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Discretionary Review 
Full Analysis 

HEARING DATE: MARCH 31, 2016 
 

Date:  March 24, 2016 

Case No.:  2013.1383DRP‐10 & 2013.1768DRP‐09 

Project Address:  3516 & 3526 Folsom Street 

Permit Application:  2013.12.16.4318 & 2013.12.16.4322 

Zoning:  RH‐1 (Residential, House, One‐Family) Zoning District 

  40‐X Height and Bulk District 

  Bernal Heights Special Use District 

Block/Lot:  5626/013 & 014 

Project Sponsor:  Fabien Lannoye, NOVA designs builds 

  297C Kansas Street 

  San Francisco, CA 94103 

Staff Contact:  Richard Sucre – (415) 575‐9108 

  Richard.Sucre@sfgov.org 

Recommendation:  Do Not Take DR & Approve the proposed project As Proposed. 

 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

The proposed scope of work includes the new construction of two single‐family residences on two vacant 

lots within the Bernal Heights neighborhood.  

 

At 3516 Folsom Street, the project would construct a two‐and‐one‐half‐story, single‐family residence with 

two off‐street parking spaces and a roof deck. The project incorporates a bay window on the front façade 

and has a side yard along the north lot line. The proposed project would possess 2,227 gross square feet. 

 

At 3526 Folsom Street, the project would construct a two‐and‐one‐half‐story, single‐family residence with 

two off‐street parking spaces and a roof deck. The project incorporates a recessed entry along the north 

lot line and a side yard along the south lot line. The proposed project would possess 2,204 gross square 

feet. 

 

Since publication  of  the  311 notification,  the Project  Sponsor has updated  the design  of  the proposed 

project at 3516 Folsom Street to reduce the amount of off‐street parking from three to two.  Similarly, the 

off‐street parking at 3526 Folsom Street has been rearranged to allow for independent access for the two 

required off‐street parking spaces. Revised plans have been included.  The reduction in off‐street parking 

allows  for maneuverability and  independent access  for  the  two vehicles. Therefore,  the projects do not 

require a variance from the parking access requirements outlined in Planning Code Section 242(e)(4). 

 

SITE DESCRIPTION AND PRESENT USE 

Currently, the two parcels are vacant and the project site does not possess any physical  improvements. 

The  project  site  is  located  on  the west  side  of  Folsom  Street  between  Bernal Heights  Boulevard  and 
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Chapman  Street.  This  portion  of  Folsom  Street  does  not  have  a  direct  connection  to  Bernal Heights 

Boulevard. Each of the subject lots measure 25‐ft by 70‐ft (or 1,750 square feet). Currently, these parcels 

do  not  have  vehicular  street  access  or  direct  pedestrian  access  via  sidewalks  or  other  street 

improvements. 

 

SURROUNDING PROPERTIES AND NEIGHBORHOOD 

The surrounding neighborhood is primarily residential in character. The majority of the nearby buildings 

are primarily two‐story single‐ or two‐family residences. The project site is located off of a paper street (a 

portion of Folsom Street) across from the Bernal Heights Community Garden, and is located to the south 

of Bernal Heights Park. To the north of Powhattan Avenue, Folsom Street curves and becomes Chapman 

Street. To the south of the project site  is a vacant  lot and the two‐story residence at 3574 Folsom Street. 

Around the project site, the zoning is primarily RH‐1 (Residential, House, One‐Family) or P (Public).  

 

BUILDING PERMIT APPLICATION NOTIFICATION 

TYPE REQUIRED 
PERIOD 

NOTIFICATION DATES DR FILE DATE DR HEARING DATE FILING TO  
HEARING TIME 

311 

Notice 
30 days 

August 17, 2015 – 

September 16, 

2015 

September 15, 2015 March 31, 2016 
6 months &  

16 days 

 

HEARING NOTIFICATION 

TYPE REQUIRED PERIOD REQUIRED NOTICE 
DATE 

ACTUAL NOTICE 
DATE 

ACTUAL PERIOD 

Posted Notice  10 days  March 21, 2016 March 21, 2016  10 days

Mailed Notice  10 days  March 21, 2016 March 21, 2016  10 days

 

PUBLIC COMMENT 

 SUPPORT OPPOSED NO POSITION 

Adjacent Neighbor(s)  ‐  2  ‐ 

Other Neighbors on the block or directly 

across the street 
See Below  See Below  ‐ 

Neighborhood Groups  ‐  2  ‐ 

 

Support:  

 Raffi Momjian, 347 Mullen Avenue 

 Ramon Romero, 66 Banks Street 

 Tom Saffell, 307 Mullen Avenue 
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 Fred & Wendy Testu, 319 Mullen Avenue 

 

Opposed:  

 None Received 

 

DR REQUESTOR (FOR 3516 & 3526 FOLSOM STREET) 

 Bernal Heights South Slope Organization, neighborhood organization  

(Representative: Kathy Angus) 

 Bernal Heights East Slope Design Review Board, neighborhood organization  

(Representative: Terry Milne) 

 Herb Felsenfeld, 3574 Folsom Street 

 Gail Newman, 3574 Folsom Street 

 Nais Raulet, 75 Gates Street 

 Cyrena Torrey Simons & Marcus Sangho Ryu, 55 Gates Street 

(Representative: Ryan Patterson, Zacks & Freedman) 

 

DR REQUESTOR (FOR 3516 FOLSOM STREET ONLY) 

 Ann Lockett, 61 Gates Street 

 Steven Piccus, 3580 Folsom Street 

 

DR REQUESTOR (FOR 3526 FOLSOM STREET ONLY) 

 Marilyn Waterman, 61 Gates Street 

 Sam Orr, 61 Gates Street 

 Linda Ramey, 65 Gates Street 

 

DR REQUESTOR’S CONCERNS AND PROPOSED ALTERNATIVES 

Issue  #1  – Paving of  Folsom Street: The DR Requestors have  concern  over  the  street design  and  the 

paving/extension of Folsom Street towards Bernal Heights Park. Currently, this portion of Folsom Street 

is a paper street and is not improved. The project site does not have vehicular or pedestrian access. The 

DR Requestors note  the  steepness of  the proposed  street  (37 degrees),  and  the difficulty  in providing 

adequate access to the proposed residences. 

 

Issue #2 – Emergency & Infrastructure Access: The DR Requestors have concern over the street design, 

and the lack of emergency access for firefighters and public safety officers, as well as the lack of access for 

garage trucks, which will not be able to navigate the proposed steep street. The DR Requestors note that 

the proposed street extension would hinder emergency access and emergency response times. 

 

Issue  #3  –  Infrastructure/PG&E  Pipeline:  The  DR  Requestors  have  concern  over  a  PG&E  gas 

transmission pipeline, which  is currently beneath Folsom Street. The DR Requestors have concern over 

construction adjacent to this pipeline, particularly given the steep slope. The DR Requestors note the lack 

of  risk assessment  relative  to public safety. The DR Requestors note  that unreasonable  impacts during 

construction would occur during the construction of the right‐of‐way. 
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Issue #4 – Additional Vacant Lots along Folsom Street: The DR Requestors have concern over potential 

future development, which could occur on the other four lots located off of this portion of Folsom Street. 

In  conjunction with 3516 & 3526 Folsom Street, a  total of  six vacant  lots along Folsom Street  could be 

developed if street access is given. 

 

Issue #5 – Impact on Neighboring Residences: The DR Requestors have concern over the access to the 

existing  garages  associated  with  the  neighboring  residences  along  Folsom  Street,  particularly  the 

driveways for 3574 & 3577 Folsom Street. The DR Requestors have concern over the lack of information 

regarding  the paving plan and street design of  this portion of Folsom Street. The DR Requestors have 

concern  over  the potential water damage  to  the properties  below  the proposed project. Water  sluices 

down steep streets, and the proposed development will alter the current natural drainage systems. 

 

Issue #6 – On‐Street Parking: The DR Requestors have concern over the development and its impact on 

availability  of  on‐street parking. The DR Requestors note  that  access  to  the proposed  garages will  be 

difficult; therefore, the future occupants will likely park vehicles on Folsom and Chapman Streets. 

 

Issue #7 – Construction Traffic: The DR Requestors have concern over construction traffic and its impact 

upon their ability to access their residences. 

 

Issue #8 – Compliance with Bernal Heights East Slope Design Guidelines: The DR Requestors have 

concern  over  the  compliance  of  the  proposed  project  with  the  Bernal  Heights  East  Slope  Design 

Guidelines. 

 

Issue  #9  – Size/Scale of New Residences: The DR Requestors have  concern over  the  size of  the new 

residences relative  to  the majority of  the surrounding residences. Based upon  information provided by 

the DR Requestors,  the  average  size of  the  surroundings  residences  is  1,329  square  feet. The  adjacent 

residence  is 1,050 square  feet. The DR Requestors note  that  these new  residences are out of size, scale, 

mass  and  character with  the  surrounding neighborhood  context, particularly  along Folsom  and Gates 

Streets.  

 

Issue #10 – Sideyard Setback of New Residences: The DR Requestors have concern over the side yard 

setback  and  its  consistency  with  the  existing  block  pattern  and  neighboring  residences.  The  DR 

Requestors note that side yard pattern contributes to a sense of open space.  

 

Issue #11 – Off‐Street Parking: The DR Requestors have concerns over  the variance and  the  three‐car 

garage and tandem parking arrangement. The DR Requestors note that tandem‐style garage parking on a 

narrow and steep street is difficult. 

 

Issue #12 – Rooftop Stair Penthouse: The DR Requestors have concern over the size and visibility of a 

penthouse stairwell, which is adjacent to Bernal Heights Park, Bernal Heights Boulevard, and the Bernal 

Heights Community Garden.  The DR Requestors  note  that  public  views  are  impeded  by  the  rooftop 

penthouse. 

 

Issue  #13  – North  Elevation &  Public  Views  from  Bernal Heights  Park:  The  DR  Requestors  have 

concerns over the design of the north elevation facing Bernal Heights Park. The DR Requestors note that 
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the project would create a wall within the public view of Bernal Heights Park. Further, the facades would 

not have visually interest, as identified in the Bernal Heights East Slope Design Guidelines. 

 

Issue #14 – 3D Model: The DR Requestors have concern over the lack of a 3D Model, which represents 

the proposed project at 3516 & 3526 Folsom Street. 

 

Issue  #15  – Affordability:  The DR  Requestors  have  concerns  over  the  affordability  of  the  proposed 

residences, and the changes in the economic diversity of the surrounding neighborhood.   

 

Issue #16 – Impact on Open Space: The DR Requestors have concerns over the proposed project and its 

impact upon open space. As noted by one of the DR Requestors, the project will “create a total effect that 

forever alters the unique, rural and special character of this particular piece of undeveloped land. It will 

obliterate the unique, rural and special character of the  land; the total effect will be to ruin, negate and 

destroy its distinctive natural beauty.”  

 

Issue #17 – Alternatives: The DR Requestors have requested the following alternatives: 

 The project should incorporate side yards that extend the length of the lot. 

 The  project  should  construct  small‐scale  housing  that  is  consistent  with  the  neighborhood 

character. The project should be  reduced  in height  to one‐ or  two‐stories.  In addition,  the  total 

square footage should be comparable to the neighbors along Folsom Street. 

 The  project  should  have  animated  planes, materials  and  elements  that  step  down  along  the 

hillside, along with carve‐outs and appropriate changes in roof treatment.  

 The project should eliminate the garage, external stairways and roof garden. 

 The  project  should maintain  the  existing  public  trail  through  the  project  site,  install  stairs  to 

Bernal Heights Boulevard, and contribute to the expansion of the existing community garden. 

 The project should resolve the public safety issues regarding the pipeline by having the pipeline 

lowered, which would allow for a safely graded street. 

 The project should retain the project site as open space given Bernal Hill’s dangerous terrain. The 

project site  is currently part of a hillside, which  is a natural area with diverse native and non‐

native plants and wildlife within City limits. 

 

Please refer to the Discretionary Review Application for additional information (See Attached). 

 

PROJECT SPONSOR’S RESPONSE 

Issue #1 – Paving of Folsom Street (Response): The Project Sponsor notes that numerous  layouts were 

reviewed  by  the  Department  of  Public Works  (DPW)  and  the  Planning  Department.  Better  Streets 

requested a straight  layout. DPW Bureau of Streets & Mapping  (BSM) will not permit a retaining wall, 

which has the potential to reduce the steepness of the slope. Due to the public garden, a road with direct 

access  to Bernal Heights Boulevard  is not  feasible. Per  state  requirements, one driveway  is allowed  to 

access a maximum of two lots. The road extension will provide new driveway access to the two existing 

residences (at 3574 & 3577 Folsom Street), as well as the two proposed residences. 
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Issue #2 – Emergency & Infrastructure Access (Response): The Project Sponsor notes that Bernal Heights 

has many steep access roads due to its topography and density, which limit the size of trucks and access. 

The Project Sponsor has been in contact with Recology to determine how trash would be picked up from 

the proposed residences. The Project Sponsor has contacted San Francisco Fire Department (SFFD), who 

has reviewed the application and deemed the project acceptable for distance to the nearby fire hydrants. 

The proposed residences will be equipped with a full fire protection sprinkler system. 

 

Issue  #3 –  Infrastructure/PG&E Pipeline  (Response): The Project Sponsor notes  that  the pipeline was 

installed in 1981. The pipeline runs along the entire length of Folsom Street on the south slope of Bernal 

Hill from Alemany Boulevard to Bernal Heights Boulevard. The proposed project will require exploration 

of the pipeline and further assessment of its current condition. This work would occur as part of the street 

improvement permit. DPW Street Improvement Permit Review  is reviewing the PG&E  issues. A PG&E 

spokesperson  attended  one  of  the East  Slope Design Review Board  (ESDRB) meetings,  and  answered 

questions and comments. 

 

Issue #4 – Additional Vacant Lots along Folsom Street (Response): The Project Sponsor notes that the 

vacant  lots  along  this  portion  of  Folsom  Street  were  laid  out  and  created  at  the  same  time  as  the 

surrounding neighborhood. The Project Sponsor has no involvement with the remaining four vacant lots. 

 

Issue #5 – Impact on Neighboring Residences (Response): The Project Sponsor has consulted with the 

three neighbors whose driveways are impacted by the proposed street extension/paving. DPW‐BSM has 

requested additional  time  to review  the street extension. The Project Sponsor has offered  to pay  for all 

driveway improvements associated with the impacted neighbors. 

 

Issue #6 – On‐Street Parking (Response): No Response. 

 

Issue #7 – Construction Traffic (Response): No Response. 

 

Issue  #8  – Compliance with  Bernal Heights  East  Slope Design Guidelines  (Response):  The  Project 

Sponsor notes that the proposed project meets the Bernal Heights East Slope Design Guidelines. Relative 

to the adjacent 23 houses on Blocks 5626 and 5627, only two have pitched roofs. All others have flat roofs 

and box‐like volumes. The proposed project offers roofs composed of green planting, and deck and solar 

panels, thus making them visually more pleasant.  

 

To address comments on the south façade of 3526 Folsom Street, the Project Sponsor  intends to engage 

artist, Mona Caron, to create a mural on this façade. 

 

Issue #9 – Size/Scale of New Residences (Response): The Project Sponsor notes that the proposed project 

is  two‐stories‐over‐basement,  and  is not  three‐stories  tall. The proposed project provides  the  required 

amount of off‐street parking (two per residence). The proposed driveway slopes 14.46% on the downhill 

side, while sloping down 19.53% on  the uphill side of  the driveway. At 3516 Folsom Street,  the project 

meets the mass reduction requirement with 856 square feet of reduced mass from the buildable volume. 

At 3526 Folsom Street, the project meets the mass reduction requirement with 735 square feet of reduced 

mass from the buildable volume 
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At 3516 Folsom Street, the Project Sponsor notes that the proposed residences are smaller or equal to 15 of 

the 39 adjacent residences. In addition, the proposed project at 3516 Folsom Street is 1,762 square feet (or 

1,942 gross square feet) above ground. 

 

At 3526 Folsom Street, the Project Sponsor notes that the proposed residences are smaller or equal to 19 of 

the 39 adjacent residences.  

 

Issue #10 – Sideyard Setback of New Residences  (Response): The Project Sponsor notes  that  the side 

yard  setback  is not a  requirement of  the Planning Code;  rather,  side yards are  required by  the Bernal 

Heights East Slope Design Guidelines. The ESDRB has  reviewed and accepted  the proposed design as 

complying with  the  side  yard  requirements  of  the  Bernal Heights  East  Slope Design Guidelines.  The 

Project Sponsor notes  that Block 5626 has 16  lots. On  this block, 3  lots  (including 3516 & 3526 Folsom 

Street) are undeveloped, and 4 out of the 13 developed lots have side yards. The other 9 lots/buildings on 

this  block  do  not  possess  side  yards.    Similarly,  Block  5627  has  14  lots.  On  this  block,  4  lots  are 

undeveloped, and 10 out of 10 developed lots have no side yards. 

 

Issue #11 – Off‐Street Parking (Response): The Project Sponsor notes that the proposed project provides 

the required amount of off‐street parking, as defined in Planning Code Section 242. 

 

Issue  #12  –  Rooftop  Stair  Penthouse  (Response):  The  Project  Sponsor  notes  that  the  rooftop  stair 

penthouses have been removed from the proposed project. 

 

Issue #13 – North Elevation & Public Views from Bernal Heights Park (Response): The Project Sponsor 

notes  that  the  north  elevation  has  partial  setbacks,  is  composed  of  various materials  and  has  several 

windows. Therefore, this wall does provide visual interest. 

 

The Project Sponsor notes that the proposed project does not impact views from Bernal Heights Park, and 

would not impact the adjacent Bernal Heights Community Garden. Based upon renderings, the proposed 

project would have minimum  impact on the views from the public areas. The proposed roof sits below 

the elevation of Bernal Heights Boulevard. Green roof‐planted areas are proposed to maximize a positive 

presence, and provide a visual continuum with  the natural planting.  In addition, a shadow study was 

prepared and provided to demonstrate no shadow impact. 

 

Issue #14 – 3D Model (Response): The Project Sponsor notes that a 3D Model and renderings have been 

prepared.  

 

Issue #15 – Affordability (Response): See Response to 2013.1383DRP‐04. 

 

Issue  #16  –  Impact  on Open  Space  (Response):  The  Project  Sponsor  notes  that  the  vacant  lots  are 

undeveloped, privately‐owned residential lots. 

 

Issue #17 – Alternatives (Response): The Project Sponsor notes that the proposed project at 3516 Folsom 

Street was reduced from 2,396 gross square feet to 2,227 gross square feet in size. In addition, the amount 
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of off‐street parking was reduced from 3 to 2. The proposed project at 3526 Folsom Street was reduced 

from 2,364 square feet to 2,204 square feet in size. 

 

Please refer to the Response to Discretionary Review for additional information (See Attached). 

 

PROJECT ANALYSIS 

Department  staff  reviewed  the DR  Requestor’s  concerns with  the  proposed  project  and  presents  the 

following comments: 

 

Issue #1 – Paving of Folsom Street (Department Response): The Department of Public Works (DPW) is 

the responsible agency for the extension or paving of Folsom Street. This issue is beyond the purview of 

the Planning Commission. 

 

Issue #2 – Emergency & Infrastructure Access (Department Response): The Department of Public Works 

(DPW), Department  of  Building  Inspection  (DBI),  and  San  Francisco  Fire Department  (SFFD)  are  the 

responsible agencies  for  emergency access and  infrastructure. This  issue  is beyond  the purview of  the 

Planning Commission. 

 

Issue  #3  –  Infrastructure/PG&E  Pipeline  (Department  Response):  The Department  of  Public Works 

(DPW)  is  the  responsible  agency  for  the  construction  of  new  infrastructure.  This  issue  is  beyond  the 

purview of the Planning Commission. 

 

Issue  #4  –  Additional  Vacant  Lots  along  Folsom  Street  (Department  Response):  Currently,  the 

Department has not received any development applications for the other four vacant parcels off Folsom 

Street. 

 

Issue  #5  –  Impact  on  Neighboring  Residences  (Department  Response):  The  Department  of  Public 

Works (DPW) is the responsible agency for the extension or paving of Folsom Street. This issue is beyond 

the purview of the Planning Commission. 

 

Issue #6 – On‐Street Parking (Department Response): The Department finds that the proposed project 

would not cause any unusual or extraordinary impacts to on‐street parking. 

 

Issue #7 – Construction Traffic (Department Response): The Department finds that the proposed project 

would not cause any unusual or extraordinary impacts due to construction traffic. 

 

Issue #8 – Compliance with Bernal Heights East Slope Design Guidelines (Response): The Department 

finds  that  the proposed project meets  the Bernal Heights East Slope Design Guidelines. The proposed 

project incorporates a 10‐ft wide garage door, landscaping, a raised entry, an articulated massing with a 

code‐complying rear yard, and the appropriate side yard setbacks. The proposed project  incorporates a 

useable flat roof with landscaping. 

 

Issue #9 – Size/Scale of New Residences (Department Response): The Department is in support of the 

overall height, scale and form of the proposed project, since it is in alignment with the underlying zoning 
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district and height/bulk limits. The proposed project appropriately incorporates mass reduction, which is 

a unique requirement in the Bernal Heights Special Use District. In addition, the subject block has several 

other examples of two‐story buildings, including the two neighboring properties to the south. 

 

Issue #10 – Sideyard Setback of New Residences (Department Response): Currently, the Planning Code 

does not require side yard setbacks  for  the proposed project. Per  the Bernal Heights East Slope Design 

Guidelines, side yard setbacks are required to reduce the building bulk and provide access to rear yards. 

The Bernal Heights East Slope Design Guidelines provide a variety of options for meeting the side yard 

setback requirement. 3516 Folsom Street  incorporates the appropriate side yard zones (Zone 1, 4 and 5) 

along the north lot line. 3526 Folsom also incorporates the appropriate side yard zones (Zone 1, 4, and 5) 

along the south  lot  line. Therefore, the Department finds that the proposed project appropriately meets 

the side yard setback requirement. 

 

Issue  #11 – Off‐Street Parking  (Department Response): Planning Code Section  242  requires off‐street 

parking  for  new  residential  properties  within  the  Bernal  Heights  Special  Use  District.  For  new 

construction with  1,301  to  2,250  square  feet  of  useable  floor  area,  two  off‐street  parking  spaces  are 

required. The project provides two code‐complying off‐street parking spaces within each new residence. 

Since publication  of  the  311 Notification,  the project plans  have  been  refined  to provide  independent 

access for each parking space. Therefore, the proposed projects do not require a variance from Planning 

Code Section 242(e)(4). 

 

Issue #12 – Rooftop Stair Penthouse  (Department Response): The Project Sponsor has eliminated  the 

rooftop stair penthouses from the proposed project. 

 

Issue #13 – North Elevation & Public Views  from Bernal Heights Park  (Department Response): The 

Department finds that the proposed project does not obstruct views from Bernal Heights Park. Further, 

the Department  finds  that  the north elevation meets  the Bernal Heights East Slope Design Guidelines, 

and the requirements of the Planning Code. 

 

Issue #14 – 3D Model (Department Response): The Department has received renderings and a 3D Model 

of the proposed project at 3516 & 3526 Folsom Street from the Project Sponsor. This information has been 

included in the Commission’s hearing packet. 

 

Issue  #15  – Affordability  (Department Response):  The  Project  Sponsor  has  states  that  the  proposed 

project  is  not  an  affordable  housing  project.  Further,  the  proposed  project  is  not  required  to  provide 

affordable housing, per Planning Code Section 415.   

 

Issue #16 –  Impact on Open Space  (Department Response): The Department concurs with  the Project 

Sponsor  regarding  the characterization of  the six vacant  lots, which are undeveloped, privately‐owned 

lots located within the RH‐1 Zoning District. 

 

Issue #17 – Alternatives (Department Response): The Department is in general support of the proposed 

project. The Project Sponsor has consistently conducted outreach and has attempted to address comments 

from  the community. The Project Sponsor has  revised  the project  to present a code‐complying project, 

which addresses all of the requirements of the Planning Code. 
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ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 

The proposed project received an exemption from the California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”) as 

a Class 3 Categorical Exemption (CEQA Guideline Section 15303(a)) on March 26, 2014. 

 

RESIDENTIAL DESIGN TEAM REVIEW 

The Residential Design Team  (RDT)  finds  that  the project does not create extraordinary or exceptional 

circumstances. The proposed buildings are consistent with the scale for the area and topography. Further, 

the  project  provides  an  appropriate  architectural  response  when  viewed  against  the  predominant 

neighborhood context. 

 

Under  the  Commission’s  pending  DR  Reform  Legislation,  this  project  would  be  referred  to  the 

Commission, as this project involves new construction.  

 

BASIS FOR RECOMMENDATION 

 The  overall  architectural  expression  of  the  project  is  in  keeping  with  the  neighborhood’s 

residential character. 

 The  proposed  two‐story massing  of  the  two  residences  is  compatible  with  the  surrounding 

neighborhood in height, scale and form.  

 The proposed project provides two new, family‐sized, single‐family residences, thus contributing 

to the mix of housing within the City. 

 The proposed project  is  located within a  transit‐rich corridor and supports  recent  initiatives  to 

support the use of public transportation and the bicycle network. 

 The Project Sponsor has modified and reduced the scope of the project to avoid a variance from 

the parking access requirements. 

 The proposed density, height, and parking are  consistent with  the Bernal Heights Special Use 

District. 

 The proposed project meets the requirements of the San Francisco Planning Code, and does not 

seek any additional entitlements or exceptions. 

 

RECOMMENDATION:  Do Not Take DR and Approve the Project As Proposed. 

 

Attachments: 

Block Book Map  

Sanborn Map 

Zoning Map 

Height & Bulk Map 

Aerial Photographs  

Site Photos 

Revised Plans & Renderings 

Section 311 Notice 

311 Plans 
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DR Applications (x19) 

Additional Material provided by DR Requestors 

Response to DR Applications 

Categorical Exemption 

Public Correspondence   
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Design Review Checklist 
 

NEIGHBORHOOD CHARACTER (PAGES 7-10) 

QUESTION 

The visual character is: (check one)   

Defined  X

Mixed   

 

Comments:    The  surrounding  neighborhood  has  a  defined  neighborhood  character  consisting 

predominantly  of  two‐story  single‐family  residences designed  in  a  variety  of  architectural  styles. The 

surrounding neighborhood also has a few three‐story residences. 

 

SITE DESIGN (PAGES 11 - 21) 

                                                                 QUESTION  YES  NO  N/A 

Topography (page 11)       

Does the building respect the topography of the site and the surrounding area?  X     

Is the building placed on its site so it responds to its position on the block and to 

the placement of surrounding buildings?
X     

Front Setback (pages 12 ‐ 15)        

Does the front setback provide a pedestrian scale and enhance the street? X 

In areas with varied  front  setbacks,  is  the building designed  to act as  transition 

between adjacent buildings and to unify the overall streetscape?
    X 

Does the building provide landscaping in the front setback?  X 

Side Spacing (page 15)   

Does the building respect the existing pattern of side spacing?      X 

Rear Yard (pages 16 ‐ 17)       

Is the building articulated to minimize impacts on light to adjacent properties?      X 

Is the building articulated to minimize impacts on privacy to adjacent properties?      X 

Views (page 18)   

Does the project protect major public views from public spaces?  X 

Special Building Locations (pages 19 ‐ 21)       

Is greater visual emphasis provided for corner buildings?      X 

Is  the  building  facade  designed  to  enhance  and  complement  adjacent  public 

spaces? 
X     

Is the building articulated to minimize impacts on light to adjacent cottages?      X 

 

Comments:  The immediate neighborhood is located on a steeply sloped street. Currently, this portion 

of Folsom Street slopes upward to the north, and is not improved. The project site is currently vacant, and 

there  is another vacant  lot  in between  the nearest adjacent property  to  the  south  (3574 Folsom Street). 

Some of the nearby buildings possess a side yard; however, this feature  is not consistently found  in all 

nearby residential properties. The project is located to the south of Bernal Heights Park. As evidenced by 
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the proposed renderings,  the project would not extend past  the elevation of Bernal Heights Boulevard, 

and is within the permitted height and bulk. 

 

BUILDING SCALE AND FORM (PAGES 23 - 30) 

QUESTION  YES  NO  N/A 

Building Scale (pages 23  ‐ 27)     

Is  the building’s height and depth compatible with  the existing building scale at 

the street? 
X     

Is  the building’s height and depth compatible with  the existing building scale at 

the mid‐block open space? 
X     

Building Form (pages 28 ‐ 30)   

Is the building’s form compatible with that of surrounding buildings?   X 

Is  the  building’s  facade  width  compatible  with  those  found  on  surrounding 

buildings? 
X     

Are  the  building’s  proportions  compatible  with  those  found  on  surrounding 

buildings? 
X     

Is the building’s roofline compatible with those found on surrounding buildings?  X 

 

Comments:  Most of the properties on the adjacent block and within the immediate neighborhood are 

primarily two‐stories in height. The proposed buildings would be two‐and‐one‐half‐stories in height, and 

would  maintain  a  code‐complying  rear  yard.  The  building  form  is  similar  in  nature  to  the  other 

residences on the subject block. 

 

ARCHITECTURAL FEATURES (PAGES 31 - 41) 

                                                      QUESTION YES  NO N/A

Building Entrances (pages 31 ‐ 33)   

Does the building entrance enhance the connection between the public realm of 

the street and sidewalk and the private realm of the building?
X     

Does  the  location  of  the  building  entrance  respect  the  existing  pattern  of 

building entrances? 
X     

Is  the building’s  front porch  compatible with  existing porches of  surrounding 

buildings? 
    X 

Are utility panels located so they are not visible on the front building wall or on 

the sidewalk?  
    X 

Bay Windows (page 34)  

Are the length, height and type of bay windows compatible with those found on 

surrounding buildings? 
X     

Garages (pages 34 ‐ 37)   

Is the garage structure detailed to create a visually interesting street frontage? X 

Are the design and placement of the garage entrance and door compatible with 

the building and the surrounding area?
X     

Is the width of the garage entrance minimized? X 
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Is the placement of the curb cut coordinated to maximize on‐street parking? X 

Rooftop Architectural Features (pages 38 ‐ 41)  

Is the stair penthouse designed to minimize its visibility from the street?    X

Are  the  parapets  compatible with  the  overall  building  proportions  and  other 

building elements?  
X     

Are  the  dormers  compatible  with  the  architectural  character  of  surrounding 

buildings?  
    X 

Are the windscreens designed to minimize impacts on the building’s design and 

on light to adjacent buildings? 
    X 

 

Comments:    The building entrances and garage  location of  the proposed project are consistent with 

the other nearby properties on  the subject block. The proposed project provides a code‐complying bay 

window. The project does feature a roof deck, which will be landscaped according to the Project Sponsor. 

The proposals do not feature stair penthouses.  

 

BUILDING DETAILS (PAGES 43 - 48) 

QUESTION  YES  NO  N/A 

Architectural Details (pages 43 ‐ 44)       

Are the placement and scale of architectural details compatible with the building 

and the surrounding area? 
X     

Windows (pages 44 ‐ 46)       

Do the windows contribute to the architectural character of the building and the 

neighborhood? 
X     

Are the proportion and size of the windows related to that of existing buildings in 

the neighborhood? 
X     

Are  the  window  features  designed  to  be  compatible  with  the  building’s 

architectural character, as well as other buildings in the neighborhood?
X     

Are the window materials compatible with those found on surrounding buildings, 

especially on facades visible from the street?
X     

Exterior Materials (pages 47 ‐ 48)       

Are the type, finish and quality of the building’s materials compatible with those 

used in the surrounding area? 
X     

Are the building’s exposed walls covered and finished with quality materials that 

are compatible with the front facade and adjacent buildings?
X     

Are the building’s materials properly detailed and appropriately applied?  X     

 

Comments:  The  proposed  windows  and  exterior  materials  compliment  the  surrounding 

neighborhood.  The  project  provides  an  appropriate  architectural  response  to  the  surrounding 

neighborhood. 

 

RS: G:\Documents\DR\2013.1383DRP 3516 Folsom St\DR_3516 Folsom St‐3526 Folsom St.docx  
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Zoning: RH-1
CU Section 242 Bernal Heights
30'-0" Maximum Height
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Type V-B Construction
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CAMERA 1: View from Bernal Hill looking West.
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CAMERA 2: View from Bernal Hill looking South.



Fabien
Typewriter
CAMERA 3: View from Public Garden looking South-West.
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CAMERA 4: View from Bernal Blvd looking South-East.
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CAMERA 5: View from Chapman Street at Folsom Street looking North-West



























  

 

1650 Mission Street  Sui te 400   San Francisco,  CA 94103 

NOTICE OF BUILDING PERMIT APPLICATION   (SECTION 311) 
 

On December 17, 2013, the Applicant named below filed Building Permit Application No. 2013.12.16.4322 with the City 

and County of San Francisco. 
 

P R O P E R T Y  I N F O R M A T I O N  A P P L I C A N T  I N F O R M A T I O N  
Project Address: 3516 Folsom Street Applicant: Fabien Lannoye 
Cross Street(s): Chapman Street Address: 297c Kansas Street 
Block/Lot No.: 5626/013 City, State: San Francisco, CA 94103 
Zoning District(s): RH-1 / 40-X / Bernal Heights SUD Telephone: (415) 626-8868 

You are receiving this notice as a property owner or resident within 150 feet of the proposed project. You are not required to 

take any action. For more information about the proposed project, or to express concerns about the project, please contact the 

Applicant  listed  above  or  the  Planner  named  below  as  soon  as  possible.  If  you  believe  that  there  are  exceptional  or 

extraordinary circumstances associated with the project, you may request 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 Expiration Date shown below, or the next business day 

if that date is on a week‐end or a legal holiday. If no Requests for Discretionary Review are filed, this project will be approved 

by the Planning Department after the Expiration Date. 

Members of  the public are not required  to provide personal  identifying  information when  they communicate with  the 

Commission or the Department. All written or oral communications, including submitted personal contact information, may 

be made available to the public for inspection and copying upon request and may appear on the Department’s website or in 

other public documents. 
 

P R O J E C T  S C O P E  
  Demolition   New Construction   Alteration 

  Change of Use   Façade Alteration(s)   Front Addition 

  Rear Addition   Side Addition   Vertical Addition 

P R O J E C T  F E A T U R E S   EXISTING PROPOSED  
Building Use Vacant Lot Single-Family Dwelling 

Front Setback n/a None 

Side Setback n/a None 

Building Depth n/a 45-ft 6-in 

Rear Yard (To Rear Wall) n/a 24-ft 6-in 

Building Height (from Average Grade to 
Top of Stair Penthouse) 

n/a 29-ft 

Number of Stories n/a 2.5 

Number of Dwelling Units n/a 1 

Number of Parking Spaces n/a 3 
P R O J E C T  D E S C R I P T I O N  

The proposal includes new construction of a two-and-one-half-story, single-family residence with three off-street parking spaces 
and a roof deck. The project incorporates a bay window on the front façade and has a side yard along the north lot line.   
 
The project also requires a variance from the Zoning Administrator to address the Planning Code requirements for parking access 
(Planning Code Section 242(e)(4); See Case No. 2013.1383V). Separate notice of the variance will occur. The issuance of the 
building permit by the Department of Building Inspection or the Planning Commission project approval at a discretionary review 
hearing would constitute as the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to Section 31.04(h) of the San 
Francisco Administrative Code. 

For more information, please contact Planning Department staff: 

Planner:   Rich Sucre 

Telephone:  (415) 575‐9108              Notice Date:     

E‐mail:    richard.sucre@sfgov.org            Expiration Date:    



GENERAL INFORMATION ABOUT PROCEDURES 
Reduced copies of the proposed project plans have been included in this mailing for your information.  If you have 

questions about the plans, please contact the project Applicant listed on the front of this notice. You may wish to discuss 

the plans with your neighbors or neighborhood association, as they may already be aware of the project. If you have 

general questions about the Planning Department’s review process, please contact the Planning Information Center at 

1660 Mission Street, 1st Floor (415/ 558‐6377) between 8:00am ‐ 5:00pm Monday‐Friday.  If you have specific questions 

about the proposed project, you should contact the planner listed on the front of this notice.  

If you believe that the impact on you from the proposed project is significant and you wish to seek to change the project, 

there are several procedures you may use. We strongly urge that steps 1 and 2 be taken.  

1.  Request a meeting with the project Applicant to get more information and to explain the projectʹs impact on you. 

2.  Contact the nonprofit organization Community Boards at (415) 920‐3820, or online at www.communityboards.org 

for a facilitated discussion in a safe and collaborative environment. Community Boards acts as a neutral third 

party and has, on many occasions, helped reach mutually agreeable solutions.   

3.  Where you have attempted, through the use of the above steps or other means, to address potential problems 

without success, please contact the planner listed on the front of this notice to discuss your concerns. 

If, after exhausting the procedures outlined above, you still believe that exceptional and extraordinary circumstances 

exist, you have the option to request that the Planning Commission exercise its discretionary powers to review the 

project. These powers are reserved for use in exceptional and extraordinary circumstances for projects which generally 

conflict with the Cityʹs General Plan and the Priority Policies of the Planning Code; therefore the Commission exercises 

its discretion with utmost restraint. This procedure is called Discretionary Review. If you believe the project warrants 

Discretionary Review by the Planning Commission, you must file a Discretionary Review application prior to the 

Expiration Date shown on the front of this notice. Discretionary Review applications are available at the Planning 

Information Center  (PIC), 1660 Mission Street, 1st Floor, or online at www.sfplanning.org). You must submit  the 

application in person at the Planning Information Center (PIC) between 8:00am ‐ 5:00pm Monday‐Friday, with all 

required materials and a check payable to the Planning Department.  To determine the fee for a Discretionary Review, 

please refer to the Planning Department Fee Schedule available at www.sfplanning.org. If the project includes multiple 

building  permits,  i.e.  demolition  and  new  construction,  a  separate  request  for Discretionary Review must  be 

submitted, with all required materials and fee, for each permit that you feel will have an impact on you.   

Incomplete applications will not be accepted. 

If no Discretionary Review Applications have been filed within the Notification Period, the Planning Department will 

approve the application and forward it to the Department of Building Inspection for its review. 

BOARD OF APPEALS 

An appeal of the Planning Commission’s decision on a Discretionary Review case may be made to the Board of Appeals 

within 15 calendar days after the building permit is issued (or denied) by the Department of Building Inspection. 

Appeals must be submitted in person at the Boardʹs office at 1650 Mission Street, 3rd Floor, Room 304. For further 

information about appeals to the Board of Appeals, including current fees, contact the Board of Appeals at (415) 575‐

6880. 

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 

This project has undergone preliminary review pursuant to California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). If, as part of 

this process,  the Department’s Environmental Review Officer has deemed  this project  to be exempt  from  further 

environmental review, an exemption determination has been prepared and can be obtained through the Exemption 

Map, on‐line, at www.sfplanning.org. An appeal of the decision to exempt the proposed project from CEQA may be 

made  to  the Board  of  Supervisors within  30  calendar  days  after  the  project  approval  action  identified  on  the 

determination. The procedures for filing an appeal of an exemption determination are available from the Clerk of the 

Board at City Hall, Room 244, or by calling (415) 554‐5184.     

Under CEQA, in a later court challenge, a litigant may be limited to raising only those issues previously raised at a 

hearing on the project or in written correspondence delivered to the Board of Supervisors, Planning Commission, 

Planning Department or other City board, commission or department at, or prior to, such hearing, or as part of the 

appeal hearing process on the CEQA decision. 
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1650 Mission Street  Sui te 400   San Francisco,  CA 94103 

NOTICE OF BUILDING PERMIT APPLICATION   (SECTION 311) 
 

On December 17, 2013, the Applicant named below filed Building Permit Application No. 2013.12.16.4318 with the City 

and County of San Francisco. 
 

P R O P E R T Y  I N F O R M A T I O N  A P P L I C A N T  I N F O R M A T I O N  
Project Address: 3526 Folsom Street Applicant: Fabien Lannoye 
Cross Street(s): Chapman Street Address: 297c Kansas Street 
Block/Lot No.: 5626/014 City, State: San Francisco, CA 94103 
Zoning District(s): RH-1 / 40-X / Bernal Heights SUD Telephone: (415) 626-8868 

You are receiving this notice as a property owner or resident within 150 feet of the proposed project. You are not required to 

take any action. For more information about the proposed project, or to express concerns about the project, please contact the 

Applicant  listed  above  or  the  Planner  named  below  as  soon  as  possible.  If  you  believe  that  there  are  exceptional  or 

extraordinary circumstances associated with the project, you may request 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 Expiration Date shown below, or the next business day 

if that date is on a week‐end or a legal holiday. If no Requests for Discretionary Review are filed, this project will be approved 

by the Planning Department after the Expiration Date. 

Members of  the public are not required  to provide personal  identifying  information when  they communicate with  the 

Commission or the Department. All written or oral communications, including submitted personal contact information, may 

be made available to the public for inspection and copying upon request and may appear on the Department’s website or in 

other public documents. 
 

P R O J E C T  S C O P E  
  Demolition   New Construction   Alteration 

  Change of Use   Façade Alteration(s)   Front Addition 

  Rear Addition   Side Addition   Vertical Addition 

P R O J E C T  F E A T U R E S   EXISTING PROPOSED  
Building Use Vacant Lot Single-Family Dwelling 

Front Setback n/a 3-ft 5-in 

Side Setback n/a None 

Building Depth n/a 42-ft  

Rear Yard (To Rear Wall) n/a 24-ft 6-in 

Building Height (from Average Grade to 
Top of Stair Penthouse) 

n/a 28-ft 7-in 

Number of Stories n/a 2.5 

Number of Dwelling Units n/a 1 

Number of Parking Spaces n/a 2 
P R O J E C T  D E S C R I P T I O N  

The proposal includes new construction of a two-and-one-half-story, single-family residence with two off-street parking spaces and 
a roof deck. The project incorporates a recessed entry along the north lot line and a side yard along the south lot line.   
 
The project also requires a variance from the Zoning Administrator to address the Planning Code requirements for required off-
street parking and parking access (Planning Code Section 242(e)(4); See Case No. 2013.1768V). Separate notice of the variance 
will occur. The issuance of the building permit by the Department of Building Inspection or the Planning Commission project 
approval at a discretionary review hearing would constitute as the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, 
pursuant to Section 31.04(h) of the San Francisco Administrative Code. 

For more information, please contact Planning Department staff: 

Planner:   Rich Sucre 

Telephone:  (415) 575‐9108              Notice Date:     

E‐mail:    richard.sucre@sfgov.org            Expiration Date:    



GENERAL INFORMATION ABOUT PROCEDURES 
Reduced copies of the proposed project plans have been included in this mailing for your information.  If you have 

questions about the plans, please contact the project Applicant listed on the front of this notice. You may wish to discuss 

the plans with your neighbors or neighborhood association, as they may already be aware of the project. If you have 

general questions about the Planning Department’s review process, please contact the Planning Information Center at 

1660 Mission Street, 1st Floor (415/ 558‐6377) between 8:00am ‐ 5:00pm Monday‐Friday.  If you have specific questions 

about the proposed project, you should contact the planner listed on the front of this notice.  

If you believe that the impact on you from the proposed project is significant and you wish to seek to change the project, 

there are several procedures you may use. We strongly urge that steps 1 and 2 be taken.  

1.  Request a meeting with the project Applicant to get more information and to explain the projectʹs impact on you. 

2.  Contact the nonprofit organization Community Boards at (415) 920‐3820, or online at www.communityboards.org 

for a facilitated discussion in a safe and collaborative environment. Community Boards acts as a neutral third 

party and has, on many occasions, helped reach mutually agreeable solutions.   

3.  Where you have attempted, through the use of the above steps or other means, to address potential problems 

without success, please contact the planner listed on the front of this notice to discuss your concerns. 

If, after exhausting the procedures outlined above, you still believe that exceptional and extraordinary circumstances 

exist, you have the option to request that the Planning Commission exercise its discretionary powers to review the 

project. These powers are reserved for use in exceptional and extraordinary circumstances for projects which generally 

conflict with the Cityʹs General Plan and the Priority Policies of the Planning Code; therefore the Commission exercises 

its discretion with utmost restraint. This procedure is called Discretionary Review. If you believe the project warrants 

Discretionary Review by the Planning Commission, you must file a Discretionary Review application prior to the 

Expiration Date shown on the front of this notice. Discretionary Review applications are available at the Planning 

Information Center  (PIC), 1660 Mission Street, 1st Floor, or online at www.sfplanning.org). You must submit  the 

application in person at the Planning Information Center (PIC) between 8:00am ‐ 5:00pm Monday‐Friday, with all 

required materials and a check payable to the Planning Department.  To determine the fee for a Discretionary Review, 

please refer to the Planning Department Fee Schedule available at www.sfplanning.org. If the project includes multiple 

building  permits,  i.e.  demolition  and  new  construction,  a  separate  request  for Discretionary Review must  be 

submitted, with all required materials and fee, for each permit that you feel will have an impact on you.   

Incomplete applications will not be accepted. 

If no Discretionary Review Applications have been filed within the Notification Period, the Planning Department will 

approve the application and forward it to the Department of Building Inspection for its review. 

BOARD OF APPEALS 

An appeal of the Planning Commission’s decision on a Discretionary Review case may be made to the Board of Appeals 

within 15 calendar days after the building permit is issued (or denied) by the Department of Building Inspection. 

Appeals must be submitted in person at the Boardʹs office at 1650 Mission Street, 3rd Floor, Room 304. For further 

information about appeals to the Board of Appeals, including current fees, contact the Board of Appeals at (415) 575‐

6880. 

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 

This project has undergone preliminary review pursuant to California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). If, as part of 

this process,  the Department’s Environmental Review Officer has deemed  this project  to be exempt  from  further 

environmental review, an exemption determination has been prepared and can be obtained through the Exemption 

Map, on‐line, at www.sfplanning.org. An appeal of the decision to exempt the proposed project from CEQA may be 

made  to  the Board  of  Supervisors within  30  calendar  days  after  the  project  approval  action  identified  on  the 

determination. The procedures for filing an appeal of an exemption determination are available from the Clerk of the 

Board at City Hall, Room 244, or by calling (415) 554‐5184.     

Under CEQA, in a later court challenge, a litigant may be limited to raising only those issues previously raised at a 

hearing on the project or in written correspondence delivered to the Board of Supervisors, Planning Commission, 

Planning Department or other City board, commission or department at, or prior to, such hearing, or as part of the 

appeal hearing process on the CEQA decision. 



SITE PLAN













CASE NUMBER:
. or S:a(' use. unlr

APPLICATION FOR

Discretionary Review
1 . Owner/Applicant Information

_ _
DR APPLICANT'S NAME:

Various Neighbors -Bernal Safe and Livable (c/o Sam Orr) 
(~f/S~ g~~i ~ S( ~l7

DR APPLICANT'S ADDRESS: ,~ ZIP CODE'. TELEPHONE.
See attched List (c/o 61 Gates Street) - S (~.. ~ PTV( ~ L~ S' 94110

l3'7T~"C,~rt ~~
PROPERTY OWNER WHO IS DOING THE PROJECT ON WHICH YOU ARE REQUESTING DISCRETIONARY REVIEW NAME:
Fabien Lannoye

ADDRESS' DP CODE: TELEPHONE:
297c Kansas Street, San Francisco SF ~ 415 626-8868

CONTACT FOR DR APPLICATION:

Same as Above ~(

ADDRESS: __

E-MAIL ADDRESS:
__ __

7JPCODE: TELEPHONE:

2. Location and Classification

STREET ADDRESS OF PROJECT: ZIP CODE:
- 3516 Folsom Street
CROSS STREETS:

Chapman Street

PSSESSORS BLOCIgLOT. LOT DIMENSIONS: LOT AREA (SQ Fn: ;ZONING DISTRICT: HEIGHT~BU~IC DISTRICT:

56 6 / 013 
'25X70 1750 RH-1/40-XBernal Hts. SLID

3. Project Description

Ple9sa check all that apply

Change of Use ~_..~ Change of Hours ~~ New Construction ~ Alterations ~ _1 Demolition ❑ Other '~;_ ~

Addirions to Building: Rear• ̀_~~ Front i_] Height ', i Side Yard L_ i
Open space, walking paths to Bernal park; school children field tripsPresent or Previous Use: - -_ _ _ __

Singiefamily house
Proposed Use: 

_ - _ .. _ ___ .2013.12.16.4322 12~~ ~~13Building Permit Application No. Date Filed:



4. Actions Prior to a Discretionary f~eview Request

rrtor aa~on res ra

Have you discussed this project with the permit applicant? [~ ❑

Did you discuss the project with the Planning Department permit review planner? ❑

Did you participate in outside mediation on this case? ❑ [~

5. Changes Made to tf~e Project as a Result of Mediation

If you have discussed the project with the applicant, planning staff or gone through mediation, please

summarize the result, including any changes there were made to the proposed project.

See attached.



CA9ENUM8ER-

Discretionary Review Request

In the space below and on separate paper, if necessary, please present facts sufficient to answer each question.

What are the reasons for requesting Discretionary Review? T'he 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 or

Residential Design Guidelines? Please be specific and site specific sections of the Residential Design Guidelines.

The Residential Design Guidelines assume some impacts to be reasonable and expected as part of construction.

Please explain how this project would cause unreasonabie impacts. If you believe your property, the property of

others or the neighborhood would be adversely affected, please state who would be affected, and how:

3. 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 #1?
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5. Changes made to project as a result of mediation.

Bernal Heights East Slope Special Use District met at least five times with the developer.
Meetings were attended by large numbers of residents. Changes made to project were
incremental at best, a fact underscored by Bernal Heights East Slope Design Review Board not
supporting the project. Developer was asked to meet with neighbors but did not follow through.
Neighborhood character issues remain outstanding, dominated by a three-story house with three-
cargarage (variance required) -notably out-of-proportion to small neighboring houses -and
vaguely fleshed out access issues impacting neighbors' homes and garages on steep ROW.
Despite concerns about maintaining public views from Bernal Heights Bivd., developer added a
penthouse stairwell in last rendition of publicly presented plans. North elevations were minimally
changed but not enough to address objections to wall-like exterior facing Bernal Park.

Proposed street design changes remain confusing, obfuscating actual implementation of plans
regarding: access to existing garages and homes impacted by proposed new street; right-of-way
construction on a major aging PG&E gas transmission pipeline (with lost PGE records and tree
intrusions); break-over angles; and the addition of another dangerously steep street in Bernal with
emergency and regular vehicle access issues.

1. What are the reason for requesting Discretionary Review? Exceptional and
extraordinary circumstances? How does the project conflict with the City's General Plan
Planning Code's Priority Policies or Residential Guidelines? Cite specific sections of the
SFRDG.

Reason #1 -Proposed three-story/three-car garage (variance required) project is out-of-
scale to predominantly two-story/single-car garage homes and threatens Bernal East
Slope's SUD protected small-house neighborhood character and socio-economic diversity
by creating a de facto speculation zone of tear-downs to be replaced by larger, more
profitable developments.

According to SF Assessor's data base, the size of Bernal houses within a 300 foot radius of
project is 1329 square feet (see enclosed chart). The adjacent house is 1050 sf (3580 Folsom St.
within 50 feet). Current docs/design do not include projects size but it is sizably out of scale.

Codes cited:
• General Plan Priority #2 -Existing housing and neighborhood character be conserved and
protected in order to preserve cultural and economic diversity.
• General Plan Priority #3 -That the city's supply of affordable housing be preserved and
enhanced.
• Sec. 242,b - 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 dot
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.
• SFRDG, Pg. 8 -When considering the immediate context of a project, the concern is how the
proposed project relates to the adjacent buildings.
• SFRDG, PG. 8 -When considering the broader context of a project, the concern is how the
proposed project relates to the visual character created by other buildings in the general vicinity.
• SF General Plan Urban Design Element, Fundamental Principles of Conservation, pg. 23, #4A
A plan seeking to avoid excessive bulkiness must consider the existing scale of development in
each area of the city
• Bernal Heights East Slope Guidelines, Pg. 2 -Much recent development is not only inconsistent
but often at odds with the smaller scale existing structures. As a result the East Slope's rural
characteristics rapidly are disappearing along with views, open space"
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•Bernal Heights East Siope Guidelines, Pg. 15, sec. 4 -Intent: Promote harmony in the visual
relationship and transitions between new an older buildings.
•Sec. 242, pg. 7, Garage variance required for square footage above 1300 square feet of living
space. Usable floor space to parking space ratios: 0 to 1300 square feet for the first parking
space. 1301 - 2250 for the second parking space. 2251 to 2850 for the third parking space.

Reason #2 -Exceptional and Extraordinary conditions exist (as defined by the Planning
Commission's definition for DR) due to "unusual context' and "complex topography" "not
addressed in the design standards:" An aging, major PGE Gas Transmission Pipeline -
one of three feeding natural gas into SF -runs through the proposed access area up a
dangerously steep grade, the main reason this site has never been developed. The
catastroAhic risk is further heightened by the threat of earthquakes durin4 construction.

No risk-assessment has been done regarding the public safety concerns surrounding this project.
The proposed new access road would be a ROW over aging and troubled PGE Gas
Transmission Pipeline 109 (with lost maintenance records and pre-existing tree intrusions
violating federal guidelines, see photo). Encased under asphalt, the aging pipeline is typically un-
reactive -but this area is unpaved. The pipeline is on a pitched, undeveloped patch of Bernal hill.
Pipeline 109 is the same type of transmission pipeline that exploded catastrophically in San
Bruno and Fresno -and caused serious accidents in Carmel, Walnut Creek and at least four
other local cities (see articles and letter by Carmel Mavor).

Federally recommended safe practices that use additional site-specific safety precautions have
not been incorporated into final designs (see citation). The Planning Department has approved a
building permit without knowing the pipeline's depth and exact location, located within a few feet
of the property, which may substantially change project design, including garage access, building
location and break-over angle -against recommended federal safe practices (see citation).

Developer proposes creating the third steepest street in SF at 37 degrees (actual grade unknown
since depth of pipeline is unknown) -and he will be responsible for grading over transmission
pipeline with heavy-duty equipment (see Fresno explosion photo). _

An accidental gas leak of PG&E's Gas Transmission 109 Pipeline would be catastrophic to local
residents, Community Garden users, and Bernal Park visitors (see photos). Noted gas
transmission pipeline expert, Robert Bea, confirmed neighbor's concern regarding danger as
legitimate (see letter). In 2007, during street construction at the exact base of this location, a
cement truck overturned while trying to make a turn, rupturing a waterline. (See photo)

Citations:
• General Plan Priority #5 -That the City achieve the greatest possible areoaredness to protect
against injury and the loss of life during an earthquake.
• US Department of Transportation PHPSA "Consultation Zones and Planning Areas" pg. 1
Local governments should consider implementing "planning areas" to enhance safety when new
land uses and property development are planned near transmission pipelines....these are areas
where additional development regulations, standards or guidelines to ensure safety should be
considered."
• Pipelines and Informed Planning Alliance (PIPA) "Partnering to Further Enhance Pipeline Safety
through Risk-Informed Land Use Planning," Appendix C, Ex. 14 and 15a,b,c "Trees should be
avoided." "Tree roots may damage transmission pipeline." (See photo)

REASON #3 - "Unusual content" of location of proposed development, next to Bernal
Heights Park, threatens public views -and creates a "wall" where there was once open
space.

The north elevation of this house is adjacent to Bernal Heights Park and Bernal Heights Blvd and
Community Garden, where hundreds of visitors walk, bike, garden and drive every day. A

2
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penthouse stairwell -taller than the railing of the rooftop garden and extending into the public
viewing vista -was added to the plans at the last ESDRB meeting. It rises up on the north side of
the house, adjacent to the park, impeding views. Since then, the penthouse stairwell has been
enlarged and broaden, further impeding views.

The ESDRB letter to the developer informing him of why his project was not in compliance with
ESDRB Guidelines specifically notes the elevations facing Bernal are "visually prominent' and
remain "largely undeveloped and uncomposed." jSee letter)

Citations:

• SF General Plan Urban Design Element, Fundamental Principles of Conservation, Pg. 27, #17 -
Blocking, construction or other impairment of pleasing views of the Bay or Ocean, distant hills, or
other parts of the city can destroy an important characteristic of the unique setting and quality of
the city.
• SF General Plan Urban Design Element, Fundamental Principles of Conservation, pg. 23, #4A -
A plan seeking to avoid excessive bulkiness must consider the existing scale of development in
each area of the city
• SFRDG pg 38 -Limit the size of the penthouse in order to reduce its visibility from the
street....Stair penthouses may also be entirely eliminated.

Reason #4 -Three-car garage with tandem parking (variance required) is out of character
for neighborhood and out of compliance with sec. 242.

This is a particularly perplexing aspect of proposed project, given the predominant neighborhood
character of small houses and single car-garages and a few, rare two-car garages with side by
side access. It also adds to an already dangerous traffic situation SSee overturned cement truck
photo.) The fact the house is located on a 37 degree slope makes it particularly improbable that
actual tandem parking will be utilized -and/or done safely. (Try maneuvering on a street that
steep.l This appears to be a wa~ to circumvent the system in order to maximize the building

I f
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actual tandem parking will be utilized - andlor done safely. (Try maneuvering on a street that
steep.) This appears to be a way to circumvent the system in order to maximize the building
envelope and make this house as large as possible.

Codes cited:
• Sec. 242 pg.7, No tandem parking are permitted for the first finro parking spaces for new
construction.
• Sec. 242, pg. 7, Usable floor space to parking space ratios: 0 to 1300 square feet for first
parking space. 1301 - 2250 sf for second parking space. 2251 to 2850 sf for third parking space.
• General Plan Priority #2 -Existing housing and neighborhood character be conserved and
protected in order to preserve cultural and economic diversity.
• Sec. 242,b - 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.
• SFRDG, Pg. 8 -When considering the immediate context of a project, the concern is how the
proposed project relates to the adjacent buildings.
• SFRDG, PG. 8 -When considering the broader context of a project, the concern is how the
proposed project relates to the visual character created by other buildings in the general vicinity.
• SF General Plan Urban Design Element, Fundamental Principles of Conservation, pg. 23, #4A -
A plan seeking to avoid excessive bulkiness must consider the existing scale of development in
each area of the city
• Bernal Heights East Slope Guidelines, Pg. 2 -Much recent development is not only inconsistent
but often at odds with the smaller scale existing structures. As a result the East Slope's rural
..M.. r.si.icrin~:i.~ r.~.~irlh• me rlic~~r~~c<frinn ~Innn wish vicwc nncn Cn7rC~~
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2) Unreasonable impacts during construction:

Of particular concern, construction will happen over and close to an aging transmission pipeline
on an unusually steep grade in an urban area with high-risk consequences if an accident
happens. Bernal residents have a reasonable expectation not to live in fear of a catastrophic
explosion -and so far no government entity is taking responsibility for ensuring citizens safety.
Additionally, construction activities will block access for emergency vehicles to this section of
Bernal. The development will open up hill to further development of all six lots, prolonging the
development period and significant public safety concerns of nearby neighbors.

3) What alternatives...wou/d reduce the adverse effects noted above in question #1?

First, resolve public safety issues and final design questions regarding pipeline and dangerously
steep street. ~owe~ pipeline so street can be safely graded to match the slope of parallel streets
that have been graded down for safe vehicle access. Reduce the size of house to a scale that
conforms and enhances neighborhood character.

y
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Applicant's Affidavit

Under penalty of perjury the following declarations are made:
a: The undersigned is the owner or authorized agent of the owner of this property.
b: The information presented is true and correct to the best of my knowledge.
c: The other information or applications may be required.

Signature: Date: ~ I ~ /

Print name, and indicate whether owner, or aut reed agent:

SAM 0 ~~ ~o ~ ~ ~'`~fl ~
Owner /Authorized Agent ( e one)

~~~ S~ ~ ~ ~~o~

~ ~ ~~u~ ~~
y~~e~ g ~ ~

~'~ SAN FFANGSCO PLANNING DEPARTMENT V 08 07.2012



CASE NUMBER

r Sb~t .. ~.- ,~. ~ .

Discretionary Review Application
Submittal Checklist

Applications submitted to the Planning Department must be accompanied by this checklist and all required
materials. The checklist is to be completed and signed by the applicant or authorized agent.

REQUIRED MATERIALS (please check correct column) DR APPIJCATION

Application, with alt blanks completed

Address labels (original), if applicable C~

Address labels (copy of the above), if applicable Vv

Photocopy of this completed application

Photographs that illustrate your concerns

Convenant or Deed Restrictions

Check payable to Planning Dept. L(v

Letter of authorization for agent ❑

Other: Section Plan, Detail drawings (i.e. windows, door entries, trim),
Specifications (for cleaning, repair, etc.) and/or Product cut sheets for new
elements (i.e. windows, doors)

NOTES:
❑ Required Material.
'i~ Optional Material.
0 Two sets of original labels and one copy of atldresses of adjacent property owners and owners of property eaoss street.

~
~~~~

SEP 15 2~;~
Cr~T PLQc i~.r~~J~~~ ~d, ~ ~~.~ ~ ~

C:'

Fa Department Use Onty

Application received by Planning Department:

Bye -~ soK~. -~ ~-G-'--° -- Date: _ Q -- ~ ~ " ( S
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We, the undersigned Bernal Heights neighbors, support the Application for

Discretionary Review by Bernal Safe and Livable--residents concerned about

proposed development of a street and houses on a dangerously steep undeveloped

hill over a major gas transmission pipeline in our residential area.

The proposed project addresses are 3516 & 3526 Folsom Street.
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We the undersigned Bernal Heights neighbors support the Application for Discretionary Review by

BERNAL SAFE AND LIVABLE, an organization concerned about proposed development of a road and

hpuses on steep open space over a major gas transmission pipeline in our residential area.
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We the undersigned Bernal Heights neighbors support the Application for
Discretionary Review by Bernal Safe and Livable, an organization
concerned about proposed development of a street and houses on steep
open space over a major gas transmission pipeline in our residential area.

The proposed project addresses are 3516 & 3526 Folsom Street.
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September 2015

We the undersigned Bernal Heights neighbors support the Application for
Discretionary Review by Bernal Safe and Livable, an organization
concerned about proposed development of a street and houses on steep
open space over a major gas transmission pipeline in our residential area.

The proposed project addresses are 3516 & 3526 Folsom Street.
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September 2015

We the undersigned Bernal Heights neighbors support the Application for
Discretionary Review by Bernal Safe and Livable, an organization
concerned about proposed development of a street and houses on steep
open space over a major gas transmission pipeline in our residential area.

The proposed project addresses ire 3516 & 3526 Folsom Street.
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We, the undersigned Bernal Heights neighbors, support the Application for

Discretionary Review by Bernal Safe and Livable--residents concerned about

proposed development of a street and houses on a dangerously steep undeveloped

f~~ill over a major gas transmission pipeline in our residential area.

The proposed project addresses are 3516 & 3526 Folsom Street.
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September 2015

We the undersigned Bernal Heights neighbors support the Application for
Discretionary Review by Bernal Safe and Livable, an organization
concerned about proposed development of a street and houses on steep
open space over a major gas transmission pipeline in our residential area.

The proposed project addresses ire 3516 & 3526 Folsom Street.
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Additional Supaorters of the Bernal Safe and Livable
Discretionary Review Aaplication
(authorizing emails attached)

Pau{ Hessinger
212 G ates Street

Elaine Elinson
100 Winfield Street

Nancy Slepicka
608 Peralta Aveevue

Giuliana Milanese
137 Anderson Street

Connie Ewald
76 Gates St.

Peter Ewald
76 Gates St.

Rosanne Liggett
125 Gates Street

Malcolm Gaines
85 Gates St



Sam Orr <sam.orrl @gmail.com>

Fwd: Folsom Development

Begin forwarded message:

From: f_lewellyn Keiler <IlewkellerCa?icioud.c~m>
Subject: Folsom Development
Date: 5ept~mber 12, 2015 at 6:33:06 PM PDT
To ':;~~in.~~rrl_!~>~i>>~;;iLc~ni" <sr~r7~.c~rr;t_C~,~c~i~i~lil.i:c~i~ri>

Hi Sam - I responded to Gail a few days ago with my name &address to be added, but if this new
solicitation isn't the same thing -please feel free to list my support - Llew Keller - 90 Gates

Sent from my iPhone



Sam Orr <sam.orrl @gmail.com>

Fwd: Bernal Safe

Begin f~rwardeci m~;ssage:

From: Rosanne Liggett <r~~ _~n~ ~;,;_~~ I ~~ ~ .;~,,I~~~;~: ~ ~ ~a~! _;,;~~ir.~
Subject: k~err~al Safi
Date: S~~atember 13, 2015 at 1:51:03 PM PDT

~ ~ ,., ~,
O. . _111 1 .i)I:P 1. ~~ `_'~.~.1_:U .(~.~.)Ill ~t.ellil.i> 1 ~>:?i_jflt'_i~~.i;(;iti>

Please acid my name and adc~res~ tc~ the list ~f pEople ronee~~n~d
(and apposed) tc~ the building project on tt~e sits next to the
community garden:

~iosann~ Liggett
1 2.5 Gates Street
SF 9110

~P~anks fir the heraic community work to stop this pr~j~ct!

Rosanne



Sam Orr <sam.orri @gmail.com>

Fwd: Support

Begin forw~rc~ed rnessage:

From: Connie Ewald <ewaidconnieC~?yaf~ac~.eom>
Subject: Support
Date: September 13, 2015 at 1:05:31 PM PDT
TO: ~~`~':fl'1.!~1'i 1 ~~~C7(11.~,I~.C'.(~I71~~ GS,'-)lll.Cil'I"~ ~CIll1~ 1~.(:~:~)ti`I>

Heilo Sam,
We are traveling at the moment but want to lend support in any way that we can, so please add vur names
to the list of those supporting a discretionary review:

Connie Ewald
76 Gates St.

Peter Ewald
76 Gates St.
~~ , ~,i ~45Ca~c ,mai! cc r; ~.

Sent firam Yahoo Mail for iF'ad



Sam Orr <sam.orri @gmaii.com>

Fwd: Petition

F3egin forwarded message:

From: [~~laine F~linson <t,~ lif~ ~~r~~!~c;~n<ii).. .~:>~~r;>

Subject: Pe~tifiian
Date: September 12, 2015 at 3:09:13 F'M F'D`C~

Hi Sam ~- Ynu can add my name to the petition -~~~ Elaine ~linson, 100 Winfield street, S.F. 94110
misunderstood Ann's earlier e-mail, I thought I had to sign in person.
Thanks! and good luck!
Blaine



Sam Orr <sam.orri @gmait.com>

Fwd: I support review

Begin forwarded message:

From: ' ~aac~uarSC~cQmrast,net
Subject: i support review
Date: September 12, 2015 at 2:48:21 PM PUT
To: "s~~m._o~ r1 C~~~~ti;zii.c;ar~ " <~~t~r~.c~rr:t C~?c~_n~iil._cc>~T»

support the petition for review this is Paul Hessinger 212 Gate St.

Sent from my iF'hone



Sam Orr <sam.orrl @gmaiLcom> >t P,~r,: ~ ~±;~ t . ;'~~ ~ ~; <3 ;~ ~ f=~~.'I
u: , ,

Fwd: Request for Planning Commission review -- Due Tuesday

Begin forwarded message:

From: Uiuliana Milanese <c~fmilati~sec~?~ni_~i1,cc~rr»
Subject: Re: Request farPlanning Commission review -- Due Tuesday
Date: September 12, 2015 at 2_:38:59 ~'M PDT
To: Sam Orr <s~~rr~ c~rr1C~?~n~ail.c~~:i»

please my name Giuliana Milanese 137 Anderson sT 94110

On Sat, Sep 12, 2015 at 2:24 PM, Sam Orr <s~m,~rr~„_~tA?c~r;~~ai{,carii> wrote:
Dear Neighbor,

With apologies, we are e-mailing you because you signed earlier petitions expressing concern about a
proposed development below the Community Garden on Bernal Heights.

The Planning Commission has recently approved the design for two houses at what would be 3516 and
3526 Folsom, currently an open slope with no street. in doing this the Commission overrode the Bernal
Heights East Slope Design Review Board's unwillingness to approve the designs.

We are gathering support far an application -p due this Tuesday -- fnr what is called a Discretionary
Review by the Planning Gommission. l"he review offers the opportunity for' a public hearing and the
presentation of concerns about the proposed development by the people affected. The focus of our ad
hoc neighborhood group, Bernal Safe and Livable, is the out-af-character size of the proposed houses for
this neighborhood and the extreme safety issues arising from construction on the steep slope over a
major PG&E trunk pipeline.

Neighbors comprising Bernal Safe and Livable have been circulating petitions of support for this
application. About 40 people have signed. If you have signed already, THANK YOU. If you would like to
offer emai{ support for Bernal Safe and Livable's application requesting a review by the Planning
Commission, please join the list of supporters by sending yaur name and address to
sa_m.o,rr1 C~~ maiLcom.

The list of supporters will be enclosed with the Bernal Safe and Livable Discretionary Review fOpplicatiori
that is due Tuesday morning, September 15.

Thanks much,
Bernal Safe and Livable



Sam Orr <sam.orri @gmail.com>

Fwd: support Berna{ Safe and Livable application

E3egir~ fc~rward~d message:

From: Nancy Slepicka <nrT~le~irkaC~~~rn~~iLcc~~7»
Subject: support Bernal Safe and Livable application
Date: ~~eptember 12, 2015 at 2:29:14 PM PDT

Nar7cy ~lepicka
608 P~ralt~ Ave.
SF 94110



Malcolm Gaines <malcolm@malcolmgaines.us>
Sam Orr <sam.orri @gmail.com>
Marilyn Waterman <yaviene@yahoo.com>, Ann Lockett <lockett7@gmail.com>

Re: Request for Planning Commission review -- Due Tuesday

Thanks so much, Sam, for working on this with everyone else. t'd like to fend my support to the DR
application.

