025," a date roughly five weeks before demolition began at the site.

3. On April 5, 2026, the permit activity log contained no entry for an inspection said to
have occurred March 20. On April 9, Department staff wrote that the inspection had
occurred. On April 13, a note bearing the March 20 date was entered into the log.
Whether that is ordinary late entry or something else can only be determined from
creation timestamps and revision history, which is one subject of the preservation
demand described below.

4. Ninety five of ninety six inspection dispositions on this project were recorded against
the wrong records and later corrected. The pre-correction state now exists only in audit
history.

5. Shoring Permit No. 202510227848 shows a single field entry, dated April 13, 2026.
Excavation reached eight feet per Cal/OSHA Permit No. 719670. The permit expired
June 5, 2026. The Special Inspections ledger for the project showed no completed
special inspections as of late July.

6. The new building is in documented contact with the occupied home I live in. I reported
the contact on June 23, 2026; a complaint of June 25 stated the buildings "are leaning
against each other"; on July 22 the Department's own record confirmed "observed



building contact." As of today no separation has been performed, no follow-up
inspection has occurred, and the assigned inspector is out of the office until August 17.
The complaint remains open, "pending follow up on providing building separation."

7. On or about July 24 and 25, 2026, following an inspector's written site findings,
Department staff were directed not to issue a Notice of Violation. I am aware of no
written record of that direction, which is why call and calendar records for that period
are within the preservation demand described below.

8. On the permit form: on November 6, 2023, DBI Technical Services stated in writing, in
response to a Planning Department inquiry about this very project, that Form 6
demolition permits "are only used when demolishing an entire building," and that the
alteration form applies when "a portion of the existing building is to remain." The
Department's own complaint closure describes the work performed as "demo and new
construction," and a Planning Department memorandum of April 22, 2026, produced
under the Sunshine Ordinance, states: "It appears that DBI did not require demo and
new construction permits." On August 4, 2026, I asked the Interim Director in writing
which permit form the Department requires for the work as performed, with a response
requested by August 14.

9. On valuation: the permit's estimated cost of construction is $660,000, a figure identical
to the same architect's contemporaneous project at 56 Conrad Street, a modest vertical
addition. Records produced under the Sunshine Ordinance show that Department and
Planning staff questioned the figure the day before the project's Commission hearing in
November 2023, and that the sponsor then produced an amended cost schedule totaling
$2,219,842, prepared using the Department's own cost schedule. DBI Information Sheet
G-13 provides that valuation is set at issuance by the cost schedule or actual cost,
"whichever is greater." The permit issued November 26, 2025 at $660,000, with the
form's Revised Cost field blank. I ask the Commission to inquire what valuation
verification occurred at issuance, because permit fees scale with valuation, and the
answer affects every project.

10. On records process: on August 3, 2026, the Department's Sunshine Team stated in
writing that text messages "are not maintained by the Department," that when requested,
"we contact the staff member directly to retrieve them," and that because the former
assigned inspector "is no longer with the department, we are unable to obtain the text
messages you requested." It also disclosed that the search supporting prior productions
used eight spellings of the street address and no other terms. I do not raise this to fault
the staff, whose candor is what makes the gap visible. But a process in which fulfillment
means asking rather than obtaining, in which separation defeats retrieval, and in which
searches run on address strings alone, cannot reliably comply with the Sunshine
Ordinance. Closing that gap is within the Department's power: retention of business
communications on Department systems, central retrieval rather than custodian self-
collection, and device and account recovery at separation.

Three matters are now pending before the Department in writing: a preservation demand
delivered to the Interim Director on August 3, with confirmation requested by August 7; the
permit-form question of August 4, with a response requested by August 14; and a custodian-
based records search specification provided to the Department's records staff at their request
on August 4.

I ask the Commission to do three things: first, request that the Department report to the
Commission on its complaint-handling and Notice of Violation practices as applied to this
property, including the basis for closing complaints on contractor representations; second,



request that the Department answer the three pending matters above in writing by the dates
already requested; and third, inquire into the valuation verification and records process
questions in items 9 and 10, which reach beyond this one project.

Every statement above is drawn from Department records, City records, or my own dated
correspondence, and I will provide the underlying documents to the Commission or its staff on
request. I appreciate the Commission's time, and the professionalism of the Department staff
who have dealt with me straightforwardly through a difficult seven months.

Respectfully,

Jeremy Beal 246 Valley Street, San Francisco, CA 94131



 
This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: Jeremy Beal
To: Harris, Sonya (DBI)
Subject: Correction to my letter of August 4, 2026 concerning 248 Valley Street (Block 6614, Lot 015)
Date: Thursday, August 6, 2026 1:59:02 PM

 

Dear Ms. Harris,

I ask that this correction be distributed to the President and Members of the Building
Inspection Commission alongside my letter of August 4, 2026 concerning 248 Valley Street,
and included in the correspondence for the Commission's August 19, 2026 meeting. Thank
you.