Malcolm Gaines
85 Gates St
SF 94110

Malcolm Gaines
i ~~ :lc~~lr~n(«~ri~~?Ic~~lrn~~;7.ii~E~s,i~s

C'~n Sep 12, 2015, at 2:~4 F'M, Sam ~?rr<<;<<rr~,~:~~~~~ 1 ,~r,~~i-~~~_tii ~;u~~~~ wrote:

Dear Neigf~bor,

With apologies, we are e-mailing you because you signed earlier petitions expressing concern about a
proposed development below the Cor~nmunity Garden an [3erna► Heights.

The Planning Commission has recently approved the design for two houses at what would be 3516 and
3526 Folsom, currently an open slope with no street. In doing this the Commission overrode the Bernal
Heights East Slope Design Review Baard's unwillingness to approve the designs.

We are gathering support for an application —due this Tuesday -- for what is called a Discr~tioriary review
by the I'lanr~ing Commission. The review offers the opportunity for a public hearing and the presentation of
concerns about the proposed development by the people affected. The focus of our ad hoc neighborhood
group, Bernal Safe and Livable, is the out-of-character size of the proposed ho~~s~s for this neighborhood
and the extreme safety issues arising from construction on the steep slope over a major PG&E trunk
pipeline.

Neighbors comprising Berna{ Safe and Livable have been circulating petitions of support for this application.
About 40 people have signed. If you have signed already, -HANK YOU. If you would like to offer email
support for Bernal Safe and Livable's application requesting a review by the Planning Commission, please
join the list of supporters by sending your name and address to :~.zE ,.~~t r i c~~~r~i~~~ l .c.c ;~:~_.

The list of supporters will be enclosed with the Bernal Safe and Livable Discretionary Review Application
that is due Tuesday morning, September 15.

Tha►iks much,
Bernal Safe and Livable





Sam Orr <sam.orrl @gmail.com>

Fwd: support Bernal Safe and Livable application

E3egiri forwarded message:

From: Nancy Slepicka <iii_sl__5~~ c; k~ic~`%~c~m~iLcc~r-ti>

Subject: suppnr~ Bernal Safe and Livable application

Date: September 12, 2015 at ?_:29:14 PM PD T

To: : , ; i.~~rr1('s?grr~ail.coin

Nar~cy Slepicka
608 Peralta Ave.
SF 94110



Malcolm Gaines <malcolm@malcolmgaines.us>
Sam Orr <sam.orrl @gmaii.com>
Marilyn Waterman <yaviene@yahoo.com>, Ann Lockett <lockett7@gmail.com>

Re: Request for Planning Commission review -- Due Tuesday

Thanks so much, Sam, for working on this with everyone else. I'd like to lend my support to the DR
application.

Malcolm Gaines
85 Gates St
SF 94110

Malcolm Gaines

C?n ~~;p 12, 2015, at 2:24 i~M, Sam tJrr~ c ,~~;~. ~:~i ~ ~ ,,,~c;31 ~,.c~~~ ~~~ ~rvrote:

Dear' N~igf~bor,

With apologies, we are e~•rr~aifing you because yc~u signed earlier p~;tiiians expressing concern ~h~ut a
proposed develo~an7ent blow the Community Garden on [3ernal hi~ights.

The Planning Gornmission has recently approved the design for t~No houses at +n~hzt would be 3516 anti
3526 Folsom, currently an ap~n slope with no street. In doir7g triis the Commission ~verrnd~ the E~erna!
Heights East Slo~ae U~sic~n f~eview Board's unwillingness to approve the designs.

W~ ai~~ gathering support for ~~n applicatiari —due this Tuesday -- for wi~at is called a Discretionary Review
by the f'I~nning Commission. l~he review offers the opportunifiy for a public htearing and the presentation cif
concerns ak~out the pro~~sed devefoprY~ent by ih~ pe~~l~ affiectF~d. fhe focus of our ad hoc neighborhood
group, F3ernal Safe znd Livable, is the vut~-of-ch~ract~r size ofi the pr~posc~d houses for this neighborhood
and the extreme safety issues arising from c;or~st~~uctiori on the steep slope aver a major F'Ca&E trunk
pipeline.

Neighbors comprising Bernal Safe and Livable have been circulating petitions of support for this ap~licatic~n.
About 40 people have signed. If you have signed already, THANK YOU. I~ you would like to offer email
support for' Bernd Safe and Liva~le's ap~liration requesting a review by the Planning ~orrunissior~, please
join the list of supporters by s~ndin~ your name and address to .:~~~~ ~-~~r ~~ ~~~ ~: ;. i i ~~;;~~.

~T~h~ list of supporters will be enclosed with the Bernal Safe and Livable Discretionary Review Application
that is due Tuesdzy morning, September 15.

Thanks much,
E3ernal Safe and Liv~~ble
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PGS~E's Line 109 also seen as posing safety risks
SAN BRUNO BLAST Missing records, vulnerable welds for pipe from South Bay to S.F.

By Jaxon Van Derbeken Published 4:00 am, Sunday, April 10, 2011
AOVERTISEMEM
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(Published Apr. io, 2oii)

The tither pipeline that Pacific Gas and Electric Co. has long relied on to deliver natural gas up the Peninsula has problems sunilar to the ruptured

line in San Bruno - flawed or missing records and at-risk welds, including 8o-yeaz-old technology recognized as prone to earthquake failures, The

Chronicle has learned.

Like PG&E transmission Line i32 -the pipe that ruptured and exploded in San Bruno on Sept. 9 -Line io9 runs from Milpitas through the South

Bay and Peninsula and up to San Francisco, where it terminates in the Dogpatch neighborhood.

PDVffi11SMG
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http://www.sfgate.com/bayarea/article/PG-E-s-Line-109-also-seen-as-posing-safety-risks-2375453.php 1!4
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An exposed section of PG&E's Line 709 gas transmission pipeline spans a creek on a steep hillside in Redwood
City, Calif. on Friday, April 1, 2011.



9/13!2015 PG&E's Line 109 also seen as posing safety risks - SFGate

Since the blast that Idlled eight people and destroyed 38 homes, PG&E has avoided service disruptions in the upper Peninsula by using a part of

Line io9 to route gas around the blast site, thus keeping most of Line i32 in service.

Federal investigators have keyed into PG&E's inaccurate records on Line i32 in San Bruno -records that showed the 1956-vintage pipe had no

seam when, in fact, it had a flawed seam weld since tied to the rupture. T'he company vouched for the line's safety using a method in 2009 that wa

incapable of finding bad welds.

ADVERT~SEMEWT

#1 Reason Men Pul! Away 1 Rule of a flat stomach:
beirresistible.com redirectyourcarbs.com

The Biggest Mistake Women Make That Kilis A Cut down a bit of stomach fat every day t
Man!c AHraMinn i isinn thic 1 wairrl nlri fin

Line io9 maybe equally problematic for the company, documents show. Like all the lines running into San Francisco, PG&E has cut the pressure

on Line io9 by 20 percent in the wake of the San Bruno disaster, but experts say that given its questionable state, the cut affoids little assurance o'

safety.

"You don't l ow the right level of safety to begin with, so you don't !mow if you are cutting pressure by enough; 'said Richard Kuprewicz, a pipeliu

safety expert in Redmond, Wash.

Missing records

Perhaps the most damaging revelation about Line io9 came last month when the utility aclmowledged that it lacks any records fora 5-mile

segment in San Bruno that was installed by 1995• The undocumented segment starts soutU of the rupture site on Skyline Boulevard at San Bruno

Avenue, and heads inland to Junipem Serra Boulevard and hooks up to the oid mute on Skyline at Hickey Boulevard.

4DVERTISEISE~':T

Older Women 1 Tip of a flat belly
Haircuts 2015 superfatburningfats com

hair.stylebistro.com Cut down a bit of your belly eve

coe ..~,.+„~o~ „f +tio ti„++~~+ham;, day by using this 1 weird old tip

The 5-m1e part of the line is among i4o miles of transmission pipe for which PG&E has-said it has so far found uo documents to prove it is

operating safely. PGBrE has until the end of August to look for the records as part of a $3 million fine settlement still pending and slated to be

azgued Mondaybefore the California Public Utilities Commission.

The undocumented part of the line apparently was instaIled to route around three active earthquake faults in the azea on Skyline Boulevard, PG&]

records show. The replacement route is now reflected on PG&E's current maps, but the utility lacks records of construction documents and has na

proof that it did legally mandated high-pressure water tests.

UC engineering Professor Bob Bea said the lack of records fora 1995-era project is "astounding."

'To have that long a section of an important pipeline without records on its condition -that would be alarming," he said. "I think we have a

problem, Houston."

PG&E has aclmowledged that the line has other identified risks, but says it inspected the line in 2009 and found no leaks over the past decade.

Brittle welds

PG&E has noted that a z-m1e portion of Line io9 along Alemany Boulevard in San Francisco dates firm 1932 and was constructed using

oxyacetylene welds, notoriously brittle and susceptible to failure in earthquakes. The at-risk part of the line runs under the street roughly from

Sickles Avenue to Rousseau Street

Oxyacetylene technology -which dates to the early part of the zoth cenhuy - is problematic because the hot gases used in the welding process

generate bubbles in the welding bond, Bea said.

"It's difficult to get a weld with high integrity," be said. "You end up with a lot of gas and bubbles trapped in the metal."

Kuprewicz added, "Oxyacetylene welds are like glass. They don't bend, they snap. They are very brittle."

http://www.sfgate.com/bayarea/articleJPG-E-s-Line-109-also-seen-as-posing-safety-risks-2375453.p6p 2/4
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Dozens of those welds failed in the i9~i quake in Sylmar (Los Angeles County), according to a zoo8 seisnuc report done for the U.S. Geological

Survey on the vulnerability of that kind of we]d.1'i~e report also found that in the 1989 Loma Prieta quake, PG&E bad tliree transmission line

fa7ures involving such welds, and in the 1994 quake in Northridge (Los Angeles County), more than two dozen such welds failed or were daznaged

The 2008 report recommended replacement with upgraded pipes, or at least using automatic sliutoff valves, pointing out that oxyacetylene welds

were almost loo times more likely to fail in a quake than more modern technology.

PGBcE has long downplayed the usefulness of automatic valves, citing industry data showing most blast damage is done in the first 3o seconds of a

explosion, but since the San Bruno blast bas said it will install them in manyhigh-risk areas.

Rehab versus replace

PGBcE bad been replacing dozens of miles a year of old pipes since 1985 - including the 5-mile reroute neaz San Bruno -but told regulators in 199E

that it now intended to begin finding ways to rehab old lines ether than replace them.

One of its first efforts in that vein was to install, that yeaz, a plastic liner in Line io9 under Alemany Boulevard that bad 1932-vintage oxyacetylene

welds. The purpose of the liner was to create an internal membrane to contain any gas release if vulnerable girth welds fazled in an earthquake.

PG&E bought t]~e liner from Paltem Systems Inc. of Missouri, and it was touted as being able to withstand pressures up to 90o pounds per square

inch. Paltem is not currently in business in the United States.

"The purpose of this project was to instaIl a safe composite lining, in order to provide additional support and protection;' PG&E spokesman Joe

Molica said about the liner.

Before installing the liner, he said, PG&E bad tested that part of the line using high-pressure water. At the time, the company said it would track

any leaks and inspect the line a year after installation.

PG&E recenfly told San Francisco City Attorney Dennis Herrera, who asked for details about the project, that it did an initial camera inspection bi

did not do a follow-up inspection. PG&E says the inspection could have damaged the liner and there had been no leaks in the past decade.

Inspection aside, experts question the value of the liner in a major quake. Glen Stevick, a Berkeley engineer and pipeline safeTy expert, said such a

interior liner "does provide a lot of flexibility and it can take a certain amount of leakage without rupture."

But, he said, substantial ground movement during a quake could have a "guillotine" action in severing a circumferential weld, slicing the liner in

the process.

Doug Honegger, an Arroyo Grande (San Luis Obispo County) consultant on pipeline seismic safeTy, agreed the liner s value is limited.

"The question is why they put the liner in. If the threat was from large ground movement, I'm not sure the (liner) would be what they needed;' he

said. "The preferred option would be to replace that section."

Vulnerable welds

Still otUer parts of Line io9 were constructed with low-frequency electric resistance welds, considered vulnerable during normal operations and

tied to more tLan loo failures nationwide.

PG&E inspected Line io9 in 2009 using a method that was incapable of finding flawed seam welds. Yet two stretches of the line have such welds,

according to PG&E records. PG&E officials have said they had been intentionally boosting the pressure on lines with such welds every five years of

so since 2003, but stopped the practice after the San Bruno explosion. The company says it had been elevating the pressure because federal

regulations -based on peak pressure levels -would otherwise lack in and limit its abiLiTy to meet peak demand.

Federal officials say they don't understand why PG&E was boosting pressure on vulnerable lines

PG&E last spiked the pressure on the San Francisco part of Line io9 on April i2 of last year to i4~ pounds per square inch; the line's maximum

capacity is iso psi. It fast spiked the pressure on the line in December 2003 to i5o psi. Experts have questioned the safety of the spiking practice

on such vulnerable welds, saying they could make them more prone to failure.

Portion above ground

Outside San Francisco, at the higher-pressure segment of the line, experts point to another potential problem spot: an above-ground, 5o-foot spaz

where Line io9 crosses a dry creek bed. PG&E inspected the line in 2009 and said any safety concerns were addressed.

But UC Berkeley's Bea said erosion on the creek banks during recent storms could potentially weaken support on either side spanning the

creekbed. He worries the line has no underpinnings to support the crossing.

Experts point to tl~e totality of Line io9 problems as warning signs that the older, untested lines in PG&E's system are fraught with potential risks

http:/lwww.sfgate.com/bayarea/article/PG-E-s-Line-109-also-seen-as-posing-safety-risks-2375453.php 3/4
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PG&E had largely stopped replacing old lines by z000, when it cut back on miles replaced in favor of inspection efforts to assure safeTy, document

show.

"With the age and the risk factors they have, why aren't they judiciously replacing these pipes?" pipeline safety e~cpert Kuprewicz said. "You are

playing Russian roulette with asix-shooter, and you have five bullets in the gun."

"I frankly don't feel very comfortable with their whole" system, said Robert Eiber, another pipeline integrity expert. "It's a mess. You need to find

out what you have in the ground."

Herrera said he wants to i~ow more about the line before be is satisfied it is safe.

"IYs quite clear that we haven't received all the records that would give us that complete con5dence;' he said. He added that he intends to make

every effort to make sure "we are getting the records we need."

E-ma~1 Jaxon Van Derbeken at jvanderbekenQa sfchronicle.com.
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Ratio of Building to Parcel Square Footage

For Properties within 300 Feet of 3516 and 3526 Folsom Street

Data from CCSF Assessor's Property Search Database as of 9/7/15

Address
House ~ Street Bldg sq ft Parcel sf BIdg:Lot Notes

66 Banks 2749 1750 157%

70 Banks 2749 1750 157%

74 Banks 2749. 1750 157%

83 Banks 2025 1750 116% no parcel sf, used 1750

87 Banks 2365 1750 135% no parcel sf, used 1750

89 Banks 1000' 1750 57%

97 Banks 1200 1750 69%

98 Banks 1295 1750 74%

99 Banks 1200 1750 699'0

101 Banks 1069 1750 610

102 Banks 1276' ~ 1750 730

103 Banks 1450 1750 83%

104 Banks 625 1750 36% /

105 Banks 1000 1750 57%

106 Banks 899 1750 Silo

107 Banks 1035 1782 580

114 Banks 1650 1750 94% ~

116 Banks 1233 1746 71%

390 Chapman 1338 1750 760

400 Chapman 1130 1746 65%

401 Chapman 1660 ~ 1746 950

405 Chapman 2180 1746 125~a

39 Ellsworth 1340 1750 77%

43 Ellsworth 1526 1750 87%

47 Ellsworth 1180 1750 6790

51 Ellsworth 1193 1746 68%

55 Ellsworth 1265 1746 720

56 Ellsworth 1500 1750 86%

58 Ellsworth 696 1750 40 0

59 Ellsworth 1265 1746 72%

65 Ellsworth 1382 1750 79%

66 Ellsworth 1243 1750 7190

70 Ellsworth 1480 1750 85%

71 Ellsworth 1880 1750 107%

76 Ellsworth 1275 1750 73%

77 Ellsworth 2025 1750 116%

81 Ellsworth 1250 ~ 1746 72%,

82 Ellsworth 1275 1750 i 73%

86 Ellsworth 1275 1750 73%

99 Ellsworth 1250 1746 72~

103 Ellsworth 1275 1746 73%

107 Ellsworth 1781 1746 102%

Page 1 of 3
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Ratio of Building to Parcel Square Footage

For Properties within 300 Feet of 3516 and 3526 Folsom Street

Data from CCSF Assessor's Property Search Database as of 9/7/15

Address

House # IStreet Bldg sq ft Parcel sf BIdg:Lot 'Notes

105 -Gates St 1540 1746 88%

105 Gates St 180 1746 10%,

106 Gates St 1250 1746 72%

109 Gates St 1690; 1750 97%

111 Gates St 1207' 1746' 69%

112 Gates St 1016 1750 58%

113 Gates St 1626 1750' 93%

115 Gates St 1780 1750 102% includes 117 Gates

118 Gates St 1411 1750 81%

119 Gates St 1101 1750 63%

124 Gates St 1185' 1746 68%

130 Gates St 1200 1746 690

132 Gates St 2258 1750 129%

515 Powhattan 800 2378 34%

688 Powhattan 2250 1750 129%

40 Prentiss 1750 3496 50%

84 Prentiss 625' 1746 36%

96 Prentiss 950 3500 27%

Average Square Footage 1329 1838 7490

Page 3 of 3
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9i 13i201~ Regulatory Changes: San Bruno Explosion Mirrors 2001 Walnut Creek Pipeline Bast I GICCB
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Your are here: Home »Regulatory Changes: San Bruno Explosion Mirrors 2Q04 Walnut Creek Pipeline Blast

Your are here: Home »Regulatory Changes: San Bruno Explosion Mirrors 2004 Walnut Creek Pipeline Blast

The aftermath of the lethal San Bruno
explosion has begun to replicate regulatory
and safety changes that were products of
the 2004 Walnut Creek pipeline blast, a case
we represented for our client who suffered
burns over 30% of his body.

New Safety Regulations

San Bruno: Yesterday U.S. Rep. Jackie
Speier, (D-Hillsborough) announced

legislation that would require pipeline operators across the country to equip their lines with
automatic shut-off valves. This technology could have significantly reduced the devastation
of the San Bruno pipeline explosion.

Walnut Creek: In 2006, the federal Pipeline and Hazardous Materials Safety
Administration's Office of Pipeline Safety and Kinder Morgan, an energy company involved
with the Walnut Creek explosion, agreed that Kinder Morgan would provide system-wide z Q~

blips:; !giccb.comrregulatory-changes-san-bruno-explosion-mirrors-20(11-wa►nut-creek-pipeline-b1asU 1 /5

Getty Images /Justin Sullivan



9/1/2015 PG&E Carmel home explosion blamed on bad pipeline records - SFGate

SFGATE http://www.sfgate.com/news/article/PG-amp-E-Carmel-home-explosion-blamed-on-bad-5316064.php

PG~tE Carmel home explosion
blamed on bad pipeline records
By Jaxon Van Derbeken Updated 7:55 am, Friday, March 14, 2014

-,:~F>
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IMAGE 1 OF 2

A house at Guadalupe and Third streets in Carmel after a gas explosion in March.

Pacific Gas and Electric Co.'s faulty pipeline records, which the utility promised to fix after the
deadly San Bruno disaster more than three years ago, are being blamed in a natural-gas

explosion that destroyed a home last week in Carmel.

No one was home and there were no injuries when the explosion destroyed the one-bedroom
cottage March 3. The owner said that was largely attributable to good luck: A work crew was
supposed to be in the house but never got there because of traffic.

PG&E says gas crews working around the house were misled by company records about the type of11~'t~.~ 2 ;s ZI
http://wwwsfgate.com/news/atticle/PG-amp-E-Carmel-home-explosion-blamed-on-bad-53160G4.php#photo-6015116 I/5



Can PG&E Be Trusted? Carmel Puts
Pacific Gas &Electric Co. on Notice in
Carmel Explosion

Five years after a devastating pipeline explosion ripped through the city of San
Bruno, killing eight, and a year after another explosion destroyed a house in
Carmel-by-the-Sea, the Pacific Gas &Electric Co. still doesn't have accurate
records of the gas pipes around our homes, neighborhoods and businesses, the
business practices to compensate for their inaccurate records, or the tools in
place to immediately halt a gas leak. Each day this situation is not fixed puts the
public's safety at risk.
That's not my opinion alone, but the concern of the California Public Utilities
Commission, which opened a formal investigation of PG&E's practices and
record-keeping after recent pipeline accidents in Carmel, Mountain View,
Milpitas, Morgan Hill and Castro Valley highlighted the risk to public safety of
PG&E not having accurate records or maps of its vast pipeline network.
The proceeding —which could lead to more penalties and fines against PG&E
— follows a report by the CPUC's Safety Enforcement Division finding that
PG&E's pipeline records are too inadequate and too flawed to be trusted when
making critically important, ongoing safety decisions. The public remains at risk
until these issues are resolved.

Jason Burnett, Mayor of Carmel, California



several potentially lifesaving safety measures to prevent future pipeline breaches
from threatening this community again.

These include better training of construction crews with the necessary
emergency tools to make sure gas leaks are stopped quickly. Crews must
respond to odor caNs in a timely fashion, and a project manager must be
designated to monitor construction projects and make regular site visits for
possible pipeline interference.

As we prepare to participate in the upcoming CPUC investigation of PG&E's
record-keeping and safety practices, we intend to require these measures as
part of any penalties levied. We simply can't trust that PG&E will impose these
measures on its own. The safety of our communities and the lives of our
residents depend on our diligence.



Re: Inquiry about Gas Transmission Pipeline 109 from
concerned SF residents

• Robert G. BEA

• May 5 at 10:26 AM
T ~,

• Marilyn Waterman
Happy Monday Marilyn,

given the background you provided in your email, yes -you should be concerned.

there are several points in your summary that provide a good basis for your concerns:
1) old (1980s) PG&E gas transmission pipeline installed in area with highly variable topography,
2) no records on the construction, operation, and maintenance of the pipeline,
3) no definitive guidelines to determine if the pipeline is 'safe' and 'reliable',
4) apparent confusion about responsibilities (government, industrial -commercial) for the
pipeline safety, reliability, and integrity.

this list is identical to the list of concerns that summarized causation of the San Bruno Line 132
gas pipeline disaster.

the fundamental 'challenge' associated with your concern is tied to the word 'safe'.
unfortunately, it has been very rare that i have encountered organizations that have a good
understanding of what that word means, and less of an understanding of how to demonstrate
that a given system is 'safe enough'.

during my investigation of the San Sruno disaster, i did not find a single document (including trial
deposition transcripts) that clearly indicated PG&E or the California PUC had a clear
understanding of the word 'safe': freedom from undue exposure to injury and harm.

much of this situation is founded in 'ignorance'. it is very rare for me to work with engineers who
have a comprehensive understanding of what the word safe means -and no clue about how to
determine if a system is either safe or unsafe. the vast majority of governmental regulatory
agencies are even worse off.

i have attached a graph that helps me explain the important concepts associated with
determining i# a system is safe or unsafe. the vertical scale is the likelihood of a failure. the
horizontal scale is the consequences associated with a failure. the diagonal lines separate the
graph into two quadrants: safe and not safe. if the potential consequences associated with a
failure are low, then the likelihood of the failure can be high. if the potential consequences are
very high, then the probability of failure must be very low. uncommon common sense.

on the graph, i shown a system that was designed for a particular 'risk' (combination of
likelihood and consequences of failure). when it was constructed, the risk increased due to
construe#ion 'malfunctions' -like bad welding. when the system was put into service, the risk
increased further -perhaps due to poor corrosion protection and due to the area around the
pipeline being populated with homes, businesses, schools and other things that increase the
potential consequences of a major failure. once it is determined that the system that was
originally designed to be safe, is no longer safe, then it is necessary to do things that will allow
the system to be safely operated....reduce the likelihood of failure (e.g. repair the corrosion) and
reduce the consequences of failure (e.g. install pressure control shut off sensors and equipment
that can detect a loss of gas and rapidly shut the system down)....or replace the segment of the
pipeline that no longer meets safety - reliability requirements.



All of this makes many of us very uneasy. Should we be?

We would greatly appreciate your perspective.

Regards,
Marilyn Waterman

PS - If you want to google the proposed development the addresses are:
3516 and 3526 Folsom St., San Francisco

Robert Bea
Professor Emeritus
Center for Catastrophic Risk Management
University of California Berkeley
Email: bea~ce.berkeley.edu

Risk Assessment &Management Services
60 Shuey Drive
Moraga, CA 94556
925-631-1587 (office)
925-699-3503 (cell)
Email: BeaRAMS~gmail.com
http://buy.norton.com/specialoffers?VEN DORID=YAHOO

acceptable risks
.pdf
DownloadView



9/ 12/2015 Cement truck mixes poorly with city water - SFGate

SFGATE httpJ/www.sfgate.com/bayarea/article/Cemenhtruck-mixes-poorly-withcity-water-2545528.php

Cement truck mixes poorly with city water
Chronicle staff report Published 4:00 am, Wednesday, August 22, 2007

~~ ~ ~~l ~Gd/~/~l— ~, ~i~ ~a/U

IMAGE 1 OF 2

WATERMAIN 027 RAD.jpg SHOWN: Broken water main and fallen cement truck at the comer of Powhattan
and Folsom Streets in San Francesco, CA., where undergrounding and sewer repair work have been ongoing.
(Katy RaddatrJThe Chronide) "

A cement truck overturned, below, and ruptured a water line in San Francisco's Bernal Heights neighborhood Tuesday, knocking out service

to four blocks for seven hours.

The accident happened a little after io a.m. and slightly injured the cement truck driver.

At left, an Atlas Towing worker rigs cables to the fallen truck.

Righting the truck took several hours more than expected, but the job was finally accomplished at 3 p.m. with the help of t~vo heave-duty tow

trucks. Two hours later, water was flowing to all in the neighborhood once again, said Tony Winnicker, a spokesman for the ciTy- Public i'tilities

Commission.

RELATED STORIES

~: ,~:
Water service
restored in Bernal

'~ ,
Heights

r",c

The affected area is bounded by Powhattan ?,venue, Cortland Avenue, Folsom Street and Gates

Street.

http:/lwwwsfgate.com/bayarealarticle/Cement-truck-mixes-poorly-with-city-water-2545528.php 1/3
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CASE NUMBER:

For Slalf Use only

APPLICATION FOR

Discretionary Review
1 . Owner/Applicant Information

OR APPLICANTS NAME:

Marilyn Waterman

DR APPLICANTS ADDRESS: aP CODE: ~ TELEPHONE:

61 Gates Street ' 94110 '~, (650 )387-9918

PROPERTY OWNER WHO IS DOING THE PROJECT ON NMICH YOU ARE REQUESTING DISCRETIONARY REVIEW NAME

Fabien Lannoye
__....__ ._._ ..--.. . . __._.. __..... ....------ -- . ..--- __... .
ADDRESS:

_.._.... __
71PCODE.

_T _---._.. __ __....__.
~ TELEPHONE

297c Kansas Street, San Francisco ': SF ' ~ 415 626-8868

CONTACT FOR DR APPLICATION:

Same as Above ~(

ADDRESS:
i

E-MAIL ADDRESS:

2. Location and Classification

STREET ADDRESS OF PROJECT

3516 Folsom Street

CROSS STREETS:

Chapman Street

ASSESSORS BLOCKILOT: LOT DIMENSIONS. ~ LOT AREA (SO F~. '; ZONING DISTRICT: HEIGHT/BULK DISTRICT.

562b /013 
'25X70 ', ~75p RH-1/40-XBernal Hts.SUD

3. Project Description

pease or,eac a~i cnac a~iy
Change of Use ❑ Change of Hours ❑ New Construction ~ Alterations ❑ Demolition ❑ Other ❑

Additions to Building Rear ❑ I rant ❑ Height ❑ Side Yard ❑
PGE Gas transmission pipeline ROW; paths to Community Gartlen/Bernal Hts. Park

Present or Previous Use:

Single family house
Proposed Use: _

2013.12.16.4322
Building Permit Application No. Date Filed: tv17/13

~~~~ Y ~~

SEP 15 Zn~~

C~T`~ & C~IU~v~Y 0~ S.F.
PLP.NNiNG DEPAf~7MENT

PIC

TELEPHONE:

7



4. Actions Prior to a Discretionary Review Request

~ Rior Adion

Have you discussed this project with the permit applicant?

Did you discuss the project with the Planning Department permit review planner?

Did you participate in outside mediation on this case?

YES NO

5. Changes Made to the Project as a Result of Mediation

If you have discussed the project with the applicant, planning staff or gone through mediation, please
summarize the result, including any changes there were made to the proposed project.

fief-aitaGh.ed. ----------- --- - __ - ---- ---- _ _ ------ - -- - ---------------

8 SAN FRANCISCO PLANNINCa DEPARTMENT V 08.07.2012
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CASE NUMBER:

For SWif Usa only

Discretionary Review Request

In the space below and on separate paper, if necessary, please present facts sufficient to answer each question.

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 or
Residential Design Guidelines? Please be specific and site specific sections of the Residential Design Guidelines.

2. The Residential Design Guidelines assume some impacts to be reasonable and expected as part of construction.
Please explain how this project would cause unreasonable impacts. If you believe your property, the property of
others or the neighborhood would be adversely affected, please state who would be affected, and how:

~_eE._aitaclled. — - -- --

3. 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 #1?

~~_3~3ChE11. ---- - — - — -- ---



3s t c~ ~o~so~ s~.

5) Changes made to project as a result of mediation:

Changes made to project were painful tiny steps and the house remains super-
sized for the area. Bernal Heights East Slope Special Use District met at least
five times with the developer. The developer made it clear he was maximizing his
building envelope regardless of small-house character of neighborhood; project
remains at three stories with three-car garage in need of a variance. Developer
never followed through on talking with neighbors, even though he said he would.
Penthouse stairwell was added at last meeting on North elevation in full view
from Bernal Hts. Blvd and Bernal Park. North elevation toward Bernal Park got
some decorative material added to try to make it look more than a wall but
BHESDRB felt it wasn't enough. The BHESDRB did not approve project as
proposed.

Other infrastructure and public safety issues linger unresolved: major gas
transmission pipeline with a troubled history runs through proposed access area
to houses and latest street design only adds to apprehension about catastrophic
accident during construction; proposed street will be the second or third steepest
in SF, adding to a list of dangerous streets with emergency vehicle access issues
in Bernal. Street design also remains murky in terms of access to existing houses
during and after construction.

1) What are the reasons for requesting a DR? What are the exceptional and
extraordinary circumstances that justify the DR the project? How does this
project conflict with SF General Plan, Planning Code's Priority Policies or
SFRDG? Cite specific sections of Residential Design Guidelines.

Reason #7 -This is an exceptionally and extraordinarily out-of-scale-for-the
neighborhood house at three stories, three-car garage with penthouse
stairwell that threatens neighborhood character and economic diversity.
The SUD came into being to protect the East Slope's diverse population
and sma11 houses. (See pixs of neighoborhood.l The profitable super-sizing
of East Slope houses threatens to turn the entire neighborhood info a
neighborhood of tear-downs unless SUD protections are respected.

Houses within a 300 foot radius average 1329 square feet. The adjacent house is
1050 sf (3580 Folsom St. within 50 feet). (See SF Assessor's chart). Developer
seems to be gaming system to maximize housing envelope.

Codes cited:
• General Plan Priority #2 -Existing housing and neighborhood character be
conserved and protected in order to preserve cultural and economic diversity.
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• General Plan Priority #3 -That the city's supply of affordable housing be
preserved and enhanced.
• Sec. 242,b - 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.
• SFRDG, Pg. 8 -When considering the immediate context of a project, the
concern is how the proposed project relates to the adjacent buildings.
• SFRDG, PG. 8 -When considering the broader context of a project, the
concern is how the proposed project relates to the visual character created by
other buildings in the general vicinity.
• SF General Plan Urban Design Element, Fundamental Principles of
Conservation, pg. 23, #4A - A plan seeking to avoid excessive bulkiness must
consider the existing scale of development in each area of the city
• Bernal Heights East Slope Guidelines, Pg. 2 -Much recent development is not
only inconsistent but often at odds with the smaller scale existing structures. As a
result the East Slope's rural characteristics rapidly are disappearing along with
views, open space"
•Bernal Heights East Slope Guidelines, Pg. 15, sec. 4 -Intent: Promote harmony
in the visual relationship and transitions between new an older buildings.
•Sec. 242, pg. 7, Garage variance required for square footage above 1300
square feet of living space. Usable floor space to parking space ratios: 0 to 1300
square feet for the first parking space. 1301 - 2250 for the second parking space.
2251 to 2850 for the third parking space.

REASON #2 -Side yard setback does not respect the existing pattern on
block -which allows for along the sides and create a sense of open space.
This would seem critical since the houses would be replacing what is now
open space. Developer is maximizing the building envelope at the expense
of neighborhood character.

• SFRDG pg 15 -Respect the existing pattern of side spacing.

Reason #3 -Three-car garage with tandem parking (variance required) is
out of character for neighborhood character -and threatens economic
diversity. Tandem-style garage parking on narrow street is difficult at best
and impossibly hard on narrow, steep street. Garage size is being used to
make the house as big as possible.

Codes cited:
• Sec. 242 pg.7, No tandem parking are permitted for the first two parking spaces
for new construction.
• Sec. 242, pg. 7, Usable floor space to parking space ratios: 0 to 1300 square
feet for first parking space. 1301 - 2250 sf for second parking space. 2251 to
2$50 sf for third parking space.

2
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• General Plan Priority #2 -Existing housing and neighborhood character be
conserved and protected in order to preserve cultural and economic diversity.
• Sec. 242,b - 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.
• SFRDG, Pg. 8 -When considering the immediate context of a project, the
concern is how the proposed project relates to the adjacent buildings.
• SFRDG, PG. 8 -When considering the broader context of a project, the
concern is how the proposed project relates to the visual character created by
other buildings in the general vicinity.
• SF General Plan Urban Design Element, Fundamental Principles of
Conservation, pg. 23, #4A - A plan seeking to avoid excessive bulkiness must
consider the existing scale of development in each area of the city
• Bernal Heights East Slope Guidelines, Pg. 2 -Much recent development is not
only inconsistent but often at odds with the smaller scale existing structures. As a
result the East Slope's rural characteristics rapidly are disappearing along with
views, open space"
• Bernal Heights East Slope Guidelines, Pg. 15, sec. 4 -Intent: Promote harmony
in the visual relationship and transitions between new and older buildings.

REASON #4 -Wall-like exterior of North elevation next to Bernal Heights
Park is used to create maximum envelope for building size and does not
enhance neighborhood view from Bernal Park. Public views are impeded
by penthouse stairwell.

The ESDRB letter to the developer listed the wall-like elevation facing Bernal as
one reason the project is not being supported. (See letter)

Citations:

• SF General Plan Urban Design Element, Fundamental Principles of
Conservation, Pg. 27, #17 -Blocking, construction or other impairment of
pleasing views of the Bay or Ocean, distant hills, or other parts of the city can
destroy an important characteristic of the unique setting and quality of the city.
• SF General Plan Urban Design Element, Fundamental Principles of
Conservation, pg. 23, #4A - A plan seeking to avoid excessive bulkiness must
consider the existing scale of development in each area of the city
• SFRDG pg 38 -Limit the size of the penthouse in order to reduce its visibility
from the street....Stair penthouses may also be entirely eliminated.

Reason #5 -Exceptional and Extraordinary conditions exist (as defined by
the Planning Commission's definition for DR) due to "unusual context" and
"complex topography" "not addressed in the design standards:" An aging,

3
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major PGE Gas Transmission Pipeline -one of three feeding natural gas
into SF -runs through the proposed access area up a dangerously steep
grade, the main reason this site has never been developed. The
catastrophic risk is further heightened by the threat of earthquakes during
construction.

No risk-assessment has been done regarding the public safety concerns
surrounding this project. The proposed new access road would be a ROW over
aging and troubled PGE Gas Transmission Pipeline 109 (with lost maintenance
records and pre-existing tree intrusions violating federal guidelines, see photo).
Encased under asphalt, the aging pipeline is typically un-reactive -but this area
is unpaved. The pipeline is on a pitched, undeveloped patch of Bernal hill.
Pipeline 109 is the same type of transmission pipeline that exploded
catastrophically in San Bruno and Fresno -and caused serious accidents in
Carmel, Walnut Creek and at least four other local cities (see articles and letter
by Carmel Mavor).

Federally recommended safe practices that use additional site-specific safety
precautions have not been incorporated into final designs (see citation). The
Planning Department has approved a building permit without knowing the
pipeline's depth and exact location, located within a few feet of the property,
which may substantially change project design, including garage access, building
location and break-over angle -against recommended federal safe practices see
citation .

Developer proposes creating the third steepest street in SF at 37 degrees (actual
grade unknown since depth of pipeline is unknown) -and he will be responsible
for grading over transmission pipeline with heavy-duty equipment (see Fresno
explosion photo). _

An accidental gas leak of PG&E's Gas Transmission 109 Pipeline would be
catastrophic to local residents, Community Garden users, and Bernal Park
visitors (see photos). Noted gas transmission pipeline expert, Robert Bea,
confirmed neighbor's concern regarding danger as legitimate (see letter). In
2007, during street construction at the exact base of this location, a cement truck
overturned while trying to make a turn, rupturing a waterline. (See photo)

Citations:
• General Plan Priority #5 -That the City achieve the greatest possible
preparedness to protect against injury and the loss of life during an earthquake.
• US Department of Transportation PHPSA "Consultation Zones and Planning
Areas" pg. 1 -Local governments should consider implementing "planning areas"
to enhance safety when new land uses and property development are planned
near transmission pipelines....these are areas where additional development
regulations, standards or guidelines to ensure safety should be considered."

Y



• Pipelines and Informed Planning Alliance (PIPA) "Partnering to Further
Enhance Pipeline Safety through Risk-Informed Land Use Planning," Appendix
C, Ex. 14 and 15a,b,c "Trees should be avoided." "Tree roots may damage
transmission pipeline." (See photo)

Citations:

• SF General Plan Urban Design Element, Fundamental Principles of
Conservation, Pg. 27, #17 -Blocking, construction or other impairment of
pleasing views of the Bay or Ocean, distant hills, or other parts of the city can
destroy an important characteristic of the unique setting and quality of the city.
• SF General Plan Urban Design Element, Fundamental Principles of
Conservation, pg. 23, #4A - A plan seeking to avoid excessive bulkiness must
consider the existing scale of development in each area of the city
• SFRDG pg 38 -Limit the size of the penthouse in order to reduce its visibility
from the street....Stair penthouses may also be entirely eliminated.

2) Unreasonable impacts during construction:

Residents have a right to live in San Francisco free from the fear of a
catastrophic accident -which won't happen during construction unless the
pipeline safety issue is dealt with. Most pipeline accidents happen on ROW
during construction, according to data from the US Department of Transportation.
Heavy duty construction equipment and construction vehicle will block neighbor's
access to their houses and emergency vehicle access on Chapman Street.

3) Alternatives:

Alt. 1 -Resolve public safety issues and final design questions regarding pipeline
and dangerously steep street. Lower pipeline so street can be safely graded to
match the slope of parallel streets that have been graded down for safe vehicle
access. Build small-scale housing that is in line with neighborhood character and
won't create a neighborhood of tear-downs.

Alt. 2 -Acknowledge this particular patch of Bernal's hill's dangerous terrain and
pipeline public safety issues by keeping it open space.

S



35►~ ~o~saw~ St.

Applicant's Affidavit

Under penalty of perjury the following declarations are made:
a: 'The undersigned is the owner ar authorized agent of the owner of this property.
b: The information presented is true and correct to the best of my knowledge.
c: The other information or applications maybe regixired.

Signature: Date:

Print name, and indicate whether owner, or authorized agent:

Owner ~ Authorized Agent (circle one)

- ~ ~ SAN FRANCISCO PLANNING DEPARTMENT V08.01.2012



Application for Discretionary Review

Discretionary Review Application
Submittal Checklist

Applications submitted to the Planning Department must be accompanied by this checklist and all required
materials. The checklist is to be completed and signed by the applicant or authorized agent.

REQUIRm MATERIALS (please check cortect column)

Application, with all blanks completed

Address labels (original), if applicable

Address labels (copy of the above), 'rf applicable

Photocopy of this completed application

Photographs that illustrate your concerns

Convenant or Deed Restrictions
- -

Check payable to Planning Dept.

Letter of authorization for agent

Other: Section Plan, Detail drawings (i.e. windows, door entries, trim),
Specifications (for cleaning, repair, etc.) and/or Product cut sheets for new
elements (i.e. windows, doors)

NOTES:
❑ Required Material.
i Optional Material.
~ Two sets of original labels end one copy of addresses of adjacent property owners and owners of property across street.

Fa Depertrnern Use Onty

Application received by Planning Department:

_____
DR APPLICATION

■

By: Date:
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Ratio of Building to Parcel Square Footage
For Properties within 300 Feet of 3516 and 3526 Folsom Street

Data from CCSF Assessor's Property Search Database as of 9/7/15

Address

House # Street Bldg sq ft Parcel sf BIdg:Lot Notes

66 Banks 2749 1750 157%

70 Banks 2749 1750 157%

74 Banks 2749 1750 157%

83 Banks 2025 1750 116% no parcel sf, used 1750

87 Banks 2365 1750 135% no parcel sf, used 1750

89 Banks 1000 1750 57%

97 Banks 1200 1750 69%

98 Banks 1295 1750 74%

99 Banks 1200 1750 69%

101 Banks 1069 1750 61%

102 Banks 1276 1750 73%

103 Banks 1450 1750 83%

104 Banks 625 1750 36%

105 Banks 1000 1750 57%

106 Banks 899 1750 51%

107 Banks 1035 1782 58% ~

114 Banks 1650 1750 94%

116 Banks 1233 1746 71%

390 Chapman 1338 1750 76%

400 Chapman 1130 1746 65%

401 Chapman 1660 1746 95%

405 Chapman 2180 1746 125°/a

39 Ellsworth 1340 1750 77%

43 Ellsworth 1526 1750 87%a

47 Ellsworth 1180 1750 67%

51 Ellsworth 1193 1746 68%

55 Ellsworth 1265 1746 72%

56 Ellsworth 1500 1750 86%

58 Ellsworth 696 1750 40%

59 Ellsworth 1265 1746 72%

65 Ellsworth 1382 1750 79%

66 Ellsworth 1243 1750 71%

70 Ellsworth 1480 1750 85%

71 Ellsworth 1880 1750 107%a

76 Ellsworth 1275 1750 73%

77 Ellsworth 2025 1750 116%

81 Ellsworth 1250 1746 72%

82 Ellsworth 1275 1750 73%

86 Ellsworth 1275 1750 73%

99 Ellsworth 1250 1746 72%

103 Ellsworth 1275 1746 73%

107 Ellsworth 1781 1746 102%
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Ratio of Building to Parcel Square Footage

For Properties within 300 Feet of 3516 and 3526 Folsom Street

Data from CCSF Assessor's Property Search Database as of 9/7/15

Address

House # Street Bldg sq ft Parcel sf BIdg:Lot Notes

115 Ellsworth 1029 2100 49%

117 Ellsworth 840 1398 60%

3574 Folsom 1125 2240 50%

3577 Folsom 1125 2077 54%

3580 Folsom 1050 1750 60%

3590 Folsom 760 2380 32%

3595 Folsom 1600 1746 92%

3599 Folsom 1600 1750 91%

3600 Folsom 800 1750 46%

3601 Folsom 1050 1746 60%

3606 Folsom 1127 1750 64%

3607 Folsom 1250 1750 71%

3610 Folsom 1050 1750 60%

3615 Folsom 750 1746 43%

3616 Folsom 1500 1746 86%

3619 Folsom 1423 1750 81%

3622 Folsom 1350 1746 77%

3624 Folsom 938 1746 54%a

3625 Folsom 1350 1750 77%a

3626 Folsom 875 1750 50%

3633 Folsom 1275 1746 73%

3639 Folsom 1725 1746 99%

3640 Folsom 875 1750 50%

3643 Folsom 1250 1750 71%

55 Gates St 1373 1746 79%

60 Gates St 1534 2622 59%

61 Gates St 1221 1750 70%

65 Gates St 1492 1750 85%

68 Gates St 750 2625 29%a

71 Gates St 2131 1750 122%

72 Gates St 1696 1750 97%

75 Gates St 775 1750 44%

76 Gates St 2156 1750 123%

81 Gates St 775 1750 44%

82 Gates St 1250 3500 36% no parcel sf, used 1750 ea lot

85 Gates St 775 1750 44%

90 Gates St 1320 1750 75%

91 Gates St 775 1746 44%

95 Gates St 1850 1746 106%

98 Gates St 975 1750 56%

100 Gates St 800 1750 46%

101 Gates St 1175 1746 67%

Page 2 of 3



Ratio of Building to Parcel Square Footage
For Properties within 300 Feet of 3516 and 3526 Folsom Street

Data from CCSF Assessor's Property Search Database as of 9/7/15

Address ~
House # Street Bldg sq ft Parcel sf BIdg:Lot Notes

105 Gates St 1540 1746 88%o

105 Gates St 180 1746 10%

106 Gates St 1250 1746 72%

109 Gates St 1690 1750 97%a

111 Gates St 1207 1746 69%

112 Gates St 1016 1750 58%

113 Gates St 1626 1750 93%

115 Gates St 1780 1750 102% includes 117 Gates

118 Gates St 1411 1750 81%

119 Gates St 1101 1750 63%

124 Gates St 1185 1746 68%

130 Gates St 1200 1746 69%

132 Gates St 2258 1750 129%

515 Powhattan 800 2378 34%

688 Powhattan 2250 1750 129%

40 Prentiss 1750 3496 50%

80 Prentiss 625 1746 36%

96 Prentiss 950 3500 27%

Average Square Footage 1329 1838 74%

Page 3 of 3



~
 

o
 
~

~
i
`
 

~ 
J ~
~
 
~
 I
r
a
 
O
 

l 
J 

ti t

E
as
t 
S
l
o
p
e
 D
e
s
i
g
n
 R
e
v
i
e
w
 B
o
a
r
d

T
er
ry
 M
il
ne
, e

xt
er
na
l 
se
cr
et
ar
y 

32
1 
Ru
tl
ed
ge
 •
S
a
n
 F
ra
nc
is
co
 9
41
10
 

[2
85
.8
97
8]

A
pr

i1
28

, 2
0
1
5

F
ab
ie
n 
La
nn
oy
e

B
1u
0r
an
ge
 D
es
ig
ns

2 4
1
 A
m
b
e
r
 D
ri

ve
Sa
n
 F
ra
nc
is
co
 C
A
 9
4
1
3
1

fa
bi

en
@b

lu
or

an
ge

.c
om

Re
: 
3
5
1
6
 &
 3
5
2
6
 F
ol

so
m 
St
re
et

B
lo
ck
/L
ot
s:
 5
6
2
6
/
0
1
3
 &
 0
1
4

D
ea
r 
Mr
. 
La
nn
oy
e:

T
he

 B
er
na
l 
He

ig
ht

s 
Ea
st
 S
lo
pe
 D
es
ig
n 
Re
vi
ew
 B
oa
rd
 h
el
d 
aB
oa
rd
-o
nl
y 
me
et
in
g 
o
n
 A
pr
i1
22
, 2
0
1
5
 t
o

re
vi

ew
 t
he

 l
at

es
t 
de

si
gn

s 
fo
r 
t
w
o
 p
ro

po
se

d 
ho
us
es
 a
t 
3
5
1
6
 a
n
d
 3
5
2
6
 F
ol
so
m 
St
re
et
. T

hi
s 
w
a
s
 a
 f
ol
lo
w

u
p 
to
 fi
ve
 n
ei

gh
bo

rh
oo

d 
me

er
in

gs
 a
tt
en
de
d 
b
y
 l
ar
ge
 g
ro

up
s 
of
 n
ei
gh
bo
rs
 a
n
d
 a
 s
er
ie
s 
of
 c
o
m
m
e
n
t

le
tt
er
s 
wr

it
te

n 
b
y
 t
he

 B
oa

rd
. 
T
h
e
 s
it
es
 a
re
 c
ur
re
nt
ly
 u
nd
ev
el
op
ed
 a
n
d
 w
it
ho
ut
 v
eh
ic
ul
ar
 a
cc
es
s.

W
hi
le
 w
e
 b
el
ie
ve
 t
ha
t 
th

e 
pr

oc
es

s 
ha
s 
re
su
lt
ed
 i
n 
s
o
m
e
 i
mp
ro
ve
me
nt
s 
to
 t
he
 p
ro

je
ct

, t
he
 B
oa
rd

ca
nn
ot
 s
up

po
rt

 t
he

 p
ro
je
ct
 a
s 
be
in
g 
in

 a
li
gn
me
nt
 w
it
h 
th
e 
Be
rn
al
 H
ei

gh
ts

 E
as
t 
Sl
op
e 
Bu
il
di
ng

G
ui
de
li
ne
s.

If
 th
e
 t
w
o
 p
ro
po
se
d 
ho
us
es
 a
n
d
 a
ss
oc
ia
te
d 
st
re
et
 i
mp
ro
ve
me
nt
s 
ar
e 
bu

il
t,

 t
he
y 
wi
ll
 s
et

 a
 p
re
ce
de
nt

fo
r 
po
te
nt
ia
l 
de

ve
lo

pm
en

t 
of
 a
dj

ac
en

t 
lo
ts
 o
n
 t
he

 F
ol
so
m 
St
re
et
 e
xt
en
si
on
, a
n
d
 t
he
re

 a
re
 a
 n
u
m
b
e
r
 o
f

i s
su
es
 t
ha

t 
w
e
 c
on
ri
nu
e 
to
 b
el
ie
ve
 a
re

 n
ot
 in

 c
om
pl
ia
nc
e 
wi
th
 t
he

 G
ui
de
li
ne
s 
or
 c
on
si
st
en
t 
wi
th

n e
ig

hb
or

ho
od

 c
ha
ra
ct
er
:

1.
 
Bu
lk
 a
n
d
 M
as
si
ng
 o
f 
El
ev
at
io
ns
: 
wh
il
e 
th

e 
fr

on
t f

ac
ad
e 
of
 #
3
5
1
6
 is

 a
ni
ma
te
d 
wi
th
 c
ha

ng
es

 i
n

pl
an
e,
 m
at
er
ia
ls
 a
n
d
 e
le
me
nt
s 
th
at
 s
te
p 
d
o
w
n
 i
n 
he
ig
ht
 a
lo
ng
 w
it
h 
th

e 
hi

ll
si

de
, t
he
 f
ro

nt

fa
ca
de
 o
f #
3
5
2
6
 F
ol
so
m 
re
ma
in
s 
ve
ry
 b
ox
y,
 fl
at
 a
n
d
 u
nr
es
po
ns
iv
e 
to
 t
he

 h
il

ls
id

e.

2.
 
el
ev
at
io
ns
 f
ac

in
g 
C
h
a
p
m
a
n
 S
tr
ee
t 
a
n
d
 B
er
na
l 
Bo
ul
ev
ar
d:
 t
he

se
 w
il
l 
be
 v
is

ua
ll

y 
pr

om
in

en
t 
in

th
e 
ne
ig
hb
or
ho
od
. 
Th
es
e 
fa
ca
de
s 
re

ma
in

 l
ar

ge
ly

 u
nd
er
de
ve
lo
pe
d 
a
n
d
 u
n
c
o
m
p
o
s
e
d
,
 w
it
h

l a
rg

e 
ex
pa
ns
es
 o
f 
bl
an
k 
wa
ll
 w
h
e
r
e
 t
he

re
 a
re

 o
pp
or
tu
ni
ti
es
 f
or
 w
i
n
d
o
w
s
,
 ca

rv
e-
ou
ts
, c
ha

ng
es

in
 r
oo
f 
tr
ea
tm
en
t 
an
d/
or
 o
th
er
 e
le
me
nt
s 
th

at
 c
ou
ld
 a
d
d
 v
is
ua
l 
in

te
re

st
.

In
 a
dd
it
io
n 
to
 t
he

se
 i
te
ms
, n

ei
gh
bo
rs
 h
av
e 
ra

is
ed

 a
 n
u
m
b
e
r
 o
f 
co

nc
er

ns
 t
ha
t 
ar

e 
be
yo
nd
 t
he

 p
ur
vi
ew

of
 th

e 
Bo
ar
d 
(c
on
st
ru
ct
io
n 
im
pa
ct
, s

lo
pe
 a
n
d
 b
re

ak
-o
ve
r 
an
gl
e 
at
 t
he
 F
ol
so
m 
St
re
et
 e
xt
en
si
on
,

ea
se
me
nt
s,
 ex

is
ti
ng
 P
G
&
E
 g
as
 l
in

e,
 F
ir
e 
De
pa
rt
me
nt
 a
cc
es
s 
to
 t
he
 n
ei
gh
bo
rh
oo
d 
du
ri
ng
 c
on
st
ru
ct
io
n

et
c.
).

V 1
C̀

~

~
~

~
~ G d

\~
'

\̀

\
,

Z d

W c
'

~ O

l
~

1' W

Si
nc

e 
th

e 
Bo

ar
d 

is
 n
ot
 a
 C
it
y 
ae
en
cv
. i

t d
oe
s 
no
t 
ha

ve
 t
he
 p
o
w
e
r
 t
o 
ei
th
er
 a
nn
ro
ve
 o
r 
di
sa
nn
ro
ve
 t
he

 
'
~
 ~



PI
PA
-F
in
al
 R
e
p
o
r
t
 2
0
1
5
.
p
d
f

~u
m
e
n
t
 

~
 
~
 
~
 
Q
 
~
 ~
 

f 
2
~g

 
O
 O

~
 

t~
 

~
~
 
O

H
.
~

~
.~
 
Ex

po
rt

 E
A
P
P
E
N
D
I
X
 C
 

PI
PA
 R
ep

or
t 
N
o
v
e
m
b
e
r
 2
0
1
0

Ex
a
m
p
l
e
s
 1
5
a
,
1
5
b
 a
n
d
 1
5
c
 —
T
r
e
e
 r
o
o
u
 m
a
y
 d
a
m
a
g
e
 t
ra

ns
mi

ss
io

n 
pi
pe
li
ne
s.

Th
es

e 
pi
ct
ur
es
 i
ll
us
tr
at
e 
si
tu
at
io
ns
 o
n 
th

e 
tr
an
sm
is
si
on
 p
ip

el
in

e 
ri

gh
t-

of
-~

va
y 
th
at
 s
ho
ul
d 
6
e
 o
vo

ld
ed

.

Th
es
e 
pi
ct
ur
es
 i
ll
us
tr
at
e 
w
h
y
 t
re
es
 s
ho

ul
d 
no
t 
be

 a
ll

ow
ed

 i
n 
th

e 
ri
gh
t-
of
-w
ay
. T
he

 t
re
e 
ro
ot
s 
ha
ve

im
p
e
d
e
d
 t
he

 p
ip
el
in
e 
op

er
at

or
's

 a
bi
li
ty
 t
o 
ac
ce
ss
 a
nd

 e
va

lu
at

e 
th

e 
co

nd
it

io
n 
of
 t
he

 t
ra

ns
mi

ss
io

n

pi
pe
li
ne
. 
Pi
pe
li
ne
 c
oa
ti
ng
s 
m
a
y
 a
ls
o 
be
 d
a
m
a
g
e
d
 b
y 
tr
ee
 r
oo
ts
. 
Co
at
in
gs
 n
ee

d 
to
 r
em
ai
n 
in
ta
ct
 t
o 
pr

ot
ec

t

th
e 
tr

an
sm

is
si

on
 p
ip
el
in
e 
fr

om
 e
xt

er
na

l 
co

rr
os

io
n.

- .
.
~
%
~
 

ii
 

.- 
~.

1

. 
*~

-
~
~

~
~ ~

~~
~

+.

,,.
 

~,
~

r 
, 

F; . - ;~
.

•

r
.

~
~

~ 
~
 ~
 ,~

v~
G.

- ~

~
-
C
 j
L
 {
t
 1~

 S
 ~
.
 ~ 
S
 7
 
~ ~
 1

.~

l g
 ~
 (~
~ 

1J
 ~
 
O
 J
l)

~
~
~
~
~
 
~
~
 5

~
L~
~
~
 
d

 ~

G
~
~
~
 ~
/

~
-

~
~
 
~
~

~ s
s
v
~
s
,

A
d
o
b
e
 E
xp

or
t

C
on

ve
rt

 P
Q
F
 F
iI
E

o
r 
Ex
ce
l 
On
li
ne

S
el

ec
t 
P
D
F
 F
il

e

C
on

ve
rt

 t
o

D
o
c
u
m
e
n
t
 L
an

gi

E
ng
li
sh
 (
U.

S.
) 
CI

C
re

at
e 

f

'̀
~~
 
Ed

it
 P
D

~
~
T~

Ti
ir

:

S
to
re
 a
n
d
 s
h

20
 

~
 ~
-
 

D
o
c
u
m
E



~ y~

~, ~ 
I

~ ~ ~ r 1

~ ~ • ~. 

~~
1~~ ~_̀  ~~A ~~

-~' ~.
~'

~ ~.,~ ~ ~ ~ w ~ ti

~..c • t 
' ~ ' A u tl~':

~1 f ~~~ Il w ~

~ w~ ~ 
,

~~ ~ ~ ~

'~' ~ ~~ ~ %~ "
, , ~ r~ G,:rl,.

;,~~'

~+►e ~4~~ ~ ~~ ~' ~'

~~~ :~~.~ ~.~
. •

~ ?~ ^•

~ ,b~Y !.` ~~ '~.
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9/1/2015 PG&E Carmel home explosion blamed on bad pipeline records - SFGate
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PG~tE Carmel home explosion
blamed on bad pipeline records
By Jaxon Van Derbeken Updated 7:55 am, Friday, March 14, 2014
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A house at Guadalupe and Third streets in Carmel after a gas explosion in March.

Pacific Gas and Electric Co.'s faulty pipeline records, which the utility promised to fix after the

deadly San Bruno disaster more than three years ago, are being blamed in a natural-gas

explosion that destroyed a home last week in Carmel.

No one was home and there were no injuries when the explosion destroyed the one-bedroom

cottage March 3. The owner said that was largely attributable to good luck: A work crew was

supposed to be in the house but never got there because of traffic.

PG&E says gas crews working around the house were misled by company records about the type of
~ ~ 2Q13
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pipe they were dealing with.
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"We didn't have the (accurate) maps, and we don't

ow what happened," said company spokesman

Greg Snapper. ,~ ~ -~

As a result of the e~losion, PG&E has ordered a

halt in its entire Northern and Central California

service area to the type of work that crews were

doing before the blast -linking pipes together while

both are pressurized with gas. A company official

conceded that PG&E lacks a "high degree. of

confidence" that such work can be done safely

wit out changes.
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Key to San Bruno

Inaccurate PG&E records were a major factor in the September 2oio explosion of a gas-

transmissionpipeline that killed eight people and destroyed 38 homes in San Bruno. Because

company documents inaccurately described the characteristics of the i95os-vintage line, PG&E

never conducted tests that could have detected the type of problem - an incomplete seam weld -

that led to the pipeline's rupture.

The California Public Utilities Commission, which regulates PG&E, ordered the company to test or

replace thousands of miles of pipeline after the blast. Alleged record-keeping violations are a large

part of a legal case now before the commission that could result in PG&E being fined as much as

$2.5 billion for the disaster.

The Carmel e~losion happened in the middle of the day as crews were replacing a street

distribution gas line, a smaller pipe than the type that ruptured in San Bruno. The replacement line

was supposed to be hooked up to a separate pipeline, which PG&E records showed was made of

steel.

http://www.sfgate.com/news/article/PG-amp-E-Carmel-home-explosion-blamed-on-bad-5316064.php#photo-6015116 2/5
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However, sometime after the pipe was made in 1997, PG&E or a contractor inserted a plastic pipe

inside the steel one. In doing so, workers made slices in the steel line, rendering it useless for

carrying natural gas.

Last week, workers drilling into the old steel main pierced the plastic line inside, unaware it was

there. Gas then flowed out of the pierced plastic line and into the surrounding steel line.

The gas escaped through a cut in the steel line and eventually got into the cottage at Third Avenue

and Guadalupe Street, possibly via a sewer pipe. A pilot light apparently touched off the explosion

that leveled the cottage and damaged three nearby homes.

The cottage's owner, Josef Baumgartner of Palo Alto, said the blast could have easily been deadly,

because workers he had hired to do maintenance were supposed to be inside. They turned back,

however, after getting caught in traffic created by the gas-line work.

"I'm very glad no one was hurt," said Baumgartner, who uses the cottage as a vacation and weekend

home. "It was for the grace of God that it was not worse -those vendors were scheduled to be

inside."

A woman who was 5o feet away when the blast happened said the gas crews, working with a PG&E

contractor called Underground Construction, had been shielded from the force of the explosion by

their trucks, which may have saved their lives.

"It is a miracle that no one was killed, a double miracle that no one was injured," Mayor Jason

Burnett said.

Burnett said PG&E officials have led him to believe the root of the problem was the inaccurate

records.

'Raises whole new issues'

"If it is in fact arecord-keeping problem, as it sounds like it maybe, it raises whole new issues about

potential problems on tens of thousands of miles of pipe," Burnett said.

Sumeet Singh, vice president in charge of PG&E's asset management, said that "the information

that we have right now is that the map they had did not show the inserted plastic line."

http://www.sfgate.com/news/article/PG-amp-E-Carmel-home-explosion-blamed-on-bad-53I6064.php#photo-6015I 16 3/5
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He would not answer questions about who installed the plastic line or when, as well as why PG&E

maps were not accurate, pending the outcome of an investigation that the company has

commissioned.

Last week's work was being done as part of PG&E's systemwide replacement of distribution pipe

made out of a plastic called Aldyl-A, which has been linked to several e~losions around the country

since the i97os. PG&E began replacing Aldyl-A pipes after an August 2oii blast leveled a Cupertino

condominium whose owner had just left to go to lunch.

The Carmel e~losion happened after the gas crew started splicing into the live, plastic-inside-steel

pipeline to connect the new pipe, a process known as tapping. Kevin Knapp, PG&E's vice president

of gas operations, said the utility has halted the practice until the company has a "high degree of

confidence" that it has protocols in place to avoid explosions.

PG&E said the halt would not slow the replacement of Aldyl-A pipe.

The state Public Utilities Commission has opened an investigation into the Carmel blast and said

the issue of flawed records would be central to the probe.

"A big concern is PG&E's mapping issue," the commission said in a statement. "It is PG&E's

responsibility and duty to know what they have in the ground and where it's located."

Singh said PG&E is digitizing its records for 42,000 miles of distribution lines, a project expected to

be completed by next year.

PG8~E apology

Knapp said he has met with Carmel officials to "impress upon them how seriously we are taking

this" and "how deeply I regretted that it had occurred. We're really, really grateful that the house

was unoccupied. It was by the sheer grace of God that that happened."

Mayor Burnett said that "we don't want PG&E to continue similar work until they know what went

wrong here. The records issue is much more difficult - if in fact the maps cannot be relied upon,

that's the larger question, and I'm not sure how they are going to solve that."

Jaxon Van Derbeken is a San Francisco Chronicle staff writer. E-mail:

jvanderbeken@sfchronicle.com Twitter: ~a jvanderbeken

O 2015 Hearst Communications, Inc.
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Can PG&E Be Trusted? Carmel Pub.
Pacific Gas &Electric Co. on Notice ire
Carmel Exalosion

Jason Burnett, Mayor of Carmel, California

Five years after a devastating pipeline explosion ripped through the city of San
Bruno, killing eight, and a year after another explosion destroyed a house in
Carmel-by-the-Sea, the Pacific Gas &Electric Co. still doesn't have accurate
records of the gas pipes around our homes, neighborhoods and businesses, the
business practices to compensate for their inaccurate records, or the tools in
place to immediately halt a gas leak. Each day this situation is not fixed puts the
public's safety at risk.

That's not my opinion alone, but the concern of the California Public Utilities
Commission, which opened a formal investigation of PG&E's practices and
record-keeping after recent pipeline accidents in Carmel, Mountain View,
Milpitas, Morgan Hill and Castro Valley highlighted the risk to public safety of
PG&E not having accurate records or maps of its vast pipeline network.
The proceeding —which could lead to more penalties and fines against PG&E
— follows a report by the CPUC's Safety Enforcement Division finding tha:
PG&E's pipeline records are too inadequate and too flawed to be trusted when
making critically important, ongoing safety decisions. The public remains at risk
until these issues are resolved.



It's the same problem that caused tragedy in 2010, when PG&E's record-
keeping errors led to a fatal fire and explosion in San Bruno. PG&E is now facing
a $i.6 biiiion penalty and fine for its mistakes.
And it's the reason that another explosion shook Carmel, when in 2014 bad
records misled construction crews replacing agas-distribution line at
Guadalupe and Third Street. The pressurized "live" line was punctured, causing
gas to escape into a nearby house. PG&E knew it had caused a leak but allowed
this dangerous situation to persist for more than 30 minutes without calling 911.
Our police and firefighters were therefore not alerted and were not able to
evacuate the area. The house exploded, sending building debris just over the
heads of crews and residents walking nearby. Shrapnel was hurled into
neigtlbaring houses and windows were blown in by shock waves. It was a
mirage nobody was killed, but we cannot rely on miracles to protect the public
safety. The incident should have been prevented.
Yet bad records seem to be only part of the problem with PG&E in the Carmel
region. which has suffered a string of incidents and life-threatening service
delays since the initial incident.
Immediately prior to the 2014 explosion, construction crews realized they had
accidentally tapped into an inserted plastic main, a main that records did not
indicate existed. Once the main started leaking, PG&E did not have the
"squeezer" tools in place to immediately stop gas flow.
PG&E crews were forced to halt the leak manually and it took them more than
60 minutes to do so. It was too late —the house exploded within 30 minutes.
PG&E has since been fined $10.8 million for its role in the Carmel explosion,
with mare penalties to come, depending on the outcome of the CPUC
investigation.

Despite PG&E's lip service and empty promises of recovery, five subsequent
pipeline accidents and leaks in the Carmel area have shaken our confidence in
the company's commitment to safety.
Last year, shorty after the house explosion, another gas leak was reported in a
major hotel. PG&E took more than five hours to respond. Weeks later another
gas leak threatened Carmel when athird-party construction crew hit a pipe
outside another hotel. A 20-foot gas cloud lingered for 20 minutes before PG&E
crews finally arrived and they took over an hour to stop the leak.
While PG&E was able to halt these leaks before tragedy struck in the crowded
area, the incidents underscored our urgency to make sure PG&E implements



several potentially lifesaving safety measures to prevent future pipeline breaches
from threatening this community again.
These include better training of construction crews with the necessary
emergency tools to make sure gas leaks are stopped quickly. Crews must
respond to odor cal4s in a timely fashion, and a pro}ect manager must be
designated to monitor construction projects and make regular site visits for
possible pipeline interference.
As we prepare to participate in the upcoming CPUC investigation of PG&E's
record-keeping and safety practices, we intend to require these measures as
part of any penalties levied. We simply can't trust that PG&E will impose these
measures on its own. The safety of our communities and the lives of our
residents depend on our diligence.



PG&E's Line 109 also seen as posing safety risks - SFGate
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PG~tE`s Line 109 also seen as posing safety risks
SAN BRUNO BLAST Missing records, vulnerable welds for pipe from South Bay to S.F.
By Jaxon Van Derbeken Published 4:00 am, Sunday, Aprll 10, 2017
~overris=_ta[uc

IMAGE 1 OF 3

An exposed section of PG&E's Line 109 gas transmission pipeline spans a creek on a steep hillside in Redwood
City, Calif. on Friday, April 1, 2011.

(Publislied Apr. io, 2oii)

Tl~e other pipeline that Pacific Gas and Electric Co. Uas long relied on to deliver nattu~al gas up the Peninsula has problems sunilar to the ruptured
line in San Bruno -flawed or missing records and at-risk welds, including 8o-year-old teclinology recognized as prone to earthquake failures, The
Chronicle has learned.

Like PG&cE transmission Line i32 -the pipe that ruptured and exploded in San Bruno on Sept. 9 -Line io9 runs from Milpitas through the South
Bay and Peninsula and up to San Francisco, where it terminates in the Dogpatch neighborhood.

AOVERTISMG
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Since the blast that killed eight peop]e and destroyed 38 homes, PG&E has avoided service disruptions in the upper Peninsula by using a part of

Line io9 to route gas around the blast site, thus keeping most of Line i32 in service.

Federal investigators have keyed into PG&E's inaccurate records on Line i32 in San Bruno -records that showed the 1956-vintage pipe bad no

seam when, in fact, it had a flawed seam weld since tied to the rupture. The company vouched for the line's safety using a method in 2009 that wa.

incapable of finding bad welds.

A~VER7ISEMENT

!'

Line io9 maybe equally problematic for the company, documents show. Like all the lines running into San Francisco, PG&E has cut the pressure

on Line io9 by 20 percent in the wake of the San Bruno disaster, but e~cperts say that given its questionable state, the cut affords little assurance o

safety.

"You don't l ow the right level of safety to begin with, so you don't lmow if you are cutting pressure by enough," said Richard Kuprewicz, a pipelir

safety e~cpert in Redmond, Wash.

Missing records

Perhaps the most damaging revelation about Line io9 came last month when the utility aclmowledged flat it lacks any records fora 5-mile

segment in San Bruno that was installed by 1995• The undocumented segment starts south of the rupture site on Skyline Boulevazd at San Bruno

Avenue, and heads inland to Junipem Serra Boulevard and hooks up to the old mute on Skyline at Hickey Boulevard.
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The 5-m91e part of the line is among i4o miles of h~ansmission pipe for which PG&E has said it bas so far found no documents to prove it is

operating safely. PG&E has until the end of August to look for the records as part of a $3 million fine settlement still pending and slated to be

argued Mondaybefore the California Public Utiliries Commission.

The undocumented part of ffie line apparenfly was instaIled to route. around three active earthquake faults in the area on Skyline Boulevard, PG&]

records show. The replacement route is now reflected on PG&E's current maps, but the utility lacks records of construction documents and has no

proof that it did legally mandated high-pressure water tests.

UC engineering Professor Bob Bea said the lack of records fora 1995-era project is "astounding."

'To have that long a section of an important pipeline without records on its condition -that would be alarming," he said. "I think we have a

problem, Houston."

PG&E has aclmowledged that the line has other identified risks, but says it inspected the line in 2009 and found no leaks over the past decade.

Brittle welds

PG&E has noted that a 2-uule portion of Line io9 along Alemany Boulevard in San Fraveisco dates from ig3z and was constructed using

oxyacetylene welds, notoriously brittle and susceptible to failure in earthquakes. The at-risk part of the line runs under the sheet roughly from

Sickles Avenue to Rousseau Street

Oxyacetylene technology -which dates to the early part of the zoth cenhuy - is problematic because the hot gases used in the welding process

generate bubbles in the welding bond, Bea said.

"IYs difficult to get a weld with high integrity," he said. "You end up with a lot of gas and bubbles trapped in the metal."

Kuprewicz added, "Oxyacetylene welds are like glass. They don't bend, they snap. They aze very brittle."

http://www.sfgate.com/bayarea/azticle/PG-E-s-Line-109-also-seen-as-posing-safety-risks-2375453.php 2/4
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Dozens of those welds failed in the i9~i quake in Sylmar (Los Angeles County), according to a 2008 seismic report done for the U.S. Geological

Survey on the vulnerability of that kind of weld. The report also found that in the 1989 Loma Prieta quake, PG&E Uad three hansmission line

failures involving such welds, and in the 1994 Q~ke in Northridge (Los Angeles County), more than two dozen such welds failed or were damaged

The 2008 report recommended replacement with upgraded pipes, or at least using automatic shutoff valves, pointing out that oacyacetylene welds

were almost ioo times more likely to fail in a quake than more modern technology.

PG&E has long downplayed the usefulness of automatic valves, citing industry data showing most blast damage is done in the first 3o seconds of a

eacplosion, but since the San Bruno blast has said it will install them in many high-risk areas.

Rehab versus replace

PG&E had been replacing dozens of miles a year of old pipes since 1985 - including the 5-mile reroute near San Bruno -but told regulators in i99:
that it now intended to begin finding ways to rehab old lines ether than replace them.

One of its first efforts in that vein was to install, that year, a plastic liner in Line io9 under Alemany Boulevard that had 1932-vintage oxyacetylene

welds. The purpose of the liner was to create an internal membrane to contain any gas release if vulnerable girth welds fated in an earthquake.

PG&E bought the liner from Paltem Systems Inc. of Missouri, and it was touted as being able to withstand pressures up to 90o pounds per square

inch. Paltem is not currenfly in business in the United States.

'"The purpose of this project was to install a safe composite lining, in order to provide additional support and protection," PG&E spokesman Joe

Molica said about the liner.

Before installing the liner, be said, PG&E had tested that part of the line using high-pressure water. At the time, the company said it would track

any leaks and inspect the line a year after installation.

PG&E recently told San Francisco City Attorney Dennis Herrera, who asked for details about the project, that it did an initial camera inspection bi

did not do a follow-up inspection. PG&E says the inspection could have daznaged the liner and there had been no leaks in the past decade.

Inspection aside, experts question the value of the liner in a major quake. Glen Stevick, a Berkeley engineer and pipeline safety e~cpert, said such a

interior liner "does provide a lot of flexibility and it can take a certain amount of leakage without rupture."

But, he said, substantial ground movement during a quake could have a "guillotine" action in severing a circiunferential weld, slicing the liner in

the process.

Doug Honegger, an Arroyo Grande (San Luis Obispo County) consultant on pipeline seismic safety, agreed the liner's value is linuted.

'"The question is why they put the liner iu. If the threat was from ]azge ground movement, I'm not sure the (liner) would be what they needed,' he

said. "The preferred option would be to replace that section."

Vulnerable welds

Still other parts of Line io9 were constructed with low-frequency electric resistance welds, considered vulnerable during normal operations and
tied to more than ioo failures nationwide.

PG&E inspected Line io9 in 2009 using a method that was incapable of Ending flawed seam welds. Yet trvo stretches of the line have such welds,
according to PG&E records. PG&E officials have said they had been intentionally boosting the pressure on lines with such welds every five years o~
so since 2003, but stopped the practice after the San Bnmo explosion. The company says it had been elevating the pressure because federal
regulations -based on peak pressure levels -would otUenvise lack in and limit its ability to meet peak demand.

Federal officials say they don't understand why PG&E was boosting pressure on vulnerable lines.

PG&E last spiked the pressure on the San Francisco part of Line io9 on April i2 of last year to i4~ pounds per square inch; the line's maximum
capacity is iso psi. It first spiked the pressure on the line in December 2003 to iso psi. Experts have questioned the safety of the spiking practice
on such vulnerable. welds, saying they could make them more prone to failure.

Portion above ground

Outside San Francisco, at the higher-pressure segment of the line, experts point to another potential problem spot: an above-ground, So-foot spaz
where Line io9 crosses a dry creek bed. PG&E inspected the line in 2009 and said any safety concerns were addressed.

But UC Berkeley's Bea said erosion on the creek banks during recent storms could potentially weaken support on either side spanning the
creekbed. He worries the line has no underpinnings to support the crossing.

Experts point to the totality of Line io9 problems as warning signs that the older, untested lines in PG&E's system are fraught with potential risks

http://www.sfgate.com/bayarea/article/PG-E-s-Line-109-also-seen-as-posing-safety-risks-2375453.php 3/4
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PG&E had lazgely stopped replacing old lines by 2000, when it cut back on miles replaced in favor of inspection efforts to assure safety, document

show.

"With the age and the risk factors they have, why aren't they judiciously replacing these pipes?" pipeline safety expert Kuprewicz said. "You are

playing Russian roulette with asix-shooter, and you have five bullets in the gun:'

"I frankly don't feel very comfortable with their whole" system, said Robert Eiber, another pipeline integrity expert. "It's a mess. You need to find

out what you have in the ground."

Herrera said he wants to l ow more about the line before be is satisfied it is safe.

"It's quite clear that we haven't received all the records that would give us that complete confidence,' he said. He added that he intends to make

every effort to make sure "we are getting the records we need."

E-mall Ja~con Van Derbeken at jvanderbeken@sfchrouicle.cam.
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Your are here: Home »Regulatory Changes: San Bruno Explosion Mirrors 2004 Walnut Creek Pipeline Blast

The aftermath of the lethal San Bruna
explosion has begun to replicate regulatory
and safety changes that were products of
the 2004 Walnut Creek pipeline blast, a case
we represented for our client who suffered
burns over 30% of his body.

New Safety Reguia#ions

San Bruno: Yesterday U.S. Rep. Jackie
Speier, ~D-Hillsborough) announced

legislation that would require pipeline operators across the country to equip their lines with
automatic shut-off valves. This technology could have significantly reduced the devastation
of the San Bruno pipeline explosion.

Walnut Creek: 1n 2006, the federal Pipeline and Hazardous Materials Safety
Administration's Office of Pipeline Safety and Kinder Morgan, an energy company involved
with the Walnut Creek explosion, agreed that Kinder Morgan would provide system-wide ~ ~~,

https: 'giccb.com~regulatory-changes-sau-bruno-explosion-mirrors-204~walnut-creek-pipe.(ine-blasU 1iS

Getty Images /Justin Sullivan



Re: Inquiry about Gas Transmission Pipeline 109 from
concerned SF residents

Robert G. BEA

• May 5 at 10:26 AM
To

• Marilyn Waterman
Happy Monday Marilyn,

given the background you provided in your email, yes -you should be concerned.

there are several points in your summary that provide a good basis for your concerns:
1) old (1980s) PG&E gas transmission pipeline installed in area with highly variable topography,
2) no records on the construction, operation, and maintenance of the pipeline,
3) no definitive guidelines to determine if the pipeline is 'safe' and 'reliable',
4) apparent confusion about responsibilities (government, industrial -commercial) for the
pipeline safety, reliability, and integrity.

this list is identical to the list of concerns that summarized causation of the San Bruno Line 132
gas pipeline disaster.

the fundamental 'challenge' associated with your concern is tied to the word 'safe'.
unfortunately, it has been very rare that i have encountered organizations that have a good
understanding of what that word means, and less of an understanding of how to demonstrate
that a given system is 'safe enough'.

during my investigation of the San Bruno disaster, i did not find a single document {including trial
deposition transcripts) that clearly indicated PG&E or the California PUC had a clear
understanding of the word 'safe': freedom from undue exposure to injury and harm.

much of this situation is founded in 'ignorance'. it is very rare for me to work with engineers who
have a comprehensive understanding of what the word safe means -and no clue about how to
determine if a system is either safe or unsafe. the vast majority of governmental regulatory
agencies are even worse off.

i have attached a graph that helps me explain the important concepts associated with
determining if a system is safe or unsafe. the vertical scale is the likelihood of a failure. the
horizontal scale is the consequences associated with a failure. the diagonal tines separate the
graph into two quadrants: safe and not safe. if the potential consequences associated with a
failure are low, then the likelihood of the failure can be high. if the potential consequences are
very high, then the probability of failure must be very low. uncommon common sense.

on the graph, i shown a system that was designed for a particular 'risk' (combination of
likelihood and consequences of failure). when it was constructed, the risk increased due to
construction 'malfunctions' -like bad welding. when the system was put into service, the risk
increased further -perhaps due to poor corrosion protection and due to the area around the
pipeline being populated with homes, businesses, schools and other things that increase the
potential consequences of a major failure. once it is determined that the system that was
originally designed to be safe, is no longer safe, then it is necessary to do things that will allow
the system to be safely operated....reduce the likelihood of failure (e.g. repair the corrosion) and
reduce the consequences of failure (e.g. install pressure control shut off sensors and equipment
that can detect a loss of gas and rapidly shut the system down)....or replace the segment of the
pipeline that nq longer meets safety -reliability requirements.



after i completed my investigation of the San Bruno disaster, i prepared a series of 'graphics'
that summarized my findings. because the graphics file is very large, i have sent the file to you
as a Google Document with a link you can use to view or download the document to your
computer.

The San Bruno Root Cause Analvsis.adf

i know this has been a long answer to your short question. i hope it will help you understand
how to better communicate your valid concerns regarding this development.

bob bea

On Mon, May 5, 2014 at 9:37 AM, Marilyn Waterman <yavieneC~?yahoo.com> wrote:
Dear Mr. Bea,
am writing to you on behalf of a group of concerned Bernal Heights residents in San Francisco.
We have been very interested in your published comments on San Francisco Bay Area's gas
transmission pipelines and are wondering if you could offer us an idea of whether we should
question the public safety of a proposed development. Many of us in Bernal Heights think the
project -two luxury houses with four more down the line -unwisely puts speculator's interests
before public safety.

The particular details are these: Gas Transmission Pipeline 109, built in the early 80's, runs under
several Bernal streets before it rises up an incline under Folsom Street toward the top of Bernal
Heights hill.

Toward the top of Folsom Street, the hill enters an undeveloped section of about 100 feet with a
35-degree grade -for years, deemed too steep to develop by the Department of Public
Works. Within San Francisco, it is a rare spot of steep unpaved land over Pipeline 109.

The Department of Public Works has now designated this 35-degree grade section of Folsom
Street a 'right of way' -which exempts the developers from City public street safety grading
codes -and paves the way for development. Public street safety standards set the grade of new
streets in San Francisco at 25 degrees. Indeed, the two public streets running parallel to this
section of Folsom were safely graded to 25 degrees or less. Under this designation, private
contractors in conjunction with PG&E will do all construction and maintenance over the pipeline.

We think this is a questionably risky development -given the location in a densely urban
neighborhood, the steepness of the grade for heavy earth-moving equipment, the lack of
records about the pipeline in this undeveloped area, and the fact the City has no risk
assessment guidelines in place for construction around gas transmission pipelines that we are
aware of.

Indeed, several years ago at the very spot where this development is proposed to begin, a
cement truck overturned while trying to make a turn and ruptured a water main.

We have written to the Department of Public Works and PG&E about our concerns -and have
been alarmed at the casual attitude we have encountered. The City Planning Department has
already issued a perfunctory waiver from an Environmental Review. The DPW maintains they
have nothing to do with a right of way development except issue a permit and inspect
excavation. PG&E has so far offered no records of this section of the pipeline. The City of San
Francisco itself, as far as we know, has no guidelines for assessing risk of construction around
transmission pipelines.



All of this makes many of us very uneasy. Should we be?

We would greatly appreciate your perspective.

Regards,
Marilyn Waterman

PS - If you want to google the proposed development the addresses are:
3516 and 3526 Folsom St., San Francisco

Robert Bea
Professor Emeritus
Center for Catastrophic Risk Management
University of California Berkeley
Email: beaQce.berkeley.edu

Risk Assessment &Management Services
60 Shuey Drive
Moraga, CA 94556
925-631-1587 (office)
925-699-3503 (cell)
Email: BeaRAMS@gmail.com
htt~://buy.norton.com~ecialoffers?VEN DORID=YAHOO

acceptable risks
. pdf
DownloadView



9/12/2015 Cement truck mixes poorly with city water - SFGate

SFGATE http:/Nuww.sfgate.com/bayarea/article/Cement-truck-mixes-poorty-withcity-water•2545528.php

Cement truck mixes poorly with city water
Chronicle staff report Published 4:00 am, Wednesday, August 22, 2007

IMAGE10F2

WATERMAIN 027 RAD.jpg SHOWN: Broken water main and fallen cement truck at the comer of Powhattan
and Folsom Streets in San Francisco, CA., where undergrounding and sewer repair work have been ongoing.
(Katy RaddaVlThe Chronide)"

A cement truck overturned, below, and ruptured a water line in San Francisco's Bernal Heights neighborhood Tuesday, knocking out service

to four blocks for seven hours.

The accident happened a little after io a.m. and slightly injured the cement truck driver.

At lefr, an Atlas Towing worker rigs cables to the fallen truck.

Righting the truck took several hours more than expected, but the job was finally accomplished at 3 p.m. with the help of two heavy-duty tow

trucks.'Itvo hours later, water was flowing to all in the neighborhood once again, said Tony Winnicker, a spokesman for the ciTy Public Utilities

Commission.

RELATED STORIES

w
Water service
restored in Bernal
Heights

ADVERTiS:NC;

The affected area is bounded by Powhattan Avenue, Cortland Avenue, Folsom Street and Gates

Street.

http://wwwsfgate.com/bayarea/article/Cement-truck-mixes-poorly-with-city-water-2545528.php ~' 113



CASE NUMBED:

APPLICATION FOR

Discretionary Review
1. Owner/Applicant Information

DR APPLICANT'S NAME:

~lNn/ ~ ac K~ r ~
DR APPLICANT'S ADDRESS: ZIP CODE: TELEPHONE:

~ ( C~T~S sT.~ SAN F~~~-r~cis~ ~~fIID c~t~ga~-~-7?~
PROPERTY OWNER WHO IS DOING THE PFOJECT ON WHICH YOU AFE REQUESTING DISCRETIONARY REVIEW NAME'.

ADDRESS: ZIP CODE: TELEPHONE:

~~f-~ ~M$EGz f~-~~~ ~N ~~rJClsca 9 131 ~`fi1.5- ~Z6-88 (o8

CONTACT FOR DR APPLJCATION:

Same as Above

ADDRESS: ZIP CODE: TELEPHONE

E-MAIL ADDRESS'

~Po~~ce ~~ j1 p 9 tv~a:~ (, c v rn~

2. Location and Classification

STREET ADDRESS OF PROJECT: ZIP CODE:

3 S /(~ Fro Ls a n~__ s 7- S~}N ~~N~ Esc-fib, ~A- q_~f- I _~ U _.
CROSS STREETS: '.

G+~ t~n~t ~} N
ASSESSORS BLOCK/L.OT: LOT DIMENSIONS: LOT AREA (SQ Fn: ZONING DISTRICT'. HEIGHT/BULK DISTRICT:

0 ~' s~~

3. Project Description

Please check all that apply

Change of Use ❑ Change of Hours ❑ New Construction ~ Alterations ❑ Demolirion ❑ Other ❑

Additions to Building: Rear ❑ Front ❑ Height ❑ Side Yard ❑

Present or Previous Use: ~~~-~—• 5~ ~— ~ ~

Proposed Use: ~ ~'`'`~ ~ ~~'~'~

Building Permit Application No. .. 02~ ~~. ~,Z ~~v, ~{',3Z7~_ Date Filed: _ ~1 ~ / ] —/

~~G~~~~
,~-

~~

SEP 15 2

~,



4. Actions Prior to a Discretionary Review Request

Prbrllctlon YES NO

Have you discussed this project with the permit applicant? '

Did you discuss the project writh the Planning Department permit review planner? 2 ~ ❑

Did you participate in outside mediation on this case? ❑

T, yes, a-t s~~~.. Ca-s t Slo ~ Q ~ 1~.►~ !2~ ~ L~~
r~t~~f G wt~~'~-~ 1 n~-O ! ~. / l _'~/

oZ . ~ ~ 5 v ~C ~ w i ~'c~ ~ lip- ~ I~~ a t~-a fi~~ w !mot° ~~^-~~-

E~~, S G.t ~ ~ " yP~4~ ,S~ Go ~-~- .
5. Changes Made to the Project as a Result of Mediation
If you have discussed the project with the applicant, planning staff or gone through mediation, please
summarize the result, including any changes there were made to the proposed project.

8 SAN FRANCISCO PUNNING OEPAPTMENT V.a8.0] 2012
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Discretionary Review Request

Application for Discretionary Review

In the space below and on separate paper; if necessary, please present facts sufficient to answer each question.

1. What are the reasons for requesting Discreti~~:::iry Revietiv? The project meets the minimwn shutdards of the
Planning Code. What are the exceptional and extraorduiary circumstances that justify Discretionai~~ Review of
the project? Hv~v does the project conflict with the City's General Plan or the Planning Code's Priority Policies or
Residential Design Guidelines? Please be specific and site specific sections of the Residential Design Guidelines._~-L .~`_ ___

The massive size of the proposed house at 2516 Folsom Street, three stories of living space including a 3-car garage, is
exceotionally out of scale and character with with this mixed socio-economic neighborhood of predominantly low
to middle income owners and renters occupying modest houses built for working families in the early to mid 20th
century. Presented to neighbors by the architect as just aone-family house, it must be considered in its
extraordinary site context: six lots proposed for development on a steep (approx. 35-37%grade) open space slope
located over a major PG&E gas transmission line. It conflicts with:

Residential Design Guidelines, p. 22: it is not "compatible in size and scale with surrounding buildings" on
Block 5626. The neighborhood character of the south slope area of Bernal Heights is notably unpretentious with
predominantly small one and two story houses with 1-car garages or no garage at all. (see attached sheet)

2. The Residential Design Guidelutes assume some impacts to be reasonable yid expected as part of construction.
Please explain how this project would cause unreasonable impacts. If you believe your property, the property of
others or the neighborhood would be ad~~ersely affected, please state ~vho cvould be affected, and how:

The plan for 3516 Folsom St. unreasonably impacts the neighborhood in creating a ripping point to an unacceptable change inneighborhood character. The out-of-scale house proposed, with its unworkable 3-car garage on a dangerously steep slope, sets
a highly undesirable precedent for equally grandiose houses on the other five lots on this hillside open space. It would be a
slippery slope towards filling Bernal Heights with expensive, out-of-character boxes, eventually making every older house a
potential teardown, an unacceptable impact adversely affecting the entire neighborhood which has so far gentrified in ways thatretain neighborhood character. General Plan Priority Policy #2 emphasizes that "neighborhood character be conserved and
protected in order to preserve the cultural and economic diversity of our neighborhoods."

There is real danger in bringing heavy construction equipment onto this very steep and uneven hillside slope over a major
PG&E gas transmission pipeline--many neighbors, their friends and relatives, and walkers on Bernal Hill fear for their personal
safety, not to mention the potential loss of their homes.

3. 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 ~1?

One or two story houses could be an alternative and fit the neic~hborhood character if three fundamental
conditions were met: 1)PG&E determines the depth and integrity of the major gas transmission pipeline under
the site's slope; 2) if PG&E repairs or replaces it as necessary; and 3) if independent experts certify its safety.

Oaen space aermanently esignate~i is the best alternative
-leave this entire hillside as it is, a natural area with diverse native and non-native plants and wildlife

within the city limits
-currently it is and should remain a valuable and unusual resource for the neighborhood, visitors to the

neighborhood, and neighborhood public elementary school children and their families many of whom are low
income and have few opportunities to experience undeveloped natural areas



3 S ~6 ~~~_ ~~-

Discretionary Review Request -page 2 -Lockett

Question 1. (continued)

It conflicts with:
Planning Code Priority Policy #8, tl~~at "out parks and open spaces and their access to

sunlight and vistas be protected from development." This project is proposed for a never paved, never
built upon very steep hillside that has an informal foot trail system through a natural area with native and non-
native plants and wildlife. It is used by neighbors and hikers for recreation and local public elementary school
children on nature study field trips. (see attached list of local birds and wildlife of the San Francisco Bay Area
seen on this slope)

It conflicts with:
East Slope Design Review Board Guidelines, p. 12, regarding building bulk and massing,

which warns against "the maximum-building-envelope-shoebox more characteristic of apartment
units than of a house form." The architect, despite neighbors' comments and ESDRB input at
community meetings, refused to reduce the height and size of the house and to provide side yards.



Applicant's Affidavit

Under penalty of perjury the following declararions are made:
a: The undersigned is the owner or authorized agent of the owner of this property.
b: The information presented is true and correct to the best of my knowledge.
c: T'he other information or applications may be required.

Si afore: ~/~~"'~`" Date: ____~

~ /

-~ ~
Print name, and indicate whether r, or authorized agent:

Owner / Authonzetl Agent (circle one)

SAN fpANCISCO PLANNING DEPARTMENT V.48.0].201T



CASE NUMBER:
For St_A' I ls~ .'ii~'.y

Discretionary Review Application
Submittal Checklist

Applications submitted to the Planning Department must be accompanied by this checklist and all required
materials. The checklist is to be completed and signed by the applicant or authorized agent.

REIXJIRED MATERIALS (please check correct column) DR APPLIC

Application, with all blanks completed

Address labels (original), if applicable (~'

Address labels (copy of the above), if applicable d

Photocopy of this completed application L{~'

Photographs that illustrate your concerns ~~

Convenant or Deed Restrictions

Check payable to Planning Dept.

Letter of authorization for agent ❑

Other: Section Plan, Detail drawings (i.e. windows, door entries, trim),
Specifications (for cleaning, repair, etc.) and/or Product cut sheets for new
elements (i.e. windows, doors)

NOTES:
❑ flequired Material.
Optional Material.

O Two sets of original labels and one copy of addresses of adjacent property owners and owners of property across sheet.

For Department Use Only

Application received by Planning Department:

By: Date:



ann lockett <lockett514@iclou com>GJ September 15, 2015 11 :58 AM
2-s~~house at top of Gates St. fits neighborhood character and is visually
appealing, has side yards

1 Attachment, 358 KB
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~~~~ ~
ann I  ockett <lockett514@icioud.com~7
another attractive ~2 modern house at top of Gates St.

September 15, 2015 11:28 AM

1 Attachment, 94 KB
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ann lockett <lockett514@icloud.com>~ September 15, 2015 11:46 AM
Gates St. one and two story houses in Block 5626

~~ C"~i~-~ ~'~
6 Attachments, 185 KB
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ann lockett <lockett514@icloud.com>GJ
Steep slope of Folsom St, from top of hill by Community Garden

-ivy.*-~~~ ~~~

September 15, 2015 11:53 AM

3 Attachments, 144 KB
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ann lockett <lockett514@icloud.com>GJ
5216 project board (notice on right) by PG&E gas line warning sign

September 15, 20 i > > ~ :~ 7 AM

1 Attachment, 168 KB
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ann lockett <lockett514@icioud.com>GJ
PG&E gas pipeline warning sign facing down slope toward Folsom St.
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Application for Discretionary Review

APPLICATION FOR

Discretionary Review
1. Owner/Applicant Information

_.
DR P.PPLICANT S NAME ~ ~

~F~-T3 ~L'~t_~J ~~p~f ~e~s~,~r~ ~~C1~5~ l~l~~~~~Y ~~1?~) ~~l~~e"~ 
~ x~iW~

DR APPLICANT S ADDRESS:. ~ - ;ZIP CODE ,4.~ (TELEPHONE:

_ ~ ~~~ CAL S~N~ ~~re.e.-~- °~~~1 I~~ ~ ~ ~~~1- ~~z
.PROPERTY OWNEF W O IS DOING THE PROJECT ON WHICH YOU ARE REQUESTING DISCRETIONARY REVIEW_ NAMEi~ ~~

i
i
i

~ ADDRESS.- '~ ~ ~ -_ ~ ~=. ~ ZIP CODE. ~-` TELEPHONE. -.. ,-

2. Location and Classification
- --- -- -- --- -- ---- — — -- -- -- —

STREETADDRESSOFPAOJECL~ ~-' ~~ ~ ~ -~ - ~ i ZIPCODE - `:

CROSS STREETS: - - ti

-----u~~~~-~~~ ~ .~~~ri~, .~~Qr ~ ~ ~grnerra~ E~.~ ~~%~'P-~'~ S~-r~e .

ASSESSORS BLA¢K/LOT. ~ ;LOT DIMENSIONS: ~ LOT AREA (SD Fib. ~ ZONING DISTRICT: I HEIGFfT/BULK DISTRICT ~ ~ . .
.. - .. . _

~~~~~~ Vi
c_ 1~~__ - -------.__..-_

. Pr ~ ct D scri tion ~~ ~~3 ode e p

Please check all That apply

Change of Use ❑ Change of Hours ❑ New Construction ~ Alterations ❑ Demolition ❑ Other ❑

Additions to Building: Rear ❑ Front ❑ Height ❑ Side Yard ❑

Present or Previous Use: ~I:~~ ✓~~ ~~ _ ___ __.

Proposed Use: ~,~~~.~Wt` _~~' ~1~.~~

'a0 13 • ~ a • ~ , 3 a a Date Filed: ~ C~ ~ -7Building Permit Application No. _ ~ _ _ ( ~ ~ 3—__— _ _' _ "' 
_ ~tw

7



Application for Discretionary Review

Discretionary Review Request

In the space below and on separate paper, if necessary, please present facts sufficient to answer each question.

1. What are the reasons for requesting Discretionary Review? T'he 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 die City's General Plan or the Planning Code's Priority Policies or
Residential Design Guidelines? Please be specific and site spec c sections of the Residential Design Guidelines.

QC- (~-~4- c~,~\n.

2. The Residential Design Guidelines assume some impacts to be reasonable and erected as part of construction.
Please explain how dlis project would cause unreasonable impacts. If you believe your property, the property of
others or the neighborhood would be adversely affected, please state who would be affected, and how:

3. What alternatives or changes to the proposed project, Ueyond the d~anges (if any) already made would respond to
the exceptional and extraordinary circumstances and reduce the adverse effects noted above in question #1?

9



4. Actions Prior to a Discretionary Review Request

Prior Actlon YES NO

Have you discussed this project with the permit applicant? ~ ❑

Did you discuss the project with the Planning Department permit review planner?

Did you participate in outside mediation on this case?

~

❑

p,

[̀~

5. Changes Made to the Project as a Result of Mediation

If you have discussed the project with the applicant, planning staff or gone through mediation, please

summazize the result, including any changes there were made to the proposed project.

e?.' ,. \

" ShN fF~MGISCO PLANNING DCPRRTId CNT V OO.U].20~L

`\



Applicant's Affidavit

Under penalty of perjury the follownzg declarations are made:

a: The undersigned is the owner or authorized agent of fl1e owner of this property.

b: The information presented is true and correct to the best of my Imowledge.

c: Ttie other information or applications nay be required.

(~~~~ ~ ,~
Signature: ~, `~ ""V7 11 Date: ~ a ~ ~ ~ J~`'~

Print nante, and indicate whether owner, or authorize 1 Zt:

-~ 2Y ~ ert ~, ~Q, l~~ YL~
Owner /Authorized Agent (circle one)

1 V ShN fP~NC15C0 PIANN~NG DCP~IITMCNT vOtl.U).YOIY



Application for Discretionary Review

Discretionary Review Application
Submittal Checklist

Applications submitted to the Plaruvng Department must be accompanied by dlis checklist Ind all required
materials. The checklist is to be completed and signed by the applicant or authorized agent.

.. ..

- REQUIRED MATERIALS (please check correct column) ~ - ~ _
i

,, i
DR_APPLICATION i i

Application, with all blanks completed ~

Address labels (original), if applicable

Address labels (copy of the above), if applicable (-~

Photocopy of this completed application !~

Photographs that illustrate your concerns ~

Convenant or Deed Restrictions ~ ~

Check payable to Planning Dept. ~,

Letter of authorization for agent ❑

Other: Section Plan, Detail drawings (i.e. windows, door entries, trim),
Specifications (for cleaning, repair, etc.) and/or Product cut sheets for new ~
elements (i.e. windows, doors)

NOTES:
❑ Required Material
~ Optional Material.
~ Two sets of original labels and one copy of addresses of adjacent property owners and owners of property across street.

~`~

SAP 15 2~1

~G~~~~ ~~ 
S.~,

G!T`~ ~ ~~~,~~.~r,~~~r
For Department Use Only p~p,~I~siNU

p C V
Application received by Planning Department:

By' I+ O~v' T~ll~i~,CvrO 
Date: I '~ ~ "~~
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N
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 STEt~EI'

A
ny me~f w

hich is not pitched nt a ratio o(m
t least one in

 four m
oist be

d esigners and surfacrd ~
 as tc, be usahle.

A
ny fiat roof m

ust be acresslble frcxn a prim
e living space w

ilhouP the
n e~~sity of clim

bing a s~+ecial set of stairs to reach it.

Step m
o

ftir~
 of adjacent buildings up a

 dm
m

 in im
itation of the

s lope of the street.

7. 
FA

C
A

D
E

 ELEM
EN

TS

A
ny batm

ny, ~m
rrh, deck or terrace above gxound feve! m~Lst beat leist

6'-0" deep and a m
inim

um
 of 36 square feet in

 tnta➢
 area.

~
.
 C

O
L

O
R

S &
 M

A
,7ER

IA
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N
o spedfic guidelines buE suggestions and m

com
m

endatirm
s.
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(
a
N

l
~
h
r
r
e
 aie a n

u
m
b
e
r
 of lupics which need to be addressed a

n
d
 yet d

o
n
ot tit into the f

w
m
 of a

 guideEine. 
T
h
z
 i+sue of security a

n
d
 crime is

u
n
e
 ~f these. 

N
o
n
e
 of t}u guidelines deals with insuring the safety of a

t ~oine. 
N
o
w
h
e
r
e
 d
o
 w
r
 mesiiion the use of metal grills at the entry o

r
th
e
 
elioninadun 

of landscaping 
to cut d~rvn 

o
n
 
the 

possible 
hiding

p
laces. !

n
 fact, o

n
 both sexial-psychobgical a

n
d
 xsthekic grounds, these

m
easures are not encouraged. 

It h
a
s
 been provex►

 that the isolation
created 

w
hen 

people 
live 

barricaded 
behind 

fortress-like 
w

ails
stim

ulates incidents of crinunal activity m
ore than security system

s
de

kr these.

W
e do not believe that the solution ~~ terns, particularly brcaj:ing

an
d

 en~eru►
g, is an architectural one. 

The long-term
 solution w

ill w►
ly

cam
e from

 changes in
 society at loge, w

ith the best stu~rt-term
 defense

txin
g

 
a cohesive, responsive 

eornm
ue►

ity 
w

hich looks 
out 

fur 
and

protects Its m
em

bers. 
7'he basis for this smart of open com

m
unication

netw
ork am

ong neightw
rs presently exists in

 this section of Hen~al
t ieigh~s, m

uds as it has in
 sm

all tow
ns of dd•

A
tl of the guicklines assum

e the constructiexi of one house per lot.
Though not specifically encoutagc~, ii w

ould certainly be acceptable to
b uild aye lw

use an tw
o lots, especially w

hen the topography of a site o~
the exislet~ce of trees m

ade a portion c~F a given lot unusable. 
Several

g uidelines w
ould have lc~ be am

ended if applied to a double b
t and

this w
ould be luvidlecl cx~ a rase-by-case basis, as Vie need arose.

T'he 
question 

cif 
w

hether 
aciht:rence 

to 
thc~

 
guidelines 

w
ould

increase the m
tutru~yiun costs of prospective new

 hotn~es has often
been raised. 

Since a m
a r goal of this report is the m

aintenance of
Bernal H

eights as an area w
hich is financially acc~ssibie to people of

l ow
 

and m
oderate uuom

es, there havr bc~c~n 
cot~sider~ble concerjis

o ver this point. In
 an effcxt to arrive at an answ

er, m
any penplr in

 the
construction business 

have been 
presented 

w
ide 

our 
concepts 

a~i~l
asked 

tc~ 
Iry 

to 
assess, 

as 
nearly 

as 
possible, 

w
hat 

the 
t'C

O
[IU

IIIiC
consequences m

ight be_ 
W

e havr bi~es~ assured to our satisfaction that
o ur recom

m
endations in

 and of them
s~lv~, w

ould eat ia►
po.w~ undue

f inanaal burden cx► the developers and ow
ners of new

 lzuusing. 
T

here
i s nothing in

 the guidelines w
hich call [or a deviation faun standard

eanslTuction 
practice 

or 
necessitates 

the 
introduction 

of 
expensive

architectural services. 
If, in

 the process of planning a new
 structure,

tine can dem
onstrate that ct~m

pllance is significuiU
y raising leis ur her

costs For som
e unf~rc~en and i~eooncilabie reason, there w

ould be
grounds fur proposing a oc>m

prom
ise solution.

These 
guidelines 

have 
been 

~{c~velu~e~! 
because 

o~ 
specific

c onditions on 
the Easy 

S1a~x of B
erra! H

eights. 
Tl~y 

w
ere nuindared

bye 
the 

C
ity 

Pian~i~g 
D

rparhnrnl 
in 

canjurutian 
w

ith 
a 

tem
porary

b uilding 
m

oratoriun+. 
2"he 

guidelines 
wctie 

adapted 
Jrum

 
lhrxic

s uccessfully 
in

 
use 

for 
the 

~:lsie 
Street 

nrighborhoaf 
in 

ne~rllswrst
Berrw

! 
H

eights. 
R

esirknts, 
t~cant 

lot 
owners 

and 
representatives 

of
stutrol 

city 
~iepprtm

ents 
cuntribul~d 

to 
tl~e 

develupinent 
of 

flrc5e
gu+eielirres.
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SEC. 242. BERNAL HEIGHTS SPECIAL USE DISTRICT.

(a) General. A Special Use District entitled the Bernal Heights Special
Use District, the boundaries of which are shown on Sectional Map. Nos.
7SU, 8SU, and 11SU of the Zoning, M~~, is hereby established for the
purposes set forth below.

(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.

(c) The provisions of this Section 24? shall not apply to building permit
applications or amendments thereto, or to conditional use, variance or
environmental evaluation applications filed on or before January 7, 1991.
Such applications shall be governed by the ordinances in effect on January 7,
1991, unless the applicant requests in writing that an application be
governed by the provisions of this Section 242.

(d) Definitions. For purposes of this Section 242., the following
definitions apply:

(1) "Adjacent building" shall mean a building on a lot adjoining the
subject lot along a side lot line. Where the lot constituting the subject
property is separated from the lot containing the nearest building by an
undeveloped lot or lots for a distance of 50 feet or less parallel to the street
or alley, such nearest building shall be deemed to be an "adjacent building,"
but a building on a lot so separated for a greater distance shall not be deemed
to be an "adjacent building." A corner lot shall have only one adjacent
building located along its side lot line.

(2) "Usable floor area" is the sum of the gross areas of the several
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a = Maximum approach angle = 20.2° = 36.8%
b = Maximum departure angle = 9.2° = 16.2%
c = Minimum running ground clearance = 4.3"
d = Design vehicle wheelbase. = 10.8` (Salt Lake City Design = 11')
e = Maximum ramp breakover angle = 8.2° (Salt Lake City Design = 10.5% (6°))
k = Crest of curve arc = d = e (Salt Lake City Design = 1.05)

Driveways leaving a public right-of-
way should not exceed a maximum

~- ' slope of 8% (4.57°) from gutter to
~~ ~~~~ ro ert line. The slo e should be::.~.:.. _: : 

P P Y P
~~`~~ ~~"'""` transitioned beyond the property line no

.. J ::: ~::::: i:::~.~.;u .... r..... ~.. '. ............ n... i.......r ....... i.....:i:v}n.r: n. . .

~~~~$~'~`"~~'~~ ~=~r~ ~. ~~ more than a maximum of 16% (9.09°)
'̀>~<-;`<:..._ average grade to the parking pad.

Driveway cross slopes of 4 % to 6%
__~ (2.3° to 3.4°)maximum.

~ ~ ~ ~I ~ --

•Y"

_~~~~~` ~`

~ 16%(9.09°) Ma~dmum
~ ~ e Average Grade4q~o ~1' l'~

8/12/91 changed layoudassigned # ~ 25~ oh ~~qr ~p•~X'or 6° 0% 0 ,0.0°`7/31/02 revised data
i2/24/b3 revised data
;S/U4/OS revised data
a..••• ................................................................E
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W-101 AND W- ~p

W-IOS

AMERICAN AUTOMOBILE DIMEN610 N8-connPO SITE ELEVATIONS OF AUTOMOBILE DEVISED BY AGS STAFF

IST4 NDARD DIMEN810N5 OF AUTOMOBILE MANl.IF4C TUBERS AS SOC.~N C.)NOTE6~

1 -Foreign can not included (except Volkswagen, see belowl.2 -Dimensions are for 1968 models.
3 -Dimensions cover. sedans, coupes and swtionwagons. 

~ _ ~~
OVERALL DIMENBION6 MINIMUM MAXIMUMW-103 Overall width Corvette 5'-9 1/4" Buick 6'-8"H-101 Overall hei hi Corvette 3'-11 3/4" Jeep ~ 5'-3 13/16"L-101 Wheelbase Corvette 8'-2" Cadillac 11'-0"L--103 Overall length AMC AMX 14'-10 1/4" Cadillac 19'-0 1/4"H-156 Ground clearanu Pontiac 0'-.3 1 1/16" Jeep 0'-7 11/16"

~AN6LEB, RAMPS S DIAMB • MINIMUM MAXIMUMH-106 An le of approach (degrees) Cadillac 19.2 Jeep 39.0°H-107 Angle of departure Mercury 10.8 Javelin 23.8°(degrees)
H-147 Ramp breakover angle Tempest 9.0 Jeep 24.0°Idegreesl
~Yall to wall turning diam. (ft.) Jeep 37'-8" Oldsmobile 49'-7"
READ .OF CAR DIMEMBION6 MINIMUM MAXIMUMrear window to grnd. Firebird 2'-9 13/16" Checker 3'-10 7/2"~ at

sOverhang rear Camaro 3'-4" Imperial 5'-4"Y• 102 Tread width -distance Rambler q'-7" Pontiac 5'-4"etween ~ of tires at ground
-104 Bottom of rear bumper AMC 0'-9 11/16" Camaro D'-17"~ ground

Ambassador-153 Rear axle differential to Buick 0'-5" Chrysler p'-7 ~/2"
•ound

=NBIONB - BE.DAN
all height

4'- i l ..all length
13'- 3"~Ibase

7'-10 1/2„t T - ~t width
4'- 3 1 /2.,~h Nidth
4'- 5"III width
5'_ ~ ^•.

WALL - TO - H/ALL TURNING DIAMETER

LINE OF
WALL

FRONT OF CAR DIME1V610N6 MINIMUM MAXIMUMH-114 Hood at rear to ground Corvette 2'-2 1/2" Checker 3'-10 S/2"L-104 Overhang front Jeep 2'-4 3/4" Eldorado 3'-8"L-131 Front of car to base
of windshield

Jeep 4'-4 3/4" Toronado 6'-0"
W-101 Tread width distance
between ~ of tires at ground

Rambler 4'-8" Toronado 6'-3 1/2"
L-123 Upper structure Corvette 4'-71/2" Rebel 11'-113/16'

DIMENBION6 - MICROBIJH
Overall height

6'- 5"Overall len th
14'- 6"Wheelbase
7'-10 1/2"Frontiread width
4'- 6 1/2"Rear tread width
4'- 8'"Overall width
5'- 9 1/2"

r,;~ v~.ou o; ~tYee. U~~ `~ ~ Fo1soW~.,̀ ~~, p v~ ~, . a..

V OLK6 WAOEN MICROBU6

_KBWApEN 6EOAN
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~w C Trie Engineering Society SURFACE REV.FarAdvancing MabUity VEHICLE ~J6~9 JUN9bLand Sea Atr end Space p
1 N T E R N A T 1 O N Q L- REGC}OUIMEII~DED issued 1960-03
X00 Comm^nweal9+p~ve, 1,1'arn+ndale, PA 1506-0001 

pRACl"ICE Revised 1996-06

Superseding J689 DECd9Submi~tec for re_og~~tion as an Amen ;an NeHonai StancfaM

(R) CURBSTONE CLEARAtVCE, APPROACH, DEPARTURE, AND RAMP
BREAKOVER ANGLES—

PASSENGERCAR AND LIGHT TRUCK

1. Scope—This SAE Recommended Frscl~ce applies to ri5id bumper or n9 d structure points and `lexiblecompor.enls vi passenger cars, mult:purNose passenger vehicles, and I~ghi trucks This document ~s intendedas a guide toward standard practice and is subject to change to keep pace with experience anc~ technicalad~~ances.

7.1 Purpose—Ths purpose of this ~acume~l is tc provide m nimu:n ststic design guidelines for curbstoneclearance, approach, departure, Inc ramp 6reakover anglY~. This is to minimize damage, if any, in ~o~~l•vehicle use conditions. This document also encompasses 211 current worldwide re5ulations and requirements.
1.2 Field of Application

1.2.1 PASSENGER CAfi, MULT~PURPGS'c P~tiSSENGER VEHI::LE (MPVJ, AND LIvHT TRUCK

1.2.2 hlir~intuti? ANvLES A~VD ~LEAFANCES—~Jnder the manufacturer's most severe ;vehicle design load far eac~particular I~ad condition, the minimum approach, departure, rarr.p breakove~ angles, and bumper ;o-groundhe~c~ht, as ind~ca!ed in Fi3u~: 7, stall be as follows:

b1lf~en measuring these d~mensioris. flexihle bumper components such as air cams, lower va;ante parels:and fascias shoed be considered. The allowab~e approach angle tc flexible components that are ailo•~vednonstructural damage should be 13 degrees.

2. References—Tnere are ~o referanced puhlications specified herein.

3. Definitions

3,7 Passenger Car—Vehicles ~Nith motive power, except multlp~rpose passenger ve~ldes, motorcycles, ortrailers, designed for carrying 10 persons or less.

SAE Tech ~I,nl 56~dnrtly &~a~J ga~ey yrw:iUe tnat: ̂ liy ~noort q pura~ahed by SA. to ncvnr ce tlw e~.nth o'tech~.vc+l erx~ bnyi~wenny scaanc~s. fhr~ u•ie u~ tlry rep~x. iv w~~orwly
voluntary. en0 I:a eq?IicaGOR~ end eulleal:y for any perteWnr use. ~nc'u~l g any tent Ininngement an,ing theroinrn. !~ :ha sole respanrbili~ o! :he user'
SAE rvvlm~ii ~urh ~rchniea' sport at Inns: ~~yry five years at which H~ne it may Ua naf'ttn~e rwvbetl. or canee~,lfa. SPE Inv~cvs your hri:un cxnm~nU anC wogvstlmy.

QUESTIONS REGARgNG THIS DOCUMENT• (724) 1T2.8S12 PAX: (721) T~8-02~5TO PLACE A DGCtRNENT ORDER: (721) 77gJ:70 FAX: (72G) 778-D790
SAE WFB 1DDRESS http:llwww.sas.org

rK+yrwh ~990 Society ~I 4u~n i~~tivs 3n3inurs. Inc.
411 rlq!c•u r6sevzr 

Per,;ed h U.S. ;
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A. d.pproach Rngle (H106) ~6 degrees
B. Departure Angle (H107) 13 deg•ees
G Curbstone Height Clearance 203 mri (8 irl
D. Ramr Breakover.4ng,e (H~47) i2 degrees

FIGURE 1—MINIA,1UM1~i ANGLES ANC CLEARANCES

3.2 Multipurpose Passenger Vehicle (MPV)—Vei,icles with motive power, except trailers, designed :o carry 10persons or less, which are const~uc'ed either on a truck chassis or with speaal features for occasional off-roado~erat~on.

3.~ Truck—Veh,cles with mctive power, except a trailer, designed orimarly for the transportation vi proaerty orspecial-pu~vse equipment.

3.3.' UGH- TRucK—Classifica[ior~ of seK-propelled vehicles which are ces,gne~ prima.7ly to transFort pr~pe-ty o~sp5cia!-purpose equipment. and have a maximum gra55 weight rating ;GVWR) of 453g kc (10 000 Ib'~ orless. GVWR is the value specified by the manufactt,rers as the Inaded weight of a single vehicla.

3.4 Bumper to Ground

3.~.' H'IOZ—FRONT SUI~PER'o GrtouraD—The minimum dimension mea,ured verically from the lowest point onthe ̀roni bumper to ground, includh~g bumper guards if standard.

3.4.2 H~O~FR~N7 BUS/PER ~'O GROUND—CURB ~'EfGHT—M68SUtBd iTt lh9 65Rie fT'2f1►19f 85 N1O2.

3 4 3 H104—REnR Bu~PE~ ro GH::un~~—The minimum dimension measured vert~caily from the ~o~~rost point onthe rear bumper to ground, ~nclUding tumper cuaroe if stand~r equipment.

3.4.4 H145—REAR BUMPER TO GP.CUND—GU:ZB WEIGHT—Measured n the Seine manner as H'Oa.

3.5 Angle of Approach (H1pb~The angle measured between a fine iansent to the front fire static•loaded radiusa~c end the initial point of ;Iructural inte►ierence'o;ward of the fron? tine to ground. The limiting structuralcomponent shad be designates.

3.6 Angie of Qeparture (H107}—The angle measured betwse~ a line tangent of the rear' tine static-~oaaed radiusaro the initial point of strut±ural ~nterteronce rearward of the rear fire tc t!ie ground. The limitin5 ccmp~nentshat; be designated.

-2-
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3.7 Ramp Breakover Angle (H147~The angle measured between two lines tangert to the tror~t and rear lirestatic-loaded rad us and Intersecting at a point on the underside n` the vehicle ~~rhich defines the largest rampo~~er which the vehicle carp role.

3.8 Perking Curbstone Height Clearance—Thee minimum curbstone clearance to any s;n~cture, mechanical. fuel!ank, exhaust system, or any limiting componen►.. The limiting components for this doc~mert aro locatedforward ct the front tires o~ rearward o` :he rear ;Ices.

4. Notes

4,7 Marginal Indicia—Ttie (R► is for the convenience of the ~~ser in locating areas where techr,ica~ revisions havebeen mare to the previous issue of the repo:. If the symbol is next ?o :he raa~rt tile, it indicates a completerecision of the repo~i

PREPARED BY THE SNE BUh1PER STANDARDS CO~aMITTEE

-3-
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Rationale—Revisions from SAE Jh89 DEC69 are based on upgrades to comply with vehicle in-transit shippingand towing and recovers requirements.

• The category "multipurpose p2ssenger vehicles" has bEen included ~n light of the vehicles' recentpopularity.
• Ail ~~~or!dwide req~~irements and regulations have been considered.
• The ramF breako~;er angles have been increased from 10 to 12 degrees to comFly to t^e 1~ deg: eebreakovsr angle required for vehicles shipped by haulaway trailers to minirnlze damage.• 1Nhile the 16 degree approach angle has beer retained, the departure angle has been increased from10 to 13 degrees to comply ~~rfth a 13 degree rea,ulrerrent fur car cerrler transports, 'which can load thevehicle from either front o' rear.
• 13 degree approach angle added for flexible components.
• The height under Curb Height Gearance rsmams unchanger

Relationship of 5AE Standard to ISO Standard—Not applicable

Applleatlon—This SAE Recommended Practice app~ie= to rigid S1rUcttlra~ components of cars, multipurposepassenger •.•ehic~es, anC light trucks. However, consideration should a~so be given to flexiblecor+iponents such as air dams. tower valence panels, aero shields, bumper covers, ar.d fascias.

Reference Section—There are nn referenced publications specified herein.

Developed by the SAE Bumper Standards Committee
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1 1 June 2003

DRIVEWAY SLOPE LIMITS

The following table presents dimensions affecting performance of cars entering a driveway, forcars selected at random from autos.yahoo.com. Generally, a lower ratio of wheelbase to
clearance indicates better performance at the top of the driveway (breakover). The attached
sheet, copied from Architectural Graphic Standards (Sixth Edition) provides a range of
approach, breakover, and departure angles.

Vehicle
03 Models

Length
(inches)

Wheelbase
(inches)

Clearance
inches)

Ratio -Wheelbase
to Clearance

Acura RSX 172.2 101.2 6.0 16.87
Audi A4 179A 104.3 4.2 24.83
Buick Park Ave 206.8 113.8 5.5 20.69
Che Blazer 177.3 100.5 8.1 12.41
Che Suburban 219.3 130 8.4 15.48
Ford Taurus 197.6 108.5 5.4 20.09
Honda Civic 174.6 103.1 5.9 17.47
Infiniti I35 193.7 108.3 6.3 17.19
Infiniti Q45 199.6 113.0 5.7 19.82
Jee Gr Cherokee 181.6 105.9 8.3 12.76
Mazda 6 186.8 105.3 5.1 20.65
Mazda Miata 155.7 89.2 ~A 22.3
Mercedes C Class 171.0 106.9 5.8 18.43
Mitsu Diamante 194.1 107.1 4.6 23:28
Nissan Maxima 191.5 108.3 5.9 18.36
Olds Aurora 199.3 112.2 5.5 20.4
Porsche 911 174.5 92.6 4.3 21.53
Saab 9-5 190.0 106.4 6.7 15.88
Subaru Le ac 187.4 104.3 6.3 16.56
To ota Avalon 191.9 107.1 5.1 21.00
To ota Cam 189.2 107.1 5.4 19.83
To ota Tacoma 184.4 103.3 8.5 12.15
Volks Passat l 85.2 106.4 5.8 18.34
Volvo S70 185.4 108.5 5.3 20.47
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Hi,
I just received this back from Robert Bea, a UC Berkley professor
emeritus in civil engineering....
-Marilyn

Sent from my iPhone with apologies for typos

Begin forwarded message:

From: "Robert G. BEA" <bea ~X'ce.berkeley.edii>
Date: May 5 , 2014, 10:26:47 AM PDT
To: Marilyn Waterman <yavie~leC«~y~l~~o.co~~~>

Subject.: Re: Inquiry about Gas Transmission Pipeline 109
from concerned SF residents
Reply-To: be~~~ce.berkeley_.edu

Happy Monday Marilyn,

given the background you provided in your email, yes -you should

be concerned.

there are several points in your summary that provide a good basis
for your concerns:
1) old (1980s) PG&E gas transmission pipeline installed in area
with highly variable topography,
2) no records on the construction, operation, and maintenance of
the pipeline,
3) no definitive guidelines to determine if the pipeline is 'safe' and

'reliable',
4) apparent confusion about responsibilities (government,

industrial -commercial) for the pipeline safety, reliability, and

integrity.

this list is identical to the list of concerns that summarized
causation of the San Bruno Line 132 gas pipeline disaster.
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the fundamental 'challenge' associated with your concern is tied to

' the word 'safe'. unfortunatel , it has been ver rare that i haveY Y
encountered organizations that have a good understanding of what

that word means, and less of an understanding of how to

demonstrate that a given system is 'safe enough'.

during my investigation of the San Bruno disaster, i did not find a

single document (including trial deposition transcripts) that clearly

indicated PG&E or the California PUC had a clear understanding

of the word 'safe': freedom from undue exposure to injury and

harm.

much of this situation is founded in 'ignorance'. it is very rare for

me to work with engineers who have a comprehensive

understanding of what the word safe means -and no clue about

how to determine if a system is either safe or unsafe. the vast

majority of governmental regulatory agencies are even worse off.

i have attached a graph that helps me explain the important

concepts associated with determining if a system is safe or

unsafe. the vertical scale is the likelihood of a failure. the

horizontal scale is the consequences associated with a failure. the

diagonal lines separate the graph into two quadrants: safe and not

safe. if the potential consequences associated with a failure are

low, then the likelihood of the failure can be high. if the potential

consequences are very high, then the probability of failure must be

very low. uncommon common sense.

on the graph, i shown a system that was designed for a particular

'risk' (combination of likelihood and consequences of

failure). when it was constructed, the risk increased due to

construction 'malfunctions' -like bad welding. when the system

was put into service, the risk increased further -perhaps due to

poor corrosion protection and due to the area around the pipeline

being populated with homes, businesses, schools and other things

that increase the potential consequences of a major failure. once it



~~` is determined that the system that was originally designed to be
safe, is no longer safe, then it is necessary to do things that will
allow the system to be safely operated....reduce the likelihood of
failure (e.g. repair the corrosion) and reduce the consequences of
failure (e.g. install pressure control shut off sensors and equipment
that can detect a loss of gas and rapidly shut the system down)....or
replace the segment of the pipeline that no longer meets safety -
reliability requirements.

after i completed my investigation of the San Bruno disaster, i
prepared a series of 'graphics' that summarized my findings.
because the graphics file is very large, i have sent the file to you as
a Google Document with a link you can use to view or download
the document to your computer.
i~ The San Bruno Root Cause Analysis.pdf

i know this has been a long answer to your short question. i hope it
will help you understand how to better communicate your
valid concerns regarding this development.

bob bea

Robert Bea
Professor Emeritus
Center for Catastrophic Risk Management
University of California Berkeley
Email: bea~a~ce.berkeley.edu

Risk Assessment &Management Services
60 Shuey Drive
Moraga, CA 94556
925_631-1587 (office)
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Baseline assessment plans ~~
Identification of threats to segments
Direct assessment plans
Defects remediation plans
Plans for continual Integrity Management assessment
Plans for confirming direct assessments
Provisions for protection of High Consequence Areas
Performance plans and measures
Record keeping provisions
Management of change processes
Quality assurance and control plans
Communications plans

►vision of Integrity Management plans
Procedures to minimize environmental and safety risks
Process for identification and assessment of newly identified High Consequence Areas
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DISCRETIONARY REVIEW REQUEST

#1 - " .,, reasons for requesting DR ... what are the

exceptional and extraordinary circumstances that justify

DR ... How does it conflict with the General Plan or

Priority Policies or Residential Guidelines ... cite sections

The exceptional and extraordinary circumstances that

prompt this DR Request come from our close examination

of the following documents: (1) the City's General Plan

(2) the Planning Code's Priority Policies; (3) Urban Design

Elements; (4) the Residential Design Guidelines; (5) The

East Slope Design Review Board (ESDRB) Guidelines; and

(6) The Bernal Heights Special Use District provisions of

Section 242. We will take these documents in order, as

per below.

(1) General Plan

"San Francisco is a special place ... the center, the soul of

the region, and co-operative efforts to maintain the

areas quality of lif e are imperative (p. 1/7)." The project

is a collection of undistinguished buildings that are

unresponsive to the surrounding environment. As well

they mar a "hilltop that reveals extraordinary vistas

(ibid.)." These building are an intrusion on the "dramatic

physical beauty (ibid.) " of this section of Bernal Heights.
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This area is one with "qualities that make San Francisco

unique" and are to be "preserved and enhanced (p.2/7)."

The project wil l disturb those qualities by creating

houses that are out of character with the surrounding

hillside. Large-scale development with undistinguished

design, totally separate from other houses on the block

and nearby are particularly unappealing and intrusive.

They permanently disturb the "creative consensus

concerning ... environmental issues (p. 2/7)." These

houses are out of step with "the attainment of the

following goals;

• Protection, preservation, and enhancement of the ...

esthetic values that establish the desirable quality

and unique character of the city.

• Improvement of the city as a place for living by

aiding in making it more healthful, safe, pleasant,

and satisfying with housing representing good

standards ... and adequate open spaces ... (p.3/7)."

Because these houses are out of scale, size, mass, and

character with the houses and surrounding environment

they will intrude in, and work against the esthetic values

that establish Bernal Heights as a unique, special

neighborhood. They will be created on a new street that

is not healthy, not safe, not pleasant and not satisfying.

Therefore, the project does not represent "good

standards ... and adequate open spaces." In fact, it

subverts good standards and adequate open spaces.
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(2) Priority Policies -and -

URB.CPN.1.9 Section _101.1 b)

This section designates two General Plan Priority

Policies related to housing. (1) "affordable housing" and

(2) "neighborhood character".

These policies and objectives state:

• "That existing housing and neighborhood character

be conserved and protected in order to preserve the

cultural and economic diversity of our neighborhoods

(p. 4/7)." The sheer mass, size, scale, and overall

design of this proposed house is totally at variance

with the small-scale, rural nature of the

neighborhood dwellings surrounding it. It will not

conserve and protect neighborhood character since

it is so out of scale with the neighbors. It is out of

the economic range of diverse low-income families.

• "That the City's supply of affordable housing be

preserved and enhanced" and "open space and their

access to sunlight and vistas be protected from

development (p. 4/7)." The proposed house will fly in

the face of affordable housing. It will likely sell for

upwards of $2,000,000.00. This is not what the

framers of the Priority Policies had in mind for the

goal of "affordable housing". In fact this proposed

house would be the polar opposite of affordable.
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If the intent of the goal is to protect "open space

(ibid.)", then this project will run counter to that

goal. A house that is twice as large as its neighbors

will consume -not protect, preserve and enhance

open space.

(3) General Plan -Urban Design Elements -

Introduction, City Pattern

UR__B.CPN.1.3

"Recognize that buildings, when seen together,

produce a total effect that characterizes the city

and its districts." (i.e., Bernal Heights)

Attachment A shows a plan to build six (6) houses on the

current available lots on Upper Folsom Street. The

applicant prepared these plans at the instruction of City

staff and they were presented at an ESDRB community

meeting. They show what could be done in the future on

this parcel of undeveloped land. We contend that when

this occurs the entire area of undeveloped land will be in

violation of the URB.CPN.1.3.

0

Building on the six (6) lots will create a total effect that

forever alters the unique, rural and special character of

this particular piece undeveloped land. It will obliterate

the unique, rural and special character of the land; the

total effect will be to ruin, negate, and destroy its
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distinctive natural beauty. Qualities that have been

nurtured and conserved for many decades will be lost.

(4) Residential Design Guidelines

Visual Character

a. "... buildings must be designed to be compatible with

the scale, patterns and architectural features of

surrounding buildings, drawing from elements that are

common to the block (p. 9)." The proposed building is (as

per the table listed on page 9) completely incompatible

with scale of the buildings below it on Folsom Street, as

well as on Gates Street. This is due to inappropriate

massing, lack of detail, boxy appearance, flat front

facade and architectural unresponsiveness to the hillside.

Unlike the houses around it, this house maximizes every

inch of available space making it unlike its neighbor

houses in pattern and architectural features.

b. " ... designer has a greater opportunity and

responsibility to help define, unify, and contribute

positively to the existing visual context (p. 10)." The

applicant shirks his responsibility and avoids the

opportunity to contribute positively to the existing

context. The houses do not draw on the best (most

logical, most neighborhood friendly) characteristics of

neighboring dwellings. Once again the applicant does not
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use sensitive development to allow this proposed house to

fit in well with its neighbors.

Side Spacing Between Buildings

"Side spacing helps establish the individual character of

each building. It creates a rhythm to composition of a

proposed project. Projects must respect the existing

pattern of side spacing (p.15)." The project opposes the

open character of the houses around it. The surrounding

houses have side yards that travel the length of the

house. This project does not. Thus it ignores neighbor

character, creating a dysfunctional rhythm that is

jarring and visually unpleasant. The project is designed

to disrespect the existing pattern of side spacing.

Building Scale

"It is essential for a building's scale to be compatible

with that of surrounding buildings, in order to preserve

the neighborhood character. Poorly scaled buildings wil l

seem incompatible (too large) and inharmonious with their

surroundings (see table, p. 17)." This building is out of

scale with its neighbor's small architectural footprint. It

forces a new and disruptive character on asmall-scale,

unique, rural space. The incompatibility with neighboring

buildings is glaring and obvious. It does not preserve

neighborhood character.
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(5) East Slope Design Review Board Guidelines

(Attachment A)

"The Bernal Heights East Slope is a special neighborhood

and the qualities that make it that way are cherished by

all those (with a) commitment to seeing them preserved ...

(p.2)." The large scale of these proposed buildings are

not in keeping with the special neighborhood

characteristics (small dwellings, visually interesting

design elements, unique rural attributes, etc.) that have

traditionally been a feature of this Bernal neighborhood.

"Much recent development is not only inconsistent but

often at odds with the smaller existing structures. ...

East Slope's rural characteristics rapidly are

disappearing along with views, open space, and trees.

Some new buildings have created "canyons" blocking

sunlight and presenting building facades which are copies

of a single undistinguished design (ibid.)." This proposed

building is a prime example of one that is "inconsistent

and at odds with smaller existing structures." It simply

does not fit in with the character of the neighborhood

and its surrounding buildings. As well the building facade

of 3516 Folsom is undistinguished (as noted by the

ESDRB).

" ... architecture (is) a matter of good manners, being

part of the whole street, being part of the fabric of the
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city (ibid.)." The proposed house does not fit in with the

whole street, or the surrounding houses. It has the

opposite effect of "beating its chest or shouting at

neighbors (ibid)."

(6) Sec. 242. Special Use District (Attachment B)

" (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 

(http://planning.sanfranciscocode.org/2/242/)".

This section of the San Francisco Planning Code

encourages development "in context and scale with the

established character (ibid.)" of Bernal Heights. The

proposed d~velopm~nt is cleur~ly -from ~ he f~~ts that

have been presented previously and the facts contained

in the following pages -not in context or in scale with the

established character of this neighborhood.
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#Z ".,, unreasonable impacts ... adverse effects ... who

would be affected ... how?"

There are many unreasonable impacts and adverse

9

effects of this project on our neighborhood. One, among

many, that affects us most critically is the driveway

shared by 3574 and 3577 Folsom Street.

The applicant has refused to provide accurate, complete

and detailed visual information on this portion, or indeed

any portion of his project. No engineered drawings exist.

As a result of this refusal neighbors have received no

information on the following:

• ~ deTail~d design o~ the ar~~s ire from of

3577/3574 Folsom Street?

• A detailed design of the walks and driveways, walls

if any, and landscaping?

• A detailed design of what will remain of our

current walk/driveway, our walls, or our

landscaping?

• A description of who will do the designs? Who will

direct and approve the designs? Who will pay for it?

Who will supervise the plan check and permit fees

for any alternation or change in configuration of the

driveway at 3577/3574 Folsom Street?
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• Who will build this driveway? Who will pay for it?

Who wi I I certi f y that the work wi I I have warranties,

and that the warranties will be enforced?

• Will the applicant allow the owners of 3574/77

Folsom Street to select the designer and

contractor for design and construction of the

driveway? Will the applicant pay the costs incurred

by the selected designer and contractor?

• Will any unforeseen expense and effort be off-

loaded to the owners of the houses at 3577/74

Folsom Street? Or will all expenses be borne by

the applicant?

• What are the specific and detailed inconveniences

that the owners of 3577/74 Folsom Street will

have to live with during construction? How long will

the owners of these properties be unable to use

their garage? If the owners hive t~ park c~c~wn the

hill, during the months that construction takes

place, how will they get into their house? What

provisions will be made for neighbor parking during

the construction process?

What are the remedies if any of the homes at

3577/74 Folsom Street are damaged by

construction operations? What provisions are made

for settlement due to slope failure in front of

these houses as a result of excavation for the new

street?



09/2105
DR_Request

ll

• Why is the break-over angle, where the new block

starts up from the Chapman Street intersection,

not shown on any of the applicant's drawings? Is

the slope of the new block of Folsom Street

greater than 36%?

• The applicant is on record as stating (at the last

public ESDRB meeting), "the driveway at 3574

Folsom Street will have to be raised two (2) f eet".

If this project is approved how will cars be

prevented from bottoming out as they traverse the

driveway and garage.

• What is the new break-over angle at the 3574

Folsom Street garage?

• How high will the new entrance be to the garages at

3574/77 Folsom Street? How will a car be able to

traverse the new grade changes?

• how much hign~r will rn~ new grace be over t~~e

existing grade?

• How will new drainage problems be handled at the

3574/77 Folsom Street homes?

What is the break-over angle for the new houses

proposed for 3516 and 3536 Folsom Street? They

appear to approach 100%/45 degrees on the right

side (see attachment C). The difficulty of the

traverse seems to be compounded by the height of

the garage door, i.e., a car traversing the driveway

may be too high to fit under the garage door

opening. A sedan can likely get scraped top and
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bottom driving in to one of those garages. Will the

proposed garages by impassable by automobile?

INCOMPLETE STREET DESIGN AND LACK OF

NEIGHBORHOOD REVIEW OF STREET DESIGN

There will also be unreasonable impacts and adverse

effects on the intersection of Chapman and Folsom

Streets. The East Slope Design Review Board is on

record as stating that the existing character of the

intersection must be maintained.

• The applicant's design, or design information is

incomplete because the grading for the street is not

shown. This includes information for the proposed

driveways for the new proposed homes (as previously

mentioned above).

• How steep wili this new street be?

• We request complete design information, including

spot elevations and slopes at both sides of each

driveway.

Until site design drawings for the re-design of the

proposed extension of Upper Folsom Street, and the

intersection of Chapman/Folsom has been submitted and

approved, we believe this application is incomplete.

We believe this to be true because.

1. The new contours and the new grades are unknown.
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2. Neighbors have been denied access to a proposed new

topographic map

3. We have never seen how the entire new proposed

street is being changed from the Community Garden all

the way down to the intersection of Chapman and

Folsom.

4. We have never seen how cars will enter and exit the

garage at 3526 and 3516 Folsom Street. How will

these five (5) cars enter &exit their respective

garages? How wi I I they then backup and/or go down

Upper Folsom to access the intersection and "Lower"

Folsom Street? How will these five (5) cars address

the increased traffic coming at them from the

following:

a. Chapman Street -West

b. 3574 Folsom -entering/exiting garage

c. 3~$0 Foisom -entering/exiling garage

d. Folsom Street -North/South traffic

5. Where is the full size to scale drawing for the

proposed new street?

The proposed design of the intersection of Folsom and

Chapman Streets appears too narrow to allow two

vehicles to pass each other when cars are parked on

Chapman facing east. Emergency vehicles (Fire,

Ambulance, Police) and service vehicles (6arbage and

Recology, Fed Ex, UPS, etc.) wil l struggle - or be

absolutely unable - to have access and egress.
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Please do not to add more unsafe traffic conditions to

our local streets. This particular block is populated with

children, as well as elderly and disabled people. Each of

these populations is endangered by the proposed street

design.

FUTURE DEVELOPMENT - "Six Lots Not Two"

All six (6) lots on Upper Folsom are capable of being

developed (Attachment D). It stands to reason that

once 3526 and 3516 Folsom Street are approved and a

fully functioning road is put in, the owners of the four (4)

other lots will be in an ideal and resource-rich position to

develop their lots as well. When -not if -that happens,

what is the plan for solving the problems and answering

the multitude of questions noTed previously?

LACK OF A 3-D MODEL

With only selected computer drawings, a developer can

show the buildings in the most favorable light -and

obfuscate any unfavorable perspectives. (For instance,

garage access, true sense of bulk and mass, neighbors'

driveways, Community Garden erosion concerns, side

elevations in relation to Bernal Heights Blvd., and

relationship to existing houses on bates St., and so on.)

At a previous neighborhood meeting, many neighbors
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viewed the computer renditions, of the project as
misleading -casting doubt on other perspectives
presented by the developer.

Although specifically requested by the ESDRB to provide
a physical model, the applicant said it was too expensive.

We request the Commission not be taken in by this
argument and respect the community need to fully
understand how the proposed development will impact
local residents -from Gates Street, Folsom/Chapman,
Bernal Heights Blvd. and the Community Garden.

We nsk the applicant to stand by the ESDRB request of a
physical model -and honor the neighbors ̀needs to view
fhe proposed houses in ways they can trust. This is a
sound and reasonable request. Indeed we cannot assess
the worfininess or This pro jeci- wifihouT such critical visual
information.

NEIGHBORHOOD CHARACTER

The proposed houses with, one with a 3-car garage at
3526 Folsom, loom out of scale for the neighborhood and

are in defiance of both ESDRB Guidelines and the City's
Transit First policy. They are in direct contrast to

Bernal's distinctive smaller-scale housing and,

specifically, the neighboring houses on this block of
Folsom.
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The too-big-f or-the-neighborhood proposed houses -
although adorned with latest trends in building material -
disturbingly fit specific criticism found in the Guidelines:
••The 'new vernacular form' is the maximum-building-
envelope-shoebox... it is a solution without a context
which isolates itself from its setting by not
acknowledging its neighbors...." (ESDRB).

Bulk, Massing, and Elevations:

"Much recent development is not
only inconsistent but often at
odds with smaller scale existing
structures. " (ESDRB)

a) Overaii square fiootage: I-t is disingenuous to think the
latest blueprints reduce the square footage of the
houses in any appreciable manner - or that they
substantially improve elevations facing Chapman and
Bernal Heights Blvd.