President and Members of the Building Inspection Commission:

I am writing to correct an error in my letter of August 4, 2026. In item 9 I wrote that Permit
No. 202212239051 issued on November 26, 2025 at $660,000, "with the form's Revised Cost
field blank," and I asked the Commission to inquire what valuation verification occurred at
issuance. That was wrong, and the error was mine. The Revised Cost field on the issued
permit is not blank. It reads $2,778,870, entered by the plan checker on December 11, 2024,
and the same figure appears in the permit's Characteristics record and in the Department's
permit tracking history. The blank field I described is on an earlier copy of the same
application form held in the Planning Department's file, last modified November 15, 2023,
two years before the permit issued. I read the earlier copy and wrote about the issued permit.
In doing so I asked the Commission to look into a verification the Department's own record
shows it performed: the figure the plan checker entered is more than four times the applicant's
estimate, and a Department engineer reviewed it later that month against the Department's own
2022 Cost Schedule and left it in place. I withdraw the last two sentences of item 9, and the
part of my third request that asks the Commission to inquire into valuation verification. With
those two sentences removed, item 9 reports what the record shows about the estimated cost
figure and about the Department's valuation standard, and asks the Commission for nothing.
The remainder of the letter stands as written.

Respectfully,

Jeremy Beal 246 Valley Street, San Francisco, CA 94131



August 20, 2026

President Alysabeth Alexander-Tut and Commissioners
Building Inspection Commission
49 South Van Ness Avenue, 5th Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103

Re: 246 and 248 Valley Street. In support of the follow up the President requested on August 19.

Dear President Alexander-Tut and Commissioners,

My wife Kimberly and I spoke during public comment on August 19. We rent 246 Valley Street, with
our daughter, five, and our son, two. Thank you for hearing us, and thank you, President
Alexander-Tut, for your kindness to my wife.

A correction first. I said at the podium that no special inspections have been performed. That was
imprecise. A special inspection report dated March 20, 2026 exists, and I have a copy because the
Department produced it to me. What is accurate: the Department told me in writing on August 7, 2026
that it had not received any special inspection reports for this permit, and its own special inspection
record showed none completed as of July 27, 2026. I will always correct my own record, unprompted.

Our situation. Before this project, the building next door stood about ten feet from ours. The new
building constructed in its place is in physical contact with our home. On March 23, 2026, after a crack
opened and grew at the front corner of our foundation during the excavation next door, I wrote to the
assigned inspector: "I am formally requesting a structural inspection of 246 Valley St and I'd like your
response to that request documented." That request was never answered and no such inspection has
occurred. On June 23, 2026, the then-assigned inspector walked through our home and saw the two
buildings in contact. The current senior inspector has since been inside twice. Both saw doors in our
home that stick. Yet no order, notice, or correction followed, no record of what either saw inside our
home appears in anything produced to us, and to this day nothing at the point where the two buildings
meet has ever been measured.

We ask for two things.

First, that the Commission ask the Director to answer, in writing, the question we put to him on
August 6. On November 6, 2023, DBI Technical Services stated in writing that a Form 6 demolition
permit is used only when demolishing an entire building; if a portion remains, the work belongs on an
alteration permit. This project was permitted on a Form 3. On August 6 we asked Director Kane
whether the Department contends any portion of the pre-existing house still stands, and if not, what
permit form this work requires. We asked for a response by August 14. We have not received one.

Second, that the Commission ask the Director to obtain a joint, written determination with the
Planning Department of which department enforces what at this project, and to convene the joint
site visit that Deputy Director Greene suggested to me directly, with both departments present and the
condition at the interface measured while they are there.

We ask because the answer to every question has depended on which department we asked. On July 3,
2026, Zoning Administrator Corey Teague wrote to me that "DBI is the lead agency and the project
must comply with their requirements as determined through their enforcement process." Our
understanding of DBI's position is the reverse. In the gap between them:



Mr. Teague wrote on July 3 that the project "was closer to a full demolition than being close to the
Planning Code Section 317 threshold for de facto demolition," and that per photographs we
provided, "it appears that portion of wall was actually demolished as part of the construction."

DBI's own Board of Appeals brief of May 20, 2026 called the permit's project description "less than
complete" and stated that DBI "has instructed all plan review staff to verify the Project
Description/Scope of Work stated on all plans and permit applications clearly captures the major
scope of the proposed project." The Department changed its procedure citywide because of this
project. What follows for this project has never been resolved.

Mr. Teague confirmed in writing that the community liaison requirement, due before permit
issuance, "was not met in a timely manner." The City confirmed on July 28, 2026 that the
Residential Child Care Impact Fee, also due before issuance, had never been entered. It was entered
July 29, the day after we asked.

The permit's inspection history shows start of work on December 30, 2025 and no further entry
until March 20, 2026. The demolition beside our home and the excavation beside our foundation
both occurred between those two dates.

Every request we have made of the Department concerns its code enforcement function: which permit
form its own rule requires, whether required inspections occurred, and whether a physical condition
between two buildings should be measured. The questions that are civil in nature we are pursuing
elsewhere, at our own expense, and we have asked this Department for none of them.

We are also acting on the Director's August 19 comments. He suggested we retain a private engineer;
we are doing so at our own expense and will provide the findings to the Department. He also said the
Department has not heard from the owner of our building. One clarification: Department inspectors
have communicated with our landlord repeatedly throughout this project, by phone and by text. On
June 24, 2026, the then-assigned inspector wrote to me, "I spoke with David and he and Anton have
come to an agreement to the wall." What does not exist is anything from our landlord in writing, and we
are asking him to put his position in the record.

We are not asking you to stop anyone's project or to penalize anyone. We are asking that one written
question be answered, and that the City decide who is responsible.

Thank you for your time and your service.

Respectfully,

Jeremy and Kimberly Beal
246 Valley Street, San Francisco, CA 94131