We respectfully request the Commission to restrict the
proposed projects' square footage in relationship to
existing nearby housing. The table below shows the
typical Bernal dwelling on Folsom Street below the
proposed houses. These houses reflect the distinctive
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rural character of Bernal. The data will show that in
terms of square footage, the new proposed homes do not.

Address Livable space Garage Total Space

3516 Folsom St. 2125 sy. ft. 787 sq. ft. 2912 sq. ft.

3526 Folsom St. 2158 sq.ft. 775 sq. ft. 2933 sq. ft.

3574 Folsom St. 1150 sq. ft. 300 sq. ft. 1450 sq. ft.

3580 Folsom St. 1050 sq. ft. 210 sq. ft. 1310 sq. ft.

3590 Folsom St. 800 sq. ft. (appx.) 180 sq. ft. (appx.) 980 sq. ft. (appx.)

b) Three-cnr gnrnges: The proposed two projects both
have either athree-car, or a two-car garage, unlike any

neighboring homes on Folsom Street -within 50 feet or,

for that matter, in most of Bernal Heights. Indeed, a
variance will be needed for the three-car garage, since it
does not meet code.

Again, this is in defiance of the City's Transit First
policy. Given the times we /ive in, new construction
condoning athree-car garage house in a city trying to

wean people off cars is irresponsible and eco%gically
immoral.

P/ease note. It was with the following rebuke that the
pro-development real estate website, SF Curbed,
described the applicant's 3,000 sq. ft. house that he built
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and sold in another part of Bernal Heights in 2011: "Not-

so-green features include a 3-car gara_ ~ce."

c) Side elevations: After five (5) ESDRB meetings,

minimal -and nothing substantial -was done to address

the ESDRB's request to improve side view elevations

from Chapman and Bernal Heights Blvd. (The ESDRB even

gave the applicant addresses of suggested side elevation

treatments in the neighborhood to review.)

The new designs put lipstick on what are essentially big

walls. To use their own language, the applicants designs

are the "new vernacular" that allow for "maximum

building envelope shoeboxes (ES~RB)."

Disturbingly, without a physical model, the neighbors are

lent to decipher archi~e~turai iang~idge a~tc~ blueprints,

which they are not trained to do. The pattern of

sometimes "improving" designs with the smallest effort -

and then touting these tiny steps as meeting the

ES~RB's requests -underscores the need for physical

models.

d) Side yards: For both safety and sunlight issues,

neighbors requested side yards that went all the way

through to the backyard. In fact, all the other houses on

this block have such side yards -and the Guidelines

specifically talk about the "relationship of individual
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buildings to their lots and their immediate neighbors

(ESDRB)".

Since Sept. 10, 2014 the applicant through the ES~RB

has known about acceptable side yards for Bernal.

Examples were given to the developer. An open side yard

promotes an airy, not-so-urban feeling that would help

mitigate the loss of sunlight and open space so close to

Bernal Park. We request this style of side yard be

recommended for the two proposed projects.

e) Public Safety -Rear Yard Access: There is a lack

of backyard access for f iref fighters and public safety

officers -especially along this vulnerable section of the

gas transmission line. We are not satisfied that public

safety officers can navigate the corner in case of a fire,

health, or safety emergency.

f) Roof treatments: Despite repeated concerns from

neighbors and community garden members about views

and sunlight, the applicant has added an imposing new

structure to the top of the proposed buildings.

This particular action follows a pattern of maximizing

house size and mass -and being insensitive to neighbors

and asmaller-scale neighborhood. This new structure

underscores the necessity for a physical model of the

proposed projects.
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Below is the directive from a recent ESDRB letter:

"Plans presented have so far not clearly addressed

how the new Folsom Street Extension will

incorporate access to existing homes at 3574, 3577,

and 3580 Folsom Street. We reiterate: develop

detailed plans (with grading spot elevations),

sections and elevations, and meet with these

neighbors to review and agree upon driveway access

and design in front of these houses."

g) Safety of Main Trunk Transmission Line (109)

Gas transmission line 109, built in 1981, runs

underneath this proposed street.

i ne proposed sfireet, tiowing as ii- does over this 26"

transmission line poses numerous dangerous safety

risks. Neighbors are very worried.

• This is a densely urban neighborhood surrounding a

steep, at least, 35-degree hill. Heavy earth moving

equipment is known to topple over on such a steep

grade, causing huge amounts of damage. Several

years ago a cement truck did just that, on Folsom

Street, while trying to make a turn. It resulted in a

broken water main.
• The City has incomplete records about the safety of

this Bernal Heights pipeline.
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The City also has no risk assessment guidelines, in

the event of an accident, around gas transmission
lines.

We are so concerned about the gas transmission line that

we have requested advice from an internationally known
engineering safety consultant, Dr. Robert G. Bea,

Professor, UC-Berkeley and co-director of the Marine

Technology and Management Group Center for Risk

Mitigation. Professor lea agrees with our concerns and

finds them valid. leis response is attached along uvil-h

several slides showing the dangers of ignor+ng concerns
regarding p+peline safety (see attachment E)
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3. "Alternatives or changes to the proposed project ... "

We suggest a smaller house, no more than two (2)

stories high, animated plane, materials, and elements

that step down along the hillside, a developed and

composed front facade with windows, carve-outs and

appropriate changes in roof treatment (as per the

ESDRB letter to the applicant on April 28, 2015),

with square footage comparable to that of the

neighbors on Folsom Street (see table above, p. 17),

no garage, no external stairway, no roof garden,

appropriate side yards and set-backs as per the

ESDRB Guidelines. These houses, if designed and

built correctly, would fit in perfectly with the

neighborhood. They would enhance and complement

the cnaracfier of ~ernai i-ieighfis. ~11~no~T ail oT The

safety, traffic, and construction concerns would be

eliminated. Most of the neighbor concerns would be

addressed. The house would therefore conform to

all elements of the ESDRB Guidelines.
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5. "CHANGES MADE AS RESULT OF MEDIATION"

In July of 2014, at the suggestion of the ESDRB the

applicant requested a meeting with neighbors whose

driveway will be impacted by the new road. The driveway
is shared and used by many neighbors and community

members to not only access houses also the Community

Garden, Bernal Heights Blvd. and Bernal Park. Thus our

concerns stem from a group, not a few individuals. Our

hope was to have an inclusive group meeting. We

responded as such. No answer was forthcoming from the

applicant.

We attended at least five (5) community meetings called

by the ESDRB, with the applicant, over a period of
eighteen (18) months. We discussed our concerns and

fielded questions/responses back and forth. As a result

Tne applicant aia make some aiTeraTions To Tne 3~1b

Folsom project. The facade is more animated, changes in

plane, materials, and stepped down design elements are

present. No changes at all were made to 3526 Folsom.

These changes are relatively slight, relatively minimal and

largely cosmetic. They do not for a moment alter the

deep-seated and strongly felt concerns of the neighbors.

The multiple and interconnected issues of~ public safety,

neighborhood character, and accessibility are as

prominent now as they were when our pubic meetings

began in December 2013.



A~piication to R~~qu~st a
Discretionary Review Fee Waiver

APPL~CA~~ON FOR

C~~scretionary Review Fee Waiver

1 . Appiicdr~t aril Project Inforrnatic~r~
_ .._ _... _. _

APP~ICAN7 NAAAE 
_. ___. ..__.. _.._.__ _.

~~~~~~ v S ~ ~jsz-~'V~~.
APPLfCANT AC~AES5: I~

~~~- ~-~~~5 c U)

..
NEiCsH8f3F#HOOD t7RGANIZATION NAA9E:

N6fGtiEf6R1~SQOC1 OAOkMIZATItlN A60RE55:

EMAIL•

PROSECT A43C3RE56;

5 I ~ ~~~Scx~ S-~~ S~~n. ~~c~- g~\ ~~
~ra~c casE nra.: su~tara~ P~ttr,~ rum rya.: Dare a~ ~as~ow ~~ arvvy:

~. ~E~r~.~ir~d Crit~r ~ fir ~~~artin~ ~%aiv~r

(All must be satisfied; please attach supporting materials)

~~ The appellant is a member of the stated neighborhood organization and is authorized to file the appeal
on behalf of the organization. Authorization may take the form of a letter signed by the President or other
officer of the organization.

_: The appellant is appealing on behalf of an organization that is registered with the Planning Department
and that appears on the Departments current list of neighborhood organizations.

.__4~The appellant is appealing on behalf of an organization that has been in existence at least 24 months prior
to the submittal of the fee waiver request. Existence may be established by evidence including that relating
to the organization's activities at that time such as meeting minutes, resolutions, publications and rosters.

a1,~c ~~C~

~S So.~-S 
~~~~oV.~

\~~~;~E:

c~~~ 2~ ~- — Z3
~:

~~ ~~~

~ E:

~~he appellant is appealing on behalf of a neighborhood organization that is affected by the project and
that is the subject of the appeal.
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Submission Checklist:

APPELLANT AUTHORIZATION

CURRENT ORGANIZATION REGISTRATION

C MfNIMUM ORGANIZATION AGE

~ PROJECT IMPACT ON ORGANIZATION

L~ WANER APPROVED '~~ WAIVER DENIED

Date:

~C?i~ ~~~~9i~~ 9€~~~3~~, I fC1~1:
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~~~~~ Cents{ Reception Planning Information Center (PIC)
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~~

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 1660 Mission Street, First Flor~r
~. ~~~ Y ~5an F. ancisco CA 94 Q3-2479 San Francisco CA 941 a3-247g

g~ ~~~"~~'~~~~~,~~~py~~p~~ TEI.: 415.558.6378 TEL: 415.558.6377
~ ~n ~ ~? •.~ ~ ~?~' FA.X: 415.55B.G4C~9 P43nning ste:7 are available by pho.,e arxi at the PIC courrter.

WEB: http:/lwww.sfplanning.org N~r,~~r,rm~n:~$r~ec;essa~r



A~~plical!u~ ~ f~.~!~ Discretionary Review

~~~~~

~~

APPLICATION FOR

Discretionary Review
1. Owner/Applicant Information
--- ---- -------------------------------------
DR APPLICANT'S NAME:

PROPERTY ONYNEA WHO ~ OO1N(i T}iE PROSEC7 ON WHICF{ YOU ARE REAUESIIN
G DISCRETIONARY REVIEW NAME

~~(\ ~~

ADDRESS: -------- ~~ 
__ ~_ _~~~ ~~ 

P LADE:

~~dv~.
TELEPHONE

TEIFPHONE ~

( (S) 2 2.—-~----g----- 3

~7

CONTACT FOR DR APPLICATION:

Sartre as Above

ADDRESS: 
~ Z1P CODE: TELEPHONE

i 
~ ~ (

j 
~ I l ~ ~ .

~ E-MA1l ADDRESS: 
....

2. Location and Classification

STAEETADDRESS OF PRQJECT:

t ___ ___3 51_ l~;_~c~~'
CROSS STREETS:

ZIP CODE:

ASSESSORS BLOCKJLOT: WT DIMENSIONS: ? LAT AREA (SCE F~: ~ ZONING DISTRICT: - H~C3HTBULK DISTRICT: ~

1 a

$~ ~ ~: ~+~ tg~t~r

3. Project Description

Please check alb mat eaPy

Change of Use ❑ Change of Hours ❑ New Construction Alterations ❑ Demolition ❑ Other ❑

Additions to Building: Rear ❑ Front ❑ Height ❑ Side Yard ❑

Present or Previous Use:

Proposed Use: ~

Building Permit Application No. V ► o~~~~~~ Date Filed: ~~`~

7



Application for Discretionary Review

:,.

Discretionary Review Request

In the space below and on separate paper, if necessary please present facts sufficient to answer each question.

What aze 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 or
Residential Design Guidelines? Please be specific and site specific sections of that Residential Design Guidelines.

The Residential Design Guidelines assume some impacts to be reasonable and expected as pazt of construction.

Please explain how this project would cause unreasonable impacts. If you believe your property, the property of

others or the neighborhood would be adversely affected, please state who would be affected, and how:

3. 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 #1?



From Bernal Heights South Slope Organization
Discretionary Review for 3516 and 3526 Folsom Street -Attachment

Question #1

The East Slope of Bernal Heights has been designated a Special Use District (Planning Code
Section 242) with specific guidelines for the South Slope (id.@§2420) for good reason. The 25' x
70" lot size is among the smallest in the City, so the average square footage of homes is closer to
1200 to 1500 than the proposed 2,500 - 3,000 square feet. The result will be homes that are
completely out of scale for the neighborhood. They will be highly visible from the heavily travelled
Bernal Heights Boulevard, as well as by their neighbors, and will have an impact on the overall
character of Bernal. In addition to the sheer bulk, the Boulevard-facing side, where dozens of
walkers and joggers pass each day will replace a view of the Bay with a static and
uncharacteristically flat, boxy and unarticulated north wall of the structure. Additionally, the stairs
to the roof and roof deck will be the only such uncharacteristic, intrusive, and highly visible roof
feature in the immediate area.

The "Additional Controls Applicable to Bernal South Slope" state that "The Planning
Commission shall only approve an application for a conditional use authorization if facts are
presented to establish that the proposed development would not harm the pubic health, safety, or
welfare of the Bernal South Slope and surrounding areas,..." (id. @ 2420(3)).

We are mystified by the access to the garage and the tandem parking situation. It not only
presents an access problem, but also a safety problem as other streets will need to be blocked in
order for the tandem cars to be backed out. Take the upper lot as an example. The grade of the new
street, sidewalk and access to driveway is an approximately 35°slope. If the street is only 10 or
even 15' wide, the first car will back out. Then, since this is a one-way street with no parking (too
narrow for 2 cars to safely pass), in order to make room for the second car to back out, the first car
will have to back all the way down the 35~ driveway, leave the car on Chapman (where it's highly
unlikely parking will available and double parking is impossible (or dangerous) since it would cut
off the only access of emergency and any other vehicles to the several blocks off Chapman Street.)
Then, they can walk back up 100 feet to the garage and back the second car all the way down to
Chapman, find another place to park and then take the first car back up to the garage and park it.
Then walk back down to the car you intend to drive. The reasons for this? A one-way street too
narrow for parking and tandem parking in the garage.

Question #2

There are two urgently serious and many merely serious concerns about the impact on
others in the neighborhood who would be adversely affected.

The first is the fact that there is a PG&E primary transmission line, measuring 26", bringing
gas into San Francisco (one of 3 coming into the city) directly under the fragile and steep hillside of
the Folsom Street right-of-way exactly under the new construction. PG&E cannot verify the depth
of the transmission line, making it difficult to assess the safety. This pipeline is approximately the
same size and functionality as the one that exploded in San Bruno, and construction creates the
most hazardous situation for those living nearby. There has been no plan submitted providing
evidence of maintaining absolute safety of the residents in the Blast Zone (see attached).



The second reason involves emergency access. "The development and construction-related
activities in the Bernal South Slope will not meaningfully hinder impact emergency vehicle access
and emergency response times..." (id. @ §242(f~(3)(D)) There are only two streets that lead to the
homes on Folsom, Banks, Chapman, Prentiss and Nevada Streets above Chapman. They are Folsom,
which joins Chapman at the west end, and Prentiss Street, which joins Chapman 2 blocks farther
east. Prentiss Street, while recently improved, is of similar steepness to the proposed extension of
Folsom. This spring, I witnessed a fire truck bottomed out at Prentiss and Powhattan, blocking
access until it was finally powered off over an hour later, leaving deep divots in the street. (I have
video of similar long trucks and even an errant City Bus being stuck for long periods of time and
needing to be towed off, also leaving deep divots and blocking access to Chapman Street for hours.)
In fact, the steepness of the proposed Folsom extension will create a similar issue for trucks. They
will bottom out as they back down the steep slope.

On Saturday, August 1St, a hook and ladder was responding to an emergency on Bradford (?)
and mistakenly came all the way up Folsom and turned right on Chapman. They must have thought
it went through, because they drove all the way to the end of Chapman before they realized they
could not reach the emergency. They began to back down, taking at least 15 or 20 minutes to figure
out a route, back all the way down Chapman (they couldn't take Prentiss because of the previous
experience), and all the way back down Folsom to at least Powhattan. By the time they reached a
place to turn around, the other vehicles were already leaving the scene. This was scary. If the street
was blocked in any way, or if access was in any way impaired to this part of the hill, lives and homes
would be put at risk. Waiting for construction equipment to move would make access seriously
impaired, especially since most of it would need to use Folsom Street instead of the steeper
Prentiss.

The project will most definitely impact the parking availability in the neighborhood (see note
above), which is a specific concern of the Special Use District Additional Controls, "The development
will not substantially impact neighborhood parking availability" (id. @ §242(f~(3)(G)). Although
garage space is allocated in each house, the reality is that access to the garages will be difficult and
no parking will be available on the street extension. Both occupants and guests will be parking on
upper Folsom and Chapman Streets, where parking is rarely available right now. These are narrow
streets with parking on one side only.

Question #3

Because of the fragile, erosion-prone nature of the hill, and the imminent danger of construction
over a major gas pipeline, I feel the street right-of-way should be protected from any construction
vehicles. According to all published reports and the Transportation Research Board of the National
Academies' Special Report 281, Transmission Pipelines and Land Use, ARisk-Informed Approach,"
(the entire report can be found at trb.org/publications/sr/sr281.pdf~ minimizing impact on the
land above an near a transmission line is foremost in protecting the line from leakages or
explosions.

For transmission pipelines, there are limits on construction or excavation that involve separating
activities such as 38 Transmission Pipelines and Land Use: ARisk-Informed Approach p►anting of trees or
digging foundations some number of feet from the pipeline. API recommends setbacks of 50 feet from
petroleum and hazardous liquids lines for new homes, businesses, and places of public assembly (AP12003).
!t also recommends 25 feet for garden sheds, septic tanks, and water wells and 10 feet for mailboxes and



yard lights. As of the most recent report examining these issues, setbacks of 25 feet from residential property
were the most common examples in practice (TRB 1988). (id. @ p. 38)

For this reason it only makes sense to keep the neighborhood most safe by not allowing any

construction over a PGE major transmission line on this exceedingly steep and fragile hill. The
incidents in San Bruno are still fresh in our minds and we are deeply concerned that moving trucks
and materials over this line will put all of us in the blast zone at risk.

While we recognize the desire of the land owners to build on this property, the risk imposed
to the neighbors is the greater consideration. I would therefor hope we could find an
environmentally friendly and safe purpose, for example, the extension of the community garden
that local schools can use for environmental education purposes.

Information from federal pipeline safety regulators, representatives of pipeline companies, and Local
officials provided to the committee over the course of its meetings indicated a few examples of actions taken
by local governments. For instance, some only allow the lowest-density development around transmission
pipelines and locate walking paths, bike paths, and recreational areas along pipeline rights-of-way. Some
focal government proposals have gone considerably further, often in reaction to spills and explosions. to
general, however, the few examples of Potential Land Use Approaches to Pipeline Safety and Environmental
Management 37 local governments' attempting more stringent controls have not been based on a systematic
analysis of risk or of benefits and costs. (id. @ p. 36)

We are concerned that San Francisco has not been able to reassure us with a risk analysis of
construction on and near this site and until the Planning Commission can insure the safety of neighbors within
the Blast Zone, we do not believe any construction should take place.



4. Actions Prior to a Discretionary Review Request

a~o►acnon vas xo

Have you discussed this project with the permit applicant? ~ ❑

Did you discuss the project with the Planning Department permft review planner? ❑

Did you participate in outside mediation on this case? ❑

5. Changes Made to the Project as a Result of Mediation

1~~,~~A~~~~~~L~~~V~

SAN FRANCISCO VLANNIkO ~EPARTFAENT V08.0] 2Qt2

If }you have discussed the project with the applicant, planning staff or gone through mediation, please
e.~mm~r.ne ►Ho vuc..~~ ~.. n~.. a:r. ~. ~.~.. i.~~....vc }~o.~o ...i..~.~ mn.an 4n L{.n v~.~nr.i.~i..a r«..,i..+4



Applicant's Affidavit

Under penalty of perryry the following declarations aze made:
a: The undersigned is the owner or authorized agent of the owner of this property.
b: The information presented is true and correct to the best of my kcwwledge.
c: The other information or applications maybe required.

Signature:

r -

i } ~iDate:

Print name, an indicate wheth owner, or authorized agent:

Owner /Authorized Ag t (' cle one) ~ ~ k~-

a Q SAN FPANCISCO VLAN/:ING DEPARTMENT Y.OB.0) 1013
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CRITICAL MEETING APR/L 9, 7PM!!!
PRECITA NEIGHBORHOOD CENTER

PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT PUTS LUXUF~Y
HOUSING AHEAD OF PUBLIC SAFETY

Major PG&E Gas Line Runs Through Once "Undevelopable"

Land. Not Your Typical Vacant Lots -But City Acts Like They Are.

ARE YOU WITHIN THE BLAST ~ F/RE ZONE?
If you live, walk, run, garden, ride your bike, push your stroller, or fly your kite
around Bernal Heights, you may have entered the 600-foot Radius B/ast/Fire
Zone of a proposed Bernd ~c~utheast dope dev~loprr~er~t of tvr~o luxury n~►~ne~
below the Community Garden. A 26-inch PG&E gas pipeline runs through it -the
same type that blew up in San Bruno. Many residents think this development -
which benefits from a questionable exemption of SF street safety grading
codes -would recklessly endanger public safety.

~ ~ri ~~~~„» ~. ,~,.

~ e

~ . k t"~ 
.x,~ . ...~ t` ..

,~t;~ ~

~̀~'~~ FC7 ht F tr 6a`~ta •::~

~''; ~";?. erg.,.

Approximate fire zone inside red circle

PUT OUR SAFETY FIRST! PLEASE ATTEND!!
EAST SLOPE DESIGN REVIEW BOARD MEETING
DEVELOPER PRESENTATION AND PUBLIC INPUT

WEDNESDAY APR/L 9TH, 7PM
PRECITA NEIGHBORHOOD CENTER

534 PRECITA AVENUE
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Bernal Heights South Slope Organization
99 Banks Street
San Francisco, CA

September 14, 2015

San Francisco Planning Department

hereby authorize Herb Felsenfeld to file requests for Discretionary Review
on behalf of ur organization, Bernal Heights South Slope Organization for
3516 a f 3526_Folsom Street, San Francisco, CA.

Kathy Angus, Cc~ i"r, B.H. South Slope Organization

September 14, 2015



Application for Discretionary Review

Discretionary Review Application
Submittal Checklist

Applications submitted to the Plaxining Departrnent must be accompanied by this checklist and all required
materials. The checklist is to be completed and signed by the applicant or authorized agent,

~ . RE-0UIRED MATERIALS (please check ported colum) ---------

Application, with all blanks completed

i DR APPLICAIIOp ,

/vy

—.~`~f Address labels (original), if applicablei.~.---------- y
'--- ------ ----4 Address labels (copy of the above), if applicableL~--------------------------- --- —,~~~.--------

Photocopy of this
~- 

r

E

-- —

-~---~

y

completed application
--------------------..--------------.___---- ------------------------'
Photographs that illustrate your concerns

---- — j

~ ~

LConvenant or Deed Restrictions~__ __ ---------- ------------ ~~
Check payable to Planning Dept.

~
~__ ;~

~
J

j

Letter of authorization for agent ~ -------------- -- ------._.~-----~— ----1Other: Section Plan, Detail drawings (i.e. windows, door entries, trim), ~
Specffications (for cleaning, repair, etc.) and/or Product cut sheets for new ; ~
elements, (i.eTwindows, doors)

NOTES:
❑ fiequired Materi~.
■ Optional Materiel.
O Two sets of original labels and one copy of addresses of ~acent property owners and owners of property across street.

For Department Use Only

Application received by Planning Depaztment:

By: Date:



A}~F~Ifc~~~tior~ #car Discretionary Review

~-

APPLICATION FOR

Discretionary Review
1. OwneriApplicant Information

DR APPLICANT'S NAME:

Naffs Marie Raulet

DR APPtJCANTS ADDRESS:

75 Gates Street
ZIP CODE: TELEPHONE:

94110 (415 )641-0644

PROPERTY OWNER NMO IS D01NG THE PROJECT ON WHtCN YOU ARE REIX1ESTiNG DISCRETIONARY REVIEW NAME:

Fabien Lannoye

ADDRESS: ZIP CODE: TEIFPHOt~:

297c Kansas Street 94103 ~ 415 626-8868

2. Location and Classification

STREET ADDRESS OFPRWECT ,~„ ,. '' ~ ~<.,~. ,.,..0 .__a.. ~ _,. I "~~~'G#)DE ~~ ~'
;a~_n ,~r ,.. ~,~„s~,~.~ .s.~ _ ~xrS_ _ .~.~ iz;_k.d~ ~~ .:, :tom n

3516 Folsom Street 94110
v :v I xd }~ ~ t~ ,"~'"~` -"~^~" 3a 3 3c».~s~ s:.r~'~.t .,....,._M Y : :̂- ~.:LL res -' ~. s )r.~.~, ;̀

CR09$ STREETS::. "~,~;:». ".~ak~~~,~.~ ~ k~?'~ .. ~~~'~'~`~~~,~~',' . '~~~'k'4~~ u~' 
_..— 

~~i T _ ,-~,~,' >. ~ i

Chapman Street

ASSESSORS BLOGWLOT: LOT DIMENSIONS: LOT AREA (SQ FT}: ZONING DISTRICT: HFJCiHTlBULK DISTRICT -„

5626 / 013 1750 RH-1 /40-X Bernal Hts SUD

3, Project Description

Please check all tliat aPP~Y

Change of Use ~ Change of Hours n New Construction ,~?~ Alterations (~ Demolition n Other

Additions to Building: Rear ❑ Front ❑ Height ❑ Side Yazd ❑

Open Space
Present or Previous Use:

Single Family Home
Proposed Use:

2013.12.16.4322 12-17-13
Building Permit Application No. Date Filed:



A~aplicaii~:~r? (or Discretionary Review

Discretionary ~Pview Request

In the space below and on separate paper, if necessary, please present facts sufficient to answer each question.

What aze 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 Cit}~s General Plan or the Planning Code's Priority Policies or

Residential Design Guidelines? Please be specific and site specific sections of the Residential Design Guidelines.

Please see attachment

2. The Residential Design Guidelines assume some impacts to be reasonable and expected as pazt of construction.

Please explain how this project would cause unreasonable impacts. If you believe your property, the property of

others or the neighborhood would be adversely affected, please state who would be affected, and how:

Please see attachment

3. 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 #1?

Please see attachment
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After reviewing the San Francisco General Plan, Residential Design Guidelines, and the Bernal

Heights SUD guidelines, I question whether this project does in fact meet minimum planning

standards. It appears that the building plans have been reviewed without consideration of context.

The guidelines were written to ensure that development in SF does not violate principles of

preservation of neighborhood character, open space, and public safety (Sec 242 (b)). I've lived in

Bernal Heights for 21 years and my family has been in San Francisco since 1896. I believe property

ownership and development should not supersede the guidelines that are in place to protect the

community and the unique nature of San Francisco.

The project did not pass the ESDRB review which is mandated by the City to protect the unique

character of Bernal Heights. The findings of the Board have not been respected by the Planning

Department.

am requesting a review of this proposed project due to the following issues:

There is and should be no vehicular access to the lot because of the prohibitive steepness of the hill.

The project is purely speculative and sized for maximum profitability; its negative impact on the

community and environment outweigh any contribution it makes to the housing shortage in San

Francisco. It provides housing for one wealthy family and takes away from everyone else. If a house

or a road already existed, one might see the value of developing this area, but as the area is currently

open space, the good brought from this building being permitted does not justify the negative effects

on the area.

The presence of existing, steep streets in Bernal Heights has been cited in public meetings by the

developer as a rationale for building another, even more steep street. This is faulty logic. This is not a

reason to make a dangerous decision.

The massing effect of the building will interfere with public views and a sense of natural space for

those enjoying the commons of Bernal Heights Park and the public garden. Planning code protects

public views and public spaces. Public vistas are prohibited from development. (URB.CPN 1.1)

Bernal Hill Park and the path around Bernal Heights Boulevard together is one of the few open

spaces (URB CON 2) in a very tight, crowded community with very small lots with comparatively less

space for greenery in front and back. This is heavily used open space with views of the Bay and San

Bruno Mountain and it will be impacted by the mass and height of the proposed building with its lack

of architectural relief.

Approval of this house opens the floodgate for development of a one-way road and asix-unit

subdivision with implications for parking, vehicular safety, fire safety, garbage collection, and erosion.
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2.
One unreasonable impact of this project is traffic congestion. Roads in Bernal Heights are steep,

winding, congested, and, essentially, one-lane in my area due to parked cars on both sides. Should

this property receive a building permit it would authorize the extension of Folsom Street and,

inevitably, the development of the five adjacent lots. Traffic congestion in the area will be increased in

an area that is already overly populated.

A major consideration for this project is hazards related to ingress and egress. I live on a dead-end

street, not nearly as steep as the one proposed for this project. My neighbors and I are routinely

trapped from exiting our street by construction, garbage (Sec 242 (f~ (3) (E)), and delivery trucks.

Vehicles come up my one-way street regularly driven by people who are lost or drunk. They turn

around at the top of the street and hit parked cars, or back down hitting parked cars. Should a one-

lane road be put in to access this proposed building, damage to property is inevitable and there is risk

of personal injury. (Sec 242 (f) (3) (I))

Approving a building permit for this house would appear to inevitably lead to the approval of the

extension of Folsom Street. A civil engineer has reviewed the preliminary street extension plan and,

due to the steepness and topography of the hill questions its feasibility. The take-off angle from the

ADA-required flat street intersection at Chapman and Folsom, the access to driveways for existing

properties at 3574 and 3577 Folsom Street, and the angles of access that would impede a vehicle

from entering the proposed building's garage render the street dangerous and unusable.

A major concern that already exists in this area of Bernal Heights is fire truck access. Building this

and another new home along what would be the steepest street in the City in an area that already has

poor fire access is asking for trouble. Hook and ladder trucks will be unable to access this street.

Without side yards between this and the adjacent proposed new home, access for fire personnel will

be further limited and the risk of fire spread from house to house will increase thereby endangering

the surrounding neighborhood. (Sec 242 (f) (3) (D) and E), (Bernal Heights East Slope Building

Guidelines, pp17-18)

Another unreasonable impact is that no adequate contingency is being made for the water damage

that property owners below this proposed home will experience. Water sluices down these steep

streets. This development will alter current natural drainage systems and inevitably require remedial

efforts, such as installation of trench drains and regrading of sidewalks and driveways, on the part of

homeowners below Powhattan Street.

An unreasonable risk associated with this permit is the major PG&E gas transmission pipe that sits

under the construction site. The pipeline will not be exposed to determine its condition or depth until

construction has commenced. I am fearful of potential of explosion and fire from the activity of heavy

construction over this pipeline. It has happened before.

Due to the steepness of the hill, construction vehicles may become stuck or may roll down causing

damage or injury. They will not be able to tum around and will have to back down the street.
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The scale and form of the house leads me to think that the goal was to maximize every possible

square foot of the lot. The height and depth of the building is not to scale with the existing buildings in

the neighborhood. Bernal is still largely a modest working and middle class community. Luxury homes

crammed into any available space do not blend in or enhance the character of the neighborhood.

(URB.NEN 4.5)

3. Reduce the size and height of the proposed building to conform with the square footages and

heights of surrounding homes and to preserve the views from the park and Bernal Heights Boulevard

loop.

Provide side yards and architectural relief on all sides of the building.

Remove the garage from the building plans, making the homes smaller and transit-friendly, and

thereby eliminating the need for an access road.

Maintain the existing public trail through the open space, install stairs to Bernal Heights Boulevard,

and contribute to the expansion of the existing community garden.

Common sense dictates resolving street and sidewalk issues before issuing a building permit.



4. Actions Priar to a Discretionary Review Request

Prior Action YES NO

Have you discussed this project with the permit applicant? [~ ❑

Did you discuss the project with the Planning Department permit review planner? ', ❑ (~

Did you participate in outside mediation on this case? ❑ (~

5. Charges Made to the Project as a Result of Mediation

If you have discussed the project with the applicant, planning staff or gone through mediation, please

summarize the result, including any changes there were made to the proposed project.

Project was discussed with applicant at public meetings of the East Slope Planning Guidelines Board. No

substantial changes were made to the project to bring it into conformity with the guidlines.



Ap~iicant's A#fidavit

Under penalty of perjury the following deciazations are made:

a: T'he undersigned is the owner or authorized agent of the owner of this property.

b: The information presented is true and mrrect to the best of my lmowledge.

c: The other information or applications may be required.

Signature: ~,~J ~~C.2~ I'~,Q,(~~~(.~ Date: ~ ~ ( J

Print name, and indicate whether owner, or authorized agent:

Owner !Authorized Agent (circle one)
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Application for Discretionary Review

APPLICATION FOR

Dis~retion~ry R~vie~
1. Owner/Applicant Information

,:e .... __ ..., _ . ... ..,. _ _ _ ___.
~DR APPLICANT~$NAME:

C:~~v ~~c. ~1 Etnl N ~1~
DR APPLICANT'S ADDRESS: - ZIP CODE: - TELEPHONE:

PROPERTY OWNEFl WHO IS DOING THE PROJECT ON WHICH YOU ARE REQUESTING DISCRETIONARY REVIEW NAME: -

~'cx.bte~ C.Q nt~~~~
ADDRESS' ~ j ZIP CODE TELEPHONE:

~...
"CONTACT FOR DR APPLICATION

-ZJP CODE TELEPHONEt

2. Location and Classification

Please check all that apply

Change of Use ❑ Change of Hours ❑ New Construction ~ Alterations ❑ Demolition ❑ Other ❑

Additions to Building: Rear ❑ Front ❑ Height ❑ Side Yard ❑

Present or Previous Use: Y~'( "~,__~~

Proposed Use: ~ ~ _ _

Building Permit Application Nn. ~CJ I..3 • ~Z . 1 {p _~'3Z~ Date Filed: _~___,___ _^ I2 • ~ 7• ~ ~~

7



Application for Discretionary Review

Discretionary Review Request

In the space below and on separate paper, if necessary, please present facts sufficient to answer each question.

1. 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 or
Residential Design Guidelines? Please be specific and site specific sections of the Residential Design Guidelines.

..~T.----._5~ ----~~~~ __-_-

2. The Residential Design Guidelines assume some impacts to Ue reasonable and expected as part of construction.
Please explain how this project would cause unreasonable impacts. If you believe your property, the property of
others or the neighborhood would be adversely affected, please state who would be affected, and how:

~~ ~- c

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

0



4. Actions Prior to a Discretionary Review Request

Prior Acllon YES NO

Have you discussed this project with the permft applicant? ~ ❑

Did you discuss the project with the Planning Department permit review planner?

Did you participate in outside mediation on this case? ❑

❑

❑

5. Changes Made to the Project as a Result of Mediation

If you have discussed the project with the applicant, planning staff or gone through mediation, please
summarize the result, including any changes there were made to the proposed project.

(' S0.N fRl1NGISCO PLANNING DCPANTMCNt V08.0).Y0~1



Applicant's Affidavit

Under penalty of perjury the following declarations are made:

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

b: The information presented is true az1d correct to the best of my knowledge.

c: The other information or applications may Ue required.

Signature: ~u~~ Date: ~~ ~~~y~,.btiy~ _~S~ ~o Uls

Print name, and indicate whethe owne or authorizec9 agent:

Owner /Authorized Agent (circle one)

1 V SAN ff1ANC15GO PL;.IINING DCPARTM[NT V.OB.U).20tY



Application for Discretionary Review

Discretionary Review Application
Submittal Checklist

Applications submitted to the P1aruling Deparhnent must be accompanied by this checklist and all required
materials. The checklist is to be completed and signed by the applicant or authorized agent.

REQUIRED MATERIALS (please check correctcolumn) i' DR APPLJCATION

Application, with all blanks completed ~

Address labels (original), if applicable

Address labels (copy of the above), if applicable f~

Photocopy of this completed application

Photographs that illustrate your concerns ~

Convenant or Deed Restrictions ■

Check payable to Planning Dept.
_ _. . _ _

[~

Letter of authorization for agent Q

Other: Section Plan Detail drawings (i.e. windows, door entries, trim),
Specifications (for cleaning, repair, etc.) and/or Product cut sheets for new ~
elements (i.e. windows, doors)_ _ _. ._ _ .

NOTES:
❑ Required Material.
~ Optional Material.
O Two sets of original labels and one copy of addresses of adjacent property owners and owners of property across street.

~~~ ~~.

SEP 1 ~ ~~~~

For Department Use Only J

Application received by Planning Department:

By: ~_~~~ G~~`•yp Date: ~ " ~ S"" ~~
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DISCRETIONARY REVIEW REQUEST

#1- " .., reasons for requesting OR ... what are the

exceptional and extraordinary circumstances that justi f y

DR ... How does it conflict with the General Plan or

Priority Policies or Residential Guidelines ... cite sections

The exceptional and extraordinary circumstances that

prompt this DR Request come from our close examination

of the following documents: (1) the City's General Plan
(2) the Planning Code's Priority Policies; (3) Urban Design

Elements; (4) the Residential Design Guidelines; (5) The

East Slope Design Review Board (ESDRB) Guidelines; and

(6) The Bernal Heights Special Use District provisions of
Section 242. We will take these documents in order, as

per below.

(1) General Plan

"San Francisco is a special place ... the center, the soul of
the region, and co-operative efforts to maintain the

areas quality of lif e are imperative (p. 1/7)." The project
is a collection of undistinguished buildings that are

unresponsive to the surrounding environment. As well

they mar a "hilltop that reveals extraordinary vistas

(ibid.)." These building are an intrusion on the "dramatic

physical beauty (ibid.) " of this section of Bernal Heights.
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This area is one with "qualities that make San Francisco
unique" nr~d are tp be "pressrued and enhanced (p.2/7).,,
The project will disturb those qualities by creating
houses that are out of character with the surrounding
hillside. Large-scale development with undistinguished
design, totally separate from other houses on the block
and nearby are particularly unappealing and intrusive.
They permanently disturb the "creative consensus
concerning ... environmental issues (p. 2/7)." These
houses are out of step with "the attainment of the
following goals;
• Protection, preservation, and enhancement of the ...

esthetic values that establish the desirable quality
and unique character of the city.

• Improvement of the city as a place for living by
aiding in making it more healthful, safe, pleasant,
and satisfying with housing representing good
standards ... and adequate open spaces ... (p.3/7)."

Because these houses are out of scale, size, mass, and
character with the houses and surrounding environment
they will intrude in, and work against the esthetic values
that establish Bernal Heights as a unique, special
neighborhood. They wi II be created on a new street that
is not healthy, not safe, not pleasant and not satisfying.
Therefore, the project does not represent "good
standards ... and adequate open spaces." In f act, it
subverts good standards and adequate open spaces.

2
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(2) Priority Policies -and -

URB.CPN.1.9 Section 101.1 (b)

This section designates two General Plan Priority

Policies related to housing. (1) "affordable housing" and

(2) "neighborhood character".

These policies and objectives state:

• "That existing housing and neighborhood character

be conserved and protected in order to preserve the

cultural and economic diversity of our neighborhoods

(p. 4/7)." The sheer mass, size, scale, and overall

design of this proposed house is totally at variance

with the small-scale, rural nature of the

neighborhood dwellings surrounding it. It will not

conserve and protect neighborhood character since

it is so out of scale with the neighbors. It is out of

the economic range of diverse low-income families.

• "That the City's supply of affordable housing be
preserved and enhanced" and "open space and thei r
access to sunlight and vistas be protected from
development (p. 4/7)." The proposed house will fly in
the face of affordable housing. It will likely sell for
upwards of $2,000,000.00. This is not what the

framers of the Priority Policies had in mind for the
goal of "affordable housing". In fact this proposed
house would be the polar opposite of affordable.
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If the intent of the goal is to protect "open space
(ibid.)", then this project will run counter to that
goal. A house that is twice as large as its neighbors
will consume -not protect, preserve and enhance
open space.

(3) General Plnn -Urban Design Elements -
Introduction, City Pattern
URB.CPN.1.3
"Recognize that buildings, when seen together,
produce a total effect that characterizes the city
and its districts." (i.e., Bernal Heights)

Attachment A shows a plan to build six (6) houses on the
current available lots on Upper Folsom Street. The
applicant prepared these plans at the instruction of City
staff and they were presented at an ESDRB community
meeting. They show what could be done in the future on
this parcel of undeveloped land. We contend that when
this occurs the entire area of undeveloped land will be in
violation of the URB.CPN.1.3.

Building on the six (6) lots will create a total effect that
forever alters the unique, rural and special character of
this particular piece undeveloped land. It will obliterate
the unique, rural and special character of the land; the
total effect will be to ruin, negate, and destroy its
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distinctive natural beauty. Qualities that have been
nurtured and conserved for many decades will be lost.

(4) Residential Design Guidelines

Visual Character

a. "... buildings must be designed to be compatible with
the scale, patterns and architectural features of
surrounding buildings, drawing from elements that are
common to the block (p. 9)." The proposed building is (as
per the table listed on page 9) completely incompatible
with scale of the buildings below it on Folsom Street, as
well as on Gates Street. This is due to inappropriate
massing, lack of detail, boxy appearance, flat front
facade and architectural unresponsiveness to the hillside.
Unlike the houses around it, this house maximizes every
inch of available space making it unlike its neighbor
houses in pattern and architectural features.

b. " ... designer has a greater opportunity and
responsibility to help define, unify, and contribute
positively to the existing visual context (p. 10)." The
applicant shirks his responsibility and avoids the
opportunity to contribute positively to the existing
context. The houses do not draw on the best (most
logical, most neighborhood friendly) characteristics of
neighboring dwellings. Once again the applicant does not
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use sensitive development to allow this proposed house to
fit in well with its neighbors.

Side Spacing Between Buildings
"Side spacing helps establish the individual character of
each building. It creates a rhythm to composition of a
proposed project. Projects must respect the existing
pattern of side spacing (p.15)." The project opposes the
open character of the houses around it. The surrounding
houses have side yards that travel the length of the
house. This project does not. Thus it ignores neighbor
character, creating a dysfunctional rhythm that is
jarring and visually unpleasant. The project is designed
to disrespect the existing pattern of side spacing.

Building Scale
"It is essential for a building's scale to be compatible
with that of surrounding buildings, in order to preserve
the neighborhood character. Poorly scaled buildings will
seem incompatible (too large) and inharmonious with their
surroundings (see table, p. 17)." This building is out of
scale with its neighbor's small architectural footprint. It
forces a new and disruptive character on asmall-scale,
unique, rural space. The incompatibility with neighboring
buildings is glaring and obvious. It does not preserve
neighborhood character.
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(5) East Slope Design Review Board Guidelines
(Attachment A)

"The Bernal Heights East Slope is a special neighborhood
and the qualities that make it that way are cherished by
all those (with a) commitment to seeing them preserved ...
(p.2)." The large scale of these proposed buildings are
not in keeping with the special neighborhood

characteristics (small dwellings, visually interesting
design elements, unique rural attributes, etc.) that have

traditionally been a feature of this Bernal neighborhood.

"Much recent development is not only inconsistent but
often at odds with the smaller existing structures. ...

East Slope's rural characteristics rapidly are
disappearing along with views, open space, and trees.

Some new buildings have created "canyons" blocking
sunlight and presenting building facades which are copies

of a single undistinguished design (ibid.)." This proposed
building is a prime example of one that is "inconsistent
and at odds with smaller existing structures." It simply
does not fit in with the character of the neighborhood

and its surrounding buildings. As well the building facade

of 3516 Folsom is undistinguished (as noted by the

ES~RB).

" ... architecture (is) a matter of good manners, being

part of the whole street, being part of the fabric of the
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city (ibid.)." The proposed house does not fit in with the
whole street, or the surrounding houses. It has the
opposite effect of "beating its chest or shouting at
neighbors (ibid)."
(6) Sec. 242. Special Use District (Attachment 6)
" (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 
(htp:/lpia~~in .sanfr~nciscocode.org/21.242/.)".
This section of the San Francisco Planning Code
encourages development "in context and scale with the
established character (ibid.)" of Bernal Heights. The
proposed development is clearly -from the facts that
have been presented previously and the facts contained
in the following pages -not in context or in scale with the
established character of this neighborhood.
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#2 ".., unreasonable impacts ... adverse effects ... who

would be affected ... how?"

There are many unreasonable impacts and adverse

effects of this project on our neighborhood. One, among

many, that affects us most critically is the driveway

shared by 3574 and 3577 Folsom Street.

The applicant has refused to provide accurate, complete

and detailed visual information on this portion, or indeed

any portion of his project. No engineered drawings exist.

As a result of this refusal neighbors have received no

information on the following:

• A detailed design of the areas in front of

3577/3574 Folsom Street?

• A detailed design of the walks and driveways, walls

if any, and landscaping?

• A detailed design of what will remain of our

current walk/driveway, our walls, or our

landscaping?

• A description of who will do the designs? Who will

direct and approve the designs? Who will pay for it?

Who will supervise the plan check and permit fees

for any alternation or change in configuration of the

driveway at 3577/3574 Folsom Street?
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• Who will build this driveway? Who will pay for it?
Who wi I I certi f y that the work wi I) have warranties,
and that the warranties will be enforced?
Will the applicant allow the owners of 3574/77
Folsom Street to select the designer and
contractor for design and construction of the
driveway? Will the applicant pay the costs incurred
by the selected designer and contractor?

• Will any unforeseen expense and effort be off-
loaded to the owners of the houses at 3577/74

Folsom Street? Or will all expenses be borne by
the applicant?

• What are the specific and detailed inconveniences
that the owners of 3577/74 Folsom Street will
have to live with during construction? How long will
the owners of these properties be unable to use
their garage? If the owners have to park down the
hill, during the months that construction takes
place, how will they get into their house? What
provisions will be made for neighbor parking during
the construction process?

• What are the remedies if any of the homes at
3577/74 Folsom Street are damaged by

construction operations? What provisions are made

for settlement due to slope failure in front of
these houses as a result of excavation for the new
street?
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• Why is the break-over angle, where the new block

starts up from the Chapman Street intersection,

not shown on any of the applicant's drawings? Is

the slope of the new block of Folsom Street

greater than 36%?

• The applicant is on record as stating (at the last

public ESDRB meeting), "the driveway at 3574

Folsom Street will have to be raised two (2) f eet".

If this project is approved how will cars be

prevented from bottoming out as they traverse the

driveway and garage.

• What is the new break-over angle at the 3574

Folsom Street garage?

• How high will the new entrance be to the garages at

3574/77 Folsom Street? How will a car be able to

traverse the new grade changes?

How much higher will the new grade be over the

existing grade?

• How will new drainage problems be handled at the

3574/77 Folsom Street homes?

• What is the break-over angle for the new houses

proposed for 3516 and 3536 Folsom Street? They

appear to approach 100%/45 degrees on the right

side (see attnchment C). The difficulty of the

traverse seems to be compounded by the height of

the garage door, i.e., a car traversing the driveway

may be too high to fit under the garage door

opening. A sedan can likely get scraped top and
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bottom driving in to one of those garages. Will the

proposed garages by impassable by automobile?

INCOMPLETE STREET DESIGN AND LACK OF

NEIGHBORHOOD REVIEW OF STREET DESIGN

There will also be unreasonable impacts and adverse

effects on the intersection of Chapman and Folsom

Streets. The East Slope Design Review Board is on

record as stating that the existing character of the

intersection must be maintained.

• The applicant's design, or design information is

incomplete because the grading for the street is not

shown. This includes information for the proposed

driveways for the new proposed homes (as previously

mentioned above).

• How steep will this new street be?

• We request complete design information, including

spot elevations and slopes at both sides of each

driveway.

Until site design drawings for the re-design of the

proposed extension of Upper Folsom Street, and the

intersection of Chapman/Folsom has been submitted and

approved, we believe this application is incomplete.

We believe this to be true because.

1. The new contours and the new grades are unknown.
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2. Neighbors have been denied access to a proposed new

topographic map

3. We have never seen how the entire new proposed

street is being changed from the Community Garden all

the way down to the intersection of Chapman and

Fo Isom.
4. We have never seen how cars wi I I enter and exit the

garage at 3526 and 3516 Folsom Street. How will

these five (5) cars enter &exit their respective

garages? How will they then backup and/or go down

Upper Folsom to access the intersection and "Lower"

Folsom Street? How will these five (5) cars address

the increased traffic coming at them from the

following:

a. Chapman Street -West

b. 3574 Folsom -entering/exiting garage

c. 3580 Folsom -entering/exiting garage

d. Folsom Street -North/South traffic

5. Where is the full size to scale drawing for the

proposed new street?

The proposed design of the intersection of Folsom and

Chapman Streets appears too narrow to allow two

vehicles to pass each other when cars are parked on

Chapman facing east. Emergency vehicles (Fire,

Ambulance, Police) and service vehicles (Garbage and

Recology, Fed Ex, UPS, etc.) will struggle - or be

absolutely unable - to have access and egress.
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Please do not to add more unsafe traffic conditions to
our local streets. This particular block is populated with
children, as well as elderly and disabled people. Each of
these populations is endangered by the proposed street
design.

FUTURE DEVELOPMENT - "Six Lots Not Two"

All six (6) lots on Upper Folsom are capable of being
developed (Attachment D). It stands to reason that
once 3526 and 3516 Folsom Street are approved and a

fully functioning road is put in, the owners of the four (4)

other lots will be in an ideal and resource-rich position to

develop their lots as well. When -not if -that happens,

what is the plan for solving the problems and answering

the multitude of questions noted previously?

LACK OF A 3-D MODEL

With only selected computer drawings, a developer can
show the buildings in the most favorable light -and

obfuscate any unfavorable perspectives. (For instance,

garage access, true sense of bulk and mass, neighbors'

driveways, Community Garden erosion concerns, side

elevations in relation to Bernal Heights Blvd., and

relationship to existing houses on Gates St., and so on.)

At a previous neighborhood meeting, many neighbors
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viewed the computer renditions, of the project as
misleading -casting doubt on other perspectives
presented by the developer.

Although specifically requested by the ESDRB to provide
a physical model, the applicant said it was too expensive.
We request the Commission not be taken in by this
argument and respect the community need to fully
understand how the proposed development will impact
local residents -from Gates Street, Folsom/Chapman,
Bernal Heights Blvd. and the Community Garden.

We ask the applicant to stand by the ESDRB request of a
physical model -and honor the neighbors' needs to view
the proposed houses in ways they can trust. This is a
sound and reasonable request. Indeed we cannot assess
the worthiness of this project without such critical visual
information.

NEIGHBORHOOD CHARACTER

The proposed houses with, one with a 3-car garage at
3526 Folsom, loom out of scale for the neighborhood and
are in defiance of both ESDRB Guidelines and the City's
Transit First policy. They are in direct contrast to
Bernal's distinctive smaller-scale housing and,
specifically, the neighboring houses on this block of
Folsom.
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The too-big-f or-the-neighborhood proposed houses -
although adorned with latest trends in building material -

disturbingly fit specific criticism found in the Guidelines
"The 'new vernacular form' is the maximum-building-

envelope-shoebox... it is a solution without a context

which isolates itself from its setting by not
acknowledging its neighbors...." (ESDRB).

Bulk, Massing, and Elevations:

"Much recent deve%pment is not

only inconsistent but often at

odds with smaller scale existing

structures. " (ESORB)

a) Overall square footage: It is disingenuous to think the
latest blueprints reduce the square footage of the
houses in any appreciable manner - or that they

substantially improve elevations facing Chapman and
Bernal Heights Blvd.

We respectfully request the Commission to restrict the

proposed projects' square footage in relationship to

existing nearby housing. The table below shows the

typical Bernal dwelling on Folsom Street below the

proposed houses. These houses reflect the distinctive
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rural character of Bernal. The data will show that in
terms of square footage, the new proposed homes do not.

Address Livable space Garage Total Space

3516 Folsom St. 2125 sq. ft. 787 sq. ft. 2912 sq. ft.

3526 Folsom St. 2158 sq.ft. 775 sq. ft. 2933 sq. ft.

3574 Folsom St. 1150 sq. ft. 300 sq. ft. 1450 sq. ft.

3580 Folsom St. 1050 sq. ft. 210 sq. ft. 1310 sq. ft.

3590 Folsom St. 800 sq. ft. (appx.) 180 sq. ft. (appx.) 980 sq. ft. (appx.)

b) Three-car garnges: The proposed two projects both
have either athree-car, or a two-car garage, unlike any
neighboring homes on Folsom Street -within 50 feet or,
for that matter, in most of Bernal Heights. Indeed, a
variance will be needed for the three-car garage, since it
does not meet code.

Again, this is in defiance of the City's Transit First
po I i cy. Given the times we live in, new construction
condoning athree-car garage house in a city trying to
wean people off cars is irresponsible and eco%gically
immoral.

P/ease note: It was with the following rebuke that the
pro-development real estate website, SF Curbed,
described the applicant's 3,000 sq. ft. house that he built
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and sold in another part of Bernal Heights in 2011: "Not-
so-green fe__atures include a 3-car arg___age."

c) Side elevations: After five (5) ESDRB meetings,
minimal -and nothing substantial -was done to address
the ESDRB's request to improve side view elevations
from Chapman and Bernal Heights Blvd. (The ESDRB even
gave the applicant addresses of suggested side elevation
treatments in the neighborhood to review.)

The new designs put lipstick on what are essentially big
walls. To use their own language, the applicants designs
are the "new vernacular" that allow for "maximum
building envelope shoeboxes (ESDRB)."

Disturbingly, without a physical model, the neighbors are
left to decipher architectural language and blueprints,
which they are not trained to do. The pattern of
sometimes "improving" designs with the smallest effort -
and then touting these tiny steps as meeting the
ESDRB's requests -underscores the need for physical
models.

d) Side yards: For both safety and sunlight issues,
neighbors requested side yards that went all the way
through to the backyard. In fact, all the other houses on
this block have such side yards -and the Guidelines
specifically talk about the "relationship of individual
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buildings to their lots and their immediate neighbors
(ESDRB)".

Since Sept. 10, 2014 the applicant through the ESDRB
has known about acceptable side yards for Bernal.
Examples were given to the developer. An open side yard
promotes an airy, not-so-urban feeling that would help
mitigate the loss of sunlight and open space so close to
Bernal Park. We request this style of side yard be
recommended for the two proposed projects.

e) Public Safety - Renr Yard Access: There is a lack
of backyard access for firefighters and public safety
officers -especially along this vulnerable section of the
gas transmission line. We are not satisfied that public
safety officers can navigate the corner in case of a fire,
health, or safety emergency.

f) Roof treatments: Despite repeated concerns from
neighbors and community garden members about views
and sunlight, the applicant has added an imposing new
structure to the top of the proposed buildings.

This particular action follows a pattern of maximizing
house size and mass -and being insensitive to neighbors
and asmaller-scale neighborhood. This new structure
underscores the necessity for a ph ysical model o f the
proposed projects.



09/2105 20
DR Request

Below is the directive from a recent ESDRB letter:

"Plans presented have so far not clearly addressed

how the new Folsom Street Extension will
incorporate access to existing homes at 3574, 3577,

and 3580 Folsom Street. We reiterate: develop

detailed plans (with grading spot elevations),

sections and elevations, and meet with these

neighbors to review and agree upon driveway access

and design in front of these houses."

g) Safety of Main Trunk Transmission Line (109)

• Gas transmission line 109, built in 1981, runs

underneath this proposed street.
The proposed street, flowing as it does over this 26"

transmission line poses numerous dangerous safety

risks. Neighbors are very worried.

This is a densely urban neighborhood surrounding a

steep, at least, 35-degree hill. Heavy earth moving

equipment is known to topple over on such a steep

grade, causing huge amounts of damage. Several

years ago a cement truck did just that, on Folsom
Street, while trying to make a turn. It resulted in a

broken water main.
• The City has incomplete records about the safety of

this Bernal Heights pipeline.



09/2105 21
DR Request

• The City also has no risk assessment guidelines, in
the event of an accident, around gas transmission
lines.

We are so concerned about the gas transmission line that
we have requested advice from an internationally known
engineering safety consultant, Dr. Robert G. Bea,
Professor, UC-Berkeley and ~o-direcfior of the urine
Tec~~al~ y ~r~d anagem~~t C~r~c~p enter for Risk

lUtitig~tiflr~, Praf~ss~r lea agree wi-~h cur concerns artd
finds them va{id. Ibis r sp~r~s~ ~s ~~tach~d along with
several slides slowing the dangers of ignoring concerns
regarding pipeline safety (see attachment E)
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3. "Alternatives or changes to the proposed project ... "

We suggest a smaller house, no more than two (2)

stories high, animated plane, materials, and elements
that step down along the hillside, a developed and
composed front facade with windows, carve-outs and
appropriate changes in roof treatment (as per the
ES~RB letter to the applicant on April 28, 2015),
with square footage comparable to that of the

neighbors on Folsom Street (see table above, p. 17),
no garage, no external stairway, no roof garden,
appropriate side yards and set-backs as per the
ESDRB Guidelines. These houses, if designed and
built correctly, would fit in perfectly with the
neighborhood. They would enhance and complement
the character of Bernal Heights. Almost all of the
safety, traffic, and construction concerns would be
eliminated. Most of the neighbor concerns would be
addressed. The house would therefore conform to
all elements of the ES~RB Guidelines.
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5. "CHANGES MADE AS RESULT OF MEDIATION"

In July of 2014, at the suggestion of the ESDRB the

applicant requested a meeting with neighbors whose

driveway will be impacted by the new road. The driveway

is shared and used by many neighbors and community

members to not only access houses also the Community

Garden, Bernal Heights Blvd, and Bernal Park. Thus our

concerns stem from a group, not a few individuals. Our

hope was to have an inclusive group meeting. We

responded as such. No answer was forthcoming from the

applicant.

We attended at least f ive (5) community meetings called

by the ESDRB, with the applicant, over a period of

eighteen (18) months. We discussed our concerns and

fielded questions/responses back and forth. As a result

the applicant did make some alterations to the 3516

Folsom project. The facade is more animated, changes in

plane, materials, and stepped down design elements are

present. No changes at all were made to 3526 Folsom.

These changes are relatively slight, relatively minimal and

largely cosmetic. They do not for a moment alter the

deep-seated and strongly felt concerns of the neighbors.

The multiple and interconnected issues of~ public safety,

neighborhood character, and accessibility are as

prominent now as they were when our pubic meetings

began in December 2013.
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SEC. 242. BERNAL HEIGHTS SPECIAL USE DISTRICT.

(a) General. A Special Use District entitled the Bernal Heights Special
Use District, the boundaries of which are shown on Sectional Map. Nos.
7SU, 8SU, and 11SU of the Zoiiin~>~, is hereby established for the
purposes set forth below.

(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.

(c) The provisions of this Section 242 shall not apply to building permit
applications or amendments thereto, or to conditional use, variance or
environmental evaluation applications filed on or before January 7, 1991.
Such applications shall be governed by the ordinances in effect on January 7,
1991, unless the applicant requests in writing that an application be
governed by the provisions of this Section 242.

(d) Definitions. For purposes of this Section 242, the following
definitions apply:

(1) "Adjacent building" shall mean a building on a lot adjoining the
subject lot along a side lot line. Where the lot constituting the subject
property is separated from the lot containing the nearest building by an
undeveloped lot or lots for a distance of 50 feet or less parallel to the street
or alley, such nearest building shall be deemed to be an "adjacent building,"
but a building on a lot so separated for a greater distance shall not be deemed
to be an "adjacent building." A corner lot shall have only one adjacent
building located along its side lot line.

(2) "Usable floor area" is the sum of the gross areas of the several
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Maximum Driveway Slopes &Critical Angles 
................................................................................................................................................................................................:

a = Maximum approach angle = 20.2° = 36.8%
b = Maximum departure angle = 9.2° = 16.2%
c = Minimum running ground clearance = 4.3"
d = Design vehicle wheelbase = 10.8' (Salt Lake City Design = 11')
e = Maximum ramp breakover angle = 8.2° (Salt Lake City Design = 10.5% (6°})
k = Crest of curve arc = d = e (Salt Lake City Design = 1.05)

Driveways leaving a public right-of-
way should not exceed a maximum
slope of 8% (4.57°) from gutter to
property line. The slope should be
transitioned beyond the property line no
more than a ma~cimum of 16% (9.09°)
average grade to the parking pad.
Driveway cross slopes of .4 % to 6%
(2.3° to 3.4°) maximum.

%0 0,,, I ~ ~ ,~'~-~_
.0~~ 10.5 Q 6 1.zg T1~

~•~

~at~ Revis~Q~
8/12/91 changed layou[/assigned #
'7/31/02 revised data
2/24/03 revised data
5/U4/DS revised data

~r

~~ e 16%(4.09°) Maximum~~
~T, ~.~ Average Grade-%~

~Ortgo~t~ ;I
25gb, °r 2 ' 

10.596~or
11'

0% or 0.0°
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W-101 AND W- 102

AMERICAN AUTOMOBILE DIMENBION6-cO~nPosiTe ELEVATIONS OF AUTOMOBILE DEVISED BY AGS STAFF

(STANDARD DIMEN610N5 OF nUTOMOBILE MANUFACTURERS ASSOC.INC.1NOTEB~

1 -Foreign can not included except Volkswagen, see below).2 -Dimensions are for 1968 models.
3 - Dimeruioru cover: sedans, coupes and stationwagons. 

~ ~~ ~„~
OV ERALI. OIMEN6IONB MINIMUM MAXIMUMW-103 Overall width Corvette 5'-8 1/4" Buick 6'-8"H-101 Overall hei ht Corvette 3'-11 3/4" Jeep S'-3 13/16"L-101 Wheelbase Corvette 8'-2" Cadillac 11'-0"L-103 Overall length AMC AMX 14'-10 1/4" Cadillac . 19'-0 1 /4"H-156 Ground clearance Pontiac 0',3 11/16" Jeap _ 0'-7 i l/16"

~ANC3LE6, lIAMPB S DIAMB MINIMUM MAXIMUMH-106 An le ~f approach (degrees) Cadillac 19.2 Jeep 39.0°H-107 Angle of departure
(degrees)

Mercury 10.8 Javelin 23.8°
H-147 Ramp breakover angle
(degrees)

Tempest 9.0 Jeep 24.0°
rVall to wall turning diam. (ft.)•
9EJ~;n _pF CAit DIMFIV6lONG
iJ~ t rear window to grnd.

Jeep

MINIMUM

37'-8" Oldsmobile

M4XIMUM

49,_7„

Firebird T'-9 13/16" Checker 3'-1p 1/2"
_-it~~ Overhang rear Camaro 3'-4" imperial 5'-4"V-102 Tread width • diswnce Rambler 4'-7" Pontiac 5'-4"
-104 Bottom o1 rear bumper AMC 0'-9 1 1/16" Camaro 0'-17"
~ ground 

Ambassador-153 Rear axle differential to Buick 0'-5" Chrysler 0'-7 1/2"
'ound

=NBION6 -SEDAN
all height

q•_ ~ ~ ~~all length
13~_ 3••Abase

7'-10 1 /2.,'1 width
4'- 3 1/2„width
q~_ 5~•ill width
5,_ ~,,,

WALL - TO - ~NALL TURNING DIAMETER n

LINE OF
WALL

FRONT OF CAR DIMEN610N6 MINIMUM MAXIMUMH-114 Hood at rear to ground Corvette 2'-2 1/2" Checker 3'-10 1/2"L-104 Overhang front Jeep 2'-4 3/4" Eldoredo 3'-8"L-131 Front of car to base
of windshield

Jeep 4'-4 3/4" Toronado 6'-0"
W-101 Tread width-distance
between ~ of tires at ground

Rambler 4'-B" Toronado 6'-3 1/2"
L-123 Upper structure Corvette 4'-7 1/2" Rebel 11'-11 3/16'

~IMENBI~N6 - MICROBIJB
Overall heigh[

6'- 5"Overall len th
14'- 6"Wheelbase
7'-10 1 /2"Front tread width
4'- 6 1/2"Rear tread width
4'- 8"'Overall width
5'- 9 1/2"

fir,, v.e_ o u~. a , s~Yee ~ Uce q ~~, e v.r~ C~, rr~,:, 
o~So1~,rte, ~ F

V Ol.K6WA0EN MICROBUS

~KBWA6EN 6EDAN
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(R) CURBSTONE CLEARANCE, APPRQACH, DEPARTURE, ANA RAMP
6REAKOVER ANGLES—

PASSENGERCAR AND LIGHT TRUCK

1. Scope--This SAE Recommended Fr3clice applies t~ ri5id bumper or ng d structure points and `:lexiblecomporents at passenger cars, mult:purNose passenger vehicles, and I!ght trucks This document ~s intendedas a guide toward standard practice and .s subject to change to keep pace with experience anc+ technicalad~~ances.

1.1 Purpns~The purpose of this document is is provide m~nimu:n static design guidelines for curbstoneclearance, approach, departur. anc ramp breakover ang1F~. This is to minimize damage, if any, in nor~~lvehicle use conditions. This document also encompasses atl current worldwide re5ulations and requirements.
1.Z Field of App{ication

1,2.1 PASSENGER CAF, MULTIPURPCSc PASSENGER VEHI::LE (MPVj, AND LI~;Y~ TRUCK

1.2.2 (4'IIPilA1UN ANvLES ADD '~'.LEAFANCES—:Jnder the manufacturer's most severe vehicle desion {o~d for eac~particular load condition, the mini~n~~m approach, departure, ramp breakove~ angles, and bumper :o-groundhe~c~ht, as ind~ca'.ed in Figure 7 ,stall be as follows:

b'Vhen measuring these d~mensioris. fiexihle bumper components such as air Cams, lower va~ance parels;and fascias should be considered. The allowab~e approacf angle tc flextbie components that are ailo'~vednonstructural damage should be 13 degrees.

2. References—There are ~o referenced publications specked here~~.

3. Definitions 
.. ._.

3,7 Passenger Car—Vef~ic~es wftli motive power, except multipurpose passenger veilcles, motorcydes, o~trailers, designr;d for carrying 10 persons or less.

SAE Tech ~i~xl S:endyrda &~a~d Riney pruvi;7e tr~at:'~ I191tlDDf119 ~.~V OLtl I1url hY SA. 1U tl(:VHf 4tl 1F/tl 3'.dIN O~ 1BGF1'➢GiI BlXI bfllJlryMAfiflt~ 9Qd(IIHS. TIMJ U'itl O( .NY fli~~Of. 18 ArAgq~
ooUntery. end I:a ep!IIeaGOtr~ entl eulte!~I:y for any perticulnr u9e. ~nc'u~l~ g any tent in!nngement en3ing therefrom, !s :he sole rospom~bili~ o! :he user.'SAE ruvinvia eerh t~chnica' report at I~us: e~yry fhro ysere et wi~lch d~ne it may V. rye*'rmec rAvbed, or cence:lta. SAE In~~teo your hTi:tan c~rnm~nte anC euogvs"ohs.

CUESTIONS REGARDING THIS DOCUMENT• (724) 772-8512 FFX: (7T~1 778-02~3TO PLACE A DGCIP.NENT ORDER: (724) 778.1?70 FAIL: (724) 778-0790SAE WEB ADDRESS http:l/www.eas.org
n~yrgh +95d Society ~I Au-oi~~~ivs =nginurs. Inc -411 rlq~~ :; rEs6Y2r' 

PrF~~Pd t1 U.S.h
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LC ~~ B

A. P.pFroech Angle (H106) ~6 degrees
B. Departure Angle (H107) 13 deg-ees
G Curbstone Height Clearance 203 mro {8 ir1
D. Ramp Breakover .4ng e ~H147) i 2 d=grees

FIGURE 1—MINIA9UM1/ ANGLES ANC CLEARANCES

3.2 Multipurpose Passenger Vehicle (MPV)—Vehicles wide motive power, except trailers, designed :o carry 10persors or less, which are const~vc'e~ either on a truck chassis or wits special festures for occasional off-roadaoerat~on.

3.3 Truck—b'eh~cles with mclive power, exceFt a Nailer, designed pnmar'ly for the transportation of ~+ropert}~ orspecial-pu~osF equipment.

3.3.E L~~H; TRucK—Classification of self-propelled vehicles which are ces,gne~ prima,~iy to transport pr~pe-ty o~sp5cial-purpose equipment. and have a maximum gra55 wel~ht rating ;G\NVR) of 4536 ke (10 000 Ib1 orIbss. GVWR is the value specified Cy the manufact~,rers as the Inadad vieight o` a single vehicla.

3.4 Bumper to Ground

3.~.' H102—FRONT Su~~PeR'o Grtouroo—The minimum dimens~en measurad verically from the lowest point onthe ̀ ront bumper to grourd, includhig bumper guards if standard.

3.4.2 H103--FRONT BUS/PER TO GROUND—CURB V1'ei~Hr—Measured m the seine manner as H102.

3 a 3 H104—REnR Bu~PE~ ro GRCL~n;e—The minimum dirnens~on measured vert~caliy from the ~o~~fest point onthe rear bumDgr t~ ground, ~ncluding bumper cuar6s ~f stard~rc equipment.

3.4.4 H105—REAR BUMPER TO GP,CUh~—CURB WEIGHT—P~leasU~ed !n the same manner as H'O4.

3.5 Angle of Approach (H106~The ancle measured bsr~ueen a pine tansem to the front fire static-goaded radiusarc and the initial point o` structural interference'o;ward of the front fire to ground. The limiting structuralcomponent shad be designates.

3.6 Angle of Departure (H107}—The angle measured between a line tangent of the rear- lire static-ioaGed radiusano the initial point of strut?ural intertersnce rearward of the rear lire to the ground. Tne limitin5 cemp~nentshall be desighated.

-2-
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3.7 Ramp BreakoverAngle (H147~The angle measured between two lines tangent to the front and rear firestatic-loaded rad us and Intersecting at a point on the underside of the vehicle which defines the largest rampover which the vehicle can role.

3.8 Parking Curbstone Height Clearance—The minimum curbstone clearance to any s~r~cture, r,echanical. fuel!ank, exhaust system. or any limiting comF~~nenl. The limiting components for this documer~i are iorate~forward cf the front tires o~ rearward o` ;rye rear ;ices.

4. Notes

4,7 Marginal Indicia--The (R~ is for the convenience of the ~~ser in lot;ating areas :vhere technica~ rsvisio^s havepeen made to the previous issue of the repo:. IF the symbol is next ?o :he razor[ tile. it indicates a completerecision of the report

PREPARED BY THE S,4E BU~~iPER STANDARDS COMMITTEE

-3-



~b

SAE J689 Revised JUN96

Rationale—t?evis~ons from SAE J689 DEC89 are based on upgrades to comply with vehicle in-transit shippingand towing and recovery requirements.

a The category "multipurpose passenger vehicles" F~as been included m light of the veh~cies' recentpopularity.
• All worldwide requirements and regula!~ons have been considered.• The ramF breakover angles have been incr=.ased frnm 10 to 12 degrees to comFly to the 1,2 deg. eebreakovsr angle required for veh',des shipped by haulaway trailers to minirniZE damage.• V~`hile the 16 degree approach angle has beer retained, the departure angle has been increased from10 to ~ 3 degrees to comply ~.vfth a 13 degree requlrerr.ent tar car carrier transports, ~~hich can load thevehicle from eithe• front or rear.
• 13 degree approach angle added for 8axible components.
• The height under Curb Height Gearance r~ma~ns unchanged

Relationship of SAE Standard to ISO Standard—Not applicable

Application—This SAE Recommended Practice applies to rigid structural compol~e~ts of cars, multipurposepassenger vehicles, and light trucks. However, consideration should also be given to flexiblecomponents such as air dams, lower valence panels, aero shields, bumper covers, a~~d fascias.

Reference Section—Thee ire nn re!erencsd publicaliers specified herein.

Developed by the SAE Bumper Standards Committee
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1 1 June 2003

DRIVEWAY SLOPE LIMITS

The following table presents dimensions affecting performance of cars entering a driveway, forcars selected at random from autos.yahoo.com. Generally, a lower ratio of wheelbase toclearance indicates better performance at the top of the driveway (breakover). The attachedsheet, copied from Architectural Graphic Standards (Sixth Edition) provides a range ofapproach, breakover, and departure angles.

Vehicle
03 Models)

Length
(inches)

Wheelbase
(inches)

Clearance
inches)

Ratio -Wheelbase
to Clearance

Acura RSX 172.2 101.2 6.0 16.87
-'Audi A4 ~ 179.0 104,3 ~.2 24:83Buick Park Ave 206.8 113.8 5.5 20.69
Che Blazer 177.3 100.5 8.1 12.41
Che Suburban 219.3 130 8.4 15.48
Ford Taurus 197.6 108.5 5.4 20.09
Honda Civic 174.6 103.1 5.9 17.47
Infiniti I35 193.7 108.3 6.3 17.19
Infiniti Q45 199.6 113.0 5.7 19.82
Jee Gr Cherokee 181.6 105.9 8.3 12.76
Mazda 6 186.8 105.3 5.1 20.65
iVlazda Miata 155.7 89.2 4A ̀ 22.3
Mercedes C Class 171.0 106.9 5.8 18.43
~Vlitsu Diamante 194.1 107;1 4,6 23.28
Nissan Maxima 191.5 108.3 5.9 18.36
Olds Aurora 199.3 112.2 5.5 20.4
Porsche 911 174.5 92.6 4.3 21.53
Saab 9-5 190.0 106.4 6.7 15.88
Subaru Le ac 187.4 104.3 6.3 16.56
To ota Avalon 191.9 107.1 5.1 21.00
To ota C 189.2 107.1 5.4 19.83
To ota Tacoma 184.4 103.3 8.5 12.15
Volks Passat 185.2 106.4 5.8 18.34
Volvo S70 185.4 108.5 5.3 20.47

C~r.d•'~or,s.
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Hi,
I just received this back from Robert Bea, a UC Berkley professor
emeritus in civil engineering....
-Marilyn

Sent from my iPhone with apologies for typos

Begin forwarded message:

From: "Robert G. BEA" <beaC~ce.berkeley.edii>
Date: May 5, 2014, 10:26:47 AM PDT
To: Marilyn Waterman <yavie~le~>~~lI1QO.COIII>
Subject: Re: Inquiry about Gas Transmission Pipeline 109
from concerned SF residents
Reply-To: beaC~ce.verkeley.edu

Happy Monday Marilyn,

given the background you provided in your email, yes -you should
be concerned.

there are several points in your summary that provide a good basis
for your concerns:
1) old (1980s) PG&E gas transmission pipeline installed in area
with highly variable topography,
2) no records on the construction, operation, and maintenance of
the pipeline,
3) no definitive guidelines to determine if the pipeline is 'safe' and
'reliable',
4) apparent confusion about responsibilities (government,
industrial -commercial) for the pipeline safety, reliability, and
integrity.

this list is identical to the list of concerns that summarized
causation of the San Bruno Line 132 gas pipeline disaster.
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the fundamental 'challenge' associated with your concern is tied to

the word 'safe'. unfortunately, it has been very rare that i have

encountered organizations that have a good understanding of what

that word means, and less of an understanding of how to

demonstrate that a given system is 'safe enough'.

during my investigation of the San Bruno disaster, i did not find a

single document (including trial deposition transcripts) that clearly

indicated PG&E or the California PUC had a clear understanding

of the word 'safe': freedom from undue exposure to injury and

harm .

much of this situation is founded in 'ignorance'. it is very rare for

me to work with engineers who have a comprehensive

understanding of what the word safe means -and no clue about

how to determine if a system is either safe or unsafe. the vast

majority of governmental regulatory agencies are even worse off.

i have attached a graph that helps me explain the important

concepts associated with determining if a system is safe or

unsafe. the vertical scale is the likelihood of a failure. the

horizontal scale is the consequences associated with a failure. the

diagonal lines separate the graph into two quadrants: safe and not

safe. if the potential consequences associated with a failure are

low, then the likelihood of the failure can be high. if the potential

consequences are very high, then the probability of failure must be

very low. uncommon common sense.

on the graph, i shown a system that was designed for a particular

'risk' (combination of likelihood and consequences of

failure). when it was constructed, the risk increased due to

construction 'malfunctions' -like bad welding. when the system

was put into service, the risk increased further -perhaps due to

poor corrosion protection and due to the area around the pipeline

being populated with homes, businesses, schools and other things

that increase the potential consequences of a major failure. once it



._

is determined that the system that was originally designed to be
safe, is no lon er safe, then it is necessar to do thin s that willg Y g
allow the system to be safely operated....reduce the likelihood of
failure (e.g. repair the corrosion) and reduce the consequences of
failure (e.g. install pressure control shut off sensors and equipment
that can detect a loss of gas and rapidly shut the system down)....or
replace the segment of the pipeline that no longer meets safety -
reliability requirements.

after i completed my investigation of the San Bruno disaster, i
prepared a series of 'graphics' that summarized my findings.
because the graphics file is very large, i have sent the file to you as
a Google Document with a link you can use to view or download
the document to your computer.
The San Bruno Root Cause Analysis.pdf

i know this has been a long answer to your short question. i hope it
will help you understand how to better communicate your
valid concerns regarding this development.

bob bea

Robert Bea
Professor Emeritus
Center for Catastrophic Risk Management
University of California Berkeley
Email: bea~a~ce.berkeley.edu

Risk Assessment &Management Services
60 Shuey Drive
Moraga, CA 94556
925-631-1587 (office)
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Burst pressures

1 Class 4 MAOP

Pipeline radial displacement

Yield pressure

Class 2 MAOR



Identification of H
Baseline assessment ulans ~~

Direct assessment plans
Defects remediation plans
Plans for continual Integrity Management assessment
Plans for confirming direct assessments
Provisions for protection of High Consequence Areas
Performance plans and measures
Record keeuin~ provisions
Management of change processes
Quality assurance and control plans
Communications plans
.~ vision of Integrity Management plans
Procedures to minimize environmental and safety risks
Process for identification and assessment of newly identified High Consequence Areas

Identification of threats to segments
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'~ ~ ~ •Root case analysis helps ident~~r w~at~ ~o~w~~ ~ ~~'
~ ~ ,y , , ar~d ~r~~y something happened, thus preventing

+~ recurrence.

f Root ~c~t~~e~s ire ~nc~~rlying,ire reasonably

identifiable, pan ~~e c;ant~all~d by man~ge~ent

and allow for ger~er~tic~n of ~~ecor~~n~nda~tions.

• Th+~ process involves data c~llectian, cause

charting, root cause identification and recQm-

n~~n~atian ger~eratie~n and im~pl~~er~tati~n.
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CA4E NUMBER:

For StaAf llse oMy

~~~ ~:f
APPLICATION FOR

Discretiona Review SEP 1~`~y

CITY ~ C[~i~~'~;.~ `~ ~~~= s~~,
1 . OwnerlApplicant Information 

PLANNiNGP ~s~~a.~ -r:,~k~r~-r

DR APPLJCANT'S NAME:

Steven Piccus & Midori Okubo { ~Di~\\< PrL~til~-~J ~ N A~+.~~y Zs~~~s
DR APPLICANT'S ADDRESS: ZIP CODE: TELEPHONE:

94110 ', ~ 415 X94 8167
: 3580 Folsom_StreetSan Francisco,_CA ~_'_~SGNq~rlaN S~,_ ___ __ __ __ ..

i PROPERTY OWNER WHO IS DOING THE PROJECT ON WHICH YOU ARE REQUESTING DISCRETIONARY REVIEW NAME:

Fabien Lannoye_ __ _ __ __ _.
ADDRESS: i ZJP CODE: TELEPHONE:

94103 ~ 415 626 8266
297c Kansas Street San Francisco, CA __ _ i ____ _. . __

ASSESSORS BLOCK/LOT: LOT DIMENSIONS: ~ LOT AREA (SQ FT): ZONING DISTRICT: HEIGHT/BULK DISTRICT.

5626 / 013 1 ~$~ fl _ _ ~ 
~~-1 ~ HD -X ~13ERN~L ~4 ~~ SJ✓„~

3. Project Description

Piease check all that apply

Change of Use ❑ Change of Hcnus ❑ New Ccrostructicm ~ Alterations ❑ Demoliticm ❑ Other ❑

Additions to Building: Rear ❑ Frcmt ❑ Height ❑ Side Yard ❑

Present or Previous UsE:: Open Land

Proposed Use: Single Fami~ Dwelling _ _

Building Permit Application No. 2013.12.16.4322 __ Date Filed: I~~ 17 2013 —



4. Actions Prior to a Discretionary Review Request

Prior Acton YES NO

Have you discussed this project with the permit applicant? [~'

Did you discuss the project with the Planning Department permit review planner? ❑

Did you participate in outside mediation on this case?
i

❑ [~

5. Changes Made to the Project as a Result of Mediation

If you have discussed the project with the applicant, planning staff or gone through mediation, please
summarize the result, including any changes there were made to the proposed project.
Applicant made cosmetic changes to the design but did not address the size/scale of project, the lack of
e yaras, iacK oT street parKing ana iacK of aaequate roaas.

on the existing driveways of the neighboring homes whose driveways will be repurposed for his project.



CA4E NUMBER:

For SisH U9e only ~I.

Discretionary Review Request

In the space below and on separate paper, if necessary, please present facts sufficient to answer each question

1. What are the reasons for requesting Discretionary Review? The project meets the minimum standazds of the
Plarming Code. VYhat are the exceptional and extraordinary circumstances that jixstify Discretionary Review of
the project? How does the project conflict with the City's General Plan or the Planning Code's Priority Policies or
Residential Design Guidelines? Please be speafic and site specific sections of the Residential Design Guidelines.

See attachment

2. The Residential Design Guidelines assume some impacts to be xeasanable and expected as pazt of ccrostruction.
Please explain how this project would cause unreasonable impacts. If you believe your property, the property of
others or the neighborhood would be adversely affected, please state who would be affected, and how:

See attachment

3. 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 #1?

See attachment



PICCUS/OKUBO Discretionary Review for 3516 Folsom St -Attachment

1. Reasons for Requesting Discretionary Review:
Proposed buildings are too large in size for the steep site and the neighborhood and as such do not meet
the Residential Design Guidelines.
• Slope is too steep to build an adequate road to access proposed homes.
• Adjacent homes are all smaller. My home at 3580 Folsom is 1050 sq. ft.
• No side yards as required by ESDRB
• No street parking as required by ESDRB
• Tandem parking used due to steep and inadequate driveway access.
• Buildings of this size will set a bad precedent for the adjacent build able lots resulting in a cul de sac of
2300 sq.ft. homes with no side yards or street parking.

• The eventual construction of 6 large homes with no side yards or road on this steep hill is not in
character with the neighborhood as per all the ESDRB requirements

Proposed site is too steep to build and existing PG&E pipelines prevent building a retaining wall to reduce
the steep slope or grade. All the adjacent streets that have been developed have retaining walls to reduce
the slope to a reasonable grade. This is not possible on this street due to the PG&E pipelines.
Development of this scale, especially considering the adjacent 5 additional lots to be developed, should
not be allowed with out adequate road access for residents, emergency vehicles and service vehicles e.g.
garbage trucks and delivery trucks.
• This project does not include a real road for access to the two proposed developments and the four
additional lots that will be built.

• The proposed access is via a shared driveway that is not wide enough for street parking or cars to turn
around.

• No reasonable access for fire, ambulance or police vehicles. If more than one emergency vehicle
access this home, the first one will be stuck until the second vehicle backs out.

• Garbage trucks will not be able to drive up. As a result these 6 proposed homes will likely bring their
garbage and recycling bins to down to Chapman Street creating an unsanitary situation. There is no
roam for the bins from so many large homes on our steep and narrow streets.

• Delivery vehicles will not be able to drive up without backing down a steep driveway.
• The proposed driveway or access road will be so steep and narrow that the homes will not be able to

use their proposed garages as designed.

2. Who will be affected and how?
Our neighbors on the block of Folsom between Chapman and Powhatten will be adversely affected by
this proposed development and the future development that will follow.
• Steep access road will be a safety issue for all neighbors as the proposed access road is too steep and

narrow to turn around and requires cars and trucks to back down a very steep road.
• If garbage trucks cannot access these homes, the residents will be forced to drag their bins down to
Chapman St and create a health and sanitation hazard.

• If this proposed project goes forward as designed it will open the door to 5 additional developments that
will will dramatically change the neighborhood and exacerbate the above referenced concerns.

• The construction impact of even these initial two proposed developments will cause unreasonable
burden on the neighborhood because of the lack of adequate road and the steep slope.

3. Proposed Alternatives
• Build a proper road down from Bernal Heights Blvd so as not to impact or endanger existing

neighborhood. It should only be stair access to Chapman Street.
• Build smaller homes with side yards and street parking in line with the neighborhood (1250 - 1500
sq.ft.).

• If a safe and adequate road cannot be built to access these lots, they should not be built as large
homes. It is not safe or reasonable.



This where the proposed access road would go. It is very steep and would impact driveways of 3 homes
at 3580, 3577 and 3574 Folsom St. It is impossible to build a retaining wall between Chapman and Bernal
Heights Blvd. due to PG&E pipeline, so slope is too steep for road or homes.

This is the next street, Banks St, and shows how a retaining wall is necessary to reduce the grade and
allow proper road access for residential dwellings. This is not possible on Folsom St.

..

x



Construction truck stuck in 3580 Folsom St driveway due to steep slope during a renovation on
Banks St.



Applicant's Affidavit

Under penalty of perjury the following declarations are made:
a: The undersigned is the owner or audlorized agent of the owner of this property.
b: The information presented is true and correct to the best of my knowledge.
c The other information or applications maybe regiured.

Signature: Date: S ~ ~~C • 1 ,~ ~ Z ~f  (S~

Print name, and indicate whether owner, ar authorized agent:

Steven Piccus
Owner uthorized Aunt (carob one)
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Discretionary Review Application
Submittal Checklist

Applications submitted to the Planning Department must be accompanied by this checklist and all required
materials. The checklist is to be completed and signed by the applicant or authorized agent.

REQUtRED MATERIALS (please oheck corcect column) - DR APPLICATION

Application, with all blanks completed Q'

Address labels (original), if applicable Q'
___ _.. .

', Address labels (copy of the above), 'rf applicable Q~

Photocopy of this completed application [.~

Photographs that illustrate your concerns ■

Convenant or Deed Restrictions ~"'

Check payable to Planning Dept. [~

Letter of authorization for agent ❑

Other. Section Plan, DetaU drawings {i.e. windows, door entries, trim),
Specifications (for cleaning, repair, etc.) and/or Product cut sheets for new
elements (i.e. windows, doors)

_ _._

NOTES:
❑ Required Material.
 ̀Optional Material.
~ Two sets of original labels and one copy of addresses of adjacent property owners and owners of property across street.

For Department Use Qaly _ - --- ----_..~~

Applicat' ived y P rmg De artment:
c _. .~

By: Date: ~ ,~,~.
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SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT
1650 Mission Street Suite 400 San Francisco. CA 94103

On December 17, 2013, the Applicant named below filed Building Permit Application No. 201312.16.4322 with the City

and County of San Francisco.

Project Address: 3516 Folsom Street Applicant: Fabien Lannoye
Cross Street(s): Chapman Street Address: 297c Kansas Street
Block/Lot No.: 5626/013 City, State: San Francisco, CA 94103
Zonin Districts : RH-1 / 40-X! Bernal Hei hts SUD Telephone: 415 626-8868

You aze receiving this notice as a property owner or resident within 150 feet of the proposed project. You are not required to

take any action. For more information about the proposed project, or to express concerns about the project, please contact the

Applicant listed above or the Planner named below as soon as possible. If you believe that there are exceptional or

extraordinary circumstances associated with the project, you may request the Planiung 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 dose of business on the Expiration Date shown below, or the next business day if

that date is on a week-end or a legal holiday. If no Requests for Discretionary Review are filed, this project will be approved

by the Planning Department after the Expiration Date.

Members of the public are not required to provide personal identifying information when they communicate with the

Commission or the Department. All written or oral communications, including submitted personal contact information, may

be made available to the public for inspection and copying upon request and may appeaz on the Department's website or in

other public documents.

. ~ ~ .

❑ Demolition ■New Construction ❑Alteration

❑ Change of Use ❑ Fagade Alterations) ❑Front Addition
❑ Rear Addition ❑Side Addition ❑Vertical Addition

• • . • .
Building Use Vacant Lot Single-Family Dwelling
Front Setback n/a None
Side Setback n/a None
Building Depth n/a 45-ft 6-in
Rear Yard (To Rear Wall) n/a 24-ft 6-in
Building Height (from Average Grade to n/a 29-ft
Top of Stair Penthouse)
Number of Stories n/a 2.5
Number of Dwelling Units n!a 1
Number of Parking Spaces n/a 3

The proposal includes new construction of atwo-and-one-half-story, single-family residence with three off-street parking spaces
and a roof deck. The project incorporates a bay window on the front fagade and has a side yard along the north lot line.

The project also requires a variance from the Zoning Administrator to address the Planning Code requirements for parking access
(Planning Code Section 242(e)(4); See Case No. 2013.1383V). Separate notice of the variance will occur. The issuance of the
building permit by the Department of Building Inspection or the Planning Commission project approval at a discretionary review
hearing would constitute as the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to Section 31.04(h) of the San
Francisco Administrative Code.

For more information, please contact Planning Department staff:
Planner: Rich Sucre
Telephone: (415) 575-9108
E-mail: richard.sucre@sfgov.org

►~ ~ ~J ~r-t~ ~ ' : (415) 575-9010

Notice Date: 8/17/15
Facpiration Date: 9/16/15

Para informacion en Espanol Ilamar al: (415) 575-9010



Application for Discretionary Review

APPLICATION FOR

Discretionary Review
1. Owner/Applicant Information

DR APPLICANT'S NAME: -

yrenaTorrey Simons and Marcus Sangho Ryu

'. DR APPLICANTBADDRESS:

55 Gates Street
I. ZIPCODE: ;TELEPHONE

94110 i ~ 415 ) 956-8100

PROPERTY OWNER WHO IS DOING THE PHWEGI UN WHICH YUU AHt

Fabien Lannoye

ADDRESS: - } ZIP LADE: ~', TELEPHONE: -

297c Kansas Street :94103 ~415 ~ 626-8868
i

CONTACT FUR DR APPLIGAI WN:

same ~ Above ❑ Zacks &Freedman, P.C. c/o Ryan J. Patterson, Esq.

ADDRESS: ,ZIP CODE: i TELEPHONE:

235 Montgomery Street, Suite 400 i 94104 (415 ) 956-8100

i E•MAILADDRESS:

j ryan@zulpc.com

2. Location and Classification

~''~~, STREET ADDRESS OF PROJECT: ? ZIPCODE:

',3516 Folsom Street 94110

CROSS STREETS

; Chapman Street

ASSESSORS BLOCK/LOT. - ~ LOT DIMENSIONS -, - LOT AREA(SQFn. ~ ZONINGDISTRICT. !. HEIGHT/BULK DISTRICT•

5626 /013 70 x 25 (1,750 I RH-1 /40-X/Bernal Heights ~ 40-X
i..........................._....._..._........_...__.._..._...__._................ . ...................._.__..._..._.._._....1......._....._.......__—..__...............J..._._._._....__._.._......_......._......---.......---..—_._..................................._..........._..........._..

3. Project Description

Please check all that apply

Change of Use ❑ Change of Hours ❑ New Construction ~ Alterations ❑ Demolition ❑ Other ❑

Additions to Building: Rear ❑ Front ❑ Height ❑

Vacant Lot
Present or Previous Use:

Single Family Residence
Proposed Use:

2013.12.16.4322
Building Permit Application No.

Side Yard ❑

Date Filed: December 17, 2013

~, ~ ,_ _ __

SAP 15 2015

CIT 
Y&^~COt~t~TY~,~~ S.F,



4. Actions Prior to a Discretionary Review Request

Prior Adlon YES NO

Have you discussed this project with the permit applicant? [~ ❑

Did you discuss the project with the Planning Department permit review planner? [~ ❑

Did you participate in outside mediation on this case? ❑ [~

5. Changes Made to the Project as a Result of Mediation

If you have discussed the project with the applicant, planning staff or gone through mediation, please

summarize the result, including any changes there were made to the proposed project.

No substantial changes have been made to address neighbors' concerns.

8 SAN FRANCISCO PLANNING DF PAR TMENT VO8 0) 202



Application for Discretionary Review

Discretionary Review Request

In the space below and on separate paper, if necessary, please present facts sufficient to answer each question.

1. 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 or
Residential Design Guidelines? Please be specific and site specific sections of the Residential Design Guidelines.

Please see attached.

2. The Residential Design Guidelines assume some impacts to be reasonable and expected as part of construction.
Please explain how this project would cause unreasonable impacts. If you believe your property, the property of
others or the neighborhood would be adversely affected, please state who would be affected, and how:

Please see attached. __ __. __



Applicant's Affidavit

Under penalty of perjury the following declararions are made:
a: The undersigned is the owner or autharized agent of the owner of this property.
b: The information presented is true and correct to the best of my knowledge.
c: The other information or applicati s may be required.

Signature:

Print name, and indicate whether owner, or authorized agent:

Ryan J. Patterson, Esq.
Owner /Authorize (circle one)

Date: (~ J 1

1 O SAN FRANCISCO PLANNING OEPNFiM ENT V.09.0] 202



Application for Discretionary Review

s
Discretionary Review Application
Submittal Checklist

Applications submitted to the Planning Department must be accompanied by this checklist and all required
materials. The checklist is to be completed and signed by the applicant or authorized agent.

REQUIRED MATERIALS (please check correct column) t
i

DR APPLICAyION

Application, with all blanks completed j Syr

labels (original)'_rf_apPlicable 
`

_Address
_ .............._.__.........__._....__._._.............---.-------._.___.__....................._._..__~

Address labels (copy of the above), if applicable j J~ ~

Photocopy of this completed application

~ Photographs that illustrate your concerns

Convenant or Deed Restrictions 
I

■
_..... _...... _....... _........ _..... 

~

Check to Planning Dept. i

__.... / 1

[~"payable
j ................................... ..__..........................................._._......._...._.................._.._....................._........_.................. .............................. .__.__............. .. ..... ........__........_..._.............................._.........t...---...._.............~........_._...__..{

Letter for I ~~of authorization agent

j Other: Section Plan, Detail drawings (i.e. windows, door entries, trim), i
! Specifications (for cleaning, repair, etc.) and/or Product cut sheets for new
elements (i.e. windows, doors)

NOTES:
❑ Requiretl Material.
~ Optional Material.
~ Two sets of original labels and one copy of addresses of adjacent progeny owners and owners of property aaoss street.

For Department Use Only

Application received by Planning Department:

By: Date:



REQUEST FOR DISCRETIONARY REVIEW

1. 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 or Residential Design Guidelines? Please be specific

and site specific sections of the Residential Design Guidelines.

This project will destroy significant open space in favor of two McMansions, at the cost of damaging a

City-owned community garden, public safety, and neighborhood character.

San Francisco's General Plan states that "co-operative efforts to maintain the area's quality of life are

imperative" (p. 1/7) and specifically refers to "hilltop(s) that reveals extraordinary vistas" (ibid.). The

proposed plans for 3516 and 3526 Folsom Street neither honor the spirit expressed in this General Plan

nor many of the more details requirements seen in the Priority Policies or highlighted by the East Bernal

Slope Design Review Board ("ESDRB") process. These houses clash with the surrounding houses, erode

the character of the neighborhood, and are to be built on a new street that is of dubious safety and

usability.

Priority Policy 2 requires that "existing housing and neighborhood character be conserved and protected

to preserve the cultural and economic diversity of our neighborhoods." Per Planning Code Section 242,

the project site falls within the Bernal Heights Special Use District. Lot sizes in this area tend to be small,

and common square footage of homes ranges from 800 to 1,500 square feet. The proposed buildings are

to be between 2,500 and 3,000 square feet. As such, they are dramatically out of scale with the

surrounding homes and in direct conflict with the Special Use District mandate for development "in

context and scale with the established character" including hillside setting, low density, and unusually

small lots. The Residential Design Guidelines state that "buildings must be designed to be compatible

with the scale, patterns and architectural features of surrounding buildings, drawing from elements that

are common to the block (p. 9)."

Not only are the proposed buildings too large, they also do not share the architectural vocabulary of the

neighborhood: they lack side yards, and would have roof decks and three cax garages (which will require a

variance to be built). The houses are architecturally out of character, as the architecture's primary goal

seems to be to fill every inch of the available envelope. In particular, the boxy, flat North wall of the

development would destroy the stunning (and protected) public view of the Bay enjoyed daily by the

dozens of joggers and walkers on Bernal Boulevard and the existing open space. (Residential Design

Guidelines p. 18.)

The East Slope Design Review Board met five times regarding 3516 and 3526 Folsom Street and still

does not support the project. Their guidelines stress similar priorities to those described above for the

General Plan, the Priority Policies, the Special Use District, and the Residential Design Guidelines.

According to the Bernal Heights East Slope Building Guidelines, "Much recent development is not only

inconsistent but often at odds with the smaller existing structures.... East Slope's rural characteristics

rapidly are disappearing along with views, open space, and trees. Some new buildings have created

c̀anyons' blocking sunlight and presenting building facades which are copies of a single undistinguished

design." (ESDRB Guidelines p. 2). 3516 and 3526 Folsom would significantly erode the unique character

of Bernal Heights and be further examples of the type of development that public policy seeks to prevent.



2. The Residential Design Guidelines assume some impacts to be reasonable and expected as part of
construction. Please explain how this project would cause unreasonable impacts. If you believe
your property, the property of others or the neighborhood would be adversely affected, please state
who would be affected and how.

Unlike the DR Requestors' home, which enjoyed a modest recent renovation within the context of
existing neighborhood character, this project will stick out like a sore thumb architecturally. Their
architectural style and roof decks are very rare in the neighborhood and highly out of character. They are
also designed in a manner that will severely impact the privacy of the DR Requestors' property. Of
additional concern is emergency access to the proposed homes —including fire, police, ambulance, etc. —
an issue that affects everyone in the surrounding area.

The proposed road will have an approximately 35-degree slope and be a one-way dead-end street with no
on-street parking and no turn-around at the end. Various emergency access vehicles already have
difficulty navigating upper Prentiss Street, a section of road that is about as steep as the proposed new

section of Folsom. Trucks have literally tipped over, needed to be towed, and have been unable to reach

their destination due to the steepness of Prentiss.
Building even more homes and more exceptionally steep streets in an areas with already fragile access

could significantly hinder emergency vehicle access and emergency response times.

Furthermore, given the narrowness of the new proposed stretch of Folsom, the lack of on-street parking,
and the multi-car garages (to presumably be filled with multiple cars), the intersection of Folsom and

Chapman would be further congested whenever someone tried to get a second car out of one of the
proposed new homes. Because of the narrowness of the road, to get a second car out of a garage, the

driver would have to back the first car down the entirety of the new stretch of Folsom, park somewhere on

the lower part of Folsom or Chapman (which often lacks available on-street parking) or double-park.

They would then have to walk back up the hill, repeat the process with the second car, and then drive the

first car back up to the house and park it in the garage. This will be a safety hazard, given the current

congestion and safety concerns of double-parking on unusually narrow streets; at worst it could block the

access of emergency vehicles, assuming they can access the street at all. Moreover, the complete lack of

on-street parking and nonfunctional off-street parking means that the project will divert vehicles to

neighboring streets, taking up valuable on-street parking spaces.

While the current development is purportedly for two homes, it is likely that once the Folsom Street

extension is built, the additional four vacant lots will also be developed. If two homes are going to strain

access for emergency vehicles and local parking capacity, six would further increase the risks and the

strain.

3. 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?

The ESDRB suggested a number of common-sense changes to the project. The project would be better

designed as smaller houses, no more than two (2) stories high, animated plane, materials, and elements

that step down along the hillside, a developed and composed front facade with windows, carve-outs and

appropriate changes in roof treatment (as per the ESDRB letter to the applicant on April 28, 2015), with

square footage comparable to that of the neighbors on Folsom Street, no garage, no external stairway, no

roof garden, appropriate side yards and set-backs as per the ESDRB Guidelines. These houses, if designed



and built correctly, would fit in better with the neighborhood. While the ESDRB proposal would certainly

be preferable to the current plan, any building on this site cannot account for the safety concern of
emergency vehicle access. The best option may well be no project at all.

5. Please summarize any and all discussions and meeting with the Permit applicant.
We have participated in a series of five public meeting regarding the project over the course of 18 months.
No substantive changes were made to the project to address neighbors' concerns. Ultimately, the East Slope

Design Review Board determined that it could not recommend approval of the project.
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PI.ANNiNG DEPARTM~N"!
P!C

APPLICATION FOR

Di ~e~ionary Review
1. Owner/Applicant Information

i DR APPIJCANT'S NAME:

Application for Discretionary Review

C DR APPLICANT'S ADDRESS: - ~ ?ZIP CODE: i TELEPHONE:

t 
/i i

d

~ PROPERTY OWNER WHO IS DOING THE PROJECT ON WHICH YOU ARE REQUESTING DISCRETIONARY REVIEW
 NAME:

r j- 
i

I ADDRESS: -. ~ Z1P CODF~: ±TELEPHONE:

ASSESSORS BLOCKlLOT. ?LOT DIMENSIONS: ; LAT AREA D i ZONING DISTRICT: ! HEIGHTBULK DISTRICT:
e t

j i j
i
i

3. Project Description

Poease check all that apply

Change of Use ❑ Change of Hours ❑ New Construction ~ Alterations ❑ Demolition ❑ Other ❑

Additions to Building: Rear ❑

Present or Previous Use:

Proposed Use:

Building Permit Application No. __._

Front ❑ Height ❑ Side Yard ❑

Date Filed:

2. Location and Classification

STREET ADDRESS OF PROJECT: -' - - i ZIP CODE: ~ ~



4. Actions Prior to a Discretionary Review Request

Prior Action YES NO

Have you discussed this project with the permit applicant? ~ ❑

Did you discuss the project with the Planning Department permit review planner? '`„~ ❑

Did you participate in outside mediation on this case? ❑

5. Changes Made to the Project as a Result of Mediation
If you have discussed the project wit.Yi the applicant, planning staff or gone through mediation, please
summarize the result, including any changes there were made to the proposed project.



Application for Discretionary Review

~_

Discretionary Review Request

In the space below and on separate paper, if necessary, please present facts sufficient to answer each question.

1' ~E~S i DC A~ ~ ~ E~A~~s ~•'~ : , D, t2.E-C'i ~~ (3L~1 ~ ~it~ ~~1 ~ i.ltx)SE A~ '3520
FOB—~h1 ̀ ~ 1 .

1. What aze 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 or

Residential Design Guidelines? Please be specific and sitesp ecific sections of th Reside tial Desi Guidelines.

7~E '1~OI~l7 &:ic~~'nk'~ ,S c•.>~:~; UE= ~~E ~tu.D N~nf i~ U-~~R.A~i~ i,v's ̀r ~-f EK~~rNG

t~OM E~ i 1~) Ti.1EN~ ~N(~f~P_►-I DO tl A N~ ~C.~~ N (JT' C-~%!J 'rO2l ~l W ~ ~ N I NE E'~~II? .i~ ' S

G-~t~~1~u N~`~ l ~E ~f2.i~C1'Uk'F 15 V~-'~ l~lA~~ d E ~4 ND '7"~tL~ ~ STt~RI E5~ MF~t E E1/~.1~~~—

T(~i.k.E2 $1 t~ STIk~ (~ J'~i~C'W~~~~E i F~ ~ i S M~t~k L-~26,E2 T!-~HN i-kDUSE~ Iry

'~t~C i NIMi,:►~~j/ki ~ tJEiC~IRn2t-lOG>.i~ ~,~00 sR rT" ~'S C~h1P 'itl,i4k ~A1J ~l~_P_..HC-~ ot=

f,oav -~5c~a so. r~'~ +J ~~,~E> -~E~ is ~r~ L~z~~ fir, c~w~ ~wJ irJ ~ ~C v~.s~~
'P~t~i"ri i +~ ~ ~ ~-~.r r~ .5~~- i ~3AC~.S. ~ t,J~.u.- A~ ̀ ~ .~K- # 5i DE ~E~i ~ , 7F~ i

NG'~ E iJn~ac a! ~i~ yC~tZ ~ Yr~w~~} T-~ E3~1 i..#J~ 1JC-~% • '~:.

2. The Residential Design Guidelines assume some impacts to be reasonable and expected as part of construction.
Please explain how this project would cause unreasonable impacts. If you believe your property, the property of

others or the nei hborhood would be adversely affected, please state who would be affected, and how:

i ~(~ A~ J~ iJ~M+'~rz v~ Uv2C~o~~r3t.0 ~+H~c-r6~ --r~+~ai i~xc~c,~~ ~ (3~
~F1~S (~/217.f~:L' i '~'~ C~/~A~ pl.~ i.t)i-YiC,hE TNT '~L~~D M'DC.~FS WC't1u~ C3~ k3tliLi' 15

~XT~2.G/~~~~ S-~E~ (~_, e G2-P►'D~:~ --'~y~. p~" T`N-E ~f"E~f~' ~L~E~• ~N S~~ T=,

(.-~~,~~~•~ ~ . C~i~ C~~p~ ~4r~l-tis C~~c?~..s ~E SAG Crx.x..c~ v~~ _► v ~'~ TNjC
~~t~ii~il; r ~ ~k~-~,o~)~ ~r~s► arJ ~rl~~ -ru-~ ear-t~i,~;~~~~
~~~~Jc~ ~- rJ n 2~ri~ ~ ►rJr ~ ~p~.~ ~~~,~V3 ~2ttJut II~..ED ~--r ~ ~R.~~►.rl"Ti t~t~
~INCT[~a~~2 CX"r2E~~fEL~f SER~.oUS C"a~C~F.r~N ~.dk±~.7 t~V ~'l-1E- i~Rc~PO~~D
~J ► f~'~r~ o►J r 5 'fttC ~-XiS~""~tJC~~ ~C~ roc 1uf ~ o -~. iii 1~4 n~G u`t-i-~CirkL F~►~~ ~f

3. What alternatives or changes to the proposed project, beyond the chang-r~ any ' a~r~c~ma~e woul~r  espond ~

the exceptional and extraordinary circumstances and reduce the adverse effects noted above in question q1?

'~'j~~ 1-~~iG~{~ /3N~ ~Q~ ~~'AG~ CAF rt-~~5~ H-a~~5 ca~3i.~ ~E r~~ .

N tom' or.~~~ ~~~~ ~ W ~ s e~-ra~►~c-~ .~~ ~ -r~~ ~t~M~ Maw ~.s ~ ~ -N
Vic. :.1 r~1 v n~~i 6~I~~UU2 ~} [~D f~ . (,~ '~C~~% '13~~~N u

Jet :~ --~~ RE~Cz ~ „ .y~! r+'~ -̀f ~vl►2, l-~ r l NU~I ~E 5i7kT~~ ~ ~ C~+~ c~ C.rv(~

t-~D~2~ MCE-i ► r~1~ 'T~~4T ~!}~~'~Si f~i~F~~ ~ 3 ~- ~~? C~l~:~C~ `~U ~-~T

~~~1~'r t~~l ~ '~t~ RE'Dv~ 7" Wit' — ~ ~ s i-M ~~~ _
~ i.~►`~"I ~ ~ i.~~k-~ ~N Ac MG '~ A--~ i 't2lkC.T`r 11 ~ ~JE-S~ u; c ~-F{-.

1~`~1 ~12.~ ~12-I i CL~C-A~"r"i PJJ CAN Tl~~~ ~1J ►'2~ /~ct~~ ~tzot•~►' ~p,~lt~ ~ . "T~~ 6 ►D~

~ ~ -~E t3v~~oi N~ ~FikCa~r.1~ i3EtwJ~L.~~3i.~~:.~+~~~ ~3F ~~ Dcx~r~

~'1 Vs';NC~ MdR~ ~JN~C~L~~ ~9~~~t-~--~' ~ ~~ ~►pt~ y t~~ ~i ii..b.- ivEGDS

ICU C ►-~ ~t n~ r'~2T~ C ~c..~--~~ c~ iJ i ~ RC~i~~ ~r~u~ ~ ~~~ Nc-~ ~"'~~r. ~



Applicant's Affidavit

Under penalty of perjury the following declarations are made:
a: The undersigned is the owner or authorized agent of the owner of this property.b: The information presented is true and correct to the best of my knowledge.c: The other information or applications may be required.

Signature: 
Date: ~'

Print name, and indicate whether owner, or authorized ag t

nl alJN~
Owner /Authorized Agent (circle one)



Application for Discretionary Review

Discretionary F~eview Application
Submittal Checklist

Applications submitted to the Planning Department must be accompanied by this checklist and all required
materials. The checklist is to be completed and signed by the applicant or authorized agent.

j REQUIRED MATHRIALS (please check wrcect colurrn) DR APPLICATION }

Application, with ail blanks completed [e~ a

Address labels (original), 'rf applicable C~

i Address labels (copy of the above), if applicable C~

Photocopy of this completed application.

Photographs that illustrate your concerns
-- 

_ __i f
■ ~_̂  

—_
Conversant or Deed Restrictions ~

_

■
- - - -- ,

Check payable to Planning Dept.

Letter of authorization for agent
----- -- -----...---------------_---r--------

❑ /~f1~'
Other: Section Plan, Detail drawings (i.e. windows, door entries, tr'im),

i Specifications (for cleaning, repair, etc.) and/or Product cut sheets for new ~ '•
elements (i.e. windows, doors)

NOTES:
❑ Required Material.
~ Optional Material.
0 Two sets of original labels and one copy of addresses of adjacent property owners and owners of property across sVeet

For Department Use Only

Application received by Planning Department:

,̀~ ~ ~j~~ R ( ~~By: ~~ ~~/Y1~J /`~ 1/`' _ Date: 
-- --

1 
—



f :~t~ ~~~~~~ ~ ~~-~i~ ~r

1.(cont.} The houses would be particularly unsightly as seen from Bernal Heights Blvd. The viewer

would be confronted with massive, block-like structures ,designed with very little articulation to break

up the bulkiness.

2.(cont.) exactly where an extension of Folsom St. is being proposed. Moving heavy construction

equipment over this pipeline, whose depth is not accurately known, would cause acommunity-wide

threat to public safety. A similar pipeline in San Bruno exploded in recent years and caused the loss of

lives and considerable damage to property.

Parking is another serious problem that would result from this project going ahead. Our neighborhood

is already very congested, and people often have problems finding parking places near their residences.

Often they are forced to park on Bernal Heights Blvd. where break-ins are a common occurrence. These

buildings will impact the parking situation on all neighboring streets.

Lannoye's proposed tandem garage parking for three cars is not workable. The drive-ways shown on

the drawings are so steep that cars could not drive into the proposed garages without bottoming out. It

would be next to impossible to maneuver cars out of the garage and down the proposed street without

blocking the street and causing a serious traffic hazard.

A three -car garage is also inappropriate for this neighborhood, where most houses have only one

garage, and many people do not even use their one-car garage because of the difficulty getting their car

in and out on steep streets and driveways.

Also of great concern is the fact that approval for the building of these two homes would open the

gateway for a major development on a hill that has an inadequate street, is inaccessible and creates

safety hazards on a gigantic scale. There are another four vacant lots on this hill. Should approval be

given for these two houses, the other four owners would definitely follow suit.

~~ ̀ Finally, in all of our ESDRB meetings (five in all), Mr. Lannoye was very unresponsive to neighborhood

concerns. He did not adequately answer our questions and made only insignificant changes to the

design elements of his project. In fact, the ESDRB did not recommend approval of his plans as they

stand.

It should be noted that I am applying for Discretionary Review on only one house —the one directly

behind my property-- because I am a senior living on a fixed income and cannot afford to file on both

houses. ~ (.t~v~~-D N-fk~f~ FI I~IJ ~ ~~ ~~ ' C~i~? ~~~~ 1~ cc.,~LL-~ ~,~

.Si.~ F~~ G Et~ ~N~ .



Application to Rec~u~st a ',
Discretionary Review Fee Waiver

APPLICATION FOR

Discretionar~r Review Fee Waiver

-~ .. a .~. ,~. 
~~~~~ ~APPUCANTN 

1~~ 

,7 ̀ :~ ~1i ~ i,~ i i,,~~ 1 1{l~~i ~

AME: _.. 
~W ~.~~ ~ 

~Y^''.' ̀-~ 
_

~ ~~ ~ ~~~.
APPLICANT ADDRESS: TE NE:

~/~ ~~`~ ~U ~ ~ EMAIL:
~~ ~J~

_ _ _ _ _
NEIGHBORHOOD ORGANIZATION NAME:

NEIGHBOFHOUD ORGANIZATION ADDRESS' ~ TELEPHdNE:

EMAIL

_ _
'~ ~ PR4SES,T A4DRGSS:

f'~ Jet, ~P ~~~Scrc~Cl ~j~"~ ~ S~~r~. ~~c1~- g~ \ ~ C~
PLANNING CASE NO.: BUILDING PERMfT APPLICATION NO.: DATE OF DECISION QF ANI~:

- ~,., t . _ ~, . .
"~ `>' ~ .~ CI .,•(l } .f i g ;! _~ t~1,' ~v

(Ail must be satisfied; please attach supporting materials)

-~! The appellant is a member of the stated neighborhood organization and is authorized to file the appeal
on behalf of the organization. Authorization may take the form of a letter signed by the President or other
officer of the organization.

The appellant is appealing on behalf of an organization that is registered with the Planning Department
and that appears on the Departments current list of neighborhood organizations.

✓The appellant is appealing on behalf of an organization that has been in existence at least 24 months prior
to the submittal of the fee waiver request. Existence may be established by evidence including that relating
to the organization's activities at that time such as meeting minutes, resolutions, publications and rosters.

~..'^ The appellant is appealing on behalf of a neighborhood organization that is affected by the project and
that is the subject of the appeal.



For Departmeht Use Ony

App3ication received by Planning Department:

By:

Submission Checklist:

C+ APPELLANT AUTHORIZATION

CURRENT ORGANIZATION REGISTRATION

Ci MINIMUM ORGANIZATfON AGE

C PROJECT IMPACT ON ORGANIZAT{ON

L~ WANER APPROVED r_~ WAIVER DENIED

Date:

~~,pA`~,~..*~,~~~ ~u`C"~ Ce's' ViS~d~ ~tt~ °~e"3~2 ~Y~P9C6.5~4~ ~~,~!:~i~~"t'~. ~da~li~~'~~'i~C~va,

a ~ ~~ ~Y

~•'~L~' r ~ Central Reception Planning informatia~ Center (PIC1
'~:~ sus

~̀ ~'"-'..m'~"'
1650 Mission Street, Scaite 400 1660 Mission Street, First Floor
San Francisco CA 941Ci~-2479 Say Francisco CA 94103-2479

~~ ~' ~~~€~~~p ~~iyQ TEL: 415.558.6378 TEL: 415.558.6377
~~.alR54'S4t£NF ~!~: 415.55~.~ Plartningst2'iareavai/eblei~ypAoneandatthePlCcuurrtet

WEB: http://www.sfpianning.org No~o~r,t~nrrs~~5~y.



Applicaticn'u~ Discretionary Review

APPLICATION FOR

Discretionary Review
1. Owner/Applicant Information

~ r~uca~rts rum:

.~~

iV ~~ ~~ ~

` ~

i ! i ~+~ ~~ t~~ r~ ~t ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ i

PROPERTY OWNER Nh10 IS DOtN6 THE PRQlECT ON VYHICH YOU ARE REQUESi1NO DISCRETIONARY fiEV1EW NAAAE:
4

~~ ~ - ~`.--t mil ~1C.~ ti.,)~~J.~ r CS°.,~`(.~ f"" ~''~ c: `~\C '̀a~_-~ -~~ aoo~ss. —~ t ~ ~ , r~aHa~E _

CONTACT FOR DR APPIJCAIiON: 
--.-_~___~__~.----.~..._._._.^.~_~_.__..~--

i

~ Serfl! ea Abovs

ADDRESS: --^~~ 'y Zlv coo6: , TEtFQHor1E
i

t l /

~E~MILADDRESS: ...

- ---- --

2. Location and Classification

sra~r nooaEss of ~o,~ct: j aP c~oE
~~. ~

a

ASSESSORS BLACICA.OT. LOT DIMENSIONS: 4 LAT AREA (SO Fn_--~ a(NVINO DISTRICT. ii FIE7aHTJ~1LK DISTRICT.

4

3. Project Description Q ~~~

~n ~,~~~
Change of Use ❑ Change of Hours ❑ New Construction Alterations ❑ Demolition ❑ Other ❑

Additions to Bnildin~ Reaz ❑ Front ❑ Height ❑ Side Yard ❑

Present or Previous Use:

Proposed Use• I .~2— _

Building Pemut Application No. `o~~ (~ ~ ~ a ' ! (fT ' " ► 3 ~ D Date Filed: ~~ ~~ L



~,;~piica~,~: ~ ~~ i~;~~ Discretionary Revievr

Discretionary Review Request

In the space below and on separate paper, if necessary, please present facts sufficient to answer each question.

What aze the reasons Eor requesting Discretionary Review? The project meets the minimum standards of the
Planning Code. What are the exceprional 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 or
Residential Design Guidelines? Please be specific and site specific sections of thg Residential Design Guidelines.

2. The Residential Design Guidelines assume some impacts to be reasonable and expected as pazt of construction.
Please explain how this project would cause unreasonable impacts. If you believe your property, the property of

others or the neighborhood would be adversely affected, please state who would be affected, and how:

3. 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 #1?



From Bernal Heights Sauth Slope Organization
Discretionary Review for 3516 and 3526 Folsom Street -Attachment

Question #1

The East Slope of Bernal Heights has been designated a Special Use District (Planning Code
Section 242) with specific guidelines for the South Slope (id.@§242(f~) for good reason. The 25' x
70" lot size is among the smallest in the City, so the average square footage of homes is closer to
1200 to 1500 than the proposed 2,500 - 3,000 square feet. The result will be homes that are
completely out of scale for the neighborhood. They will be highly visible from the heavily travelled
Bernal Heights Boulevard, as well as by their neighbors, and will have an impact on the overall
character of Bernal. In addition to the sheer bulk, the Boulevard-facing side, where dozens of
walkers and joggers pass each day will replace a view of the Bay with a static and
uncharacteristically flat, bow and unarticulated north wall of the structure. Additionally, the stairs
to the roof and roof deck will be the only such uncharacteristic, intrusive, and highly visible roof
feature in the immediate area.

The "Additional Controls Applicable to Bernal South Slope" state that "The Planning
Commission shall only approve an application for a conditional use authorization if facts are
presented to establish that the proposed development would not harm the pubic health, safety, or
welfare of the Bernal South Slope and surrounding areas,..." (id. @ 242(f~(3)).

We are mystified by the access to the garage and the tandem parking situation. It not only
presents an access problem, but also a safety problem as other streets will need to be blocked in
order for the tandem cars to be backed out. Take the upper lot as an example. The grade of the new
street, sidewalk and access to driveway is an approximately 35°slope. If the street is only 10 or
even 15' wide, the first car will back out. Then, since this is aone-way street with no parking (too
narrow for 2 cars to safely pass), in order to make room for the second car to back out, the first car
will have to back all the way down the 35° driveway, leave the car on Chapman (where it's highly
unlikely parking will available and double parking is impossible (or dangerous) since it would cut
off the only access of emergency and any other vehicles to the several blocks off Chapman Street.)
Then, they can walk back up 100 feet to the garage and back the second car all the way down to
Chapman, find another place to park and then take the first car backup to the garage and park it.
Then walk back down to the car you intend to drive. The reasons for this? A one-way street too
narrow for parking and tandem parking in the garage.

Question #2

There are two urgently serious and many merely serious concerns about the impact on
others in the neighborhood who would be adversely affected.

The first is the fact that there is a PG&E primary transmission line, measuring 26",bringing
gas into San Francisco (one of 3 coming into the city) directly under the fragile and steep hillside of
the Folsom Street right-of-way exactly under the new construction. PG&E cannot verify the depth
of the transmission line, making it difficult to assess the safety. This pipeline is even larger than the
one in San Bruno and construction creates the most hazardous situation for those living nearby.
There has been no plan submitted providing evidence of maintaining absolute safety of the
residents in the Blast Zone (see attached).



The second reason involves emergency access. "The development and construction-related
activities in the Bernal South Slope will not meaningfully hinder impact emergency vehicle access
and emergency response times..." (id. @ §242(~(3)(D)) There are only two streets that lead to the
homes on Folsom, Banks, Chapman, Prentiss and Nevada Streets above Chapman. They are Folsom,
which joins Chapman at the west end, and Prentiss Street, which joins Chapman 2 blocks farther
east. Prentiss Street, while recently improved, is of similar steepness to the proposed extension of
Folsom. This spring, I witnessed a fire truck bottomed out at Prentiss and Powhattan, blocking
access until it was finally powered off over an hour later, leaving deep divots in the street (I have
video of similar long trucks and even an errant City Bus being stuck for long periods of time and
needing to be towed off, also leaving deep divots and blocking access to Chapman Street for hours.)
In fact, the steepness of the proposed Folsom extension will create a similar issue for trucks. They
will bottom out as they back down the steep slope.

On Saturday, August 1St, a hook and ladder was responding to an emergency on Bradford (?)
and mistakenly came all the way up Folsom and turned right on Chapman. They must have thought
it went through, because they drove all the way to the end of Chapman before they realized they
could not reach the emergency. They began to back down, taking at least 15 or 20 minutes to figure
out a route, back all the way down Chapman (they couldn't take Prentiss because of the previous
experience), and all the way back down Folsom to at least Powhattan. By the time they reached a
place to turn around, the other vehicles were already leaving the scene. This was scary. If the street
was blocked in any way, or if access was in any way impaired to this part of the hill, lives and homes
would be put at risk. Waiting for construction equipment to move would make access seriously
impaired, especially since most of it would need to use Folsom Street instead of the steeper
Prentiss.

The project will most definitely impact the parking availability in the neighborhood (see note
above), which is a specific concern of the Special Use District Additional Controls, "The development
will not substantially impact neighborhood parking availability" (id. @ §242(~(3)(G)). Although
garage space is allocated in each house, the reality is that access to the garages will be difficult and
no parking will be available on the street extension. Both occupants and guests will be parking on
upper Folsom and Chapman Streets, where parking is rarely available right now. These are narrow
streets with parking on one side only.

Question #3

Because of the fragile, erosion-prone nature of the hill, and the imminent danger of construction
over a major gas pipeline, I feel the street right-of-way should be protected from any construction
vehicles. According to all published reports and the Transportation Research Board of the National
Academies' Special Report 281, Transmission Pipelines and Land Use, ARisk-Informed Approach,"
(the entire report can be found at trb.org/publications/sr/sr281.pd~ minimizing impact on the
land above an near a transmission line is foremost in protecting the line from leakages or
explosions.

For transmission pipelines, there are limits on construction or excavation that involve separating
activities such as 38 Transmission Pipelines and Land Use: ARisk-Informed Approach planting of trees or
digging foundations some number of feet from the pipeline. API recommends setbacks of 50 feet from
petroleum and hazardous liquids lines for new homes, businesses, and places of public assembly (API 2003).
It also recommends 25 feet for garden sheds, septic tanks, and water wells and 10 feet for mailboxes and



yard lights. As of the most recent report examining these issues, setbacks of 25 feet from residential property
were the most common examples in practice (TRB 1988). (id. @ p. 3$)

For this reason it only makes sense to keep the neighborhood most safe by not allowing any
construction over a PGE major transmission line on this exceedingly steep and fragile hill. The
incidents in San Bruno are still fresh in our minds and we are deeply concerned that moving trucks

and materials over this line will put all of us in the blast zone at risk.

While we recognize the desire of the land owners to build on this property, the risk imposed
to the neighbors is the greater consideration. I would therefor hope we could find an
environmentally friendly and safe purpose, for example, the extension of the community garden
that local schools can use for environmental education purposes.

Information from federal pipeline safety regulators, representatives of pipeline companies, and local
officials provided to the committee over the course of its meetings indicated a few examples of actions taken
by local governments. For instance, some only allow the lowest-density development around transmission
pipelines and locate walking paths, bike paths, and recreational areas along pipeline rights-of-way. Some
focal government proposals have gone considerably further, often in reaction to spif~s and explosions. in
general, however, the few examples of Potential Land Use Approaches to Pipeline Safety and Environmental
Management 371oca1 governments' attempting more stringent controls have not been based on a systematic
analysis of risk or of benefits and costs. (id. @ p. 36)

We are concerned that San Francisco has not been able to reassure us with a risk analysis of
construction on and near this site and until the Planning Commission can insure the safety of neighbors within
the Blast Zone, we do not believe any construction should take place.



4. Actions Prior to a Discretionary Review Request

rdo►awon r~s po

Have you discussed this project wRh the permit applicant? ~ ❑

Did you discuss the project with the Planning Department permft review planner? ❑

Did you participate in outside mediation on this case? ❑

5. Changes Made to the Project as a Result of Mediation

If you have discussed the project with the applicant, planning staff or gone through mediation, please
summarize the result, including any changes there were made to the proposed project. w~

t
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Applicant's Affidavit

Under penalty of perjury the following declarations are made:
a: The undersigned is the owner or authorized agent of the owner of this property.
b: The information presented is true and mrrect to the best of my knowledge.
c: The other information or applications may be required.

Signature: ~ 1 Date:

Print name, an indicate wheth owner, or authorized agent:

S ~t'~- (..,`~

o,~,~,~ ~,wn,o~eu ng i c ~ ~ ~, ~ pl~,~ ~

j J ERN FflANCISGO VLANNING DEPAFTIA ENI V.O8.0] 2013
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CR1TlCAL MEETING APRIL 9, 7PM!!!
PRECI TA NEIGHBORHOOD CENTER

PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT PUTS LUXURY
HOUSING AHEAD OF PUBLIC SAFETY

Major PG&E Gas Line Runs Through Once "Undevelopable"
Land. Not Your Typical Vacant Lots -But City Acts Like They Are.

ARE YOU WITHIN THE BLAST &FIRE ZONE?
If you live, walk, run, garden, ride your bike, push your stroller, or fly your kite
around Bernal Heights, you may have entered the 600-foot Radius Blast/Fire
Zone of a proposed Bernal southeast slope development of two luxury homes
below the Community Garden. A 26-inch PG&E gas pipeline runs through it -the
same type that blew up in San Bruno. Many residents think this development -
which benefits from a questionable exemption of SF street safety grading
codes -would recklessly endanger public safety.

.~....~ .~,e, .z,,,~„ t

r,gt:ra f',~r~

dtTM (y J Auta a_ ~.,. ~,»~ e •~,~ !. ~ . .

fi ~~~

~'~ t:.:: r'r ;

"t. R

Approximate fire zone inside red circle

PUT OUR SAFETY FIRST! PLEASE ATTEND!!

EAST SLOPE DESIGN REVIEW BOARD MEETING
DEVELOPER PRESENTATION AND PUBLIC INPUT

WEDNESDAY, APRIL 9TH, 7PM
PRECITA NEIGHBORHOOD CENTER

534 PRECITA AVENUE
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Bernal Heights South Slope Organization
99 Banks Street
San Francisco, CA

September 14, 2015

San Francisco Planning Department

hereby authorize Herb Felsenfeld to file requests for Discretionary Review
on behalf of our organization, Bernal Heights South Slope Organization for
351~ndf 3526 Folsom ~.treet, San Francisco, CA.

Kathy Angus, ~o-Chair,~.H.`South Slope Organization

September 14, 2015
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APPLICATION FOR

s rtior~ ry Review
1 . O~vrier/Ap~licant Information

DR APPIiGANT'S NAME:

Nais Marie Raulet

DR APPLICANT'S ADDRESS: ZIP CObE:

75 Gates Street 94110

TELEPHONE. `°'`'

( 415 ) 641-0644 ~~

PROPERTY OWNER WHO IS DOING THE PROJECT ON WHICH YOU ARE REQUEST1NG DISCRETIONARY REVIEW NANtE

Fabien Lannoye

ADDRESS: ZIP CODE: TEt,EPHONE:

297c Kansas Street 94103 ~ 415 626-8868

CONTACT FOR DR APPUCAT70N:

Same as Above

ADDRESS: ZiP CODE:

E-MAtL ADDRESS:

raulet@att.net

2 Location and Classification

TELEPHONE:

m___ - - ~........ .~_~. .. __. _. _.~ .
STREET flDDRESS OF PROJECT: ~~;~;~ _,~`~

3526 Folsom Street 94110
CROSS STREETS: ~..~,~,

Chapman Street

_ _ __.. _
ASSESSORS BLOCWLOT: LOT DIMENSIONS: LOT AREA (SQ FT}: ZONING. DISTRIC"f•. HE7GHT/BULK D15TRIC7:

5626 / 014 1750 RH-1/40-X Bernal Hts SUD

~. Project Qescription

Wease check all that apply

Change of Use ~.~ Change of Hours 4-1 New Construction (5~ Alterations I~ Demolition [~~ Other ~ _~

Additions to Building: Rear ❑ Front ❑ Height ❑ Side Yard ❑
Open Space

Present or Previous Use:

Single Family Home
Proposed Use:

2013.12.16.4318 12-17-13
Building Permit ,4pplication Nn. Date Filed:



A~~E~li~:atioil t~~:~r Discretionary Review

Discretionary ~e~iew Req~~est

In the space below and on separate paper, if necessary, please present facts sufficient to answer each question.

What aze the reasons for requesting Discretionary Review? The project meets the minimum standazds 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 Pian or the Planning Code's Priority Policies or

Residential Design Guidelines? Please be specific and site speciffc sections of the Residential Design Guidelines.

Please see attachment

The Residential Design Guidelines assume some impacts to be reasonable and e~cpected as part of construction.

Please explain how this project would cause unreasonable unpacts. If you believe your property, the property of

others or the neighborhood would be adversely affected, please state who would be affected, and how:

Please see attachment

3. 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 #1?

Please see attachment



DR Hearing Request for 3516 Folsom Street
Nais Marie Raulet, 75 Gates Street
Page One

1.
After reviewing the San Francisco General Plan, Residential Design Guidelines, and the Bernal

Heights SUD guidelines, I question whether this project does in fact meet minimum planning

standards. It appears that the building plans have been reviewed without consideration of context.

The guidelines were written to ensure that development in SF does not violate principles of
preservation of neighborhood character, open space, and public safety (Sec 242 (b)). I've lived in
Bernal Heights for 21 years and my family has been in San Francisco since 1896. I believe property

ownership and development should not supersede the guidelines that are in place to protect the
community and the unique nature of San Francisco.

The project did not pass the ESDRB review which is mandated by the City to protect the unique
character of Bernal Heights. The findings of the Board have not been respected by the Planning
Department.

am requesting a review of this proposed project due to the following issues:

There is and should be no vehicular access to the lot because of the prohibitive steepness of the hill.

The project is purely speculative and sized for maximum profitability; its negative impact on the
community and environment outweigh any contribution it makes to the housing shortage in San
Francisco. It provides housing for one wealthy family and takes away from everyone else. If a house
or a road already existed, one might see the value of developing this area, but as the area is currently
open space, the good brought from this building being permitted does not justify the negative effects
on the area.

The presence of existing, steep streets in Bernal Heights has been cited in public meetings by the
developer as a rationale for building another, even more steep street. This is faulty logic. This is not a
reason to make a dangerous decision.

The massing effect of the building will interfere with public views and a sense of natural space for
those enjoying the commons of Bernal Heights Park and the public garden. Planning code protects
public views and public spaces. Public vistas are prohibited from development. (URB.CPN 1.1)
(Residential Design Guidelines, p. 20) Bernal Hill Park and the path around Bernal Heights Boulevard
together is one of the few open spaces (URB CON 2) in a very tight, crowded community with very
small lots with comparatively less space for greenery in front and back. This is heavily used open
space with views of the Bay and San Bruno Mountain and it will be impacted by the mass and height
of the proposed building with its lack of architectural relief.

Approval of this house opens the floodgate for development of a one-way road and asix-unit
subdivision with implications for parking, vehicular safety, fire safety, garbage collection, and erosion.



DR Hearing Request for 3516 Folsom Street
Nais Marie Raulet, 75 Gates Street
Page Two

2.
One unreasonable impact of this project is traffic congestion. Roads in Bernal Heights are steep,

winding, congested, and, essentially, one-lane in my area due to parked cars on both sides. Should

this property receive a building permit it would authorize the extension of Folsom Street and,

inevitably, the development of the five adjacent lots. Traffic congestion in the area will be increased in

an area that is already overly populated.

A major consideration for this project is hazards related to ingress and egress. I live on a dead-end

street, not nearly as steep as the one proposed for this project. My neighbors and I are routinely

trapped from exiting our street by construction, garbage (Sec 242 (~ (3) (E)), and delivery trucks.

Vehicles come up my one-way street regularly driven by people who are lost or drunk. They turn

around at the top of the street and hit parked cars, or back down hitting parked cars. Should a one-

lane road be put in to access this proposed building, damage to property is inevitable and there is risk

of personal injury. (Sec 242 (f) (3) (I))

Approving a building permit for this house would appear to inevitably lead to the approval of the
extension of Folsom Street. A civil engineer has reviewed the preliminary street extension plan and,
due to the steepness and topography of the hill questions its feasibility. (URB.CPN. 1.2) The take-off
angle from the ADA-required flat street intersection at Chapman and Folsom, the access to driveways
for existing properties at 3574 and 3577 Folsom Street, and the angles of access that would impede a
vehicle from entering the proposed building's garage render the street dangerous and unusable.

A major concern that already exists in this area of Bernal Heights is fire truck access. Building this
and another new home along what would be the steepest street in the City in an area that already has
poor fire access is asking for trouble. Hook and ladder trucks will be unable to access this street.
Without side yards between this and the adjacent proposed new home, access for fire personnel will
be further limited and the risk of fire spread from house to house will increase thereby endangering
the surrounding neighborhood. (Sec 242 (f) (3) (D) and E), (Bernal Heights East Slope Building
Guidelines, pp17-18)

Another unreasonable impact is that no adequate contingency is being made for the water damage
that property owners below this proposed home will experience. Water sluices down these steep
streets. This development will alter current natural drainage systems and inevitably require remedial
efforts, such as installation of trench drains and regrading of sidewalks and driveways, on the part of
homeowners below Powhattan Street.

An unreasonable risk associated with this permit is the major PG&E gas transmission pipe that sits
under the construction site. The pipeline will not be exposed to determine its condition or depth until
construction has commenced. I am feartul of potential of explosion and fire from the activity of heavy
construction over this pipeline. It has happened before.

Due to the steepness of the hill, construction vehicles may become stuck or may roll down causing
damage or injury. They will not be able to turn around and will have to back down the street.



DR Hearing Request for 3516 Folsom Street
Nais Marie Raulet, 75 Gates Street
Page Three

The scale and form of the house leads me to think that the goal was to maximize every possible

square foot of the lot. The height and depth of the building is not to scale with the existing buildings in

the neighborhood. Bernal is still largely a modest working and middle class community. Luxury homes

crammed into any available space do not blend in or enhance the character of the neighborhood.

(URB.NEN 4.5)

3. Reduce the size and height of the proposed building to conform with the square footages and

heights of surrounding homes and to preserve the views from the park and Bernal Heights Boulevard

loop.

Provide side yards and architectural relief on all sides of the building.

Remove the garage from the building plans, making the homes smaller and transit-friendly, and
thereby eliminating the need for an access road.

Maintain the existing public trail through the open space, install stairs to Bernal Heights Boulevard,
and contribute to the expansion of the existing community garden.

Common sense dictates resolving street and sidewalk issues before issuing a building permit.



4. Actions Prior to a Discretionary Review Request

', Prior 1lelion I

Have you discussed this project with the permit applicant?

Did you discuss the project with the Planning Department permit review planner2

Did you participate in outside mediation on this case?

i' - - - -- - _ _ - - ---

YES NO

~ (~ ❑

❑

❑ [~

5. Changes Made to the Project as a Result of Mediation

If you have discussed the project with the applicant, planning staff or gone through mediation, please

summarize the result, including any changes there were made to the proposed project.

.Project was discussed with applicant at public meetings of the East Slope Planning Guidelines Board. No

substantial changes were made to the project to bring it into conformity with the guidlines.



A~plican~'s Affidavit

Under penalty of perjury the following declazations ue made:
a: The undersigned is the owner or authorized agent of the owner of this property.

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

c: The other information or applications may be required.

i i

Signature: ~ M.dl/1~1.t_ ~~~ Date: ~~ ~ S

Print name, and indicate whether owner, or authorized agent

i
Owner /Authorized Agent (circle one)



75 Gates Street
San Francisco, CA 94110

September 8, 2015

San Francisco Planning Department

hereby authorize Herb Felsenfeld to file requests for Discretionary Review on my
behalf for 3516 and 3526 Folsom Street, San Francisco, CA.

Signature ~~ 1/ ~' ~`~ ~~

Name Nais Marie Raulet

Date 9/8/15



Application for Discretionary Review

Discretionary Review Application
Submittal Checklist

Applications submitted to the Planning Department must be accompanied by this checklist and all required
materials. T'he checklist is to be completed and signed by the applicant or authorized agent.

REQUIRED MATERIALS (please check correct column) DR APPLICATION

Application, with all blanks completed [~

Address labels (original), if applicable

Address labels (copy of the above), if applicable
__ _ C~/

Photocopy of this completed application
LV'

Photographs that illustrate your concerns

Convenant or Deed Restrictions

', Check payable to Planning Dept. Lam'

Letter of authorization for agent

Other: Section Plan, Detail drawings (i.e. windows, door entries, trim),
i Specifications (for cleaning, repair, etc.) and/or Product cut sheets for new
elements (i.e. windows, doors) ',

NOTES:
❑ Required Material.

- Optional Material.
~ Two sets of original labels and one copy of addresses of adjacent property owners and owners of property across street.

For Department Use Ony

Application received by Planning Department:

By: Date:



Application for Discretionary Review

APPLICATION FOR

Discretionary Review
1. Owner/Applicant Information

~DR APPLICANT S NAME:

Cyrena Torrey Simons and Marcus Sangho Ryu

DR APPLICANT'S ADDRESS: ~ ZIP CODE 'TELEPHONE..

~ 55 Gates Street 94110
i

X415 )956-8100

PROPERTY OWNER WHO IS DOING THE PROJECT ON WHICH YOU ARE REQUESTING D~SCRETIONARYAEVIEW NAME.

Fabien Lannoye

ADDRESS: ~ .ZIP CODE ;TELEPHONE:

297c Kansas Street 94103 j X415 ~ 626-8868i

CONTACT FOR DR APPLICATION: _

Same as Above ❑ Zacks &Freedman, P.C. c/o Ryan J. Patterson, Esq.
. ..

AbDRESS: . ZIP CODE.
.. ......... ............I
:, TELEPHONE' i

235 Montgomery Street, Suite 400 94104 ', (415 ) g56-8100

EMAIL ADDRESS: ~

ryan@zulpc.com

2. Location and Classification

STREETADDRESSAFPROJECT ZIP CODE:

f'3526 Folsom Street 94110 ~«._~ _._~
CROSS STREETS: _

Chapman Street 
_..........._ ................._...._................._.......____._..__.._.__.._...__.__........................._...__..__..__......._.......___.___......_..._......_.._..............................._...__...__...._.__._..._._'_'__'....._...__.......... J

ASSESSORS BLOCK/LOT. LOT DIMENSIONS: ; LOT AREA. (SQ Fn: ;ZONING DISTflICT. ;HEIGHT/BULK DISTRICT:

1i5626 /014 70 x 25 1 750 I RH 1 /40-X/Bernal Heights i 40 X
J

3. Project Description

Please check all that apply

Change of Use ❑ Change of Hours ❑ New Construction ~ Alterations ❑ Demolition ❑ Other ❑

Additions to Building: Rear ❑ Front ❑ Height ❑ Side Yard ❑

Vacant Lot
Present or Previous Use:

Proposed Use: 
Single Family Residence

__ __ _.
2013.12.16.4318 December 17, 2013

Building Permit Application No. Date Filed:

:~;'

SEP 15 2

CgT~' & COJ~ N ~~ ~,~ ~.~~.
PIANNiNG DEAR e tvf~ :lT
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4. Actions Prior to a Discretionary Review Request

Prior Action YES NO

Have you discussed this project with the permit applicant? [~ ❑

Did you discuss the project with the Planning Department permit review planner? [~ ❑

Did you participate in outside mediation on this case? ❑ [~

5. Changes Made to the Project as a Result of Mediation

If you have discussed the project with the applicant, planning staff or gone through mediation, please

summarize the result, including any changes there were made to the proposed project.

No substantial changes have been made to address neighbors' concerns.

8 SAN FflANCISCO PLANNING DEPARTMENT V.OB.Ol 20i2



Application for Discretionary Review

Discretionary Review Request

In the space below and on separate paper, if necessary, please present facts sufficient to answer each question.

1. 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 or
Residential Design Guidelines? Please be specific and site specific sections of the Residential Design Guidelines.

Please see attached.

_ __ - -

2. The Residential Design Guidelines assume some impacts to be reasonable and expected as part of construction.
Please explain how this project would cause unreasonable impacts. If you believe your property, the property of
others or the neighborhood would be adversely affected, please state who would be affected, and how:

Please see attached.

3. 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 #1?



Applicant's Affidavit

Under penalty of perjury the following declarations are made:
a: The undersigned is the owner or authorized agent of the owner of this property.
b: The information presented is true and correct to the best of my knowledge.
c: The other information or applications maybe required.

Signature: Date: '/ ~ ✓ /~ S

Print name, and indicate whether owner, or authorized agent:

R an J. Patterson
Owner /Authorize gent (circle o

1 Q SAN FRANCISCO PLANNING DEPARTMENT V,09.0) 2012



Application for Discretionary Review

Discretionary Review Application
Submittal Checklist

Applications submitted t~ the Planning Department must be accompanied by this checklist and all required
materials. The checklist is to be completed and signed by the applicant or authorized agent.

REQUIRED MATERIALS (please check coned column) DR APPLICATION

Application, with all blanks completed ! [v~
_.__. __ , ........

Address labels if(original) applicable
_.. _ _.__ . _.. ,. ........ ........

CJ

.

.C~l 

;
Address labels (copy of the above), if applicable ~ !

;, ;_._
Photocopy of this completed application 

_ ......:.........

..Ltd" 

................_..

__.__:_....._.........__ ............._._...__.._....---....._.....___........_....._.........._--._..__....................------._.._..—..__._._..__......-- --..1....................................._.................._..._.....

Photographs that illustrate your concerns

Convenant or Deed Restrictions ; ~

Check payable to Planning Dept.
_ . 

-~~
........ _ .........................................................................:....................................................__........_....._..._.............t.._.............._......__.._

F Letter of authorization for agent ~
...._...............i

[~ ~

Other: Section Plan, Detail drawings (i.e. windows, door entries, trim), ~
Specifications (for cleaning, repair, etc.) and/or Product cut sheets for new {
elements (i.e. windows, doors) ~ ~

_..........i

NOTES:
❑ Required Material.
~ Optional Material.
0 Two sets of original labels and one copy of addresses of adjacent property owners and owners of property across street.

`r 

., ̀

SEP 15 2~~~

~~a,rl ,̂~~,~, r~r^~~~~P~~a~r
For Department Use Only .-

Application received by Planning Department:

BY~ 15 d~ ~ YV~.O 1~ ~1~^YO Date: ~ — ~ .s



REQUEST FOR DISCRETIONARY REVIEW

1. 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 or Residential Design Guidelines? Please be specific
and site specific sections of the Residential Design Guidelines.

This project will destroy significant open space in favor of two McMansions, at the cost of damaging a
City-owned community garden, public safety, and neighborhood character.

San Francisco's General Plan states that "co-operative efforts to maintain the area's quality of life are
imperative" (p. 1/7) and specifically refers to "hilltop(s) that reveals extraordinary vistas" (ibid.). The
proposed plans for 3516 and 3526 Folsom Street neither honor the spirit expressed in this General Plan
nor many of the more details requirements seen in the Priority Policies or highlighted by the East Bernal
Slope Design Review Board ("ESDRB") process. These houses clash with the surrounding houses, erode
the character of the neighborhood, and are to be built on a new street that is of dubious safety and
usability.

Priority Policy 2 requires that "existing housing and neighborhood character be conserved and protected
to preserve the cultural and economic diversity of our neighborhoods." Per Planning Code Section 242,
the project site falls within the Bernal Heights Special Use District. Lot sizes in this area tend to be small,
and common square footage of homes ranges from 800 to 1,500 square feet. The proposed buildings are
to be between 2,500 and 3,000 square feet. As such, they are dramatically out of scale with the
surrounding homes and in direct conflict with the Special Use District mandate for development "in
context and scale with the established character" including hillside setting, low density, and unusually
small lots. The Residential Design Guidelines state that "buildings must be designed to be compatible
with the scale, patterns and architectural features of surrounding buildings, drawing from elements that
are common to the block (p. 9)."

Not only are the proposed buildings too large, they also do not share the architectural vocabulary of the
neighborhood: they lack side yards, and would have roof decks and three cax garages (which will require a
variance to be built). The houses are architecturally out of character, as the architecture's primary goal

seems to be to fill every inch of the available envelope. In particular, the boxy, flat North wall of the
development would destroy the stunning (and protected) public view of the Bay enjoyed daily by the
dozens of joggers and walkers on Bernal Boulevard and the existing open space. (Residential Design

Guidelines p. 18.)

The East Slope Design Review Board met five times regarding 3516 and 3526 Folsom Street and still

does not support the project. Their guidelines stress similar priorities to those described above for the

General Plan, the Priority Policies, the Special Use District, and the Residential Design Guidelines.
According to the Bernal Heights East Slope Building Guidelines, "Much recent development is not only
inconsistent but often at odds with the smaller existing structures.... East Slope's rural characteristics
rapidly are disappearing along with views., open space, and trees. Some new buildings have created
c̀anyons' blocking sunlight and presenting building facades which are copies of a single undistinguished

design." (ESDRB Guidelines p. 2). 3516 and 3526 Folsom would significantly erode the unique character

of Bernal Heights and be further examples of the type of development that public policy seeks to prevent.



2. The Residential Design Guidelines assume some impacts to be reasonable and expected as part of

construction. Please explain how this project would cause unreasonable impacts. If you believe
your property, the property of others or the neighborhood would be adversely affected, please state

who would be affected and how.

Unlike the DR Requestors' home, which enjoyed a modest recent renovation within the context of

existing neighborhood character, this project will stick out like a sore thumb architecturally. Their

architectural style and roof decks are very rare in the neighborhood and highly out of character. They are

also designed in a manner that will severely impact the privacy of the DR Requestors' property. Of

additional concern is emergency access to the proposed homes —including fire, police, ambulance, etc. —

an issue that affects everyone in the surrounding area.

The proposed road will have an approximately 35-degree slope and be a one-way dead-end street with no

on-street parking and no turn-around at the end. Vaxious emergency access vehicles already have

difficulty navigating upper Prentiss Street, a section of road that is about as steep as the proposed new

section of Folsom. Trucks have literally tipped over, needed to be towed, and have been unable to reach

their destination due to the steepness of Prentiss.
Building even more homes and more exceptionally steep streets in an areas with already fragile access

could significantly hinder emergency vehicle access and emergency response times.

Furthermore, given the narrowness of the new proposed stretch of Folsom, the lack of on-street parking,

and the multi-car garages (to presumably be filled with multiple cars), the intersection of Folsom and

Chapman would be further congested whenever someone tried to get a second car out of one of the

proposed new homes. Because of the narrowness of the road, to get a second car out of a garage, the

driver would have to back the first car down the entirety of the new stretch of Folsom, park somewhere on

the lower part of Folsom or Chapman (which often lacks available on-street parking) or double-park.

They would then have to walk back up the hill, repeat the process with the second car, and then drive the

first car back up to the house and park it in the garage. This will be a safety hazard, given the current

congestion and safety concerns of double-parking on unusually narrow streets; at worst it could block the

access of emergency vehicles, assuming they can access the street at all. Moreover, the complete lack of

on-street parking and nonfunctional off-street parking means that the project will divert vehicles to

neighboring streets, taking up valuable on-street parking spaces.

While the current development is purportedly for two homes, it is likely that once the Folsom Street

extension is built, the additional four vacant lots will also be developed. If two' homes are going to strain

access for emergency vehicles and local parking capacity, six would further increase the risks and the

strain.

3. 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?

The ESDRB suggested a number of common-sense changes to the project. The project would be better

designed as smaller houses, no more than two (2) stories high, animated plane, materials, and elements

that step down along the hillside, a developed and composed front facade with windows, carve-outs and

appropriate changes in roof treatment (as per the ESDRB letter to the applicant on Apri128, 2015), with

square footage comparable to that of the neighbors on Folsom Street, no garage, no external stairway, no

roof garden, appropriate side yards and set-backs as per the ESDRB Guidelines. These houses, if designed



and built correctly, would fit in better with the neighborhood. While the ESDRB proposal would certainly
be preferable to the current plan, any building on this site cannot account for the safety concern of
emergency vehicle access. The best option may well be no project at all.

5. Please summarize any and all discussions and meeting with the Permit applicant.
We have participated in a series of five public meeting regarding the project over the course of 18 months.
No substantive changes were made to the project to address neighbors' concerns. Ultimately, the East Slope
Design Review Board determined that it could not recommend approval of the project.
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°`~"~~Tr~~ SAN FRANCISCO ~i ~~r yr.
1N~► a u;

r 6~,'~Y~r~y'~ z PLANNING DEPARTMENT Y Ali.+ m
a

''~~y : o~-` 1650 Mission Street Suite 400 San Francisco, CA 94103

On December 17, 2013, the Applicant named below filed Building Permit Application No. 2013.12.16.4318 with the City
and County of San Francisco.

Project Address:3526 Folsom StreetApplicant:Fabien Lannoye
Cross Street(s):Chapman StreetAddress:297c Kansas Street
Block/Lot No.:5626/014City, State:San Francisco, CA 94103
Zonin District(s):RH-1 / 40-X /Bernal Hei hts SUDTelephone:415 626-8868

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

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

❑ Demolition ■New Construction ❑Alteration

❑ Change of Use ❑ Far~ade Alterations) ❑Front Addition
❑ Rear Addition ❑Side Addition ❑Vertical Addition

• •.•.
Building UseVacant LotSingle-Family Dwelling
Front Setbackn/a3-ft 5-in
Side Setbackn/aNone
Building Depthn/a42-ft
Rear Yard (To Rear Wall)n/a24-ft 6-in
Building Height (from Average Grade ton/a28-ft 7-in
Top of Stair Penthouse)
Number of Storiesn/a2.5
Number of Dwelling Unitsn/a1
Number of Parking Spacesn/a2

The proposal includes new construction of atwo-and-one-half-story, single-family residence with two off-street parking spaces and
a roof deck. The project incorporates a recessed entry along the north lot line and a side yard along the south lot line.

The project also requires a variance from the Zoning Administrator to address the Planning Code requirements for required off-
streetparking and parking access (Planning Code Section 242(e)(4); See Case No. 2013.1768V). Separate notice ofthe variance
will occur. The issuance of the building permit by the Department of Building Inspection or the Planning Commission project
approval at a discretionary review hearing would constitute as the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA,

ursuant to Section 31.04 h of the San Francisco Administrative Code.

For more information, please contact Planning Department staff:
Planner: Rich Sucre
Telephone: (415) 575-9108
E-mail: richard.sucre@sfgov.org

~~ ~C nf~1 ~~ n~i `: (415) 575-9010

Notice Date: 8/17/15
Expiration Date: 9/16/15

Para information en Espanol Ilamar al: (415) 575-9010
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PG&E Gas Transmission Pipeline
Natural Gas Transmission Pipelines (pipelines) Reduced Pressure Zones

Pipelines in HCAs with Pressure Test Records 
2011 Testing and Replacement Plan and or Section 619(c) Documentation

Pipeline Segments in High
Consequence Areas Under Review
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G2̀ PROPOSED ROOF PLAN
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CASE NUMBER

For Staff U&e only

APPLICATION FOR

Discretionary Review
1. Owner/Applicant InforrY~alion

_ _ _ _. _ __
DR APPLICANT'S NAME: -

C~ c~. it ~~U~ vV1 Q ~~
DR APPLICAM' S ADDRESS: - - ZIP CODE" 'TELEPHONE. `

~1~ l't ~lso►m S'tYccT ~~I~~ ~~1~ ~~:s-~636

PROPEflTY OWNEfl WHO IS DOING-THE PROJECT ON WHICH YOU ARE REQUESTING DISCRETIONARY REVIEW NAME:

~_~ h~~~ L~.~►~c~` ~iC
ADDRESS: 1 ZIP CODE: ~TELEPHONE

x̀ -̀11 ~ "~ c~f~>> ~~~~ ~~n

CONTACT FOR DR APPLICATION

Same as Above I~

ADDRESS: ZIP CODE: r TELEPHONE:

1

E-MAIL ADDRESS -

2. Location and Classification
STREET ADDRESS-OF.PROJECT: ', ZIPCODE.

3 ~ ~ ~ ~~ ~S~ ~ ~~t ~~'~
'. CROSSSTREETS - ..~ ,.

~V~ f~CvG~J'~f~ ~ ~✓l~. ~VI {GlY ~ l.I>~"y1CW `* ~~.~~1'1.r,.s,~ C~✓t'l ~E~L~~ ~~i('~z~

ASSESSORS BLACK/LOT. '. LOT DIMENSIONS: LOT AREA (SD F~: :ZONING DISTRICT: HEIGHT/BULK DISTRICT:

~icrrw-1 ~~,y~~

3. Project Description ~' ~° ~

Please check all that apply

Change of Use ❑ Chan ,e of Hours ❑ Neva Construction ~ Alterations ❑ Demolition ❑ Other ❑

Additions to Building: Rear ~.~ Front ~ Height ~_._~ Side Yard L)

Present or Previous Use: V A, C Q,11~. I `~~ 1_ ~

Proposed Use: ~ (,~a`e ~~l'~1 1~ ~Q.S L ~ ~h~Q __

Building Permit Applicarion No. ~ ~ 13 ~ ~ Z • ~ ~' ~ ~ ~ ~ Date Filed: ~ Z "_ ~ ~' ~ Q



GASE NOMBEfl:

For StaN Use only

Discretionary F~eview Request

In the space below and on separate paper, if necessary, please present facts sufficient to answer each quesrion.

1. 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 t11e City's General Plan or the Planning Code's Priority Policies or
Residenrial Design Guidelines? Please be specific and site specific sections of the Residential Desi Guid es.

3. 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 #1?

- _

___



4. Actions Prior to a Qiscretionary Review Request

Pr(or Action

Have you discussed this project with the permit 2

Did you discuss the project with the Planning Department permit review

Did you participate in outside mediation on t

5. Changes Made t~ the Project as a Result of Mediation

YES ~ NO

pplicant? ~ ~ ❑

planner? °~ ❑
__

its case? ❑

If you have discussed the project with the applicant, planning staff or gone through mediation, please

summarize the result, including any changes there were made to the proposed project.

_ ~_ _ _ _ _ - 
~ ~" et, ~,~, 

_ _._

(' SAN f HANCISCO PLANNING OLPARTMENT V ON.(1'/.20t1



Applicant's Affidavit

Under penalty of perjury the following declarations are made:

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

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

c: The other information or applications maybe required.

'̀`. Signature: ~~'N"' Date: ~ I ~ S I ~ ° s

Print name, and indicate wheth owner r authorized agent:

Owner /Authorized Agent (circle one)

~ v SAN fflRNCISCO VLRNNING DCPFNTMCNT VOB.0).POt2



CASE NUMBER:
For Statt Use rniy

Discretionary Review Application
Submittal Checklist

Applications submitted to the Planning Department must be accompanied by fllis checklist and all required

materials. The checklist is to be completed and signed by the applicant or authorized agent.

REQUIRED MATERIALS (please check correct column)

Application, with all blanks completed

Address labels (original), if applicable

Address labels (copy of the above), if applicable

Photocopy of this completed application

Photographs that illustrate your concerns

Convenant or Deed Restrictions

Check payable to Planning Dept.

DR APPLICATION '.,

❑~

Letter of authorization for agent

Other: Section Plan, Detail drawings (i.e. windows, door entries, trim),

Specifications (for cleaning, repair, etc.) and/or Product cut sheets for new

elements (i.e. windows, doors)

NOTES:

❑ Required M2terial.

■ Optional Material.

~ Two sets of original labels and one copy of addresses of adjacent property owners and owners of property across street.

~, ~'~ED

~I~
n

SEP 1 5 ~0~5

C9T"~° c~ Ct~t~fv ~°( 0~ S.F.
PLANNING DEPAr~ t N;thdT

PIC

For Department Use Only

Application received by Planning Department:

By~ —~ SD C'`~/~ V ~ _ _ Date: ~^ ~ .~—~E~
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DISCRETIONARY REVIEW REQUEST

#1 - " ... reasons for requesting DR ... what are the

exceptional and extraordinary circumstances that justify

DR ... How does it conflict with the General Plan or

Priority Policies or Residential Guidelines ... cite sections

The exceptional and extraordinary circumstances that

prompt this DR Request come from our close examination

of the following documents. (1) the City's General Plan

(2) the Planning Code's Priority Policies; (3) Urban Design

Elements; (4) the Residential Design Guidelines; (5) The

East Slope Design Review Board (ESDRB) Guidelines; and

(6) The Bernal Heights Special Use District provisions of

Section 242. We will take these documents in order, as

per below.

(1) General Plnn

"San Francisco is a special place ... the center, the soul of

the region, and co-operative efforts to maintain the

areas quality of lif e are imperative (p. 1/7)." The project

is a collection of undistinguished buildings that are

unresponsive to the surrounding environment. As well

they mar a "hilltop that reveals extraordinary vistas

(ibid.)." These building are an intrusion on the "dramatic

physical beauty (ibid.) " of this section of Bernal Heights.



09/2105
DR Request

This area is one with "qualities that make San Francisco

unique" and are to be "preserved and enhanced (p.2/7)."

The project will disturb those qualities by creating

houses that are out of character with the surrounding

hillside. Large-scale development with undistinguished

design, totally separate from other houses on the block

and nearby are particularly unappealing and intrusive.

They permanently disturb the "creative consensus

concerning ... environmental issues (p. 2/7)." These

houses are out of step with "the attainment of the

following goals;
• Protection, preservation, and enhancement of the ...

esthetic values that establish the desirable quality

and unique character of the city.

• Improvement of the city as a place for living by

aiding in making it more healthful, safe, pleasant,

and satisfying with housing representing good

standards ... and adequate open spaces ... (p.3/7)."

Because these houses are out of scale, size, mass, and

character with the houses and surrounding environment

they will intrude in, and work against the esthetic values

that establish Bernal Heights as a unique, special

neighborhood. They wi II be created on a new street that

is not healthy, not safe, not pleasant and not satisfying.

Therefore, the project does not represent "good

standards ... and adequate open spaces." In f act, it

subverts good standards and adequate open spaces.

2
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(2) Priority Policies -and -

URB.CPN.1.9 Section 101.1 (b)

This section designates two General Plan Priority

Policies related to housing: (1) "affordable housing" and

(2) "neighborhood character".

These policies and objectives state:

• "That existing housing and neighborhood character

be conserved and protected in order to preserve the

cultural and economic diversity of our neighborhoods

(p. 4/7)." The sheer mass, size, scale, and overall

design of this proposed house is totally at variance

with the small-scale, rural nature of the

neighborhood dwellings surrounding it. It will not

conserve and protect neighborhood character since

it is so out of scale with the neighbors. It is out of

the economic range of diverse low-income families.

• "That the City's supply of affordable housing be

preserved and enhanced" and "open space and their

access to sunlight and vistas be protected from

development (p. 4/7)." The proposed house will fly in

the face of affordable housing. It will likely sell for

upwards of $2,000,000.00. This is not what the

framers of the Priority Policies had in mind for the

goal of "affordable housing". In fact this proposed

house would be the polar opposite of affordable.
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If the intent of the goal is to protect "open space

(ibid.)", then this project will run counter to that

goal. A house that is twice as large as its neighbors

w i II consume -not protect, preserve and enhance

open space.

(3) General Plan -Urban Design Elements -

Introduction, City Pattern

URB.CPN.1.3

"Recognize that buildings, when seen together,

produce a total effect that characterizes the city

and its districts." (i.e., Bernal Heights)

Attachment A shows a plan to build six (6) houses on the

current available lots on Upper Folsom Street. The

applicant prepared these plans at the instruction of City

staff and they were presented afi an ESDRB community

meeting. They show what could be done in the future on

this parcel of undeveloped land. We contend that when

this occurs the entire area of undeveloped land will be in

violation of the URB.CPN.1.3.

Building on the six (6) lots will create a total effect that

forever alters the unique, rural and special character of

this particular piece undeveloped land. It will obliterate

the unique, rural and special character of the land; the

total effect will be to ruin, negate, and destroy its

4
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distinctive natural beauty. Qualities that have been

nurtured and conserved for many decades will be lost.

(4) Residential Design Guidelines

Visual Character

a. "... buildings must be designed to be compatible with

the scale, patterns and architectural features of

surrounding buildings, drawing from elements that are

common to the block (p. 9)." The proposed building is (as

per the table listed on page 9) completely incompatible

with scale of the buildings below it on Folsom Street, as

well as on Gates Street. This is due to inappropriate

massing, lack of detail, boxy appearance, flat front

facade and architectural unresponsiveness to the hillside.

Unlike the houses around it, this house maximizes every

inch of available space making it unlike its neighbor

houses in pattern and architectural features.

b. " ... designer has a greater opportunity and

responsibility to help define, unify, and contribute

positively to the existing visual context (p. 10)." The

applicant shirks his responsibility and avoids the

opportunity to contribute positively to the existing

context. The houses do not draw on the best (most

logical, most neighborhood friendly) characteristics of

neighboring dwellings. Once again the applicant does not
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use sensitive development to allow this proposed house to

fit in well with its neighbors.

Side Spacing Between Buildings

"Side spacing helps establish the individual character of

each building. It creates a rhythm to composition of a

proposed project. Projects must respect the existing

pattern of side spacing (p.15)." The project opposes the

open character of the houses around it. The surrounding

houses have side yards that travel the length of the

house. This project does not. Thus it ignores neighbor

character, creating a dysfunctional rhythm that is

jarring and visually unpleasant. The project is designed

to disrespect the existing pattern of side spacing.

Building Scale

"It is essential for a building's scale to be compatible

with that of surrounding buildings, in order to preserve

the neighborhood character. Poorly scaled buildings will

seem incompatible (too large) and inharmonious with their

surroundings (see table, p. 17)." This building is out of

scale with its neighbor's small architectural footprint. It

forces a new and disruptive character on asmall-scale,

unique, rural space. The incompatibility with neighboring

buildings is glaring and obvious. It does not preserve

neighborhood character.
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(5) East Slope Design Review Board Guidelines

(Attachment A)

"The Bernal Heights East Slope is a special neighborhood

and the qualities that make it that way are cherished by

all those (with a) commitment to seeing them preserved ...

(p.2)." The large scale of these proposed buildings are

not in keeping with the special neighborhood

characteristics (small dwellings, visually interesting

design elements, unique rural attributes, etc.) that have

traditionally been a feature of this Bernal neighborhood.

"Much recent development is not only inconsistent but

often at odds with the smaller existing structures. ...

East Slope's rural characteristics rapidly are

disappearing along with views, open space, and trees.

Some new buildings have created "canyons" blocking

sunlight and presenting building facades which are copies

of a single undistinguished design (ibid.)." This proposed

building is a prime example of one that is "inconsistent

and at odds with smaller existing structures." It simply

does not fit in with the character of the neighborhood

and its surrounding buildings. As well the building facade

of 3516 Folsom is undistinguished (as noted by the

ES~RB).

" ... architecture (is) a matter of good manners, being

part of the whole street, being part of the fabric of the
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city (ibid.)." The proposed house does not fit in with the

whole street, or the surrounding houses. It has the

opposite effect of "beating its chest or shouting at

neighbors (ibid)."

(6) Sec. 242. Special Use District (Attachment B)

" (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 

(http://plartning.sanfranciscocode.org/2/242/)".

This section of the San Francisco Planning Code

encourages development "in context and scale with the

established character (ibid.)" of Bernal Heights. The

proposed development is clearly -from the facts that

have been presented previously and the facts contained

in the following pages -not in context or in scale with the

established character of this neighborhood.



09/2105
DR Request

#2 ".., unreasonable impacts ... adverse effects ... who

would be affected ... how?"

There are many unreasonable impacts and adverse

9

effects of this project on our neighborhood. One, among

many, that affects us most critically is the driveway

shared by 3574 and 3577 Folsom Street.

The applicant has refused to provide accurate, complete

and detailed visual information on this portion, or indeed

any portion of his project. No engineered drawings exist.

As a result of this refusal neighbors have received no

information on the following

• A detailed design of the areas in front of

3577/3574 Folsom Street?

• A detailed design of the walks and driveways, walls

if any, and landscaping?

• A detailed design of what will remain of our

current walk/driveway, our walls, or our

landscaping?

• A description of who will do the designs? Who will

direct and approve the designs? Who will pay for it?

Who will supervise the plan check and permit fees

for any alternation or change in configuration of the

driveway at 3577/3574 Folsom Street?
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• Who will build this driveway? Who will pay for it?

Who will certify that the work will have warranties,

and that the warranties will be enforced?

• Will the applicant allow the owners of 3574/77

Folsom Street to select the designer and

contractor for design and construction of the

driveway? Will the applicant pay the costs incurred

by the selected designer and contractor?

• Will any unforeseen expense and effort be off-

loaded to the owners of the houses at 3577/74

Folsom Street? Or will all expenses be borne by

the applicant?

• What are the specific and detailed inconveniences

that the owners of 3577/74 Folsom Street will

have to live with during construction? How long will

the owners of these properties be unable to use

their garage? If the owners have to park down the

hill, during the months that construction takes

place, how will they get into their house? What

provisions will be made for neighbor parking during

the construction process?

• What are the remedies if any of the homes at

3577/74 Folsom Street are damaged by

construction operations? What provisions are made

for settlement due to slope failure in front of

these houses as a result of excavation for the new

street?



09/2105
DR Request

11

• Why is the break-over angle, where the new block
starts up from the Chapman Street intersection,
not shown on any of the applicant's drawings? Is
the slope of the new block of Folsom Street
greater than 36%?

• The applicant is on record as stating (at the last
public ESDRB meeting), "the driveway at 3574

Folsom Street will have to be raised two (2) f eet".
If this project is approved how will cars be
prevented from bottoming out as they traverse the
driveway and garage.

• What is the new break-over angle at the 3574

Folsom Street garage?

• How high will the new entrance be to the garages at
3574/77 Folsom Street? How will a car be able to
traverse the new grade changes?

• How much higher will the new grade be over the
existing grade?

• How will new drainage problems be handled at the
3574/77 Folsom Street homes?

• What is the break-over angle for the new houses
proposed for 3516 and 3536 Folsom Street? They
appear to approach 100%/45 degrees on the right
side (see attachment C). The difficulty of the

traverse seems to be compounded by the height of
the garage door, i.e., a car traversing the driveway

may be too high to fit under the garage door
opening. A sedan can likely get scraped top and
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bottom driving in to one of those garages. Will the
proposed garages by impassable by automobile?

INCOMPLETE STREET DESIGN AND LACK OF
NEIGHBORHOOD REVIEW OF STREET DESIGN

There will also be unreasonable impacts and adverse
effects on the intersection of Chapman and Folsom
Streets. The East Slope Design Review Board is on
record as stating that the existing character of the
intersection must be maintained.
• The applicant's design, or design information is

incomplete because the grading for the street is not
shown. This includes information for the proposed
driveways for the new proposed homes (as previously

mentioned above).

• How steep will this new street be?
• We request complete design information, including

spot elevations and slopes at both sides of each
driveway.

Until site design drawings for the re-design of the
proposed extension of Upper Folsom Street, and the
intersection of Chapman/Folsom has been submitted and
approved, we believe this application is incomplete.

We believe this to be true because:
1. The new contours and the new grades are unknown.
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2. Neighbors have been denied access to a proposed new

topographic map

3. We have never seen how the entire new proposed

street is being changed from the Community Garden all

the way down to the intersection of Chapman and

Folsom.
4. We have never seen how cars wi II enter and exit the

garage at 3526 and 3516 Folsom Street. How will

these five (5) cars enter &exit their respective

garages? How will they then backup and/or go down

Upper Folsom to access the intersection and "Lower"

Folsom Street? How will these five (5) cars address

the increased traffic coming at them from the

following:

a. Chapman Street -West

b. 3574 Folsom -entering/exiting garage

c. 3580 Folsom -entering/exiting garage

d. Folsom Street -North/South traffic

5. Where is the full size to scale drawing for the

proposed new street?

The proposed design of the intersection of Folsom and

Chapman Streets appears too narrow to allow two

vehicles to pass each other when cars are parked on

Chapman facing east. Emergency vehicles (Fire,

Ambulance, Police) and service vehicles (Garbage and

Recology, Fed Ex, UPS, etc.) will struggle - or be

absolutely unable - to have access and egress.



09/2105
DR Request

14

Please do not to add more unsafe traffic conditions to

our local streets. This particular block is populated with

children, as well as elderly and disabled people. Each of

these populations is endangered by the proposed street

design.

FUTURE DEVELOPMENT - "Six Lots Not Two"

A ll six (6) lots on Upper Folsom are capable of being

developed (Attachment D). It stands to reason that

once 3526 and 3516 Folsom Street are approved and a

fully functioning road is put in, the owners of the four (4)

other lots will be in an ideal and resource-rich position to

develop their lots as well. When -not if -that happens,

what is the plan fer solving the problems and answering

the multitude of questions noted previously?

LACK OF A 3-D MODEL

With only selected computer drawings, a developer can

show the buildings in the most fQvorable light -and

obfuscate any unfavorable perspectives. (For instance,

garage access, true sense of bulk and mass, neighbors'

driveways, Community Garden erosion concerns, side

elevations in relation to Bernal Heights Blvd., and

relationship to existing houses on Gates St., and so on.)

At a previous neighborhood meeting, many neighbors
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viewed the computer renditions, of the project as

misleading -casting doubt on other perspectives

presented by the developer.

Although specifically requested by the ESDRB to provide

a physical model, the applicant said it was too expensive.

We request the Commission not be taken in by this

argument and respect the community need to fully

understand how the proposed development will impact

local residents -from Gates Street, Folsom/Chapman,

Bernal Heights Blvd. and the Community Garden.

We ask the applicant to stand by the ESDRB request of a

physical model -and honor the neighbors ̀needs to view

the proposed houses in ways they can trust. This is a

sound and reasonable request. Indeed we cannot assess

the worthiness of this project without such critical visual

information.

NEIGHBORHOOD CHARACTER

The proposed houses with, one with a 3-car garage at

3526 Folsom, loom out of scale for the neighborhood and

are in defiance of both ES~RB Guidelines and the City's

Transit First policy. They are in direct contrast to

Bernal's distinctive smaller-scale housing and,

specifically, the neighboring houses on this block of

Folsom.
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The too-big-for-the-neighborhood proposed houses -

although adorned with latest trends in building material -

disturbingly fit specific criticism found in the Guidelines:

"The 'new vernacular form' is the maximum-building-

envelope-shoebox... it is a solution without a context

which isolates itself from its setting by not

acknowledging its neighbors...." (ESDRB).

Bulk, Massing, and Elevations:

"Much recent development is not

only inconsistent but often at

odds with smaller scale existing

structures. " (ESDRB)

a) Overall square footage: It is disingenuous to think the

latest blueprints reduce the square footage of the

houses in any appreciable manner - or that they

substantially improve elevations facing Chapman and

Bernal Heights Blvd.

We respectfully request the Commission to restrict the

proposed projects' square footage in relationship to

existing nearby housing. The table below shows the

typical Bernal dwelling on Folsom Street below the

proposed houses. These houses reflect the distinctive
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rural character of Bernal. The data will show that in

terms of square footage, the new proposed homes do not.

Address Livable space Garage Total Space

3516 Folsom St. 2125 sq. ft. 787 sq. ft. 2912 sq. ft.

3526 Folsom St. 2158 sq.ft. 775 sq. ft. 2933 sq. ft.

3574 Folsom St. 1150 sq. ft. 300 sq. ft. 1450 sq. ft.

3580 Folsom St. 1050 sq. ft. 210 sq. ft. 1310 sq. ft.

3590 Folsom St. 800 sq. ft. (appx.) 180 sq. ft. (appx.) 980 sq. ft. (appx.)

b) Three-car garages: The proposed two projects both

have either athree-car, or a two-car garage, unlike any

neighboring homes on Folsom Street -within 50 feet or,

for that matter, in most of Bernal Heights. Indeed, a

variance will be needed for the three-car garage, since it

does not meet code.

Again, this is in defiance of the City's Transit First

policy. Given the times we /ive in, new construction

condoning athree-car garage house in a city trying to

weon people off cars is irresponsible and ecologically

immoral,

P/ease note: It was with the following rebuke that the

pro-development real estate website, SF Curbed,

described the applicant's 3,000 sq. ft. house that he built
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and sold in another part of Bernal Heights in 2011: "Not-

so-green features_ include a 3-car garage."

c) Side elevations: After five (5) ESDRB meetings,

minimal -and nothing substantial -was done to address

the ESDRB's request to improve side view elevations

from Chapman and Bernal Heights Blvd. (The ESDRB even

gave the applicant addresses of suggested side elevation

treatments in the neighborhood to review.)

The new designs put lipstick on what are essentially big

walls. To use their own language, the applicants designs

are the "new vernacular" that allow for "maximum

building envelope shoeboxes (ESDRB)."

Disturbingly, without a physical model, the neighbors are

left to decipher architectural language and blueprints,

which they are not trained to do. The pattern of

sometimes "improving" designs with the smallest effort -

and then touting these tiny steps as meeting the

ES~RB's requests -underscores the need for physical

models.

d) Side yards: For both safety and sunlight issues,

neighbors requested side yards that went all the way

through to the backyard. In fact, all the other houses on

this block have such side yards -and the Guidelines

specifically talk about the "relationship of individual



09/2105 19

DR Request

buildings to their lots and their immediate neighbors

(ESDRB)".

Since Sept. 10, 2014 the applicant through the ESDRB

has known about acceptable side yards for Bernal.

Examples were given to the developer. An open side yard

promotes an airy, not-so-urban feeling that would help

mitigate the loss of sunlight and open space so close to

Bernal Park. We request this style of side yard be

recommended for the two proposed projects.

e) Public Safety -Rear Yard Access: There is a lack

of backyard access for firefighters and public safety

officers -especially along this vulnerable section of the

gas transmission line. We are not satisfied that public

safety officers can navigate the corner in case of a fire,

health, or safety emergency.

f) Roof treatments: Despite repeated concerns from

neighbors and community garden members about views

and sunlight, the applicant has added an imposing new

structure to the top of the proposed buildings.

This particular action follows a pattern of maximizing

house size and mass -and being insensitive to neighbors

and asmaller-scale neighborhood. This new structure

underscores the necessity for a physical model of the

proposed pro, jests.
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Below is the directive from a recent ESDRB letter:

"Plans presented have so far not clearly addressed

how the new Folsom Street Extension will

incorporate access to existing homes at 3574, 3577,

and 3580 Folsom Street. We reiterate: develop

detailed plans (with grading spot elevations),

sections and elevations, and meet with these

neighbors to review and agree upon driveway access

and design in front of these houses."

g) Safety of Main Trunk Transmission Line (109)

• Gas transmission line 109, built in 1981, runs

underneath this proposed street.

• The proposed street, flowing as it does over this 26"

transmission line poses numerous dangerous safety

risks. Neighbors are very worried.

• This is a densely urban neighborhood surrounding a

steep, at least, 35-degree hill. Heavy earth moving

equipment is known to topple over on such a steep

grade, causing huge amounts of damage. Several

years ago a cement truck did just that, on Folsom

Street, while trying to make a turn. It resulted in a

broken water main.

• The City has incomplete records about the safety of

this Bernal Heights pipeline.
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• The City also has no risk assessment guidelines, in

the event of an accident, around gas transmission

lines.

We are so concerned about the gas transmission line that

we have requested advice from an internationally known

engineering safety consultant, Dr. Robert G. Bea,

Professor, UC-Berkeley and co-director of the Marine

Technology and Management Group Center for Risk

Mitigation. Professor Bea agrees with our concerns and

finds them valid. His response is attached along with

several slides showing the dangers of ignoring concerns

regarding pipeline safety (see attachment E)
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3. "Alternatives or changes to the proposed project ... "

We suggest a smaller house, no more than two (2)

stories high, animated plane, materials, and elements

that step down along the hillside, a developed and

composed front facade with windows, carve-outs and

appropriate changes in roof treatment (as per the

ESDRB letter to the applicant on April 28, 2015),

with square footage comparable to that of the

neighbors on Folsom Street (see table above, p. 17),

no garage, no external stairway, no roof garden,

appropriate side yards and set-backs as per the

ESDRB Guidelines. These houses, if designed and

built correctly, would fit in perfectly with the

neighborhood. They would enhance and complement

the character of Bernal Heights. Almost all of the

safety, traffic, and construction concerns would be

eliminated. Most of the neighbor concerns would be

addressed. The house would therefore conform to

all elements of the ES~RB Guidelines.
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5. "CHANGES MADE AS RESULT OF MEDIATION"

In July of 2014, at the suggestion of the ESDRB the

applicant requested a meeting with neighbors whose

driveway will be impacted by the new road. The driveway

is shared and used by many neighbors and community

members to not only access houses also the Community

Garden, Bernal Heights Blvd. and Bernal Park. Thus our

concerns stem from a group, not a few individuals. Our

hope was to have an inclusive group meeting. We

responded as such. No answer was forthcoming from the

applicant.

We attended at least five (5) community meetings called

by the ESDRB, with the applicant, over a period of

eighteen (18) months. We discussed our concerns and

fielded questions/responses back and forth. As a result

the applicant did make some alterations to the 3516

Folsom project. The facade is more animated, changes in

plane, materials, and stepped down design elements are

present. No changes at all were made to 3526 Folsom.

These changes are relatively slight, relatively minimal and

largely cosmetic. They do not for a moment alter the

deep-seated and strongly f elt concerns of the neighbors.

The multiple and interconnected issues of~ public safety,

neighborhood character, and accessibility are as

prominent now as they were when our pubic meetings

began in December 2013.
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dFvcf opmeret. 7 he lietnaJ f ieights l::ast Stope Ls a special nei~hlx~rhaad
and thr ~;~~afedAs chat make it that way are d~erished by all Ihase whose
cvmmitr-irni to seeing Them preserved has pmcluced these building
Ruid~lin~-

The history of the Fast Slope has been cme of beni~ ►roegiect by the
City a( San Crancisrn, however, whiledirl evade and und~veCoge~
hiHsicles Have given the Fast Stupe its rtual charat~er, the lac3c of roads
and ~rvicxs has periodically presentcei real danger to the r~esidrnts.

hT~ch mc~ent development is not only is~mnsis4extt bul often at odds
with the zr+tieller senate c~cisting strurtures. As a result, tpte Easl ~og~ s
rural characteriskirs rapidly arc dis~pearin~ along with views, open space
and trees Some new building have created "cany~s" blocking suntight
ar~d prerxnting Iniildin~{ facades, which am all m~ies o! a single
tirnditting~~ished dessgn.

M Pre~arinR these ~;eiiclelines eve. have made a thorough inventory c>f
pre~nt housing stock, vacant lots, oErcn spaces, ~ubiic sums, and stmeb,
I.n~th develoPecl and undevclopPd.

Predominant architechiral camponenL~ hAv~ b~e~ examined along
with the relalionsliip v( indivirlu:~l buildings t~ their {ots and their
in~ntedia to nei~h}x~~. Theme guidelines are an effort to retain the spirit of
our neighb~onc~xxi and to establish criteria For new houcin~ design that
will P►tsure, as rnt:rh as pv~sible, the mntint~cd existence o~ tht East
~~~(i~'g ~~ttt(~L1P C~l lf:l CYPf.

Page 2

Hoti
~ninimi~in~ monotony and enhastcin~ Itx~ visua3 appeal cif new hnusin~.

We have Irie€! ~nery hard ro make the guidelines prescriptive rather
than restrictive. The intent is not to induce dull uniformity Uut rat}ter In
enooeuage inventive diver,;ety white mn(orming to the pa turns n{ devel-
c~nzent which ha~~+e made l'3~rnal ] Ieigl~ts as humanly scaled a~ ~t is today.

In an int~edv recorded earlier in 19fk5, ar~itert F~ugh )scobs2n, a
Frnir-time winner of the Naliconai i Ionor Award d! the American Ins~liilT
of Architects is gtaoted as saying:

"from the beginning, I've looked at all architecture aq a matter of
t oed rna~nners, ts~ing part of the whose stria being part oI the 4abric o~ tl~e
city. Gc~ architecture, rather than b~aHng its chest or shouting; a t
neighhcw~s, t~haves like swell-mans+e+rd lady. There is politeness in
every great rity— f~1cuenrn, Rome, and especially Paris. 7]te stmets have
oondn~uty but each building also i~as its own individuality. The bu~kli~i~
are at ~mce pmud and hiunaa~e, standing struttq in their mutual inspect "

Certa9nly S,an Frartdacx~ is mnsidrmd cm~ of F{~e great cities o! the
world. We ferver~t~y hap+e that new~,omers to the ~~sl Slop, as art n( a
great dty, M+il! be ae~chitectvrally ~lit,z so that we, t1tC O1C1 and the ncw, ~-an
stand stmng In avr muhiAl respect.
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SUN4MARY OF DESIGN GUIDELINES

Z. 9'-0" CUitB CI177S1NGLE CAR GARAGE L}OOR:

(~Aragc dcx~rs shat! be limitcd to a 10'-0" width. Curb cuts shall be 9'-0"
an~i pla~~ed so as to create a 16'-0" curb spaces within the 2S-0" wic~ih of
thr lut to provide one full parking space on lt~ elreet. !n addition, the
b.uage der shall Ge placed a minimum cif lb'-0" hom the inside edge
of ►he sidewalk sc> as to ~x-o~ide one additicanal parking space per
residence in the driveway.

~. I.AN~S(AY1NG •FRONT YARD SbTBACKS •STREETTR~F.S

50;u of the Jrrui~t Yard SelY~ack area (cwt including the driveway up to
the barage} shat! have provision far landscaping (i_e. trees, shrubs,
fk~wet bids, gfound COVu', VtTres, sic.).

C7ne Str~tit "Gres shall be planted al the time c>f construction in front of
each lul t~nthici Itu~ str~~l nbht-uf-way, and class to the front property
line. "Cress shall be 1`rgallun size.

3. ~,N'1'KY "1'Ni:ATMENT

Make the entry of the house something s~iaJ — a celebcalion —
moc~ th~i yus-t a &unt door. Crease a iransitial between the strut and
the dewrway. Give sprrial attentwn w ~1u treatment of the fra~iung of
the opening itsei f.

t~ences or walls wl~icli encic~se a lot ur a }wruon i,f a ►ot, which run
parallel to the property line on the street side, and are nol structural
portions of the buildings or the stair leaai~►g to i~, shall nut be corn-
pletely solid at eye level.

Y. 8WLDING AND ARCtli'rLC!'l1RAL MASSING

Slep the buildinb with the slo}~ of the lit. KuilcLng shall nut exocctil
32'-0" from any point on natural grade. This height shall be pleasured
to the average height of a pitched roof of to the highest paint of a flat
roof. In addition, no point of the last IO'-il" Depth v[ the i~uilding may
exceed 2/3 the height aF the ttighest point of the structure. ! Iigh~st
paint, once again, is defined as tie averabe height of the pitrli on a
slope.! ruuE or the liigh~~st Erin! of a fLil roof.

A t Use rear, d [111111IT~ WII 1'l'-<i" rearyard is re.~uirc~il.

~'~~ir i
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~. s[n~rARns

A ~!'-0" sidc:yard is rnc~ttired on one side of each 25'-0" lot. The first S'-
0" back from the street facade shat] be completely open. Beyond that,
ts~m of the (onr additional sideyard Tones must be left open (See
Guideline for discussion of "mr►e~'.}

6, ROOF TREATMtNT •STEP WTI'H SLOPE ALONG SIR~ET

My rcwf which is not piMhcd at a ratio cif mt leapt one in four must bQ
de5~gned and surface so as to be usable.

Any flat roof must be acresslble from a prime living apace without the
ne~~.vly of climbing a special set of stairs to reach it.

Step rooflines of adjacent buildings up or down in imitation d the
slogs of the street.

7• fiACADE ELEMEN'I5

Any balmny, Fmrrh, deck or terrace above ground level m~ut t+e at least
b'-0" deep and a minimum of 36 squarw feet in total area.

~. COLORS & MJ4.'IERI~IS

Na spedfic guidelines but suggestions and recommendations.

gage 32
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DESIGN GUIDELINES G~NCLUSlON

l'herr are a number of topic; which nod to be addressed and yet du
rout fit into the Eorni of a guideEine. Thz issue of security and crime is
o,« of tl~ex. Nune of the guidelines deals with insuruig the safety of a
home, Nowhere do we mention the use ut metal grills at the ettiry or
the elimin:~don of landscaping to cut down an the Ex~ssible 1►icting
places. !n fact, un both sckial-psyc.Y~ological and aesthetic grounds, thesz
measures are not encourabed. It has been proven that the isolation
created whE» pc~ple live t~arricaded behind fortress-like wails
stimulates ittc7denis of ain►i:ul acaviiy more Shan sE~rity systems
deter thestt.

We do t►ot lx:lieve tAat the solution ~o crime, particularly breaking
and entering, is an architectural one. The long-term solution will oiily
come from changes isi sexiety at large, with the best shcul-term defense
being a cohesive, responsive commueuty which looks out for and
prutc~b its members. The basis for this ~rl of open cocrununication
network among neighbors presently exists in this section of Bernal
t leighls, much :►s it has in small towns cif old•

Al! of thr guidelines ass~une the c~nstr~ction of one house per tat.
Thi~ugh not specifically en~~urdgcYl, it would certainly be aa~eptable to
~iuilJ o»e house on two lut9, especially when the topography of a site or
the exislec~ce oI tre.~s made a portion of a given lot iu►usable. Several
guid~l~n~~s w~~d have to be amended if applied to a double tot and
this would be Isa►tdleci un a case--by-case basis, as d►e neeei arse.

T~ yuc~tion t~f whether adherence to thc~ guidelines would
increase the Cpt~.stru~Y~un casts of prospective new huines has o[ten
been raisixi. Since a major goal of this report is tbe maintenanoe of
Bernal Heights as an area which is financially ac«:ssible to ~op1~ of
(ow aitd moderate ittoomes, there have barn crit~sideraWe concerns
aver ►his point. In an eliurt t~~ arrive at an answer, malty peoyle in the
construction business have been prese~ntecl with our concepts 1Il(I
askeii to Iry to assess, as nearly as pcissible, what the econuinic
coruec~uettaes might be_ We have been assured lu our satisfaction that
our recommendations in and of themsciv~~s, would not ~►po::~ undue
financial burden on the developers and owners of new 3iuusing. There
is nothing in the guidelines which call for a deviation from staiuiard
wnstruciion practice or necessitates the intrcxiucrion of ex~xnsive
architectural services. lf, in the pr~x~ess of planning a nrw spructure,
one can demonstrate that ct~rnpllance is significuiUy raising Isis ur her
~~sts for some unforc~een and irreooncilabie reason, there would b~
grounds fur prc~~ig a a>mproaiise solutio~i.

TJt~se Suidtlines have bten det~elu~! bet~ruse u~ s~ucijii
rwutiti~ns on the East Sfap2 of &rru~! Heights. Thry zuert nwndated
by the e:ity PJ~nnir+g Dtpartr►;cnt in car+junctwn with a Irmpora~y
builc~rng moratariurn. The guutelinr_, wcze iuJupted /runt 1h~xic
surcrasfiilty fn use for tht Elsie Street nrighborluuxf in nurtliwext
Brrrw! Neighfs. ResuLents, uue:ar+t !ot utuners and rc~re~ntatiuts uj
s~t~er~1 city dc~trtmenls iontrif~u~cri to fhe rlev~elu~nnent uj Ur«e
guuttlines.

!'age .3;!
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SEC. 242. BERNAL HEIGHTS SPECIAL USE DISTRICT.

(a) General. A Special Use District entitled the Bernal Heights Special
Use District, the boundaries of which are shown on Sectional Map. Nos.
7SU, 8SU, and 11SU of the Zonill~r_ Mai, is hereby established for the
purposes set forth below.

(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.

(c) The provisions of this Section 24? shall not apply to building permit
applications or amendments thereto, or to conditional use, variance or
environmental evaluation applications filed on or before January 7, 1991.
Such applications shall be governed by the ordinances in effect on January 7,
1991, unless the applicant requests in writing that an application be
governed by the provisions of this Section 242.

(d) Definitions. For purposes of this Section 242, the following
definitions apply:

(1) "Adjacent building" shall mean a building on a lot adjoining the
subject lot along a side lot line. Where the lot constituting the subject
property is separated from the lot containing the nearest building by an
undeveloped lot or lots for a distance of 50 feet or less parallel to the street
or alley, such nearest building shall be deemed to be an "adjacent building,"
but a building on a lot so separated for a greater distance shall not be deemed
to be an "adjacent building." A corner lot shall have only one adjacent
building located along its side lot line.

(2) "Usable floor area" is the sum of the gross areas of the several
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~. page I of 1 Sectionu~ tan ar s of the Division of Transportation

Salt Lake City Community Development'sfct rrs.ccorrrey~ ~.~:r Maximum Driveway Slopes &Critical Angles .. .. .. ......... .............................. ............. ...... .... ...................... ................................................................................................ .......................... .............. ........ .

a = Maximum approach angle = 20.2° = 36.8%
b = Maximum departure angle = 9.2° = 16.2%
c = Minimum running ground clearance = 4.3"
d = Design vehicle wheelbase = 10.8' (Salt Lake City Design = 11')
e = Maximum ramp breakover angle = 8.2° (Salt Lake City Design = 10.5% (6°))
k = Crest of curve arc = d = e (Salt Lake City Design = 1.05)

Driveways leaving a public right-of-
way should not exceed a maximum
slope of S% (4.57°) from gutter to
property line. The slope should be

.•.......~.~'~~`"`::~ " ' `....~. .~....,.~ >.~ ~r <~~ - ---~ transitioned beyond the property line no
""''j{~~`~ v~~ ~z more than a maximum of 16% (9.09°)

"'$''`~j~~'~'~ ~.;.,.: average grade to the parking pad.
Driveway cross slopes of .4 % to 6%

~~ (2,3° to 3.4°) maximum.

> > ~ I ~`~-
0% or 0.0° ~ 10.596 pr 6' ~ ?,25 ~``` ~ _~~_~

`~
8~ ~~1—~

_`_~~
~ ~ ~~ 16%(9.09°) Maximum1 e

q4~ ~~, Average Grade

8 12191 changed layoudassigned # ~ 2S~~ ~ ,~v ~ ~~~~9K~or 6a , 0% or 0.0°7/31/'02 revised data
Z/24/03 revised data
5/U4/b5 revised data
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W -101 AND W- 102

W-103

AMERICAN AUT~MOB~LE DIMEN610N6-connPOSiTE ELEVATIONS OF AUTOMOBILE OE VISEO BV AGS STAFF

IST4 NDAR0 DIMEN810NS OF AUTOMOBILE MANUFACTURERS ASSOC.iNC.INOTEB~

1 —Foreign wrs not included (except Volkswagen, see below).2 —Dimensions are for 1968 models.
3 —Dimensions cover: sedans, coupes and stationwagons.

OVERALL DIMENBION6 MINIMUM MAXIMUMW-103 Overall width Corvette 5'-9 1/4" Buick 6'-8"H-101 Overall hei ht Corvette 3'-11 3/4" Jeep S'-3 13/16"L-101 Wheelbase Corvette 8'-2" Cadillac 11'-0"L--103 Overall length AMC AMX 14'-10 1/4" Cadillac 19'-0 1/4"H-156 Ground clearance

~AN(3LE6, RAMPB O DIAM6

Pontiac

MINIMUM

0',3 11/16" Jeep

MAXIMUM

0'-7 11/16"

H-106 An le of approach (degrees) Cadillac 19.2 Jeep 39.0°H-107 Angle of departure
Ide9rees)

Mercury 10.8 Javelin 23.8°
H-147 Ramp breakover an91e
Idegreesl

Tempest 9.0 Jeep 24.0°
Nall to wall turning diam. (ft.)
•
4ElR .pF CAR DIMENB10fV6

Jeep

MINIMUM

37'—B" Oldsmobile

MAXIMUM

49'-7"
✓

~~J at rear window to grnd. Firebird 2'-9 13/16" Checker 3'-10 1/2"—~'Fi5 Overhang rear Camaro 3'-4" Imperial 5'-4"V-102 Tread width -distance
etween ~ of tires at ground

Rambler 4'-7" Pontiac 5'-4"
—104 Bottom o1 rear bumper
~ ground

AMC
Ambassador

0'-9 71/16" Camaro 0'-17"
—153 Rear axle differential to

~ound
Buick 0'-5" Chrysler 0'-7 1/2"

ENBIONm —6EDAN
all height

4'-11"all length
~3~_ 3•'~Ibase
7'-10 1 /2..t t ~ width
4'— 3 1/2,.Nidth
4'— 5".II width
5'_ ~ ~•..

WALL - TO — ~NgLL TURNING DIAMETER
n

LINE OF
WALL

FRONT OF CAR DIMEN610N6 MINIMUM MAXIMUMH-114 Hood at rear to ground Corvette 2'-2 1/2" Checker 3'-10 1/2"L-104 Overhang front Jeep 2'-4 3/4" Eldoredo 3'-8"L-131 Front of car to base
of windshield

Jeep 4'-4 3/4" Toronado 6'-0"
W-101 Tread width-distance
between ~ of tires at ground

Rambler q'—g" Toronado 6'-3 1/2"
L-123 Upper structure Corvette 4'-7 1/2" Rebel i l'—i t 3/16'

DIMENBION6 — MICROBLJB
Overall height

6'— 5"Overall len th
14'— 6"W neelbase
7'-10 1 /2"'Front tread width
4'— 6 1/Z"Rear tread width
4'— 8"Overall width
5'— 9 1/2"

- ~ ~ , C{'~~~ ~ Ube. C, t.~~AP'•.J~v ,~;:;

V OLKBWAOEN MICROBUB

_K6WAOEN 6EDAN
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~w C' The Eng/naering Society SURFACE REV.PorAdvanclnq Mobility VEHICLE ~J~A9 JUN96Land Sea AIr and Space
1 N T E R N A T I O N Q L RECC~~UIMEf~DED Issued 7960.0?
x'00 Comm:nweal9+ D~~ve, 4Vanendafe, PA 15095-0001 PRacrieE RevlSed 1996-06

SubmiMec hMr re~ogn~tion as an American Na6oral Starxi3rd 
SUpersedin~ J689 DECe39

(R) CURBSTONE CLEARANCE, APPRgAaCH, QEPARTURE, AN~J RAMP
BREAKOVER ANGLES—

PAS5'~NGER CAR AND LIGHT TRUCK

1. Scope--This SAE Recommended Fraci~ce applies to ri5id bumper or rig d structure points and `lexiblecompor.enis at passenger cars, multipurpose passenger vehicles, and I~ghl trucks. This document ~s intendedas a guide toward standard practice and is subject to change to keep pats with experience anc~ tect~nicalad~•ances.

1.1 Purpose—The ourpose of this document is Ic provide mmimu:n s?alit design guidefnes for curbstoneclearance, approarh, departu~~, ant ramp breakover angles. This is to minimize damage, if any, it ~o~r-ialvehicle use conditions. This document also encompasses ail current worldwide re5ula?ionF and requir9ments.
1.2 Fisld of Application

1,2.1 PASSENGER CAF, MULT~PURPCBc P~~SSENGER VEHI:;Le (MPV), ANp L~~~HT TRICK

1.2.2 hUrn~tuti~ A~r~~es Auo CLEAFANCES—;Jnder the manufacturer's most severe ;;ehiclz desion load for eac~particular load condition, the mini~n~~m approach, departure, r»mp break~ve• angles; and bumper :o-groundhe~c~ht, as indicated in Fi3urr: 1, stall be as follows:

When measuring these dimensions. tlewble bumper components such as air cams, lower va;ance panels;and fascias shoed be considered. The allowab~e approacf angle tc flexlhle components that are allowednonstructural damage should be 13 degrees.

2. References—There are no referenced publications spacfied herein.

3. Definitions 
.. ._

3,7 PassengerCa~—Vehicles Nftf~ motive power, except mult~p~rpnse passenger ve'^.Isles, motorcycles, ortrailers, designed far carrying 10 persons or less.

SAE Tech ~i~bl S:endnrdy &~a~d Fiulyy ~~r~~itle tng~:'Tf iy ~eonrt is puhlalwd by SA3 io nc: v.r ce ;fltl 3'. dIN O~ 1BGFI:YG3I B~l[I bI1~Ir NrPfAly 9C1.Jf ICtlS TFN U'itl l~ :FY9 fC~~~X. I!t pnt.~ph
ooUntery. an0 I:s egNlceGOtry aria eulte!~{:y for any perticWer use. Inc u~t~g any p61en~ infingement an3ing lhereir~. !? :he pole re5p~ns~bili~ o! the user.'
SAE ruvlavn oath trd~nical repot at Inns: Beery Ilve years at which Hre ii mFry Ue r~er'irmae rwlead, or cenca~.lta. SPE Inv~tee your Mri:ian cxnm~nU enC wogvs"my.

CUElT~'IOHS REGARDING THIS DOCUMENT• (724) 772-Bb12 FAX: (721? 778-02~3TO PLACE A DGCUMENT ORDER: (72~) 7781?70 FAX: (724) 776-D790
SAE WFB ADDRESS http:l/www.sa~.org

.̂r~~Yrkh +95d S~ciey v1 Au-n n~tiv9 3njnee~,. Inc. .4II fl~~ r ~EC6 ~/2~' 

PRi~P'~ fi U.S.h
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v

A. D.pproach Angle (H?06) ~6 degrees
B. Departure Angle (H107) 1 ; deg•ees
G Curbstone Height Clearance 203 mr~ (e ir1
D. Ramp Breakover .4ng:e (H147) .2 d~grses

FIGURE 1—MINIMUPA ANGLES ANC CLEARANCES

3.Z Multipurpose Passenger Vehicle {MPV)—Ve►,icles wi[fi motive power, except trailers, designed :o carry 10persons or less, which are constvc~er ei?her on a truck chassis or with sFeaal features for occasional off-roado~erat~on.

3-3 Truck—Veh.cles ~vflh mctive power, except a trailer, designed primarly for the transportation of propert}~ ~rspecial-pu~os~ equipment,

3.3.^ L'GHT TRucK—Classification of sell-propelled vehicles which are ces~gnsd primarily to transport pr~pe't}~ o~special-purpoSA e+~uipment. end have a maximum gross weight rating ;G~MIR) of 45?6 V.c (10 900 ►b;~ orless. GVWR is the value specified by the manufacti:rers as the loaded weight o` a single vehicle.
3.4 Bumper to Ground

3.~.' H1O2—FRONT BUI6PER'o GRou►ao—The minimum dimension measured vericaHy Fpm the lowest point onthe `rani bumper to ground, including bumF,er guards if standard.

3.4.2 H'IO3--FRONT BUN.PER TO GROUND—CURB WEIGHT—M68SUted iTl 1F18 85Rie ~T'2t1I1Bf 8S N102.

3 4 3 H104—RenR 6u~PE~ ro GH;;L~n~—The minimum dirnens~on measured vert~caily from the ~o~rrosl point oncite rear bumc~~r to ground, ~ncluAing bumper cuaros ~t standarc equipment.

3.4.4 H705—REAR BUA~PER TO GP,CUND—CURB 'vVEiGHT—McBSUred !n the 59Ine manner 8s H'Oa.

3.5 Angle of Approach (H1 p6~The ancle measured between a pine iansem to the front fire static•~oaded radiusarc and the initial point of structural mler(erence 'award of tns fro^t fire tc ground. The lim ling structuralcomponent sh~il be designates.

3.6 Angie of Departure (H107}—The angle measured between a line tangent of the rear• tine static-~oaoed radius8^G ~h2 1"111181 p01'11 OF SifUC!U~'dI +ntertersnce rearvuzrd of the rear lire tc the ground. The limiting tempcmentshale be designated.

-2-
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SAE 4689 Revised JUN96

3.7 Ramp Breakover Angle (H147)—The angle measured between two lines ta~~.gen1 to the !ror~i and rear lirestatic-loaded rad'us and IntersecCng at a polrt on the underside n` the vehicle which clef res the largest rampo~~er v~liich the vehicle can rol .

3.8 Parking Curbstone Height Clearance--The minim~.im curbstone clearance ro any structure rr~echanicaL fueltank, exhaust system or an~~ limiting component. The limiting components for this doc~mert are iccate~ònward ct the front tires or reaRvard o` ;rye rear tires.

i 4. Notes

4.~ Marginal Indicia—The (R1 is for the ccnverne~ce oI the usor in locating areas .vhere teclir,ica' revisio~~s haveDean made to the previous issue of the repot If the symbol is next ?o :he ~a~ort tile. if indicates 2 completerecision of rile report

PREPARED BY THE SRE BU~~tPER ~TA~vDARDS COMMITTEE

K~
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Rationale—Revisions from SAE J989 DEG89 are based on upgrades to comply wits vehicle in-transit shippingand towing and recovery requirements.

The catecory "multipurpose passenger vehicles" has been included ~n I~gFt of the vehicles' recentpopula~ty.
• All ~1~vr'dwide req~i!rements and regulations have been considered
• The ramF breako~rer argles have been increased fr~rr~ 10 t:~ 12 degrees to comply to tre 1~ degreebreakovFr 8ncle required for veh Iles shipped by haulaway ir2iler5 to mirirnize d2rnage.• V~'hile the'! 6 degree approach angle nas beer retained, the departure angle has been increased from10 to ̂  3 de~~ees to cornpls~ ~.vith a 13 degree requlrerr.ent ivr cap carrier trahsports, ,uhlcti can load thevehicle from eitfie~ front or rear.
• 13 degree approac~ zngle added fog flexible cor,ponents.
• The height under Curb Height Clearance rsma~ns unchan3ec'

Relationship of SAE Standard to ISO Standard—Not appligble

Application—This SAE Rerommended Practice applies to rigid structural components of cars, multipurpUsepassenger .•ehic~es, am liaM :rucks. However, consideration should a'so oe given to flexiblecor-~~-orients such as air dams, lower valence panels, aero shields, bumper rovers, a~~d fascias.

Reference Section—There ire n~ referenced uuClicatiens sreci(ied herein.

Developed by the SAE Bumper Standards Gornmittee
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1 1 June 2003

DRIVEWAY SLOPE LIMITS

The following table presents dimensions affecting performance of cars entering a driveway, forcars selected at random from autos.yahoo.com. Generally, a lower ratio of wheelbase toclearance indicates better performance at the top of the driveway (breakover). The attachedsheet, copied from Architectural Graphic Standards (Sixth Edition) provides a range of
approach, brealcover, and departure angles.

Vehicle
(03 Models

Length
inches

Wheelbase
(inches)

Clearance
inches)

Ratio -Wheelbase
to Clearance

Acura RSX 172.2 101.2 6.0 16.87
;Audi A~ ~ i7~.0 ' - 104.3 ~;2 24.83
Buick Park Ave 206.8 113.8 5.5 20.69
Che Blazer 177.3 100.5 8.1 12.41
Che Suburban 219.3 130 8.4 15.48
Ford Taurus 197.6 108.5 5.4 20.09
Honda Civic 174.6 103. ] 5.9 17.47
Infiniti I35 193.7 108.3 6.3 17.19
Infiniti Q45 199.6 113.0 5.7 19.82
Jee Gr Cherokee 181.6 105.9 8.3 12.76
Mazda 6 186.8 1053 5.1 20.65
~Viazda Miata 155.7 89.2 ~~4.0 22.3
Mercedes C Class 171.0 106.9 5.8 18.43
Mitsu Diamante 194.1 :107.1 4.6 23.28
Nissan Maxima 191.5 108.3 5.9 18.36
Olds Aurora 199.3 112.2 5.5 20.4
Porsche 911 174.5 92.6 4.3 21.53
Saab 9-5 190.0 106.4 6.7 15.88
Subaru Le ac 187.4 104.3 6.3 16.56
To ota Avalon 191.9 107.1 5.1 21.00
Toyota C 189.2 107.1 5.4 19.83
To ota Tacoma 184.4 103.3 8.5 12.15
Volks Passat 185.2 106.4 5.8 18.34
Volvo S70 185.4 108.5 5.3 20.47

-1~~~.: ~^' Wove
.

c-~>r. d. ~ ~ a r, S .
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Hi,
I just received this back from Robert Bea, a UC Berkley professor
emeritus in civil engineering....
-Marilyn

Sent from my iPhone with apologies for typos

Begin forwarded message:

From: "Robert G. BEA" <beaC~ce.berkeley.edii>
Date: May 5, 2014, 10:26:47 AM PDT
To: Marilyn Waterman <yavi_e»e~~y_a_11c~_o.c_c~i~»
Subject: Re: Inquiry about Gas Transmission Pipeline 109
from concerned SF residents
Reply-To: bea@ce.Uerkele~.ed_~i

Happy Monday Marilyn,

given the background you provided in your email, yes -you should
be concerned.

there are several points in your summary that provide a good basis
for your concerns:
1) old (1980s) PG&E gas transmission pipeline installed in area
with highly variable topography,
2) no records on the construction, operation, and maintenance of
the pipeline,
3) no definitive guidelines to determine if the pipeline is 'safe' and
'reliable',
4) apparent confusion about responsibilities (government,
industrial -commercial) for the pipeline safety, reliability, and
integrity.

this list is identical to the list of concerns that summarized
causation of the San Bruno Line 132 gas pipeline disaster.



L "~^

the fundamental 'challenge' associated with your concern is tied to

the word 'safe'. unfortunately, it has been very rare that i have

encountered organizations that have a good understanding of what

that word means, and less of an understanding of how to

demonstrate that a given system is 'safe enough'.

during my investigation of the San Bruno disaster, i did not find a

single document (including trial deposition transcripts) that clearly

indicated PG&E or the California PUC had a clear understanding

of the word 'safe': freedom from undue exposure to injury and

harm .

much of this situation is founded in 'ignorance'. it is very rare for

me to work with engineers who have a comprehensive

understanding of what the word safe means -and no clue about

how to determine if a system is either safe or unsafe. the vast

majority of governmental regulatory agencies are even worse off.

i have attached a graph that helps me explain the important

concepts associated with determining if a system is safe or

unsafe. the vertical scale is the likelihood of a failure. the

horizontal scale is the consequences associated with a failure. the

diagonal lines separate the graph into two quadrants: safe and not

safe. if the potential consequences associated with a failure are

low, then the likelihood of the failure can be high. if the potential

consequences are very high, then the probability of failure must be

very low. uncommon common sense.

on the graph, i shown a system that was designed for a particular

'risk' (combination of likelihood and consequences of

failure). when it was constructed, the risk increased due to

construction 'malfunctions' -like bad welding. when the system

was put into service, the risk increased further -perhaps due to

poor corrosion protection and due to the area around the pipeline

being populated with homes, businesses, schools and other things

that increase the potential consequences of a major failure. once it



is determined that the system that was originally designed to be
safe, is no longer safe, then it is necessary to do things that will
allow the system to be safely operated....reduce the likelihood of
failure (e.g. repair the corrosion) and reduce the consequences of
failure (e.g. install pressure control shut off sensors and equipment
that can detect a loss of gas and rapidly shut the system down)....or
replace the segment of the pipeline that no longer meets safety -
reliability requirements.

after i completed my investigation of the San Bruno disaster, i
prepared a series of 'graphics' that summarized my findings.
because the graphics file is very large, i have sent the file to you as
a Google Document with a link you can use to view or download
the document to your computer.
The San Bruno Root Cause Analysis.pdf

i know this has been a long answer to your short question. i hope it
will help you understand how to better communicate your
valid concerns regarding this development.

bob bea

Robert Bea
Professor Emeritus
Center for Catastrophic Risk Management
University of California Berkeley
Email: beaC~~ce.berkeley.edu

Risk Assessment &Management Services
60 Shuey Drive
Moraga, CA 94556
925-631- l 587 (office)
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Identification of Hi
Baseline assessment plans ~~

Direct assessment plans
Defects remediation plans
Plans for continual Integrity Management assessment
Plans for confirming direct assessments
Provisions for protection of High Consequence Areas
Performance plans and measures
Record keeping provisions
Management of change processes
Quality assurance and control plans
Communications plans

4 ►vision of Integrity Management plans
Procedures to minimize environmental and safety risks
Process for identification and assessment of newly identified High Consequence Areas

Identification of threats to seEments
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Raot cause ~rialysis helps identify what, how.

and why s4meth~ny happened, #his preventing

recurrence.

foot causes are underlying, are reason~b~y

identifiab[~, can be c~nh~nlled by m~r~agement

~n~ allow for gener~t~un of recor~~nen~ations.

• The process i~iYolve~ t~ata collection, ~au~e

ch~rtinq, roof cause identification and r~ecam-

n~en~at~an generatian and it~plet~~er~tati~n.

.~
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Construction truck stuck in 3580 Folsom St driveway due to steep slope during a renovation an
Banks St.



Application for Discretionary Review

APPLICATION FOR

Discretionary Review
1. Owner/Applicant Information

~ DR APPLICANT 5 NAME:.

DR APP CANT S ADDfl ESS: ~ ZIP CODE: TELEPH N ~ ~.~• J L, ~~~ ~1 Q.'

': PROPERTY OWNER WHO IS DOING THE PROJECT ON WHICH YOU ARE REQUESTING DISCRETIONARY REVIEW NAME:

,. _
ADDRESS ~` ~ ZIP CODE' TELEPHONE:

CONTACT FOR DR APPLICATION

ZIP CQDE - :TELEPHONE:

. l ~ ~

~~t~ . . _. . .

2. Location and Classification
_.. _

~ .. STREET ADDRESS OF PROJECT: - ~ 'ZIP CODE ~ j

_ _ _
CfiOSS STREETS: - '

~141 ~11~-~ ~P _..~~` y ~~(~l ~_ ~' ~`i'~._Q~(`~1rt~l~ ̀ ~» ~aY1~ ~~t~~ Y~l ~fS

ASSESSORS BLOCK/LOT: LOT DIMENSIONS: ~ LOT AREA (SD FT'): ~ ZONING DISTRICT: HEIGHT/BULK DISTRICT:

~~~ ~ ~ ~~~
3. Project Description

Please check all that apply

Change of Use ❑ Change of Hours ❑ New Construction ~ Alterations ❑ Demolition ❑ Other ❑

Additions to Building: Rear ❑ Front ❑ Heibht ❑ Side Yard ❑

Present or Previous Use: _ ._ ~_~~..~~_. __~~_

Proposed Use: ---------___._.~._~~~_~ _~_~1R'1~1~ ~ ~ w._'e \ ̀~~ .(

Building Permit Application Nn. ~~~~,._1~,. _`~_ .~_ Date Filed: .~ Z ~._ ~ T~_~ ~_



Application for Discretionary Review

Discretionary Review Request

I~Z the space below and on separate paper, if necessary, please present Eacts sufficient to answer each question.

1. What are the reasons for requesting Discretionary Review? The project meets the minimum standards of the
Planning Code. What ate the exceptional and extraordinary circumstances thatjustify Discretionary Review of
fl1e project? How does the project conflict with dte City's General Plan or the Planning Code's Priority Policies or
Residential Design Guidelines? Please Ue specific and site sp ific sections of the Residential Design Guidelines.

2. T11e Residential Design Guidelines assume some impacts to ~e reasonable and expected as part of construction.
Please explain how dlis project would cause unreasonable impacts. If you believe your property, the property of
others or the neighborhood would be adversely affected, please state who would be affected, and how:

3. What alternatives or changes to tl~e proposed project, beyond the changes (if any) already made would respond to
the exceptional and extraordinary ciizumstances and reduce the adverse effects noted above in quesrion #1?



4. Actions Prior to a Discretionary Review Request

PrforActfon YES NO

Have you discussed this project with the permit applicant? ❑ ❑

Did you discuss the project with the Planning Department permit review planner? ,~ ❑

Did you participate in outside mediation on this case? ❑

5. Changes Made to the Project as a Result of Mediation

If you have discussed the project with the applicant, planning staff or gone through mediation, please

summarize the result, ~i  ing any~a g s there~were m~de to the proposed project. — — ---

~nN rVinNciSco Pin NNiNG ec PngrMcn~T voU.ut.za~2



Applicant's Affidavit

Under penalty of perjury the following declarations are made:

a: The undersigned is the owner or authorized agent of d1e owner of this property.

U: The information presented is true and correct to the best of my knowledge.

r. The other information or applications inay Ue required.

Signature: D1te: . ~~~ ~"m~~~~ I a~ ~~,

Print name, and indicate whether owne • r autlto ized a ent

Owner! Authorized Agent (cirole one)

~~ SAN ffiPNCI$CO ~LFIJNING OCPARIM CNT V.OB.U1.1012



Application for Discretionary Review I

Discretionary Review Application
Submittal Checklist

Applications submitted to the Planning Department must be accompanied by this checklist and all required
materials. The checklist is to be completed and signed by the applicant or authorized agent.

~ REQUIRED MATERIALS (please check corroct column)~:. i DR APPLICATION ~ ~?

f Application, with all blanks completed

Address labels (original), if applicable 0

Address labels (copy of the above), if applicable
_ _ _ 

~

Photocopy of this completed application ~°

Photographs that illustrate your concerns ~

Convenant or Deed Restrictions ~
_

Check payable to Planning Dept.

_.

Letter of authorization for agent ❑

Other: Section Plan, Detail drawings (i.e. windows, door entries, trim),
Specifications (for cleaning, repair, etc.) and/or Product cut sheets for new
elements (i.e. windows, doors)_ _ _

NOTES:
❑ Required Material.

■ Optional Material.

0 Two sets of original labels and one copy of addresses of adjacent property owners and owners of property across street.

~ ~~ ~~

S~~ 15 ~;~~J
CITY ~ ~ i~.. '' ~F S.F

PLANRiNG ~~i'tin iv!~<?~i~
P IC

For Department Use Only

Application received by Planning Department:

BY~ 1 ~i~W~+ Date: ~ "' ~~" 1.~
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DISCRETIONARY REVIEW REQUEST

#1 - " ... reasons for requesting OR ... what are the
exceptional and extraordinary circumstances that justify
DR ... How does it conflict with the General Plan or
Priority Policies or Residential Guidelines ... cite sections

The exceptional and extraordinary circumstances that
prompt this DR Request come from our close examination
of the following documents: (1) the City's General Plan
(2) the Planning Code's Priority Policies; (3) Urban Design
Elements; (4) the Residential Design Guidelines; (5) The
East Slope Design Review Board (ESDRB) Guidelines; and
(6) The Bernal Heights Special Use District provisions of
Section 242. We will take these documents in order, as
per below.

(1) Genernl Plan
"San Francisco is a special place ... the center, the soul of
the region, and co-operative efforts to maintain the
areas quality of lif e are imperative (p. 1/7)." The project
is a collection of undistinguished buildings that are
unresponsive to the surrounding environment. , As well
they mar a "hilltop that reveals extraordinary vistas
(ibid.)." These building are an intrusion on the "dramatic
physical beauty (ibid.) " of this section of Bernal Heights.



09/2105
DR Request

This area is one with "qualities that make San Francisco

unique" and are to be "preserved and enhanced (p.2/7).,̀

The project will disturb those qualities by creating

houses that are out of character with the surrounding

hillside. Large-scale development with undistinguished

design, totally separate from other houses on the block

and nearby are particularly unappealing and intrusive.

They permanently disturb the "creative consensus

concerning ... environmental issues (p. 2/7)." These

houses are out of step with "the attainment of the

following goals;
• Protection, preservation, and enhancement of the ...

esthetic values that establish the desirable quality

and unique character of the city.

• Improvement of the city as a place for living by

aiding in making it more healthful, safe, pleasant,

and satisfying with housing representing good

standards ... and adequate open spaces ... (p.3/7)."

Because these houses are out of scale, size, mass, and

character with the houses and surrounding environment

they will intrude in, and work against the esthetic values

that establish Bernal Heights as a unique, special

neighborhood. They wi I I be created on a new street that

is not healthy, not safe, not pleasant and not satisfying.

Therefore, the project does not represent "good

standards ... and adequate open spaces." In fact, it

subverts good standards and adequate open spaces.

2
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(2) Priority Policies -and -

URB.CPN.1.9 Section 101.1 (b)

This section designates two General Plan Priority

Policies related to housing. (1) "affordable housing" and

(2) "neighborhood character".

These policies and objectives state:

• "That existing housing and neighborhood character

be conserved and protected in order to preserve the

cultural and economic diversity of our neighborhoods

(p. 4/7)." The sheer mass, size, scale, and overall

design of this proposed house is totally at variance

with the small-scale, rural nature of the

neighborhood dwellings surrounding it. It will not

conserve and protect neighborhood character since

it is so out of scale with the neighbors. It is out of

the economic range of diverse low-income families.

• "That the City's supply of affordable housing be

preserved and enhanced" and "open space and their

access to sunlight and vistas be protected from

development (p. 4/7)." The proposed house will fly in

the face of affordable housing. It will likely sell for

upwards of $2,000,000.00. This is not what the

framers of the Priority Policies had in mind for the

goal of "affordable housing". In fact this proposed

house would be the polar opposite of affordable.



09/2105
DR Request

If the intent of the goal is to protect "open space

(ibid.)", then this project will run counter to that

goal. A house that is twice as large as its neighbors

will consume -not protect, preserve and enhance

open space.

(3) General Plan -Urban Design Elements -

Introduction, City Pattern

URB.CPN.1.3

"Recognize that buildings, when seen together,

produce a total effect that characterizes the city

and its districts." (i.e., Bernal Heights)

Attachment A shows a plan to build six (6) houses on the

current available lots on Upper Folsom Street. The

applicant prepared these plans at the instruction of City

staff and they were presented at an ESDRB community

meeting. They show what could be done in the future on

this parcel of undeveloped land. We contend that when

this occurs the entire area of undeveloped land will be in

violation of the URB.CPN.1.3.

Building on the six (6) lots will create a total effect that

forever alters the unique, rural and special character of

this particular piece undeveloped land. It will obliterate

the unique, rural and special character of the land; the

total effect wi I I be to ruin, negate, and destroy its
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distinctive natural beauty. Qualities that have been

nurtured and conserved for many decades will be lost.

(4) Residential Design Guidelines

Visual Character

a. "... buildings must be designed to be compatible with

the scale, patterns and architectural features of

surrounding buildings, drawing from elements that are

common to the block (p. 9)." The proposed building is (as

per the table listed on page 9) completely incompatible

with scale of the buildings below it on Folsom Street, as

well as on bates Street. This is due to inappropriate

massing, lack of detail, boxy appearance, flat front

facade and architectural unresponsiveness to the hillside.

Unlike the houses around it, this house maximizes every

inch of available space making it unlike its neighbor

houses in pattern and architectural features.

b. " ... designer has a greater opportunity and

responsibility to help define, unify, and contribute

positively to the existing visual context (p. 10)." The

applicant shirks his responsibility and avoids the

opportunity to contribute positively to the existing

context. The houses do not draw on the best (most

logical, most neighborhood friendly) characteristics of

neighboring dwellings. Once again the applicant does not
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use sensitive development to allow this proposed house to
fit in well with its neighbors.

Side 5_acing Between Buildings

"Side spacing helps establish the individual character of
each building. It creates a rhythm to composition of a
proposed project. Projects must respect the existing
pattern of side spacing (p.15)." The project opposes the
open character of the houses around it. The surrounding
houses have side yards that travel the length of the
house. This project does not. Thus it ignores neighbor
character, creating a dysfunctional rhythm that is

jarring and visually unpleasant. The project is designed
to disrespect the existing pattern of side spacing.

Building Scale

"It is essential for a building's scale to be compatible
with that of surrounding buildings, in order to preserve

the neighborhood character. Poorly scaled buildings will

seem incompatible (too large) and inharmonious with their

surroundings (see table, p. 17)." This building is out of
scale with its neighbor's small architectural footprint. It

forces a new and disruptive character on asmall-scale,

unique, rural space. The incompatibility with neighboring
buildings is glaring and obvious. It does not preserve

neighborhood character.
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(5) East Slope Design Review Bonrd Guidelines

(Attachment A)

"The Bernal Heights East Slope is a special neighborhood

and the qualities that make it that way are cherished by

all those (with a) commitment to seeing them preserved ...

(p.2)." The large scale of these proposed buildings are

not in keeping with the special neighborhood

characteristics (small dwellings, visually interesting

design elements, unique rural attributes, etc.) that have

traditionally been a feature of this Bernal neighborhood.

"Much recent development is not only inconsistent but

often at odds with the smaller existing structures. ...

East Slope's rural characteristics rapidly are

disappearing along with views, open space, and trees.

Some new buildings have created "canyons" blocking

sunlight and presenting building facades which are copies

of a single undistinguished design (ibid.)." This proposed

building is a prime example of one that is "inconsistent

and at odds with smaller existing structures." It simply

does not fit in with the character of the neighborhood

and its surrounding buildings. As well the building facade

of 3516 Folsom is undistinguished (as noted by the

ES~RB).

" ... architecture (is) a matter of good manners, being

part of the whole street, being part of the fabric of the
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city (ibid.)." The proposed house does not fit in with the

whole street, or the surrounding houses. It has the

opposite effect of "beating its chest or shouting at

neighbors (ibid)."

(6) Sec. 242. Special Use District (Attachment B)

" (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

(http://planning.s~nfranciscocode.c~r~g/2/2~-zl)".

This section of the San Francisco Planning Code

encourages development "in context and scale with the

established character (ibid.)" of Bernal Heights. The

proposed development is clearly -from the facts that

have been presented previously and the facts contained

in the following pages -not in context or in scale with the

established character of this neighborhood.
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#Z ".., unreasonable impacts ... adverse effects .., who

would be affected ... how?"

There are many unreasonable impacts and adverse

effects of this project on our neighborhood. One, among

many, that affects us most critically is the driveway

shared by 3574 and 3577 Folsom Street.

The applicant has refused to provide accurate, complete

and detailed visual information on this portion, or indeed

any portion of his project. No engineered drawings exist.

As a result of this refusal neighbors have received no

information on the following:

• A detailed design of the areas in front of

3577/3574 Folsom Street?

• A detailed design of the walks and driveways, walls

if any, and landscaping?

A detailed design of what will remain of our

current walk/driveway, our walls, or our

landscaping?

• A description of who will do the designs? Who will

direct and approve the designs? Who will pay for it?

Who will supervise the plan check and permit fees

for any alternation or change in configuration of the

driveway at 3577/3574 Folsom Street?
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• Who will build this driveway? Who will pay for it?

Who will certify that the work will have warranties,

and that the warranties will be enforced?

• Will the applicant allow the owners of 3574/77

Folsom Street to select the designer and

contractor for design and construction of the

driveway? Will the applicant pay the costs incurred

by the selected designer and contractor?

• Will any unforeseen expense and effort be off-

loaded to the owners of the houses at 3577/74

Folsom Street? Or will all expenses be borne by

the applicant?

• What are the specific and detailed inconveniences

that the owners of 3577/74 Folsom Street will

have to live with during construction? How long will

the owners of these properties be unable to use

their garage? If the owners have to park down the

hill, during the months that construction takes

place, how will they get into their house? What

provisions will be made for neighbor parking during

the construction process?

• What are the remedies if any of the homes at

3577/74 Folsom Street are damaged by

construction operations? What provisions are made

for settlement due to slope failure in front of

these houses as a result of excavation for the new

street?
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• Why is the break-over angle, where the new block

starts up from the Chapman Street intersection,

not shown on any of the applicant's drawings? Is

the slope of the new block of Folsom Street

greater than 36%?

• The applicant is on record as stating (at the last

public ESDRB meeting), "the driveway at 3574

Folsom Street will have to be raised two (2) f eet".

If this project is approved how will cars be

prevented from bottoming out as they traverse the

driveway and garage.

• What is the new break-over angle at the 3574

Folsom Street garage?

• How high will the new entrance be to the garages at

3574/77 Folsom Street? How will a car be able to

traverse the new grade changes?

• How much higher will the new grade be over the

existing grade?

• How will new drainage problems be handled at the

3574/77 Folsom Street homes?

• What is the break-over angle for the new houses

proposed for 3516 and 3536 Folsom Street? They

appear to approach 100%/45 degrees on the right

side (see nttnchment C). The difficulty of the

traverse seems to be compounded by the height of

the garage door, i.e., a car traversing the driveway

may be too high to fit under the garage door

opening. A sedan can likely get scraped top and
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bottom driving in to one of those garages. Will the

proposed garages by impassable by automobile?

INCOMPLETE STREET DESIGN AND LACK OF

NEIGHBORHOOD REVIEW OF STREET DESIGN

There will also be unreasonable impacts and adverse

effects on the intersection of Chapman and Folsom

Streets. The East Slope Design Review Board is on

record as stating that the existing character of the

intersection must be maintained.

The applicant's design, or design information is

incomplete because the grading for the street is not

shown. This includes information for the proposed

driveways for the new proposed homes (as previously

mentioned above).

• How steep will this new street be?

• We request complete design information, including

spot elevations and slopes at both sides of each

driveway.

Until site design drawings for the re-design of the

proposed extension of Upper Folsom Street, and the

intersection of Chapman/Folsom has been submitted and

approved, we believe this application is incomplete.

We believe this to be true because:

1. The new contours and the new grades are unknown.
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2. Neighbors have been denied access to a proposed new

topographic map

3. We have never seen how the entire new proposed

street is being changed from the Community Garden all

the way down to the intersection of Chapman and

Folsom.
4. We have never seen how cars will enter and exit the

garage at 3526 and 3516 Folsom Street. How will

these five (5) cars enter &exit their respective

garages? How will they then backup and/or go down

Upper Folsom to access the intersection and "Lower"

Folsom Street? How wilt these five (5) cars address

the increased traffic coming at them from the

following:

a. Chapman Street -West

b. 3574 Folsom -entering/exiting garage

c. 3580 Folsom -entering/exiting garage

d. Folsom Street -North/South traffic

5. Where is the full size to scale drawing for the

proposed new street?

The proposed design of the intersection of Folsom and

Chapman Streets appears too narrow to allow two

vehicles to pass each other when cars are parked on

Chapman facing east. Emergency vehicles (Fire,

Ambulance, Police) and service vehicles (6arbage and

Recology, Fed Ex, UPS, etc.) will struggle - or be

absolutely unable - to have access and egress.
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Please do not to add more unsafe traffic conditions to

our local streets. This particular block is populated with

children, as well as elderly and disabled people. Each of

these populations is endangered by the proposed street

design.

FUTURE DEVELOPMENT - "Six Lots Not Two"

A ll six (6) lots on Upper Folsom are capable of being

developed (Attachment D). It stands to reason that

once 3526 and 3516 Folsom Street are approved and a

fully functioning road is put in, the owners of the four (4)

other lots will be in an ideal and resource-rich position to

develop their lots as well. When -not if -that happens,

what is the plan for solving the problems and answering

the multitude of questions noted previously?

LACK OF A 3-D MODEL

With only selected computer drawings, a developer can

show the buildings in the most favorable light -and

obfuscate any unfavorable perspectives. (For instance,

garage access, true sense of bulk and mass, neighbors'

driveways, Community Garden erosion concerns, side

elevations in relation to Bernal Heights Blvd., and

relationship to existing houses on Gates St., and so on.)

At a previous neighborhood meeting, many neighbors
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viewed the computer renditions, of the project as

misleading -casting doubt on other perspectives

presented by the developer.

Although specifically requested by the ESDRB to provide

a physical model, the applicant said it was too expensive.

We request the Commission not be taken in by this

argument and respect the community need to fully

understand how the proposed development will impact

local residents -from Gates Street, Folsom/Chapman,

Bernal Heights Blvd. and the Community Garden.

We ask the applicant to stand by the ESDRB request of a

physical model -and honor the neighbors' needs to view

the proposed houses in ways they can trust. This is a

sound and reasonable request. Indeed we cannot assess

the worthiness of this project without such critical visual

information.

NEIGHBORHOOD CHARACTER

The proposed houses with, one with a 3-car garage at

3526 Folsom, loom out of scale for the neighborhood and

are in defiance of both ESDRB Guidelines and the City's

Transit First policy. They are in direct contrast to

Bernal's distinctive smaller-scale housing and,

specifically, the neighboring houses on this block of

Folsom.
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The too-big-f or-the-neighborhood proposed houses -

although adorned with latest trends in building material -

disturbingly fit specific criticism found in the Guidelines:

"The 'new vernacular form' is the maximum-building-

envelope-shoebox... it is a solution without a context

which isolates itself from its setting by not

acknowledging its neighbors...." (ES~RB).

Bulk, Massing, and Elevations:

"Much recent development is not

only inconsistent but often at

odds with smaller scale existing

structures. " (ESDRB)

a) Overall square footage. It is disingenuous to think the

latest blueprints reduce the square footage of the

houses in any appreciable manner - or that they

substantially improve elevations facing Chapman and

Bernal Heights Blvd.

We respectfully request the Commission to restrict the

proposed projects' square footage in relationship to

existing nearby housing. The table below shows the

typical Bernal dwelling on Folsom Street below the

proposed houses. These houses reflect the distinctive
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rural character of Bernal. The data will show that in

terms of square footage, the new proposed homes do not.

Address Livable space Garage Total Space

3516 Folsom St. 2125 sq. ft. 787 sq. ft. 2912 sq, ft.

3526 Folsom St. 2158 sq.ft. 775 sq. ft. 2933 sq. ft.

3574 Folsom St. 1150 sq. ft. 300 sq. ft. 1450 sq. ft.

3580 Folsom St. 1050 sq. ft. 210 sq. ft. 1310 sq. ft.

3590 Folsom St. 800 sq. ft. (appx.) 180 sq. ft. (appx.) 980 sq. ft. (appx.)

b) Three-car gnrnges: The proposed two projects both

have either athree-car, or a two-car garage, unlike any

neighboring homes on Folsom Street -within 50 feet or,

for that matter, in most of Bernal Heights. Indeed, a

variance will be needed for the three-car garage, since it

does not meet code.

Again, this is in defiance of the City's Transit First

policy. Given the times we /ive in, new construction

condoning athree-car garage house in a city trying to

wean people off cars is irresponsible and ecologically

immoral.

P/ease note: It was with the following rebuke that the

pro-development real estate website, SF Curbed,

described the applicant's 3,000 sq. ft. house that he built
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and sold in another part of Bernal Heights in 2011: "Not-

so-green features include a 3-car garage."

c) Side elevations: After five (5) ESDRB meetings,

minimal -and nothing substantial -was done to address

the ESDRB's request to improve side view elevations

from Chapman and Bernal Heights Blvd. (The ESDRB even

gave the applicant addresses of suggested side elevation

treatments in the neighborhood to review.)

The new designs put lipstick on what are essentially big

walls. To use their own language, the applicants designs

are the "new vernacular" that allow for "maximum

building envelope shoeboxes (ESDRB)."

Disturbingly, without a physical model, the neighbors are

left to decipher architectural language and blueprints,

which they are not trained to do. The pattern of

sometimes "improving" designs with the smallest effort -

and then touting these tiny steps as meeting the

ESDRB's requests -underscores the need for physical

models.

d) Side yards: For both safety and sunlight issues,

neighbors requested side yards that went all the way

through to the backyard. In fact, all the other houses on

this block have such side yards -and the Guidelines

specifically talk about the "relationship of individual
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buildings to their lots and their immediate neighbors

(ESDRB)".

Since Sept. 10, 2014 the applicant through the ESDRB

has known about acceptable side yards for Bernal.

Examples were given to the developer. An open side yard

promotes an airy, not-so-urban feeling that would help

mitigate the loss of sunlight and open space so close to

Bernal Park. We request this style of side yard be

recommended for the two proposed projects.

e) Public Safety -Rear Yard Access: There is a lack

of backyard access for firefighters and public safety

officers -especially along this vulnerable section of the

gas transmission line. We are not satisfied that public

safety officers can navigate the corner in case of a fire,

health, or safety emergency.

f) Roof treatments: Despite repeated concerns from

neighbors and community garden members about views

and sunlight, the applicant has added an imposing new

structure to the top of the proposed buildings.

This particular action follows a pattern of maximizing

house size and mass -and being insensitive to neighbors

and asmaller-scale neighborhood. This new structure

underscores the necessity for a physical model of the

proposed projects.
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Below is the directive from a recent ES~RB letter:

"Plans presented have so far not clearly addressed

how the new Folsom Street Extension will

incorporate access to existing homes at 3574, 3577,

and 3580 Folsom Street. We reiterate. develop

detailed plans (with grading spot elevations),

sections and elevations, and meet with these

neighbors to review and agree upon driveway access

and design in front of these houses."

g) Safety of Mnin Trunk Transmission Line (109)

• Gas transmission line 109, built in 1981, runs

underneath this proposed street.

• The proposed street, flowing as it does over this 26„

transmission line poses numerous dangerous safety

risks. Neighbors are very worried.

• This is a densely urban neighborhood surrounding a

steep, at least, 35-degree hill. Heavy earth moving

equipment is known to topple over on such a steep

grade, causing huge amounts of damage. Several

years ago a cement truck did just that, on Folsom

Street, while trying to make a turn. It resulted in a

broken water main.

• The City has incomplete records about the safety of

this Bernal Heights pipeline.
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The City also has no risk assessment guidelines, in

the event of an accident, around gas transmission

lines.

We are so concerned about the gas transmission line that

we have requested advice from an internationally known

engineering safety consultant, Dr. Robert G. Bea,

Professor, UC-Berkeley and co-director of the Marine

Technology and /Management Croup Center for Risk

Mitigation. Professor Bea agrees with our concerns and

finds them valid. 6~-lis response is attached along with

several slides showing the dangers of ignoring concerns

regarding pipeline safefiy (see attachment E)
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3. "Alternatives or changes to the proposed project ... "

We suggest a smaller house, no more than two (2)

stories high, animated plane, materials, and elements

that step down along the hillside, a developed and

composed front facade with windows, carve-outs and

appropriate changes in roof treatment (as per the

ESDRB letter to the applicant on April 28, 2015),

with square footage comparable to that of the

neighbors on Folsom Street (see table above, p. 17),

no garage, no external stairway, no roof garden,

appropriate side yards and set-backs as per the

ES~RB Guidelines. These houses, if designed and

built correctly, would fit in perfectly with the

neighborhood. They would enhance and complement

the character of Bernal Heights. Almost all of the

safety, traffic, and construction concerns would be

eliminated. Most of the neighbor concerns would be

addressed. The house would therefore conform to

all elements of the ESDRB Guidelines.
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5. "CHANGES MADE AS RESULT OF MEDIATION"

In July of 2014, at the suggestion of the ESDRB the

applicant requested a meeting with neighbors whose

driveway will be impacted by the new road. The driveway

is shared and used by many neighbors and community

members to not only access houses also the Community

Garden, Bernal Heights Blvd. and Bernal Park. Thus our

concerns stem from a group, not a few individuals. Our

hope was to have an inclusive group meeting. We

responded as such. No answer was forthcoming from the

applicant.

We attended at least five (5) community meetings called

by the ESDRB, with the applicant, over a period of

eighteen (18) months. We discussed our concerns and

fielded questions/responses back and forth. As a result

the applicant did make some alterations to the 3516

Folsom project. The facade is more animated, changes in

plane, materials, and stepped down design elements are

present. No changes at all were made to 3526 Folsom.

These changes are relatively slight, relatively minimal and

largely cosmetic. They do not for a moment alter the

deep-seated and strongly felt concerns of the neighbors.

The multiple and interconnected issues of ~ public safety,

neighborhood character, and accessibility are as

prominent now as they were when our pubic meetings

began in December 2013.
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cy~vc~fop~~~ent. the lfernal f~ei~hts 1::astS(ope is a special neighbc~rhaad
and thr ~;valitirs That make ii that way are d~erished by aU Ihcxse whose
cYxnmitr-u~ni to sexing Them preserved has prtxluced tF~ese building
puidelin~.

The history of the Fael Slope has been one of betties rt~c-~1ect try the
Ciry of San FrAncisrn, however, whiledirt roads and ursdeveGo~
hiHsicies have given the fast Shope its rural charae9er, the lack of wads
end ~rviccs has }x~ric~dically presented real danger to t}ee rnsidents.

Much rc~rerit ~~eveEaprnent is rsnl only is~mnsis4ent but often aE odds
with the smaller se~ale c xisting structures. As a result, tote East Sloes s
rural characteristics rapidly are disap~~arin~ along wiFh views, open ypacr
and trees Some new buildings have created "canyons" blocking sunlight
and prc~xnting I.n~ilding facades, which am all m~ies of a s~nglr
tmdi~tinguished design.

(n preparing [hese guidelines we have made a thomuRh inventory of
presrnt housing, stock, vacant lots, op,em spacw5, ~ubtic auras, and stmets,
l.x~th develorecl and undeveloped.

[lrrdominant architechiral components h~v~ teen e~ramined alcmR
with the relationship of indivirlu;il buildings to their Wes and their
immediate n~ighlx~rs. 71~~ guidelines are an effort to retain the spirit of
our neighbonc~xxt and to establish criteria for new housing design that
wi11 ensure, as mt~~h as possible, tf~e mntint~ed exisles~ce o(th~ ~.ast
Slope's i~niiltie character.

Paa;e 2

Hati
~ninimi~in~ monotony and enhancing the visual appeal of nE*w hnusin~.

We }gave tried very hard to make the guidelines prescrip(ive rather
than restrictive. 'i'he intent is not to induce dull uniformity Uut rather to
enoo~rage inventive diver.~ety while mnforming to the pattrrns of de~el-
opnzent wtuCh have made F}rm~il I Ieighls as humanly sealed as nl is te,c~ay.

In an Ir~l~e6v recorded earlier in 19fleS, architect F~ugh jambs~n, a
frntr-rirr~ wlnrter of the NaUconad i ionor Award d! the Americirt Instili~lr
of Mchitects is voted as saying:

"~tvm the be~inninp„ I've looked at all architecture ag a matter of
~~d manners, Ming art of the whole stte~a being part o1 ~e 4abric v( the
city. Garx9 architecture, rather than beatfng its chest or st►outing a t
neighhors, brhaves Gke a well-mannes~ed lady. There is politeness in
every great city— E1cuencr, Rocne, and espedally Paris. 71+e stmets have
contin~uty beat each building also hus its own individuality. The bt»ldi~~~{s
are al ~mce proud and humane, staruiing strong in their mulnal respect "

Certainly Sin Ftar~dacx~ is rnnsidernd cme of tMr Rreal cities o1 the
world. We fervently hope that newcomers to the r,~1 S}op~, as art of a
great dty, evill be amhitectvrally Mite so that we, fhe uld and the new, can
stand strong In our muhi~l res~rct.



SUN~MARY OF DESIGN GUIDELINES

1. 9'-0" CURB CU7lSWCLECAR GARAGE DOOR:

C;erage dcx~rs shall be limited to a ]0'-0" width. Curb cuts shall be 9'-0"
and piaL,eci so as fu ata►e a 16'-0" curb space within the 25'-0" width of
the tut to provide one full parking space on the street. In additiati, the
g.uage dik~r shall Ge placed a ntinimum of 16'-0" fran the inside edge
of ~}ie sidewalk so as to ~ruvide une addilica~al parking spate per
residence ►t~ tltir driveway.

Z. I.AN~SCAYWG • FRUN'T YARD SETBACKS • STAEETTREES

50' o ui the Hrurlt Yard Setback area (not including the driveway up to
the barage} shall have provisicK► for landscaping (ie. trees, shrubs,
flower beefs, gnc~und rn~er, vines, sic.).

C)ne Star[ "Crea: sha►1 be planted al tote time cif .~nstruclion in (rout of
each tut withi~i Stu: str~~t right~f-way, and dose ►o the front property
line. 'E're~~s shall be 15-ballun sox.

3. EN"1'KY'1'RIiATMENT

Make the entry of tl~e liousc~ siime~hing serial -- a celebration —
more th:ui just a front door. Gea~e a uans,tial between the street and
the dcwnvay. Give sprc:ial anen~u~n cu 11u ueapment of the haiiung of
the opening itself.

t~en.~es or walls which encic~ a lug ur a purtiun u(a tut, which run
parallel Iv the property line on the street side, and are not slruc~tu~al
portions of the buildings or the stair leadi~►g toil, shall not be ounr
pletely solid at eye level.

~. BUILDING AND AACHffL'CI'URAL MASSING

S►ep the building with the s1o}~ of the tut. Kuilding shall not exoce.~cl
32'-0" from any point an natural grade. This Aeight shill ~x rneasure►i
to the average Might o(a pitched roof of to the high<rst pc~inl of a flat
roof. !n adailion, no po~nl of the last 10'-ll" depth of the i~uilding may
excaeed 2/3 the height of the ttigh.st point of the structure. f [igh~st
Swint, once again, is d~finrd as the aver.~be height of the pitch on a
sloped rcw! or the lugh~~st Ex~int of a flat ruvf.

At the rear, a ~uii~imwn 17'-6" rearyard is re.~uircYl.
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5. SIDF.YARDS

A 4'-0" side:yard is recpcired an one side of each 25'-0" bt_ The first S'-
0" back Erom the street facade shall be mmpleteiy open. Beyond Ihat,
twn ~f the four additional sideyard pones must be felt open (See
Guideline for djscussian of "znr~'.}

6. ROO~TAEATMT:NT • SIEP Wfi'H SLOPE ALONG SIR~ET
Any rcx~f whidi is not pltrhed nt a ratio of gat least one fn four must be
de5~gned and surfaced ~ as to be usable.

Any flat roof must be accessible from a prime living space wittmuc the
nec~,dty of climbing a s~eciai set o(stairs to reach it.

Step moRines of adjacent buildings up a down in imiEaFion c~ the
slope v( the street.

7. FACADE ELEMEfvI'S

Any balcrmy, ~mrch, deck or Terrace above mound level must be at least
6'-0" deep and a minimum of 36 scjuare Feet in tots area.

~. COLORS & MA'1'ERJA[S

No spedfic g~iidelines buE suggestions and mcommendatiorts.

Page 32
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QESIGN GUIDELINES CONCLUSION

l'here are a number of wyics which need to be addressed and yet do
riot iit into the [arm of a guideQne. The issue of security and crime is
uric of these. Nune of the guideiines deals wish insurisig the safety of a
h~mc. Nowhere do we mention the use of metal grills at the entry Ur
the ~Lmin~uun of landscaping to cut down an [he possible hiding
pla.•es. !n fact, on both scxial-psyc~~ological and ac~thetic grounds, these
measures are not encourabetl_ It has been proven that the isolation
created when ~~pie live barricaded behind fortress-like waits
stimulates ii~udenls of crimicul acliviiy rYiore than security systems
deter them.

We do not bi:lieve that the solution to crime, particularly breaj:ing
and entering, is an arrhitrcturai une. The long-term solution wiU any
cume from changes in s~xirty at large, with the best shirt-term defense
biting a cohesive, responsive commuiuty which lookv out fur and
pro~ecb lis members. The basis for this art of open communication
network among neightwrs presently e~dsts in this section of Bernal
t leighls, mwh as it has in small towns of dd~

All ~f the guidelines assume the construction of one house per lot.
Thi~ugh not speciFicalty encowagc~i, it wo►iid certainly be acceptable to
bui1J ot~e house on two tuts, especially when the topography of a site o~
the exislci~ce of trees made a portion of a given lot unusable. Several
guidclin~~s w~~d have to be amended if applied !o a double lot and
this would be handled tin acase-by-case basis, as tl~e need arose.

T't~ question of whither ae~herence to thcxe buidrlir~s would
IIlCTZ3SQ the miutru~yion casts of prospective new hones has o[ten
been raised. Since a ma~ur gu~l of this report is the maintenance of
Bernal Heights as an area which is financially aa-c~si~le to }~ople of
low anti moderate iucvmes, there ISave tx~n a~suiderabie concerns
over this point. In an effort to arrive at an answer, malty people in the
construction business have been pres~nt~~l with our concepts and
asked to Iry to assess, as neaxly as possible, what the economic
corruequenoes might be. We have been assured lu our satisfaction that
our recommendations in and of themselves, would not irc►po:;.~ undue
financial burden on the developers and owners of new 3lousiu~. There
is nothing in the guidelines which call (or a deviati~c~ from standard
cunstru~~iion practice or necessitates the introiiuction of expc~►sive
archieectural services. If, in the pr~,ess of planning a slew structure,
one can demonstrate that crxnpllance is signiCuazidy raising I►is ur her
oasts for sane unfore~xn and lrreooncilabie reason, there would be
grounds fur proposing a aumproaiise solution.

These Suirtelin~s have been develuyr.~! because of Sf~Fific
ronrtitions on tht East Slate ~f Brnw! Heibhcs. They wrr~ nwndatcd
by tht City Flanni~+g Dcp~artmrnl in coi~junclion wrth a temporary
builclrng moratariurn. 7'he guule[rnc~ uk7e rulu~led Jrum ~I~rxic
successfully rn use for tht Elsie Street neighborhoat in nurtLwest
B~nw! Heights. Rcsid~nts, ucuunt fot owners an,1 reYres~ntatiues uJ
s~uaul city deprtrt~nenls iontriGutcri to the deuelo~~lnent of tlre3e
guidelirus.

1':ig~ 3.S
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SEC. 242. BERNAL HEIGHTS SPECIAL USE DISTRICT.

(a) General. A Special Use District entitled the Bernal Heights Special
Use District, the boundaries of which are shown on Sectional Map. Nos.
7SU, 8SU, and 11SU of the Zonin~7 Mme, is hereby established for the
purposes set forth below.

(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.

(c) The provisions of this Section 242 shall not apply to building permit
applications or amendments thereto, or to conditional use, variance or
environmental evaluation applications filed on or before January 7, 1991.
Such applications shall be governed by the ordinances in effect on January 7,
1991, unless the applicant requests in writing that an application be
governed by the provisions of this Section 242.

(d) Definitions. For purposes of this Section 242, the following
definitions apply:

(1) "Adjacent building" shall mean a building on a lot adjoining the
subject lot along a side lot line. Where the lot constituting the subject
property is separated from the lot containing the nearest building by an
undeveloped lot or lots for a distance of 50 feet or less parallel to the street
or alley, such nearest building shall be deemed to be an "adjacent building,"
but a building on a lot so separated for a greater distance shall not be deemed
to be an "adjacent building." A corner lot shall have only one adjacent
building located along its side lot line.

(2) "Usable floor area" is the sum of the gross areas of the several
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.~ of the Division of Transportation
Salt Lake City Community Development's`G~ ;~ Jo'r'~' Maximum Driveway Slopes &Critical Angles~,.. o+N

a = Maximum approach angle
b = Maximum departure angle
c = Minimum running ground clearance
d = Design vehicle wheelbase
e = Maximum ramp breakover angle
k = Crest of curve arc

-~-,_~~ _.
....... . .. ......~,. ,::.:,::,,:.:.::h... 
...........~~~%~r:.......,.....,,.....,......,,..........~:N....,....,..

~ ~~
0% or 0.0°

= 20.2° = 36.8%

= 9.2° = 16.2%
= 4.3"

= 10.8' (Salt Lake City Design = 11')
= 8.2° (Salt Lake City Design =10.5% (6°))
= d = e (Salt Lake City Design = 1.05)

Driveways leaving a public right-of-
way should not exceed a maximum
slope of 8% (4.57°) from gutter to
property line. The slope should be
transitioned beyond the property line no

z more than a maximum of 16% (9.09°)
average grade to the parking pad.
Driveway cross slopes of.4 % to 6%
(2,3° to 3.4°) maximum.

x.04°) Maximum1̀ ~̀
Average Grade--~

/
ice_

.l r,----....
mate Revis~r~
'8/12/91 changed layoudassigned #~r~iroz re~~sea a~c~
2/24/b3 revised data
"Sf04/OS

:.....................................................................:

revised data 

~.zs~ 0 12', t t' ~ ~10,596 or 6° ~ 0% or 0.0°
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W-101 AND W- 102

AMERICAN AUTOMOBILE OIMEN610N6-COMPOSITE ELEVATIONS OF AUTOMOBILE DEVISED BY AGS STAFF

ISTA NOARO OMEN 610NS OF AUTOMOBILE MANUFACTURERS ASSOC.INC.INOTEB~

1 -Foreign cars not included (except Volkswagen, see below).2 -Dimensions are for 1968 models.
3 - Dimeruions cover. sedans, wupes and stationwagons. 

~ ~~ ~~
OVERALL DIMEN610NB MINIMUM MAXIMUMW-1030verallwidth Corvette 5'-91/4" Buick 6'-8"H-101 Overall hei ht Corvette 3'-11 3/4" Jeep - 5'-3 13/16"L-101 Wheelbase Corvette 8'-2" Cadillac 11'-0"L-103 Overall length AMC AMX 14'-10 1/4" Cadillac 19'-0 1/4"H-156 Ground clearance Pontiac 0'~3 11/16" Jeep 0'-7 11/16"

~ANOLEB. PIAMP6 O DIAMB MINIMUM MAXIMUMH-106 An le ~f approach (degrees) Cadillac 19.2 Jeep 39.0°H-107 Angle of departure
(degrees)

Mercury 10.6 Javelin 23.8°
H-147 Ramp breakorer angle
(degrees)

Tempest 9.0 Jeep 24.0°
Nall to wall turning diam. (tt.)

READ OF CAR DIMFIVBION6

Jeep

MINIMUM

37'-8" Oldsmobile

MAXIMUM

49'-7"

~J;' Bt rear window to gmd. Firebird 2'-9 13/16" Checker 3'-10 1/2"-~~Y,~ Overhang rear Camaro 3'-4" Imperial 5'-4"Y• 102 Tread width - diswnce Rambler 4'-7" Pontiac 5'-4"
-104 Bottom of rear bumper AMC 0'-9 11/16" Camaro 0'-17"
~ ground Ambassador-153 Rear axle ditfarential to Buick 0'-5" Chrysler 0'-7 1/2"
~ound

=NBIONO -SEDAN
all height

q'_ ~ ~ •~all length
~3~_ 3••

t). ~ width
4'- 3 1/2.,~; width
q,_ 5^~tl``width
5'_ ~ ~~,,

WALL - TO -WALL TURNING DIAMETER

LINE OF
WALL

FRONT OF CAR DIMEN610N6 MINIMUM MAXIMUMH-114 Hood at rear to ground Corvette 2'-2 1/2" Checker 3'-10 1/2"L-104 Overhang front Jeep 2'-4 3/4" Eldorado 3'-8"L-131 Front of car to base
of windshield

Jeep 4'-4 3/4" Toronado 6'-0"
W-101 Tread width•distance
between Q of tires at ground

Rambler 4'-8" Toronado 6'-3 1/2"
L-123 Upper structure Corvette 4'-71/2" Rebel 11'-113/16'

DIMENBION6 — MICROBll6
Overell height

6'- 5"Overall len th
14'- 6"Wheelbase
7'- 10 1/2"Front tread width
4'- 6 1/2"Rear tread width
4"- 8'"Overall width
5'- 9 1/2"

r,v vF ~~.~_ o ,~ c~'re~.~' UCe 'e ~J,eY.r~

~ 1hL, ̀~

o v '. rr.r,^'~"-

~ 0`150 YJ,i.,•_r . Y', C.;.. ~-

VOLKBWAOEN MICROBU6

_K6W/.OEN SEDAN
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~w = or Advancing Mobflt y ~ U RFAC E ~ Js~9 REv
~LandSeaA/randSpace VEHICLE ~uNs6
1 N T E R N A T I D N Q L~ R~GCjiVIMENDED issued y960-03
X00 Commcnweal~ Dive, V,\'amend ale, PA 15fKJ5-0001 

pRACI'ICE ReVISed 1996-06

Superseding J68S DECd9Submi;lec for re.og~~tion as an Ameri:an Naflonal Starui?rct

(R) CURBSTONE CLEARANCE, APPROACH, cEPARTURE, AND RAMP
BREAKOVER ANGLES—

PASSENGERCAR AND LIGHT TRUCK

1, Scape—This SAE Recommended Frsdice applies to ricid bumper ~r r~9 d structure voinls and `:lexiblecomporents at passenger cars, mult~purNose passenger vehicles, and I~ght trucks This document ~s intendedas a ouide toward standard practice and is subject to change to keep pace with experience and technicalad~~ances.

1.1 Purpose—The purpose of this document is 1c provide m~r.imu:r s!stic design guidefnes for curbstonedeararce, approach, departure, Inc ramp breakover angiF~. This is to minimize damage, 'f any, in ~o~rn~lvehicle use conditions. This document also encompasses 211 current worldwide ra5ulations and requirements.
1.2 Field of Application

1,2.1 PASSENGER CAF, MUIT~PURPC&c PnSSENGER VEHI::LE (MPVj, ANO Llryr TR~JCK

1.2.[ (`~~1MIAIUM A'~vlES AVD CLEARANCES—~Jnder the manufacturer's rl'10oI SBV6fC ;vehicle design iOn~ 1Uf P.e7C'1pen~cular load condition, the mini~n~~m approach, departure, r»mp breakove• angles: and bumper :o-groundhe~c~hl, as ind+sated in Fi3u!p 7, shall be as follows:

Wtien measuring these d~mensioris. flexible bumper components such as air cams, lower va:ance panels,and fascias sho~~d be considered. The atlowab~e approacF angle tc flexihte components that are aiiu~~vednonstructural damage should be 13 degrees.

2. References—There are ~a referenneC puhtications sp~c~ed hsrei~.

3. DefinKions 
._

3.7 Passenger Car—Vehicles ~xitli motive power, except multip~rpnse passenger ve^Isles, motorcycles, o~trailers, designed for carrying 10 persons or less.

SAE Tech i~:nl S;bnderds &~a~d Ruler p~v~itle tnat:'^tie ina~rrt is pu~~bylwd by SAc to nc:vurce !~Itl 3'.NIN O~ (dGll'YC 9I BfX~ bOCJR1MBfR~Q 9peJf 1CH5. TIMJ U'R' C~ 7~11b !~.'~'~X. IV p~~~'INh
vobntery. end 1:s eW~NeaG01ry entl sulte!>1:y for any pertculnr uqe. ~nc~u~t~ g any rwt9nt in!nngement en3irg lhereirum. !a :he sole rap~na~biliy o! :he uses.'
SAE rovlwn aerh t~tt~nica' report at I~ne: e~yry fhre ysxs et which dTe it mny bo naF'nnQc rwbed, or cencsAaa. SPE Inv;es your hri:ian c~rnm~nt~ end aupges"my.

QUEb'~'IONS REGAgpINu THIS DOCUMENT• (72~) 772-8512 FhX: (7I4) 778.ON3TO PLACE A OGCIJ!NENT ORDER: (72~) ~7P.1?70 FAX: (724) T8.0790
SAE WFB ADDRESS http:llwww.sas.org

n~+yrwh ~95o Soriely of Au-nintive =nginn~,. Inc.411 rl~.*.~:; rese~iar 

Pr~~;Pd h U.S.h
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5AE J689 Revised JUN96
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A. D.pproach Angle (H106) ~6 degrees
B. Departure Angle (H107) 1~ deg'ees
G Curbstone Height Clearance 203 mri (8 ir1
D. Ramr Breakover .4ng:e (H147) 12 degrees

FIGURE 1—MINIti1UPA ANGLES ANC CLEARANCES

3.Z Multipurpose Passenyer Vehicle (MPV)—Vehicles wi[fi motive power, except trailers, designed :o carry 10persons or less, which are const~uc'ed either on a truck chassis or with s~ eaal festures for occasional off-roadoperation.

3.3 Truck—Vehicles with mctive power, except a trailer, designed onr*~arly for the transportation of property orspecial-pu~nse equipment.

3.3.^ UGN ~ TRucK—Classification of sell-propelled vehicles which are ces~gned pnma,-ily to transport property o~specie!-~urpc~se equipment. and have a maximum gross weight rating ;GVWR) of 45.'.6 kc (10 000 ICI orless. G~'WR is the value specified by the r►ianufatti:rers as the Inaded weight o~ a single vehicla.
3.4 Bumper to Ground

3.~.' H102—FrtoNT Su~~PeR'o Gr+ourao—The minimum dimension measured verically from the lowest point onthe `runt bumper to ground, includhig bumper guards if standard.

3.4.2 H~03—FRONT BUS/PER ?'p GROUND—CURB ~A'ei~Hr—Measured m the same rt~anner as N102.
3 4 3 H104—ReAR Bu~PE~ ru GR;:i~ne—The minimum dimension measured vert Gaily from the ~o~r~osl point oncite rear bumgsr to yround, including bumper Guards it standar equipment.

3.4.4 H1 J5—REAR BUA~PER TO GP.CUND—Gu?B INEiGHT—Measured 'n the same manner as H'~Oa.

3.5 Angle of Approach (H10b~The angle measured bstween a dine is^Sent to the iror.t fire static-goaded radiusarc end the initial point o` structural interference'o:ward of the front tine to ground. The limiting structuralcomponent sha!I be designates.

3.6 Angle of Departure (H107}—The angle measured betwsen a line tangent of the reae tine static-ioaoed radiusa^o the initial point of struc!ural ~ntertersnce rearuu2rd of the rear Ure tc the ground, The limitin5 cemp~nentshall be designated.

-2-
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SAE .1689 Revised JUN96

3.7 Ramp Brcakaver Angle (H147~The angi> measured between t~~o lines tar.gert to the fror~i and rear lirestatic-loaded rad us and Intersecting at a pcirt on th~~ underside n` the vehicle which reef nes the largest rampo~~er which the vehicle car. rol .

3.8 Parking Curbstone Height Clearance--Thee minimum curbstone clearance to any structure. m?chanicai_ fuel!ank, exhaust system or any limiting component. The limning components for this doc~mer; are ict~tedforward cf the front tires o~ rearward o` ;he rear :fires.

4. Noses

4." Marginal Indicia—The (R I is for the conveniznce of life user in locating areas ovhere techr,ita~ revisio~~s haverye=n mode to the precious issue flf the repo:. IF [he symbol is next ~o ;re ~eport tile. it ind~catas z completerecision of the repot

PREPARED BY THE SNE BU~~IPER STAtyUARDS COM1~IMITTEE

ìr

-3-
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SAE J689 Revised JUN96

Rationale—Revisions from SAE J689 DEC89 are based on upgrades to comply with vehicle in-transit sFippinaand to~n•ing and recovery requirements.

The cate5ory "multipurpose passenger vehicles" rias bFen included ~n fight of the vehicles' recentpopula~ty.
• All ~a~or!dwide requirements and regulations have been considered
• The ramF breako~:er angles have been incr=aced from 10 t~ 12 degrees to comply to the 1~ degreebreakovsr uncle required for veh'Cles shipped by haulaway trailers to minimlZe ~~rnage.• V~'hile the 16 degree approach angle nas beer retained, the departure angle has been increased from10 to ̂  3 degrees to comply ~.vlth a 13 degree requlremenl for cap carder transports, ~,uhlch can load thevehicle from either front or rear.
• 13 degree approa:,^ angle added fog flexible components.
• Tha height under Curb Height Gearance r~rna~ns unchanger'

Relationship of SAE Standard to !SO Standard—Not applicable

Applleatlon—This SAE Reromrne~ded Practice applies to rigid structural components of cars; multipurpUsepassenger :ehic~es, anr, light .rucks. However, consideration sho~lc aso oe given to flexibletor-ipanents such as air dams, lower valence panels, aero shields, bumper covers, ar~d fascias.

Reference Section—The-e are no referenced ~uClicatiers specified herein.

Developed by the SAE Bumper Standards Committee

i
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11 June 2003

DRIVEWAY SLOPE LIMITS

The following table presents dimensions affecting performance of cars entering a driveway, forcars selected at random from autos.yahoo.com. Generally, a lower ratio of wheelbase toclearance indicates better performance at the top of the driveway (breakover). The attachedsheet, copied from Architectural Graphic Standards (Sixth Edition) provides a range of
approach, breakover, and departure angles.

Vehicle
03 Models

Length
(inches)

Wheelbase
(inches)

Clearance
inches)

Ratio -Wheelbase
to Cleazance

Acura RSX 172.2 101.2 6.0 16.87
Audi A4 179:0 - 1{4.3 42 24.83
Buick Park Ave 206.8 113.8 5.5 20.69
Che Blazer 177.3 100.5 8.1 12.41
Che Suburban 219.3 130 8.4 15.48
Ford Taurus 197.6 108.5 5.4 20.09
Honda Civic 174.6 103.1 5.9 17.47
Infiniti I35 193.7 108.3 6.3 17.19
Infiniti Q45 199.6 113.0 5.7 19.82
Jee Gr Cherokee 181.6 105.9 83 12.76
Mazda 6 186.8 105.3 5.1 20.65
~Vlazda Miata 15.7 89.2 4.0 22.3
Mercedes C Class 171.0 106.9 5.8 18.43
iViitsu Diamante 194.1 107.1 4.b 23.28
Nissan Maxima 191.5 108.3 5.9 18.36
Olds Aurora 1993 112.2 5.5 20.4
Porsche 911 174.5 92.6 4.3 21.53
Saab 9-5 190.0 106.4 6.7 15.88
Subaru Le ac 187.4 1043 6.3 16.56
To ota Avalon 191.9 107.1 5.1 21.00
To ota C 189.2 107.1 5.4 19.83
To ota Tacoma 184.4 103.3 8.5 12.15
Volks Passat 185.2 106.4 5.8 18.34
Volvo S70 185.4 108.5 5.3 20.47

-Jc ~:~,. ~,' t~ov~f

c~~r..d.~,or,~.
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Hi,
I just received this back from Robert Bea, a UC Berkley professor
emeritus in civil engineering....
-Marilyn

Sent from my iPhone with apologies for typos

Begin forwarded message:

From: "Robert G. BEA" <bea@ce.berkeley.edii>
Date: May 5, 2014, 10:26:47 AM PDT
To: Marilyn Waterman <~ie~~e_~~~~hoo.cc»n>
Subject: Re: Inquiry about Gas Transmission Pipeline 109
from concerned SF residents
Reply-To: beaC'~ce.verkeley_.edu

Happy Monday Marilyn,

given the background you provided in your email, yes -you should
be concerned.

there are several points in your summary that provide a good basis
for your concerns:
1) old (1980s) PG&E gas transmission pipeline installed in area
with highly variable topography,
2) no records on the construction, operation, and maintenance of
the pipeline,
3) no definitive guidelines to determine if the pipeline is 'safe' and

'reliable',
4) apparent confusion about responsibilities (government,
industrial -commercial) for the pipeline safety, reliability, and
integrity.

this list is identical to the list of concerns that summarized
causation of the San Bruno Line 132 gas pipeline disaster.
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"" the fundamental 'challenge' associated with your concern is tied to

the word 'safe'. unfortunately, it has been very rare that i have

encountered organizations that have a good understanding of what

that word means, and less of an understanding of how to

demonstrate that a given system is 'safe enough'.

during my investigation of the San Bruno disaster, i did not find a

single document (including trial deposition transcripts) that clearly

indicated PG&E or the California PUC had a clear understanding

of the word 'safe': freedom from undue exposure to injury and

harm.

much of this situation is founded in 'ignorance'. it is very rare for

me to work with engineers who have a comprehensive

understanding of what the word safe means -and no clue about

how to determine if a system is either safe or unsafe. the vast

majority of governmental regulatory agencies are even worse off.

i have attached a graph that helps me explain the important

concepts associated with determining if a system is safe or

unsafe. the vertical scale is the likelihood of a failure. the

horizontal scale is the consequences associated with a failure. the

diagonal lines separate the graph into two quadrants: safe and not

safe. if the potential consequences associated with a failure are

low, then the likelihood of the failure can be high. if the potential

consequences are very high, then the probability of failure must be

very low. uncommon common sense.

on the graph, i shown a system that was designed for a particular

'risk' (combination of likelihood and consequences of

failure). when it was constructed, the risk increased due to

construction 'malfunctions' -like bad welding. when the system

was put into service, the risk increased further -perhaps due to

poor corrosion protection and due to the area around the pipeline

being populated with homes, businesses, schools and other things

that increase the potential consequences of a major failure. once it



is determined that the system that was originally designed to be
safe, is no lon er safe, then it is necessar to do thin s that willg Y g
allow the system to be safely operated....reduce the likelihood of
failure (e.g. repair the corrosion) and reduce the consequences of
failure (e.g. install pressure control shut off sensors and equipment
that can detect a loss of gas and rapidly shut the system down)....or
replace the segment of the pipeline that no longer meets safety -
reliability requirements.

after i completed my investigation of the San Bruno disaster, i
prepared a series of 'graphics' that summarized my findings.
because the graphics file is very large, i have sent the file to you as
a Google Document with a link you can use to view or download
the document to your computer.
The San Bruna Root Cause Analysis.pdf

i know this has been a long answer to your short question. i hope it
will help you understand how to better communicate your
valid concerns regarding this development.

bob bea

Robert Bea
Professor Emeritus
Center for Catastrophic Risk Management
University of California Berkeley
Email: beaL~ce.bei~keley.edu

Risk Assessment &Management Services
60 Shuey Drive
Moraga, CA 94556
925-631- l 587 (office)
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Identification of H
Baseline assessment plans ~~

Direct assessment plans
Defects remediation plans
Plans for continual Integrity Management assessment
Plans for confirming direct assessments
Provisions for protection of High Consequence Areas
Performance plans and measures
Record keeoin~ provisions
Management of change processes
Quality assurance and control plans
Communications plans

>►vision of Integrity Management plans
Procedures to minimize environmental and safety risks
Process for identification and assessment of newly identified High Consequence Areas

Identification of threats to seEments
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~~ ,~ ~ Raot cause analysis helps identify what, how.

ar~d why something happened, thus preve~tin~

r~c~rrenc~.

* RQ~t causes are ~r~deriying, are rea~t~n~bly

identif abled can tie c~nircalled by management

and allow for generation of ~ec~rrr~nn~ndatian~.

Thy process involves data c~l[ection, case

charting, root cause i~entificatia~n and recom-

n~en~ation gener~atian ~~~ implen~entati~n~

.~
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Neighbors Against The Upper Folsom Street Extension

We the undersigned Bernal Heights neighbors are opposed to the building of
two (2) houses at 3526 and 3516 Folsom Street. We support the request for

Discretionary Review by Neighbors Against The Upper Folsom Street
Extension.

Name Address
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Neighbors Against The Upper Folsom Street Extension

We the undersigned Bernal Heights neighbors are opposed to the building of

two (2) houses at 3526 and 3516 Folsom Street. We support the request for

Discretionary Review by Neighbors Against The Upper Folsom Street

Extension.

Name Address
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Neighbors Against The Upper Folsom Street Extension

We the undersigned Bernal Heights neighbors are opposed to the building of

two (2) houses at 3526 and 3516 Folsom Street. We support the request for

Discretionary Review by Neighbors Against The Upper Folsom Street

Extension.

Name Address
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Neighbors Against The Upper Folsom Street Extension

We the undersigned Bernal Heights neighbors are opposed to the building of

two (2) houses at 3526 and 3516 Folsom Street. We support the request for

Discretionary Review by Neighbors Against The Upper Folsom Street

Extension.

Name Address
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Neighbors Against The Upper Folsom Street Extension

We the undersigned Bernal Heights neighbors are opposed to the building of

two (2) houses at 3526 and 3516 Folsom Street. We support the request for
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Extension.
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Application for Discretionary Review

APPLICATION FOR

Discretionary Review
1 . Owner/Applicant Information

DR APPLICANT'S NAME:
Marilyn Waterman

DR APPLICANT'S ADDRESS: '. ZIP CODE:

61 Gates Street 94110

~ PROPERTY OWNER WHO IS DOING THE PROJECT ON WHICH YOU ARE REQUESTING DISCRETIONARY REVIEW NAME:

Fabien Lannoye

ADDRESS:

297c Kansas Street, San Francisco

CONTACT FOR DR APPLICATION:

Same as Above ~(

ADDRESS:

E-MAIL ADDRESS:

2. Location and Classification

TELEPHONE:

.(650 X387-9918

ZIP CODE: i TELEPHONE:

SF ~ ~41~~ 626-8868

___._._—. - '....... ..-'I ---_...—....
ZJP CODE: ~ TELEPHONE:

I ~ )

STAEEf ADDRESS OF PRWECT:

3526 Folsom Street

CROSS STREETS:

Chapman Street

ASSESSORS BLOCK/LOT: ; LOT DIMENSIONS: ' LOT AREA (SO F~: ! ZONWG DISTRICT: HEIGHT/BULK DISTRICT: ~

5626 /014 
125X70 X1750 '' RH-1/40-XBernal Hts.SUD i

3. Project Description

~a~a cn~ ~i mat ~Piy
Change of Use ❑ Change of Hours ❑ New Construction ~ Alterations ❑ Demolition ❑ Other ❑

Addifions to Building: Rear ❑ Front ❑ Height ❑ Side Yard ❑
PGE Gas transmission pipeline ROW; paths to Bernal Blvd. antl park

Present or Previous Use:

Single family house
Proposed Use: _ ____._..

2013.12.16.4318 12/17/13Building Permit Application No. Date Filed:

7



4. Actions Prior to a Discretionary Review Request

Prbr Action YES NO

Have you discussed this project with the permit applicant? I [~
- - - ---- - - --- _ h -

Did you discuss the project with the Planning Department permit review planner? ~ ❑ [~

Did you participate in outside mediation on this case? ❑ [~

5. Changes Made to the Project as a Result of Mediation

If you have discussed the project with the applicant, planning staff or gone through mediation, please
summarize the result, including any changes there were made to the proposed project.

i SAN FRAN ~ISGO P:AN NING OE PAHIMENi VU3.~~.20i2



Application for Discretionary Review

Discretionary Review Request

In the space below and on separate paper, if necessary, please present facts sufficient to answer each question.

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 or
Residential Design Guidelines? Please be specific and site specific sections of the Residential Design Guidelines.

2. The Residential Design Guidelines assume some impacts to be reasonable and expected as part of construction.
Please explain how this project would cause unreasonable impacts. If you believe your property, the property of
others or the neighborhood would be adversely affected, please state who would be affected, and how:

See. a~tachetl. _------ --

3. 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 #1?

_.SEE_3~C.hE~-------- ----- ------ ---- - ---
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5) Changes made to project as a result of mediation:

Changes made to project were painful tiny steps and the house remains super-
sized for the area. Bernal Heights East Slope Special Use District met at least
five times with the developer. The developer made it clear he was maximizing his
building envelope regardless of small-house character of neighborhood; project
remains at three stories with large garage in need of a variance. Developer never
followed through on talking with neighbors, even though he said he would.
Penthouse stairwell was added at last meeting on North elevation in full view
from Bernal Hts. Blvd and Bernal Park. North elevation toward Bernal Park got
some decorative material added to try to make it look more than a wall but
BHESDRB felt it wasn't enough. The BHESDRB did not approve project as
proposed.

Other infrastructure and public safety issues linger unresolved: major gas
transmission pipeline with a troubled history runs through proposed access area
to houses and latest street design only adds to apprehension about catastrophic
accident during construction; proposed street will be the second or third steepest
in SF, adding to a list of dangerous streets with emergency vehicle access issues
in Bernal. Street design also remains murky in terms of access to existing houses
during and after construction.

1) What are the reasons for requesting a DR? What are the exceptional and
extraordinary circumstances that justify the DR the project? How does this
project conflict with SF General Plan, Planning Code's Priority Policies or
SFRDG? Cite specific sections of Residential Design Guidelines.

Reason #1 -This is an exceptionally and extraordinarily out-of-scale-for-the
neighborhood house at three stories and garage variance with penthouse
stairwell that threatens neighborhood character and economic diversity.
The SUD came into being to protect the East Slope's diverse population
and small houses with single car garages. (See pixs of neighoborhood.)
The profitable super-sizing of East Slope houses threatens to turn the
entire neighborhood into a neighborhood of tear-downs unless SUD
protections are respected.

Houses within a 300 foot radius average 1329 square feet. The adjacent house is
1050 sf (3580 Folsom St. within 50 feet). See SF Assessor's chart). Developer
seems to be gaming system to maximize housing envelope.

Codes cited:
• General Plan Priority #2 -Existing housing and neighborhood character be
conserved and protected in order to preserve cultural and economic diversity.
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• General Plan Priority #3 -That the city's supply of affordable housing be
preserved and enhanced.
• Sec. 242,b - 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.
• SFRDG, Pg. 8 -When considering the immediate context of a project, the
concern is how the proposed project relates to the adjacent buildings.
• SFRDG, PG. 8 -When considering the broader context of a project, the
concern is how the proposed project relates to the visual character created by
other buildings in the general vicinity.
• SF General Plan Urban Design Element, Fundamental Principles of
Conservation, pg. 23, #4A - A plan seeking to avoid excessive bulkiness must
consider the existing scale of development in each area of the city
• Bernal Heights East Slope Guidelines, Pg. 2 -Much recent development is not
only inconsistent but often at odds with the smaller scale existing structures. As a
result the East Slope's rural characteristics rapidly are disappearing along with
views, open space"
•Bernal Heights East Slope Guidelines, Pg. 15, sec. 4 -Intent: Promote harmony
in the visual relationship and transitions befinreen new an older buildings.
•Sec. 242, pg. 7, Garage variance required for square footage above 1300
square feet of living space. Usable floor space to parking space ratios: 0 to 1300
square feet for the first parking space. 1301 - 2250 for the second parking space.
2251 to 2850 for the third parking space.

REASON #2 -Side yard setback does not respect the existing pattern on
block -which allows for along the sides and create a sense of open space.
This would seem critical since the houses would be replacing what is now
open space. Developer is maximizing the building envelope at the expense
of neighborhood character.

• SFRDG pg 15 -Respect the existing pattern of side spacing.

Reason #3 -
Large garage (variance required) is out of character with houses on this
block -and in most of Bernal. Garage size is being used to make the house
as big as possible.

Codes cited:
• Sec. 242, pg. 7, Usable floor space to parking space ratios: 0 to 1300 square
feet for first parking space. 1301 - 2250 sf for second parking space. 2251 to
2850 sf for third parking space.

~..
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• General Plan Priority #2 -Existing housing and neighborhood character be
conserved and protected in order to preserve cultural and economic diversity.
• Sec. 242,b - 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.
• SFRDG, Pg. 8 -When considering the immediate context of a project, the
concern is how the proposed project relates to the adjacent buildings.
• SFRDG, PG. 8 -When considering the broader context of a project, the
concern is how the proposed project relates to the visual character created by
other buildings in the general vicinity.
• SF General Plan Urban Design Element, Fundamental Principles of
Conservation, pg. 23, #4A - A plan seeking to avoid excessive bulkiness must
consider the existing scale of development in each area of the city
• Bernal Heights East Slope Guidelines, Pg. 2 -Much recent development is not
only inconsistent but often at odds with the smaller scale existing structures. As a
result the East Slope's rural characteristics rapidly are disappearing along with
views, open space"
• Bernal Heights East Slope Guidelines, Pg. 15, sec. 4 -Intent: Promote harmony
in the visual relationship and transitions befinreen new and older buildings.

REASON #4 -Wall-like exterior of North elevation next to Bernal Heights
Park is used to create maximum envelope for building size and does not
enhance neighborhood view from Bernal Park. Public views are impeded
by penthouse stairwell.

The ESDRB letter to the developer listed the wall-like elevation facing Bernal as
one reason the project is not being supported. (See letter)

Citations:

• SF General Plan Urban Design Element, Fundamental Principles of
Conservation, Pg. 27, #17 -Blocking, construction or other impairment of
pleasing views of the Bay or Ocean, distant hills, or other parts of the city can
destroy an important characteristic of the unique setting and quality of the city.
• SF General Plan Urban Design Element, Fundamental Principles of
Conservation, pg. 23, #4A - A plan seeking to avoid excessive bulkiness must
consider the existing scale of development in each area of the city
• SFRDG pg 38 -Limit the size of the penthouse in order to reduce its visibility
from the street....Stair penthouses may also be entirely eliminated.

Reason #5 -Exceptional and Extraordinary conditions exist (as defined by
the Planning Commission's definition for DR) due to "unusual context" and
"complex topography" "not addressed in the design standards:" An aging,

~~



major PGE Gas Transmission Pipeline -one of three feeding natural gas
into SF -runs through the proposed access area up a dangerously steep
grade, the main reason this site has never been developed. The
catastrophic risk is further heightened by the threat of earthquakes during
construction.

No risk-assessment has been done regarding the public safety concerns
surrounding this project. The proposed new access road would be a ROW over
aging and troubled PGE Gas Transmission Pipeline 109 (with lost maintenance
records and pre-existing tree intrusions violating federal guidelines, see photo).
Encased under asphalt, the aging pipeline is typically un-reactive -but this area
is unpaved. The pipeline is on a pitched, undeveloped patch of Bernal hill.
Pipeline 109 is the same type of transmission pipeline that exploded
catastrophically in San Bruno and Fresno -and caused serious accidents in
Carmel, Walnut Creek and at least four other local cities (see articles and letter
by Carmel Mavor).

Federally recommended safe practices that use additional site-specific safety
precautions have not been incorporated into final designs see citation). The
Planning Department has approved a building permit without knowing the
pipeline's depth and exact location, located within a few feet of the property,
which may substantially change project design, including garage access, building
location and break-over angle -against recommended federal safe practices see
citation .

Developer proposes creating the third steepest street in SF at 37 degrees (actual
grade unknown since depth of pipeline is unknown) -and he will be responsible
for grading over transmission pipeline with heavy-duty equipment (see Fresno
explosion photo). ,

An accidental gas leak of PG&E's Gas Transmission 109 Pipeline would be
catastrophic to local residents, Community Garden users, and Bernal Park
visitors (see photos). Noted gas transmission pipeline expert, Robert Bea,
confirmed neighbor's concern regarding danger as legitimate see letter). In
2007, during street construction at the exact base of this location, a cement truck
overturned while trying to make a turn, rupturing a waterline. (See photo)

Citations:
• General Plan Priority #5 -That the City achieve the greatest possible
preparedness to protect against injury and the loss of life during an earthquake.
• US Department of Transportation PHPSA "Consultation Zones and Planning
Areas" pg. 1 -Local governments should consider implementing "planning areas"
to enhance safety when new land uses and property development are planned
near transmission pipelines....these are areas where additional development
regulations, standards or guidelines to ensure safety should be considered."

c.~
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• Pipelines and Informed Planning Alliance (PIPA) "Partnering to Further
Enhance Pipeline Safety through Risk-Informed Land Use Planning," Appendix
C, Ex. 14 and 15a,b,c "Trees should be avoided." "Tree roots may damage
transmission pipeline." (See photo)

Citations:

• SF General Plan Urban Design Element, Fundamental Principles of
Conservation, Pg. 27, #17 -Blocking, construction or other impairment of
pleasing views of the Bay or Ocean, distant hills, or other parts of the city can
destroy an important characteristic of the unique setting and quality of the city.
• SF General Plan Urban Design Element, Fundamental Principles of
Conservation, pg. 23, #4A - A plan seeking to avoid excessive bulkiness must
consider the existing scale of development in each area of the city
• SFRDG pg 38 -Limit the size of the penthouse in order to reduce its visibility
from the street....Stair penthouses may also be entirely eliminated.

**********

2) Unreasonable impacts during construction:

Residents have a right to live in San Francisco free from the fear of a
catastrophic accident -which won't happen during construction unless the
pipeline safety issue is dealt with. Most pipeline accidents happen on ROW
during construction, according to data from the US Department of Transportation.
Heavy duty construction equipment and construction vehicle will block neighbor's
access to their houses and emergency vehicle access on Chapman Street.

3) Alternatives:

Alt. 1 -Resolve public safety issues and final design questions regarding pipeline
and dangerously steep street. Lower pipeline so street can be safely graded to
match the slope of parallel streets that have been graded down for safe vehicle
access. Build small-scale housing that is in line with neighborhood character and
won't create a neighborhood of tear-downs.

Alt. 2 -Acknowledge this particular patch of Bernal's hill's dangerous terrain and
pipeline public safety issues by keeping it open space.

~~



CASE NUMBER: i
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Discretionary Review Application
Submittal Checklist

Applications submitted to the Planning Department must be accompanied by this checklist and all required
materials. The checklist is to be completed and signed by the applicant or authorized agent.

_:_.__ ..
REQUIRED AAATERIALS {please check caret[ column) ~ DR APPLICATION

Application, with all blanks completed ❑
-- __.. ,

Address labels (original), if applicable O

Address labels (copy of the above), if applicable ~

Photocopy of this completed application ❑
__

~ Photographs that illustrate your concerns j ■ I
—._...._._ __ . ----- - ----- _ __. _... .i . _..__..__

Convenant or Deed Restrictions ■

~ Check payable to Planning Dept. r ❑_....._
', Letter of authorization for agent ❑

Other: Section Pian, Detail drawings (i.e. windows, door entries, trim), '.
Specifications (for cleaning, repair, etc.) and/or Product cut sheets for new ~
elements (i.e. windows, doors)

NOTES:
❑ Required Material.
■ Optional Material.
~ Two sets of original labels and one copy of addresses of adjacent property owners and owners of property across street.

Fw Depertrnem Use Onty

Application received by Planning Deparhnent:

By: Date:



Applicant's Affidavit

Under penalty of perjury the following declarations are made:
a: The undersigned is the owner or authorized agent of the owner of this property.
b: T'he information presented is true and wrrect to the best of my knowledge.
c: The other information or applications maybe required.

Signature: Date:

Print name, and indicate whether owner, or authorized agent:

Owner /Authorized Agent (circle one)

~J SAN FRFNC15C0 PLANNING DE PAPTMENT V 08.07.2012
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Ratio of Building to Parcel Square Footage
For Properties within 300 Feet of 3516 and 3526 Folsom Street ~

Data from CCSF Assessor's Property Search Database as of 9/7/15

Address

House # Street Bldg sq ft Parcel sf BIdg:Lot Notes

66 Banks 2749 1750 157%

70 Banks 2749 1750 157%

74 Banks 2749 1750 157%

83 Banks 2025 ~ 1750' 116%ono parcel sf, used 1750

87 Banks 2365 ~ 1750 135%;no parcel sf, used 1750

89 Banks 1000 1750' S7%

97 Banks 1200 1750 6990

98 Banks 1295 1750 74%a

99 Banks 1200 1750 69%

101 Banks 1069 1750 61%

102 Banks 1276 ~ 1750 73%a

103 Banks 1450 1750 83%a

104 Banks 625 1750 36%

105 Banks 1000 1750 57%

106 Banks 899 1750 51~

107 Banks 1035 1782 58%

114 Banks 1650 1750 94% 'Q

116 Banks 1233 1746 71%

390 Chapman 1338 1750 769'0

400 Chapman 1130 1746 65%

401 Chapman 1660 1746 95%

405 Chapman 2180 1746 125%

39 Ellsworth 1340 1750 77%,

43 Ellsworth 1526 1750 87%

47 Ellsworth 1180 1750 670

51 Ellsworth 1193 1746 68%

55 Ellsworth 1265 1746. 72%

56 Ellsworth 1500 1750 86%

58 Ellsworth 696 1750 40%

59 Ellsworth 1265 1746 72%

65 Ellsworth 1382 1750 79%

66 Ellsworth 1243 1750 71%

70 Ellsworth 1480 1750 85%

71 Ellsworth 1880' 17501 107%

76 Ellsworth 1275 j 1750 73%

77 Ellsworth 2025 1750' 116%

81 Ellsworth 1250 1746'' 72%

82 Ellsworth 1275:. 1750 73%

86 Ellsworth 1275 1750 73% i

99 Ellsworth 1250 1746 72%

103 Ellsworth 1275 1746 73%,

107 Ellsworth 1781, 1746 102%

Page 1 of 3



Ratio of Building to Parcel Square Footage
For Properties within 300 Feet of 3516 and 3526 Folsom Street

Data from CCSF Assessor's Property Search Database as of 9/7/15

Address

House # Street Bldg sq ft Parcel sf BIdg:Lot Notes

105 Gates St 1540 1746 ' 88%

105 Gates St 180 1746 10%!

106 Gates St 1250 1746 72%;

109 Gates St 1690 1750 97%

111 Gates St 1207 1746 69%

112 Gates St 1016' 1750 ~ 58% ~

113 Gates St 1626 1750 93%,

115 Gates St 1780 1750 102% includes 117 Gates

118 Gates St 1411!, 1750 81%

119 Gates St 1101 1750 63%

124 Gates St 1185 1746 68%

130 Gates St 1200 1746 69%

132 Gates St 2258 1750 129%

515 Powhattan 800 2378 34%a

688 Powhattan 2250 1750 129%

40 Prentiss 1750'~~ 3496 50%

80 Prentiss 625 ~ 1746 36%'

96 Prentiss 950 i 3500 27%

Average Square Footage 1329' 1838 74%

Page 3 of 3
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PG~tE Carmel home explosion
blamed on bad pipeline records
By Jaxon Van Derbeken Updated 7:55 am, Friday, March 14, 2014
~~~, _-T'si~~,i~ .-
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IMAGE 1 OF 2

A house at Guadalupe and Third streets in Carmel after a gas explosion in March.

Pacific Gas and Electric Co.'s faulty pipeline records, which the utility promised to fix after the

deadly San Bruno disaster more than three years ago, are being blamed in a natural-gas

e~cplosion that destroyed a home last week in Carmel.

No one was home and there were no injuries when the explosion destroyed the one-bedroom

cottage March 3. The owner said that was largely attributable to good luck: A work crew was

supposed to be in the house but never got there because of traffic.

PG&E says gas crews woridng around the house were misled by company records about the type of ̂
~ r,

http:/lwww.sfgate.com/newslarticle/PG-amp-E-Carmel-home-explosion-blamed-on-bad-5316064.php#photo-6015116 1/5



i • ~ ~

~rme~ EXp~~~~~~

Five years after a devastating pipeline explosion ripped through the city of San
Bruno, killing eight, and a year after another explosion destroyed a house in
Carmel-by-the-Sea, the Pacific Gas &Electric Co. still doesn't have accurate
records of the gas pipes around our homes, neighborhoods and businesses, the
business praet~ces to compensate for their inaccurate records, or the tools in
place to immediately halt a gas leak. Each day this situation is not fixed puts the
public's safety at risk.

That's not my opinion alone, but the concern of the California Public Utilities
Commission, which opened a formal investigation ofi PG&E's practices and
record-keeping after recent pipeline accidents in Carmel, Mountain View,
Mi{pitas, Morgan Hill and Castro Valley highlighted the risk to public safety of
PG&E not having accura#e records or maps of its vast pipeline network.
The proceeding —which could lead to more penalties and fines against PG&E
— follows a report by the CPUC's Safety Enforcement Division finding that
PG&E's pipeline records are too inadequate and too flawed to be trusted when
making critically important, ongoing safety decisions. The public remains at risk
until these issues are resolved.

-t

Jason Burnett, Mayor of Carmel, California



several potentially lifesaving safety measures to prevent future pipeline breaches
from threatening this community again.

These include better training of construction crews with the necessary
emergency tools to make sure gas leaks are stopped quickly. Crews must
respond to odor calls in a timely fashion, and a project manager must be
designated to monitor construction projects and make regular site visits for
possible pipeline interference.

As we prepare to participate in the upcoming CPUC investigation of PG&E's
record-keeping and safety practices, we intend to require these measures as
part of any penalties levied. We simply can't trust that PG&E will impose these
measures on its own. The safety of our communities and the lives of our
residents depend on our diligence.
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Your are here: Home » Reguta#ory Changes: San Bruno Explosion Mirrors 2004 Walnut Creek Pipeline 81ast

Your are here: Home »Regulatory Changes: San Bruno Explosion Mirrors 2~4 Walnut Creek Pipeline Blast

The aftermath of the lethal San Bruno
explosion has begun to replicate regulatory
and safety changes tha# were products of
the 2004 Walnut Creek pipeline blast, a case
we represented for our client who suffered
burns over 30°ia of his body.

New Safety Regulations

San Bruno: Yesterday U.~. Rep. Jackie
Spei~r, (D-Hillsborough) announced

legislation tha# would require pipeline operators across the country to equip their lines wi#h
automatic shut-off valves. This technology could have significantly reduced the devastation
of the San Bruna pipeline explosion.

Walnu# Creek: In 200 ,the federal Pipeline and Hazardous Materials Safety
Administration's Office of Pipeline Safety and Kinder Morgan, an energy company involved
with the Walnut Creek explosion, agreed that Kinder Morgan would provide system-wide Z ~~,,

https:; giccb.com`regulatory-chances-san-bruno-explosion-mirrors-20(}4-walnut-creek-pipeline-btasU 1!5
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PGbtE's Line 109 also seen as posing safety risks
SAN BRUNO BLAST Missing records, vulnerable welds for pipe from South Bay to S.F.

By Jaxon Van Derbeken Published 4:00 am, Sunday, April 10, 2011
aoveRTisen~eidi
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IMAGE 1 OF 3

An exposed section of PG&E's Line 109 gas transmission pipeline spans a creek on a steep hillside in Redwood
City, Calif. on Friday, April 1, 2011.

(Published Apr. io, zoii)

The other pipeline that Pacific Gas and Electric Co. has long relied on to deliver natural gas up the Peninsula bas prob3ems similar to the ruptured

line in San Bruno -flawed or missing records and at-risk welds, including 8o-year-old technology recognized as prone to earthquake failures, The

Chronicle has learned.

Like PG8:E trausmissiou Line i32 -the pipe that ruptured and exploded in San Bruno on Sept. 9 - L.ine io9 runs from Milpitas through the South

Bay and Peninsula and up to San Francisco, where it terminates in the Dogpatcb neighborhood.

wvEnrisiN~

http://www.sfgate.com/bayarea/article/PG-E-s-Line-109-also-seen-as-posing-safety-risks-2375453.php 1!4
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Since the blast that lalled eight people and destroyed 38 homes, PG&E has avoided service disruptions in the upper Peninsula by using a part of

Line io9 to route gas around the blast site, thus keeping most of Line i32 in service.

Federal investigators have keyed into PG&E's inaccurate records on Line i3z in San Bruno -records that showed the 1956-vintage pipe bad no

seam when, in fact, it had a flawed seam weld since tied to the rupture. The company vouched for the line's safety using a method iu 2009 that wa

incapable of finding bad welds.

a,~ve~riser✓~en~r
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beirresistible.com

1 Rule of a flat stomach.
redirectyourcarbs.com

The Biggest Mistake Women Make That Kilts A Cut down a bit of stomach fat every day t
Man'c AHrartinn iicinn this 1 wair~l nlri tin

Line io9 maybe equally problematic for the company, documents show. Like all the lines running into San Francisco, PG&E has cut the pressure
on Line io9 by 20 percent in the wake of the San Bruno disaster, but e~cperts say that given its questionable state, the cut affords little assurance o'
safety.

"You don't lmow tl~e right level of safety to begin with, so you don't l ow if you are cutting pressure by enough," said Richard Kuprewicz, a pipeliu
safety expert in Redmond, Wash.

Missing records
Perhaps flee most damaging revelation about Line io9 came last month when the utility aclmowledged Uiat it lacks any records for a g-mile
segment in San Bruno that was installed by 1995• The undocumented segment starts south of the rupture site on Skyline Boiilevard at San Bruno
Avenue, and heads inland to Junipero Serra Boulevard and hooks up to the old mute on Skyline at Hickey Boulevard.

ADVERTISEh4ENT

Older Women 1 Tip of a flat belly
Haircuts 2015 superfatburningfats.com

hair.sty~ebistro.com Cut down a bit of your belly eve
coo ..;,.*„~o~ „f +ho hnf4nc~ hoir day by using this 1 weird old tip

The S-mile part of the line is among i4o miles of transmission pipe for which PG&E has said it has so far found no documents to prove it is
operating safely. PG&E has until the end of August to look for the records as part of a $3 million fine settlement still pending and slated to be
argued Monday before the California Public Utilities Commission.

The undocumented part of the line apparenfly was instaIled to route around three active earthquake faults in the area on Skyline Boulevard, PG&l
records show. The replacement route is now reflected on PG&E's current maps, but the utility lacks records of construction documents and has no
proof that it did legally mandated high-pressure water tests.

UC engineering Professor Bob Bea said the lack of records fora 1995-era project is "astounding."

'To have that long a section of an important pipeline without records on its condition -that would be alarming," he said. "I flunk we have a
problem, Houston."

PG&E has aclmowledged that the line has other identified risks, but says it inspected the line in 2009 and found no leaks over the past decade.

Brittle welds
PG&E has noted that a 2-m1e portion of Live io9 along Alemany &oulevard in San Francisco dates from 1932 and was constructed using
oxyacetylene welds, notoriously brittle and susceptible to failure in earthquakes. The at-risk part of the line runs under the street roughly from
Sickles Avenue to Rousseau Street

Oaryacetylene technology -which dates to the early part of the loth century - is problematic because the hot gases used in the welding process
generate bubbles in the welding bond, Bea said.

"It's difficult to get a weld with high integrity," he said. "You end up with a lot of gas and bubbles trapped in the metal."

Kuprewicz added, "Oxyacetylene welds are like glass. They don't bend, they snap. They are very brittle."

http://www.sfgate.com/bayarea/article/PG-E-s-Line-109-also-seen-as-posing-safety-risks-2375453.php 214
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Dozens of those welds failed in the i9~i quake in Sylmar (Los Angeles County), according to a 2008 seisnuc report done for tUe U.S. Geological

Sun~ey on the vulnerability of that kind of weld. The report also found that in the 1989 Loma Prieta quake, PG&E had three transmission line

failures involving such welds, and in the 1994 Q~ke in Northridge (Los Angeles County), more than two dozen such welds failed or were damaged

The 2008 regort recommended replacement with upgraded pipes, or at least using automatic shutoff valves, pointing out that oxyacetylene welds

were almost loo times more likely to fail in a quake than more modern technology.

PG&E has long downplayed the usefulness of automatic valves, citing industry data showing most blast damage is done m the first 3o seconds of a

explosion, but since the San Bruno blast bas said it will install them in many high-risk areas.

Rehab versus replace

PG&E had been replacing dozens of miles a year of old pipes since 1985 -including the 5-mile reroute near San Bruno -but told regulators in i99;

that it now intended to begin finding ways to rehab old lines rather than replace them.

One of its fast efforts in that vein was to install, that year, a plastic liner in Line io9 under Alemany Boulevard that had 1932-vintage oayaceTylene

welds. The purpose of the liner was to create an internal membrane to contain any gas release if vulnerable girth welds failed in an earthquake.

PG&E bought tUe liner from Paltem Systems Inc. of Missouri, and it was touted as being able to withstand pressures up to 90o pounds per square

inch. Paltem is not currently in business in the United States.

"The purpose of this project was to install a safe composite lining, in order to provide additional support and protection," PG&E spokesman Joe

Molica said about the liner.

Before installing the liner, he said, PG&E had tested that part of the line using high-pressure water. At the time, the company said it would track

any leaks and inspect the line a year after installation.

PG&E recently told San Francisco City Attorney Dennis Herrera, who asked for details about the project, that it did an initial camera inspection bi

did not do afollow-up inspection. PG&E says the inspection could have damaged the liner and there had been no leaks in the past decade.

Inspection aside, eacperts question the value of the liner in a major quake. Glen Stevick, a Berkeley engineer and pipeline safety expert, said such a

interior liner "does provide a lot of flexibility and it can take a certain amount of leakage without rupture."

But, he said, substantial ground movement during a quake could have a "guillotine" action in severing a circumferential weld, slicing tl~e liner in

the process.

Doug Honegger, an Arroyo Grande (San Luis Obispo County) consultant on pipeline seismic safety, agreed the liner's value is linuted.

"The quesrion is why they put the liner in. If the threat was from large ground movement, I'm not sure the (liner) would be what they needed;' he

said. "The preferred option would be to replace that section."

Vuinereble welds

Still other parts of Line io9 were constructed with low-frequency electric resistance welds, considered vulnerable during normal operations and
tied to more than loo failures nationwide.

PG&E inspected Line io9 in 2009 using a method that was incapable of finding flawed seam welds. Yet two stretches of the line have such welds,
according to PG&E records. PG&E officials have said they had been intentionally boosting the pressure on lines with such welds every five years o~
so since 2003, but stopped the practice after the San Bruno explosion. The company says it had been elevating the pressure because federal
regulations -based an peak pressure levels -would otherwise Idck in and limit its ability to meet peak demand.

Federal officials say they don't understand why PG&E was boosting pressure on vulnerable lines.

PG&E last spiked the gressure on the San Francisco part of Line io9 on April i2 of last year to i47 pounds per square inch; the line's ma~mum
capacity is iso psi. It first spiked the pressure on the line in December 2003 to iso psi. F~tperts have questioned the safety of tl~e spiking practice
on such vulnerable welds, saying they could make them more prone to failure.

Portion above ground

Outside San Francisco, at the higher-pressure segment of the line, experts point to another potential problem spot: an above-ground, 5o-foot spas
where Line io9 crosses a dry creek bed PG&E inspected the line in 2009 and said any safety concerns were addressed.

But UC Berkeley's Bea said erosion on the creek banks during recent storms could potentially weaken support on either side spanning the
creekbed. He worries the line has no underpinnings to support the crossing.

F.~cperts point to the totality of Line io9 problems as warning signs that the older, untested lines in PG&E's system are fraught with potential risks

http://www.sfgate.com/bayarea/article/PG-E-s-Line-109-also-seen-as-posing-safety-risks-2375453.php 3/4
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PG&E had largely stopped replacing old lines by z000, when it cut back on miles replaced in favor of inspection efforts to assure safety, document

show.

"With the age and the risk factors they have, why aren't they judiciously replacing these pipes?" pipeline safety e~cpert Kuprewicz said. "You are

playing Russian roulettewith asix-shooter, and you have five buIlets in the gun."

"I frankly don't feel very comfortable with their whole" system, said Robert Eiber, another pipeline integrity eacpert. "Its a mess. You need to find

out what you have in the ground."

Herrera said he wants to I~ow more about the line before he is satisfied it is safe.

"It's quite clear that we haven't received all the records that would give us that complete confidence," he said. He added that he intends to make

every effort to make sure "we are getting the records we need."

E-mail Jaxon Van Derbeken at jvanderbeken@sfchronicle.com

OO 2015 Hearst Communications, Ihc.
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Re: Inquiry about Gas Transmission Pipeline 109 from

concerned SF residents
Robert G. BEA

• May5at10:26AM
To

• Marilyn Waterman
Happy Monday Marilyn,

given the background you provided in your email, yes -you should be concerned.

there are several points in your summary that provide a good basis for your concerns:
1) old (1980s) PG8~E gas transmission pipeline installed in area with highly variable topography,

2) no records on the construction, operation, and maintenance of the pipeline,

3) no definitive guidelines to determine if the pipeline is 'safe' and 'reliable',

4) apparent confusion about responsibilities (government, industrial -commercial) for the

pipeline safety, reliability, and integrity.

this list is identical to the list of concerns that summarized causation of the San Bruno Line 132

gas pipeline disaster.

the fundamental 'challenge' associated with your concern is tied to the word 'safe'.
unfortunately, it has been very rare that i have encountered organizations that have a good

understanding of what that word means, and less of an understanding of how to demonstrate

that a gives system is 'safe enough'.

during my investigation of the San Bruno disaster, i did not find a single document (including trial

deposition transcripts) that clearly indicated PG&E or the California PUG had a clear

understanding of the word 'safe': freedom from undue exposure to injury and harm.

much of this situation is founded in 'ignorance'. it is very rare for me to work with engineers who

have a comprehensive understanding of what the word safe means -and no clue about how to

determine if a system is either safe or unsafe. the vast majority of governmental regulatory
agencies are even worse off.

i have attached a graph that helps me explain the important concepts associated with

determining if a system is safe or unsafe. the vertical scale is the likelihood of a failure. the
horizontal scale is the consequences associated with a failure. the diagonal lines separate the
graph into two quadrants: safe and not safe. if the potential consequences associated with a
failure are low, then the likelihood of the failure can be high. if the potential consequences are
very high, then the probability of failure must be very low. uncommon common sense.

on the graph, i shown a system that was designed for a particular 'risk' (combination of
likelihood and consequences of failure). when it was constructed, the risk increased due to

construction 'malfunctions' -like bad welding. when the system was put into service, the risk
increased further -perhaps due to poor corrosion protection and due to the area around the
pipeline being populated with homes, businesses, schools and other things that increase the
potential consequences of a major failure. once it is determined that the system that was
originally designed to be safe, is no longer safe, then it is necessary to do things that will allow
the system to be safely aperated....reduce the likelihood of failure (e.g. repair the corrosion} and
reduce the consequences of failure (e.g. install pressure control shut off sensors and equipment

that can detect a loss of gas and rapidly shut the system down)....or replace the segment of the
pipeline that no longer meets safety -reliability requirements.

~,s
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All of this makes many of us very uneasy. Should we be?

We would greatly appreciate your perspective.

Regards,
Marilyn Waterman

PS - If you want to google the proposed development the addresses are:
3516 and 3526 Folsom St., San Francisco

Robert Bea
Professor Emeritus
Center for Catastrophic Risk Management
University of California Berkeley
Email: beaQce.berkelev.eclu

Risk Assessment & Polanagement Services
60 Shuey Drive
Moraga, CA 94556
925-631-1587 (office)
925-699-3503 (cell)
Email: BeaRAMS@gmail.com
htt~: J/buy.norton.comJspecialoffers?VENDORID=YAHOO

acceptable risks
.pdf
DownioadView
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SFGATE httpJ/www.sfgate.com/bayarea/artidelCemenFtruck-mixes-poorty-with-city-water-25a5528.php

Cement truck mixes poorly with city water
Chronicle staff report Published 4:00 am, Wednesday, August 22, 2007

,~.

IMAGE } OF 2

WATERMAiN 027 RAD.jpg S#10WN: Broken water main and fallen cement truck at the comer of Powhattan
and Folsom Streets in San Francisco, CA., where u~dergrounding and sewer repair work have been ongoing.
(Katy i2addatzJThe Chronide) "

A cement truck overturned, below, and ruptured a water line in San Francisco's Bernal Heights neighborhood Tuesday, knocking out service

to four blocks for seven hours.

The accident happened a tittle after io a.m. and slightly injured the cement truck driver.

At left, an Atlas Towing worker rigs cables to the fallen truck.

Righting the truck took several hours more than expected, but the job was finally accomplished at 3 p.m. with the help of t~vo heavy-dory tow

trucks. Two hours later, water was flowing to all in the neighborhood once again, said Tony ~nnicker, a spokesman for the city Pubiic Utilities

Commission.

RELATED STORIES

Water service
resfored in Bernal
Heights

The affected area is bounded by Powhattan Avenue, Cortland Avenue, Folsom Street and Gates

Street.

http://wwwsfgate.com/bayarea/atticle/Cement-truck-mixes-poorly-with-city-water-2545528.php I(3



Application for Discretionary Review

APPLICATION FOR

Discretionary Review
1 . Owner/Applicant Information _. ..-

DR APPLICANTS NAME:

'.,Various Neighbors -Bernal Safe antl Livable (c
/o Sam Orr) (~,S ̀  $/~—~ ~ ~~

_ _ __ ___ ___ __ _ 
J

DR APPLICANTS ADDRESS: 
ZIP CODE: i TELEPHONE:

See attchetl List (c/o 61 Gates Street) S 
I ~-~~ ~ ~ R ~ L ~ ~ 84110

rr~4c~r~Q

PROPERTY OWNER WHO IS DOING THE P
ROJECT ON WHICH YOU ARE REQUEST

ING DISCRETIONARY REVIEW NAME:

Fabien Lannoye

ADDRESS 
I ZIPCODE.

297c Kansas Street, San Francisco 
SF

TELEPHONE:

~ 415 626-8868

GUNIAGI rVH UFi AYYLIGAIIVIV:

SamB as Above ~(

ADDRESS:

E-M/UL ADDRESS:

2. Location and Classification

DP CODE: j TELEPHONE:

STREET ADDRESS OF PROJECT: 

i 21P CODE:

3526 Folsom Street

CROSS STREETS:

Chapman Street 
',

ASSESSORS BLOCK/lOT ' LOT DIMENSIONS !. LOT AREA (SD Fly. ~ ZONING DISTRICT 
~ HEIGHT/BULK DISTRICT:

5626 /014 
25X70 i 175p RH-1/40-XBernalHts.SUD

3. Project Description

Please check ell that apply

Change of Use ❑ Change of Hours ❑ New Construction ~ Alterations ❑ Demolition ❑ Other ❑

Additions to Building: Reaz ❑ Front ❑ Height ❑ Side Yard ❑

Open space, walking paths to Bernal park; sc
hool children field trips

Present or Previous Use:

Single family house
Proposed Use: _

2013.12.16.4318
Building Permit Application No.

Date Filed: 
12/17/13

7



4. Actions Prior to a Discretionary Revi
ew Request

Prig Adian 
~ YES NO

Have you discussed this project with th
e permit applicant? [~ ❑

Did you discuss the project with the Plan
ning Department permit review planner

? ❑

i -

~ Did you participate in outside mediation
 on this case? ❑ ' [~

5. Changes Made to the Project as a Resu
lt of Mediation

If you have discussed the project with
 the applicant, planning staff or gone 

through mediation, please

summarize the result, including any cha
nges there were made to the proposed

 project.

See_attach.ed. --__ __ _-__ _____ _- - ------

8 SAN FRANp5C0 PLANNING DEPART
MENT V.08 07.2012



CASE NUMBER:

For Statl Ur oMy

~_

Discretionary Review Request

In the space below and on separate paper, if necessar
y, please present facts sufficient to answer each qu

estion.

What are the reasons for requesting Discretionary Revi
ew? The project meets the minimum standazds of

 the

Planning Code. What are the exceptional and ext
raordinary circumstances that justify Discretionary R

eview of

the project? How does the project conflict with the C
ity's General Plan or the Planning Code's Priority

 Policies or

Residential Design Guidelines? Please be specific and s
ite specific sections of the Residential Design Guid

elines.

T'he Residential Design Guidelines assume some i
mpacts to be reasonable and expected as part of co

nstruction.

Please explain how this project would cause unreason
able impacts. If you believe your property, the pr

operty of

others or the neighborhood would be adversely af
fected, please state who would be affected, and how:

3. What alternatives or changes to the proposed pro
ject, beyond the changes (if any) already made woul

d respond to

the exceptional and extraordinary circumstances and r
educe the adverse effects noted above in question 

#1?



Applicant's Affidavit

Under penalty of perjury the following declarations are made:

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

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

r. The other information or applications may be required.

Signature: Date:

Print name, and indicate whether owner, or authorized ~ent: ~/

s lVl 8 (~ C~ ~ Ir' ~1~~/fD1~-
Owner /Authorized Agent (circle ne) ~ ~ 1 /~~~~. 5~~

C Dom. Q-~- ~ ~ t~,~~
~/ g2G~` dal_ ~

U G~-..e.Imo' -~ ~ ~ r~

Q SAN FRANCISCO PUIN NING DEPARTMENT V.OB.0~.2012



5. Changes made to project as a result of mediation.

Bernal Heights East Slope Special Use District met at least five times with the developer.
Meetings were attended by large numbers of residents. Changes made to project were
incremental at best, a fact underscored by Bernal Heights East Slope Design Review Board not
supporting the project. Developer was asked to meet with neighbors but did not follow through.
Neighborhood character issues remain outstanding, dominated by a three-story house with large
garage (variance required} -notably out-of-proportion to small neighboring houses -and vaguely
fleshed out access issues impacting neighbors' homes and garages on steep ROW. Despite
concerns about maintaining public views from Bernal Heights Blvd., developer added a
penthouse stairwell in last rendition of publicly presented plans. North elevations were minimally
changed but not enough to address objections to wall-like exterior facing Bernal Park.

Proposed street design changes remain confusing, obfuscating actual implementation of plans
regarding: access to existing garages and homes impacted by proposed new street; right-of-way
construction on a major aging PG&E gas transmission pipeline (with lost PGE records and tree
intrusions); break-over angles; and the addition of another dangerously steep street in Bernal with
emergency and regular vehicle access issues.

1. What are the reason for requesting Discretionary Review? Exceptional and
extraordinary circumstances? How does the project conflict wifh the City's General Plan
Planning Code's Priorify Policies or Residential Guidelines? Cite specific sections of the
SFRDG.

Reason #1 -Proposed three-story/large garage (variance required) project is out-of-scale
to predominantly two-story/single-car garage homes and threatens Bernal East Slope's
SUD protected small-house neighborhood character and socio-economic diversity by
creating a de facto speculation zone of tear-downs to be replaced by larger, more
profitable developments.

According to SF Assessor's data base, the size of Bernal houses within a 300 foot radius of
project is 1329 square feet (ses enclosed chart). The adjacent house is 1050 sf (3580 Folsom St
within 50 feet). Current dots/design do not include project's size but it is sizably out of scale.

Codes cited:
• General Plan Priority #2 -Existing housing and neighborhood character be conserved and
protected in order to preserve cultural and economic diversity.
• General Plan Priority #3 -That the city's supply of affordable housing be preserved and
enhanced.
• Sec. 242,b - 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.
• SFRDG, Pg. 8 -When considering the immediate context of a project, the concern is how the
proposed project relates to the adjacent buildings.
• SFRDG, PG. 8 -When considering the broader context of a project, the concern is how the
proposed project relates to the visual character created by other buildings in the general vicinity.
• SF General Plan Urban Design Element, Fundamental Principles of Conservation, pg. 23, #4A -
A plan seeking to avoid excessive bulkiness must consider the existing scale of development in
each area of the city
• Bernal Heights East Slope Guidelines, Pg. 2 -Much recent development is not only inconsistent
but often at odds with the smaller scale existing structures. As a result the East Slope's rural
characteristics rapidly are disappearing along with views, open space"
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•Bernal Heights East Slope Guidelines, Pg. 15, sec. 4 -Intent: Promote harmony in the visual
relationship and transitions between new an older buildings.
•Sec. 242, pg. 7, Garage variance required for square footage above 1300 square feet of living
space. Usable floor space to parking space ratios: 0 to 1300 square feet for the first parking
space. 1301 - 2250 for the second parking space. 2251 to 2850 for the third parking space.

Reason #2 -Exceptional and Extraordinary conditions exist (as defined by the Planning
Commission's definition for DR) due to "unusual context" and "complex topography" "not
addressed in the design standards:" An aging, major PGE Gas Transmission Pipeline -
one of three feeding natural gas into SF -runs through the proposed access area up a
dangerously steep grade, the main reason this site has never been developed. The
catastrophic risk is further heightened by the threat of earthquakes during construction.

No risk-assessment has been done regarding the public safety concerns surrounding this project.
The proposed new access road would be a ROW over aging and troubled PGE Gas
Transmission Pipeline 109 (with lost maintenance records and pre-existing tree intrusions
violating federal guidelines, see photo). Encased under asphalt, the aging pipeline is typically un-
reactive -but this area is unpaved. The pipeline is on a pitched, undeveloped patch of Bernal hill.
Pipeline 709 is the same type of transmission pipeline that exploded catastrophically in San
Bruno and Fresno -and caused serious accidents in Carmel, Walnut Creek and at least four
other local cities (see articles and letter by Carmel Mayor).

Federally recommended safe practices that use additional site-specific safety precautions have
not been incorporated into final designs (see citation). The Planning Department has approved a
building permit without knowing the pipeline's depth and exact location, located within a few feet
of the property, which may substantially change project design, including garage access, building
location and break-over angle -against recommended federal safe practices (see citationZ

Developer proposes creating the third steepest street in SF at 37 degrees (actual grade unknown
since depth of pipeline is unknown) -and he will be responsible for grading over transmission
pipeline with heavy-duty equipment (see Fresno explosion photo). _

An accidental gas leak of PG&E's Gas Transmission 109 Pipeline would be catastrophic to local
residents, Community Garden users, and Bernal Park visitors (see photos). Noted gas
transmission pipeline expert, Robert Bea, confirmed neighbor's concern regarding danger as
legitimate (see letter). In 2007, during street construction at the exact base of this location, a
cement truck overturned while trying to make a turn, rupturing a waterline. (See photo)

Citations:
• General Plan Priority #5 -That the City achieve the greatest possible preparedness to protect
against injury and the loss of life during an earthquake.
• US Department of Transportation PHPSA "Consultation Zones and Planning Areas" pg. 1 -
Local governments should consider implementing "planning areas" to enhance safety when new
land uses and property development are planned near transmission pipelines....these are areas
where additional development regulations, standards or guidelines to ensure safety should be
considered."
• Pipelines and Informed Planning Alliance (PIPA) "Partnering to Further Enhance Pipeline Safety
through Risk-Informed Land Use Planning," Appendix C, Ex. 14 and 15a,b,c "Trees should be
avoided." "Tree roots may damage transmission pipeline." See photo)

REASON #3 - "Unusual context" of location of proposed development, next to Bernal
Heights Park, threatens public views -and creates a "wall" where there was once open
space.

The north elevation of this house is adjacent to Bernal Heights Park and Bernal Heights Blvd and
Community Garden, where hundreds of visitors walk, bike, garden and drive every day. A

2
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penthouse stairwell -taller than the railing of the rooftop garden and extending into the public
viewing vista -was added to the plans at the last ESDRB meeting. It rises up on the north side of
the house, adjacent to the park, impeding views. Since then, the penthouse stairwell has been
enlarged and broaden, further impeding views.

The ESDRB letter to the developer informing him of why his project was not in compliance with
ESDRB Guidelines specifically notes the elevations facing Bernal are "visually prominent' and
remain "largely undeveloped and uncomposed.°' (See letter)

Citations

• SF General Plan Urban Design Element, Fundamental Principles of Conservation, Pg. 27, #17 -
Blocking, construction or other impairment of pleasing views of the Bay or Ocean, distant hills, or
other parts of the city can destroy an important characteristic of the unique setting and quality of
the city.
• SF General Plan Urban Design Element, Fundamental Principles of Conservation, pg. 23, #4A
A plan seeking to avoid excessive bulkiness must consider the existing scale of development in
each area of the city
• SFRDG pg 38 -Limit the size of the penthouse in order to reduce its visibility from the
street....Stair penthouses may also be entirely eliminated.

Reason #4 -Large garage for two cars (variance required) is out of character for
neighborhood and threatens economic diversity.

This is a particularly perplexing aspect of proposed project, given the predominant neighborhood
character of small houses and single car-garages and a few, rare two-car garages with outside
side by side access. It also adds to an already dangerous traffic situation See overturned
cement truck photo.) The fact the house is located on a 37 degree slope makes it particularly
improbable that actual double parking will be utilized -and/or done safely. (Try maneuvering on a
street that steep.) This appears to be a way to circumvent the system in order to maximize the
building envelope and make this house as large as possible.

Cedes cited:
• Sec. 242, pg. 7, Usable floor space to parking space ratios: 0 to 1300 square feet for first
parking space. 1301 - 2250 sf for second parking space. 2251 to 2850 sf for third parking space.
• General Plan Priority #2 -Existing housing and neighborhood character be conserved and
protected in order to preserve cultural and economic diversity.
• Sec. 242,b - 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.
• SFRDG, Pg. 8 -When considering the immediate context of a project, the concern is how the
proposed project relates to the adjacent buildings.
• SFRDG, PG. 8 -When considering the broader context of a project, the concern is how the
proposed project relates to the visual character created by other buildings in the general vicinity.
• SF General Plan Urban Design Element, Fundamental Principles of Conservation, pg. 23, #4A -
A plan seeking to avoid excessive bulkiness must consider the existing scale of development in
each area of the city
• Bernal Heights East Slope Guidelines, Pg. 2 -Much recent development is not only inconsistent
but often at odds with the smaller scale existing structures. As a result the East Slope's rural
characteristics rapidly are disappearing along with views, open space"
• Bernal Heights East Slope Guidelines, Pg. 15, sec. 4 -Intent: Promote harmony in the visual
relationship and transitions between new and older buildings.

3
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2. Unreasonable impacts during construction:

Of particular concern, construction will happen over and close to an aging transmission pipeline
on an unusually steep grade in an urban area with high-risk consequences if an accident
happens. Bernal residents have a reasonable expectation not to live in fear of a catastrophic
explosion -and so far no government entity is taking responsibility for ensuring citizens safety.
Additionally, construction activities will block access for emergency vehicles to this section of
Bernal. The development will open up hill to further development of all six lots, prolonging the
development period and significant public safety concerns of nearby neighbors.

3. What alternatives...would reduce the adverse effects noted above in question #1 ?

Alt 1 -First, resolve public safety issues and final design questions regarding pipeline and
dangerously steep street. Lower pipeline so street can be safely graded to match the slope of
parallel streets that have been graded down for safe vehicle access. Reduce the size of house to
a scale that conforms and enhances neighborhood character.
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CASE NUMBER:

For Staff Use only

Discretionary Review Application
Submittal Checklist

Applications submitted to the Planning Department must be accompanied by this checklist and all required
materials. The checklist is to be completed and signed by the applicant or authorized agent.

REQUIRED MATERIALS (please check corned o0lumn) i DR APPLJCATIgN
i

Application, with all blanks completed ~~

Address labels (original), if applicable
-- .._........__ _ ....._— _...__... _ ___---- __ _._... _..__ - - --..I. _.._.._

Address labels (copy of the above), ff applicable j

Photocopy of this completed application ! [~

Photographs that illustrate your concerns

Convenant or Deed Restrictions ~ ~

Check payable to Planning Dept. ~ Uv

Letter of authorization for agent ~__..—...__..... _ --_ -.... _ ____---.---_--.___ _____._._._____..._.._..j..._
❑

Other: Section Plan, Detail drawings (i.e. windows, door entries, trim),
Specifications (for cleaning, repair, etc.) and/or Product cut sheets for new ~
elements (i.e. windows, doors)

NOTES:
❑ Required Material.
■ Optional Material.
~ Two sets of original labels end one copy of addresses of adjacent property owners and owners of property across street.

Fa Department Use Ony

Application received by Planning Department:

By: Date:
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Your are here: Home »Regulatory Changes: San Bruno Explosion Mirrors 2004 Walnut Creek Pipeline Blast

Your are here: Home »Regulatory Changes: San Bruno Explosion Mirrors 2004 Walnut Creek Pipeline Blast

The afterma#h of the lethal San Bruno
explosion has begun to replicate regulatory
and safety ci~anges that mere products of
the 20041Nalnut Creek pipeline blast, a case
we represented for our client who su#~ered
burns over 30°l0 of his body.

New Safety Regulations

San Bruno: Yesterday U.S, Rep. Jackie
Speier, (D-Hilisb~rough) announced

legislation that would require pipeline operators across the country to equip their lines with
automatic shut-vff valves. This technology could have significantly reduced the devastation
of the San Bruno pipeline explosion.

Wafnu# Creek: !n 2006, the federal Pipeline and Hazardous Materials Sa#ety
Administration's Office of Pipeline Safety and Kinder Morgan, an energy company involved
with the Wa#nut Creek explosion, agreed that Kinder Morgan would provide system-wide Z ac

https: giccb.comregulatory-changes-sau-Bruno-explosion-mirrors-20Q1-walnut-creek-pipeline-blast' ~~5

Getty Images !Justin Sullivan
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PG~tE Carmel home explosion
blamed on bad pipeline records
By Ja~con Van Derbeken Updated 7:55 am, Friday, March 14, 2014
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IMAGE 1 OF 2

A house at Guadalupe and Third streets in Carmel after a gas explosion in March.

Pacific Gas and Electric Co.'s faulty pipeline records, which the utility promised to fiY after the

deadly San Bruno disaster more than three years ago, are being blamed in a natural-gas

explosion that destroyed a home last week in Carmel.

No one was home and there were no injuries when the explosion destroyed the one-bedroom

cottage March 3. The owner said that was largely attributable to good luck: A work crew was

supposed to be in the house but never got there because of traffic.
a~:-=•=

PG&E says gas crews working around the house were misled by company records about the type of ~'
2 ~ ~=

http:!/www sfgate.com/news/azticle(PG-amp-E-Carmel-home-explosion-blamed-on-bad-5316064.php#photo-60151 l6 1 /5



Can PG&E Be Trusted? ~Carm~! Puts
Pacific has ~. ~lect~i~ Co. an Notre in
Carmel Explosion

Five years after a devastating pipeline explosion ripped through the city of San
Bruno, killing eight, and a year after another explosion destroyed a house in
Carmel-by-the-Sea, the Pacific Gas &Electric Co. still doesn't have accurate
records of the gas pipes around our homes, neighborhoods and businesses, the
business practices t~ compensate for their inaccurate records, or the tools in
place to immediately halt a gas leak. Each day this situation is not fixed puts the
public's safety at risk.
That's not my opinion alone, but the concern of the California Public Utilities
Commission, which opened a forma! investigation of PG&E's practices and
record-keeping after recent pipeline accidents in Carmel, Mountain View,
Milpitas, Morgan Hill and Castro Valley highlighted the risk to public safety of
PG&E not having accurate records or maps of its vast pipeline network.
The proceeding —which could lead to more penalties and fines against PG&E
— fol{ows a report by the CPllC's Safety Enforcement Division fir~ding that
PG&E's pipeline records are too inadequate and too flawed to be trusted when
making critically important, ongoing safety decisions. The public remains at risk
until these issues are resolved.

Jason Burnett, Mayor of Carmel, California



several potentially lifesaving safety measures to prevent future pipeline breaches
from threatening this community again.

These include better training of construction crews with the necessary
emergency tools to make sure gas leaks are stopped quickly. Crews must
respond to odor calls in a timely fashion, and a project manager must be
designated to monitor construction projects and make regular site visits for
possible pipeline interference.

As we prepare to participate in the upcoming CPUC investigation of PG&E's
record-keeping and safety practices, we intend to require these measures as
part of any penalties levied. We simply can't trust that PG&E will impose these
measures on its own. The safety of our communities and the lives of our
residents depend on our diligence.



9/12/2015 Cement track mixes poorly with city water - SFGate
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Cement truck mixes poorly with city water
Chronic to staff report Published 4:00 am, Wednesday, August 22, 2007
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IMAGE 1 OF 2

WATERMAIN_027_RA D.jpg SHOWN: BroKen water main and fallen cement truck at the corned of Powhadan
and Folsom Streets in San Francisco, CA., where undergrounding and sewer repair worts have been ongoing.
(KaTy RaddaVlThe Chronicle) "

a !d ~~r;

A moment h~uck overturned, below, and raptured a water line in San Francisiro's Bernal Heights neighborhood'hiesdar•, knocking out se~yice

to four bla ks for seven hours.

The accident happened a little after io a.m. and slightly injureri the cement iruek driver.

At left, an Atlas Towing worker rigs ambles to the fallen truck.

Righting the truck took several horns more than e~cpected, but the job was finally accomplished at 3 pm. »~ith the help of two heavy-duty tow

bucks. Ztvo hours later, water was floH~ing to all in the neighborhood once again, said Tony Winnicker, a spokesman for the city Public Utilities

Commission.

RELATED STORIES

.,.i - ~ Water service
restored in Berncl
Heights

AL1VEHiISING

The affected area is bounded by Powhattan Avenue, Cortland Avenue, Folsom Street and Gates

Street.

~~~p:rlwww.sfgate.corn/bayarea/articlelCement-truck-mixes-poorly-~clth-city-water-2545528.php 1(3
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 the transmission pipeline right-of-way that should b
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9/12/2015 Cement wck mixes poorly with city water - SFGate

SFGATE httpJNuww.sfgate.com/bayarea/articlelCemenFtruck-mixes-poorly-withcity-water-2545528.php

Cement truck mixes poorly with city water
Chronicle staff report Published 4:00 am, Wednesday, August 22, 2007

IMAGE 1 OF 2

WATERMAIN 027 RAD.jpg SHOWN: Broken water main and fallen cement truck at the comer of Powhattan
and Folsom Streets in San Frandsco, CA., where undergrounding and sewer repair work have been ongoing.
(Katy RaddabJThe Chmnide) "

A cement truck overturned, below, and ruptured a water line in San Francisco's Bernal Heights neighborhood Tuesday, knocking out service

to four blocks for seven hours.

The accident happened a little after io a.m. and slightly injured the cement truck driver.

At left, an Atlas Towing worker rigs cables to the fallen truck.

Righting the buck took several hours more than expected, but the job was finally accomplished at 3 p.m. with the help of two heavy-duty tow

trucks. Two hours later, water was flowing to all in the neighborhood once again, said Tony Winnicker, a spokesman for the city Public Utilities

Commission.

RELATED STORIES

Water service
restored in Bernal
Heights

~~- ~sr~

The affected area is bounded by Powhattan Avenue, Cortland Avenue, Folsom Street and Gates

Street.

http://wwwsfgate.com/bayarea/article/Cement-truck-mixes-poorly-with-city-water-2545528.php U3



9/13!2015 PG&E's Line 109 also seen as posing safety risks - SFGate

~FGATE http:/hvww.sfgate.com/bayarea/article/PG-E-s-Line-109-also-seen-as-posing-safety-risks-2375453.php

PGStE's Line 109 also seen as posing safefy risks
SAN BRUNO BLAST Missing records, vulnerable welds for pipe from South Bay to S.F.

By Jaxon Van Derbeken Published 4:D0 am, Sunday, April SD, 2011
F.DVEP, I!SEA1[IJ i

IMAGE 1 OF 3

An exposed section of PG&E's Line 109 gas transmission pipeline spans a creek on a steep hillside in Redwood
City, Calif. on Friday, April 1, 2011.

(Published Apr. io, zoii)

The other pipeline that Pacific Gas and Electric Co. has long relied on to deliver natural gas up the Peninsula has problems similar to tl~e ruptured

line in San Bruno -flawed or missing records and at-risk welds, including 8o-year-old technology recognized as prone to earthquake failures, The

Chronicle has learned.

Like PG&E transmission Line i32 -the pipe that ruptured and exploded in San Bruno on Sept. 9 - Liue io9 runs from Milpitas through the South

Bay and Peninsula and up to San Francisco, where it ternunates in the Dogpatch neighborhood.

ADVERTISING
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Since the blast that killed eight people and destroyed 38 homes, PG&E has avoided service disruptions in the upper Peninsula by using a part of

Line io9 to route gas around the blast site, thus keeping most of Line i32 in senrice.

Federal investigators have keyed into PG&E's inaccurate records on Line i32 in San Bruno -records that showed the 1956-vintage pipe had no

seam when, in fact, it had a flawed seam weld since tied to the rupture. The company vouched for the line's safety using a method in 2009 that wa

incapable of finding bad welds.

ADVERTISEMENT

J'

Line io9 maybe equally problematic for the company, documents show. Like all the lines running into San Francisco, PG&E has cut the gressure

on Line io9 by 20 percent in the wake of the San Bruno disaster, but experts say that given its questionable state, the cut affoids little assurance o'

safety.

"You don't imow the right level of safety to begin with, so you don't l ow if you are cutting pressure by enough," said Richazd Kuprew~cz, a pipelii

safety e~cpert in Redmond, Wash.

Missing records

Perhaps flee most damaging revelation about Line io9 came last month when the utility acimowledged that it lacks any records for a ,5-mile

segnent in San Bruno that was installed by 1995. The undocumented segment starts south of the rupture site on Skyline Boiilevard at San Bruno

Avenue, and heads inland to Junipero Serra Boulevard and hooks up to the old mute on Slyline at Hickey Boulevard.

nevEgnsE~~Er<r
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Haircuts 2015 superfatburningfats.com

hair.sty~ebistro.com Cut down a bit of your belly eve

coo ..~,.+~ ~~o~ „~ +►,o hn#tocF heir day by using this 1 weird old tip
The g-mile part of the line is among i4o miles of transmission pipe for which PG&E has said it has so far found no documents to prove it is
operating safely. PG&E has until the end of August to look for the records as part of a $3 million fine settlement still pending and slated to be
azgued Monday before the California Public Utilities Commission.

The undocumented part of the line apparently was installed to route around three active earthquake faults in the area on Skyline Boulevard, PG&]
records show. The replacement route is now reflected on PG&E's current maps, but the utility lacks records of construction documents and has no
groof that it did legally mandated high-pressure water tests.

UC engineering Professor Bob Bea said the lack of records fora 1995-era project is "astounding."

'To have that long a section of an important pipeline without records on its condition -that would be alarming," he said. "I think we have a
problem, Houston."

PG&E has acl~owledged that the ]ine has other identified risks, but says it inspected the line in 2009 and found no leaks over the past decade.

Brittle welds
PG&E has noted that a 2-m~1e portion of Line io9 along Alemany Boulevard in San Francisco dates from 1932 and was constructed using
oacyacetylene welds, notoriously brittle and susceptible to failure in earthquakes. The at-risk part of the line runs under the street roughly from
Sickles Avenue to Rousseau Street

Oxyacetylene technology -which dates to the early part of the loth century - is problematic because the hot gases used in the welding process
generate bubbles in the welding bond, Bea said.

"It's difficult to get a weld with high integrity," he said. "You end up with a lot of gas and bubbles trapped in the metal."

Kuprewicz added, "O~c} acetylene welds are like glass. They don't bend, they snap.'I'hey are very brittle."

http://www.sfgate.com/bayarea/article/PG-E-s-Line-109-also-seen-as-posing-safety-risks-2375453,php 2!4
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Dozens of those welds failed in tl~e i9~i quake in Sylmar (Los Angeles Gounty), according to a 2008 seisnuc report done for the U.S. Geological

Survey on the vulnerability of that kind of weld. The report also found that in the 1989 Loma Prieta quake, PG&E lead three transmission line

failures involving sucU welds, and in tl~e 1994 Q~ke in Norttu-idge (Los Angeles County), more than two dozen such welds failed or were damaged

The 2008 report recommended replacement with upgraded pipes, or at least using automatic sliutoff valves, pointing out that o~ryacetylene welds
were almost loo times more likely to fail in a quake than more modern technology.

PG&E has long downplayed the usefulness of automatic valves, citing indus~y data showing most blast damage is done in the first 3o seconds of a

e~cplosion, but since the. San Bruno blast has said it will install them in many high-risk areas.

Rehab versus replace

PG&E had been replacing dozens of miles a year of old pipes since 1985 - including the 5-mile reroute near San Bruno -but told regulators in i94;
that it now intended to begin finding ways to rehab old lines rather than replace them.

One of its. first efforts in that vein was to install, that yeaz, a plastic liner in Line io9 under Alemany Boulevard that had 1932-vintage oacyacetylenE
welds. The purpose of the liner was to create an internal membrane to contain any gas release if vulnerable girth welds failed in an earthquake.

PG&E bought tl~e liner frrom Paltem Systems Inc. of Missouri, audit was touted as being able to withstand pressures up to 90o pounds per square
inch. Paltem is not currently in business in the United States.

"The purpose of this project was to install a safe composite lining, in order to provide additional support and protection," PG&E spokesman Joe
Molica said about the liner.

Before installing the liner, he said, PG&E had tested that part of the line using high-pressure water. At the time, the company said it would crack

any leaks and inspect the line a year after installation.

PG&E recenfly told San Francisco G~ty Attorney Dennis Herrera, who asked for details about the project, that it did an initial camera inspection bi
did not do afollow-up inspection. PG8cE says the inspection could have damaged the liner and there had been no leaks in the past decade.

Inspection aside, experts question the value of the liner in a major quake. Glen Stevick, a Berkeley engineer and pipeline safety expert, said such a
interior liner "does provide a lot of flexibility and it can take a certain amount of leakage without rupture."

But, he said, substantial ground movement during a quake could have a "guillotine" action in severing a circumferential weld, slicing the liner in

the process.

Doug Honegger, av Arroyo Grande (San Luis Obispo County) consultant on pipeline seismic safety, agreed the liner s value is linuted.

"1'he question is why they put the liner in. If the threat was from large ground movement, I'm not sure the (liner) would be what they needed,' he
said. "The preferred option would be to replace that section."

Vulnerable welds

Still other parts of Line io9 were constructed with low-frequency electric resistance welds, considered vulnerable during normal operations and
tied to more than loo failures nationwide.

PG&E inspected Line io9 in 2009 using a method that was incapable of finding flawed seam welds. Yet two stretches of the line ha~>e such welds,
according to PG&E records. PG&E officials have said they had been intentionally boosting the pressure on lines with such welds every five years o~
so since 2003, but stopped the practice after the San Bruno explosion. The company says it had been elevating the pressure because federal
regulations -based on peak pressure levels -would otherwise kick in and limit its ability to meet peak demand.

Federal officials say they don't understand why PG&E was boosting pressure on vulnerable lines

PG&E last spiked the pressure on the San Francisco part of Line io9 on April i2 of last year to i47 pounds per square inch; the line's maximum
capacity is iso psi. It first spiked the pressure on the line in December zoo3 to iso psi. F~cperts have questioned the safety of the spiking practice
on such vulnerable welds, saying they could make them more prone to failure.

Portion above ground

Outside San Francisco, at the higher-pressure segment of the line, experts point to another potenfial problem spot: an above-ground, 5o-foot spar
where Line io9 crosses a dry creek bed. PG&E inspected ffie line in 2009 and said any safety concerns were addressed.

But UC Berkeley's Bea said erosion on the creek banks during recent stones could potentially weaken support on either side spanning the
creekbed. He worries the line has no underpinnings to support the crossing.

F.acperts point to the totality of Line io9 problems as warning signs that the older, untested lines in PG&E's system are fraught with potential risks

http://www.sfgate.com/bayarea/article/PG-E-s-Line-109-also-seen-as-posing-safety-risks-2375453.php 3/4
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PG&E Uad lazgely stopped replacing old lines by 2000, when it cut back ou miles replaced in favor of iuspecdov efforts to assure safety, document

show.

"With t]~e age and the risk factors they have, why aren't they judiciously replacing these pipes?" pipeline safety ea~pert Kuprewicz said. "You are

playing Russian roulette urith asix-shooter, and you have five bullets in the gun."

"I franidy don't feel very comfortable with tlieir whole" system, said Robert Eiber, another pipeline integrity expert. "It's a mess. You need to find

out what you have in the ground."

Herrera said be wants to I~ow more about the line before he is satisfied it is safe.

"It's quite clear that we haven't received ail tl~e records tUat would give t~s that complete confidence;' he said. He added tliat he intends to make

every effort to make slue "we are getting flee records we need."

E-mail Jaxon Van Derbeken at jvanderbeken@sfchronicle.com.
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September 15

We, the undersigned Bernal Heights neighbors, support the Application for

Discretionary Review by Bernal Safe and Livable--residents concerned about

proposed development of a street and houses on a dangerously steep undevel
oped

riill over a major gas transmission pipeline in our residential area.

The proposed project addresses are 3516 & 3526 Folsom Street.
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We the undersigned Bernal Heights neighbors support the Application for Discretionary Review by

BERNAL SAFE AND LIVABLE, an organization concerned about proposed development of a road and

houses on steep open space over a major gas transmission pipeline in our residential area.
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September 2015

We the undersigned Bernal Heights neighbors support the Application for
Discretionary Review by Bernal Safe and Livable, an organization
concerned about proposed development of a street and houses on steep
open space over a major gas transmission pipeline in our residential area.

The proposed project addresses ire 3516 & 3526 Folsom Street.
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September 2015

We the undersigned Bernal Heights neighbors support the Application for
Discretionary Review by Bernal Safe and Livable, an organization
concerned about proposed development of a street and houses on steep
open space over a major gas transmission pipeline in our residential area.

The proposed project addresses are 3516 & 3526 Folsom Street.
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We the undersigned Bernal Heights neighbors support the Application for
Discretionary Review by Bernal Safe and Livable, an organization
concerned about proposed development of a street and houses on steep
open space over a major gas transmission pipeline in our residential area.

The proposed project addresses ire 3516 & 3526 Folsom Street.
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September 15

We, the undersigned Bernal Heights neighbors, support the Application fo
r

Discretionary Review by Bernal Safe and Livable--residents concerned abo
ut

proposed development of a street and houses on a dangerously steep und
eveloped

f~~ill over a major gas transmission pipeline in our residential area.

The proposed project addresses are 3516 & 3526 Folsom Street.
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September 2015

We the undersigned Bernal Heights neighbors support the Application for
Discretionary Review by Bernal Safe and Livable, an organization
concerned about proposed development of a street and houses on steep
open space over a major gas transmission pipeline in our residential area.

The proposed project addresses ire 3516 & 3526 Folsom Street.
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Additional Supporters of the Bernal Safe and Livable
Discretionary Review Application
(authorizing emails attached)

Paul Hessinger
212 Gates Street

Elaine Elinson
100 Winfield Street

Nancy Slepicka
608 Peralta Aveevue

Giuliana Milanese
137 Anderson Street

Connie Ewald
76 Gates St.

Peter Ewald
76 Gates St.

Rosanne Liggett
125 Gates Street

Malcolm Gaines
85 Gates St



Sam Orr <sam.orri @gmail.com>
To: Ann Lockett

Fwd: Folsom Development

Begin forwarded message:

From: Llewellyn Keller <Ilewkeller@icloud.com>
Subject: Folsom Development
Date: September 12, 2015 at 6:33:06 PM PDT
To: "sam.orrl @gmail.com" <sam.orrl @gmail.com>

September 14, 2015 9:19 PM

Hi Sam - I responded to Gail a few days ago with my name &address to be added, but if this new
solicitation isn't the same thing -please feel free to list my support - Llew Keller - 90 Gates

Sent from my iPhone



Sam Orr <sam.orrl @gmail.com>
!G: f'111i 1 LvCK~iI

Fwd: Bernal Safe

Begin forwarded message:

From: Rosanne Liggett <rosanneadana@hotmail.com>
Subject: Bernal Safe
Date: September 13, 2015 at 1:51:03 PM PDT
To: "sam.orrl @c~mail.com" <sam.orrl @gmail.com>

Please add my name and address to the list of people concerned
(and opposed) to the building project on the site next to the
community garden:

Rosanne Liggett
125 Gates Street
SF 94110

Thanks for the heroic community work to stop this project!

September 14, 2015 9:21 PM

Rosanne



Malcolm Gaines <malcolm@maicolmgaines.us> September 14, 2015 2:48 PM
f o: Sam Orr <sam.orrl @gmail.com>

~ ~ Marilyn Waterman <yaviene@yahoo.com>, Ann Lockett <lockett7@gmaiLcom>
Re: Request for Planning Commission review -- Due Tuesday

Thanks so much, Sam, for working on this with everyone else. I'd like to lend my support to the DR
application.

Malcolm Gaines
85 Gates St
SF 94110

Malcolm Gaines
n~~alcolm ~~ rnaicolmgaines.us

On Sep 12, 2015, at 2:24 PM, Sam Orr <sam.orrl @gmail.com> wrote:

Dear Neighbor,

With apologies, we are e-mailing you because you signed earlier petitions expressing concern about a
proposed development below the Community Garden on Bernal Heights.

The Planning Commission has recently approved the design for two houses at what would be 3516 and
3526 Folsom, currently an open slope with no street. In doing this the Commission overrode the Bernal
Heights East Slope Design Review Board's unwillingness to approve the designs.

We are gathering support for an application —due this Tuesday —for what is called a Discretionary Review
by the Planning Commission. The review offers the opportunity for a public hearing and the presentation of
concerns about the proposed development by the people affected. The focus of our ad hoc neighborhood
group, Bernal Safe and Livable, is the out-of-character size of the proposed houses for this neighborhood
and the extreme safety issues arising from construction on the steep slope over a major PG&E trunk
pipeline.

Neighbors comprising Bernal Safe and Livable have been circulating petitions of support for this application.
About 40 people have signed. If you have signed already, THANK YOU. If you would like to offer email
support for Bernal Safe and Livable's application requesting a review by the Planning Commission, please
join the list of supporters by sending your name and address to sam.orrl @gmail.com.

The list of supporters will be enclosed with the Bernal Safe and Livable Discretionary Review Application
that is due Tuesday morning, September 15.

Thanks much,
Bernal Safe and Livable



Sam Orr <sam.orri @gmail.com> September 14, 2015 9:33 PM
To: Ann Lockett

Fwd: support Bernal Safe and Livable application

Begin forwarded message:

From: Nancy Slepicka <nrsle~icka@gmail.com>
Subject: support Bernal Safe and Livable application
Date: September 12, 2015 at 2:29:14 PM PDT
To: sam.orrl @gmail.com

Nancy Slepicka
608 Peralta Ave.
SF 94110



Sam Orr <sam.orri @gmail.com> September 14, 2015 9:31 PM
To: Rnn Lockett

Fwd: Request for Planning Commission review -- Due Tuesday

Begin forwarded message:

From: Giuliana Milanese <gfmilanese@gmail.com>
Subject: Re: Request for Planning Commission review -- Due Tuesday
Date: September 12, 2015 at 2:38:59 PM PDT
To: Sam Orr <sam.orrl @amail.com>

please my name Giuliana Milanese 137 Anderson sT 94110

On Sat, Sep 12, 2015 at 2:24 PM, Sam Orr <sam.orrl @gmail.cam> wrote:
Dear Neighbor,

With apologies, we are e-mailing you because you signed earlier petitions expressing concern about a
proposed development below the Community Garden on Bernal Heights,

The Planning Commission has recently approved the design for two houses at what would be 3516 and
3526 Folsom, currently an open slope with no street. In doing this the Commission overrode the Bernal
Heights East Slope Design Revi@w Board's unwillingness to approve the designs.

We are gathering support for an application —due this Tuesday —for what is called a Discretionary
Review by the Planning Commission. The review offers the opportunity for a public hearing and the
presentation of concerns about the proposed development by the people affected. The focus of our ad
hoc neighborhood group, Bernal Safe and Livable, is the out-of-character size of the proposed houses for
this neighborhood and the extreme safety issues arising from construction on the steep slope over a
major PG&E trunk pipeline.

Neighbors comprising Bernal Safe and Livable have been circulating petitions of support for this
application. About 40 people have signed. If you have signed already, THANK YOU. If you would like to
offer email support for Bernal Safe and Livable's application requesting a review by the Planning
Commission, please join the ►ist of supporters by sending your name and address to
sam.orrl Cgmail.com.

The list of supporters will be enclosed with the Bernal Safe and Livable Discretionary Review Application
that is due Tuesday morning, September 15.

Thanks much,
Bernal Safe and Livable



Sam Orr <sam.orrl @gmail.com>
To: Ann Lockett

Fwd: I support review

Begin forwarded message:

From: 5jaguar5@comcast. net
Subject: i support review
Date: September 12, 2015 at 2:48:21 PM PDT
To: "sam.orrl @gmail.com" <sam.orrl @gmail.com>

support the petition for review this is Paul Hessinger 212 Gate St.

September 14, 2015 9:19 PM

Sent from my iPhone



Sam Orr <sam.orrl @gmai~.com>
To: Ann Lockett

Fwd: Petition

Begin forwarded message:

From: Elaine Elinson <eelinson@gmail.com>
Subject: Petition
Date: September 12, 2015 at 3:09:19 PM PDT
To: sam.orrl @g..maii.com

September 14, 2015 9:19 PM

Hi Sam -- You can add my name to the petition -- Elaine Elinson, 100 Winfield Street, S.F. 94110.
misunderstood Ann's earlier e-mail, I thought I had to sign in person.
Thanks! and good luck!
Elaine



Sam Orr <sam.orri @gmail.com>
To: Ann Lockett

Fwd: Support

Begin forwarded message:

From: Connie Ewald <ewaldconnie@yahoo.com>
Subject: Support
Date: September 13, 2015 at 1:05:31 PM PDT
To: "sam.orrl @gmail.cam" <sam.orrl @gmaii.com>

September 14, 2Q15 9:18 PM

Hello Sam,
We are traveling at the moment but want to lend support in any way that we can, so please add our names
to the list of those supporting a discretionary review:

Connie Ewald
76 Gates St.
ewaldconnie@vahoo.com

Peter Ewald
76 Gates St.
~ewald31545@amail.com

Sent from Yahoo Mail for iPad



GSE 11UMBiER

APPLICATION FOR

Discretionary Review
1. Owner/Applicant Information

_ _
DR APPLICANT'S NAME:

Terry Milne, Bernal Heights East Slope Design Review Board
DR APPLICANT'S ADDRESS: aP CODE: TELEPFIONE:

321 Rutledge Street, San Francisco CA ~j ~ ~ t 415 
285-89$

PROPERTY OWNER WHO IS DOING THE PROJECT ON NMICH YOU ARE REQUESTING DISCRETIONARY REIAEW PIAME:

Fabien Lannoye
I ADDRESS: ZIP CODE TELEPHONE:

241 Amber Drive, San Francisco, CA ~~ 31 t 41$ ~ 626-8868

CONTACT FOR DR APPLICATION:

Same as Above

ADDRESS: ZIP CODE: :TELEPHONE:

_ _
E-MAIL ADDRESS'

jcab@earthlink.net

2. Location and Classification

STREET ADDRESS OF PROJECT: ZIP CODE:
3526 Folsom Street, San Francisco CA 

94110
_ _

~e°rna~~e~ghts Boulevard and Chapman Street

ASSESSORS BLOCKJLOT: ' LOT DIMF1~iS10NS: LAT AREA (SQ Fn: ZANING DISTRICT: H~I~,HXlBULK DISTRICT.
U5626 ~ 014 25' x 70' ~ ~Sp Rh-1 (Kemal Heights

3. Project Description

Please cAeck alI thaz apply

Change of Use ❑ Change of Hcxars ❑ New Construction ~h  alteraticros ❑ Demolition ❑ Other

Additions to Building: Rear ❑ Frant ❑

Present or Previous Use: Vdtant lot

Prc~p<>seci Use: Residential ______

Building Permit Application No. 2013.12.16.4318 Date Filed: $/17/15 _ __

RECEIVED

ORIGINAL

Height ❑ Side Yard

SEP 1 6 2015

CITY &COUNTY QF S.~.
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

NEIGHBORHQOD PlANNtNG



~,~

Discretionary Review Request

In the space below and on separate paper, if nc~ssary, please present facts sufficient to answer eat cniestic~.

1. What are the reascx~s for requesting DiscreH<mary Review? The project meets the minimum standards of the
Planning Cade. What are the exceptional and extraordinary circumstances that justify Discretionary Review of
the project? How dcx:s the project conflict with the Cit}~s General Plan or the Plaruxing Code's i'riority Policies or
Residential Design Guidel~es? Please be specific amd site specific secticros of tie Residerrtial Design Guidelines.

—See a~~acfiedSuirfiing FermiF~ipp i—Pca~ion~No:ZDT3T~'fb-43'f~--
3526 olsom Street __

2. The Residential Design Guidelines assume some impacts tv be reasonable and expected as part of ccx~structicm.
Please explain how this project wrnzld cause unreasonable impacts. If ycxz believe your property, the property of
others or the neighbortx~od would be adversely affected, please state who would be affected, and how:

_See ~iSached.Bu~I.~in.gP~rmitAppl.icatiQa No,_2Q1 ~~121f~4~1~--.------- --- --
3526 Folsom Street

3. What alternatives ar changes to the proposed project, beyond the changf~s {if any) already made would resp<md to
the exceptional and extraordinary circumstances and reduce the adverse effects rx~ted above in questicm #1?

-See at~achec~ Burt~ng Permif ,4pplication-No:-2~OT3TZ7b:4318
_ 3526 Folsom Street_ ______..



4. Actions Pnor to a Discretionary Review Request

—T--..----'-- ~~--
i Prior IkiloR i ~ i p0 ~

Have you discussed this project with the permit applicant? [~' ~ ~ ~1

Did you discuss the project with the Planning Departmerrt permit review pianne~? i ❑ ' ~ j-- - ------------------- -----------~ --------.--~~ --1
Did you participate in outside mediation on this case? ~ j [~

5. Changes Made to the Project as a Result of Mediation

If you have discussed the project with the applicant, planning staff or gone d~rough mediation, please
summarize the result, including any changes there were made to the proposed project.
Some changes were made to the project as a result of neighborhood review meetings. A number of issues
conc~g n as ru ure an i es were c an



Applicant's Affidavit

Under penalty e~f perjury the following declarations are made:
a: The undersigned is tl~ owner or authorized agent of the owner of this property.
b: The information presented is true and correct t~ the best cif my knowlE~dge.
c T`h~ other informaHan or applicaticros may be required.

~ ' / s~Si ature: ~,/ Date: ~ _ ~-2Q~~~ -- -~R~-- _ _ __ ... - - -- - -- _ _ _

~i^,ti~l fulg ~ Q2S~ S~o~ des/~,~ 1-~Vl¢~1
Print name, and indicate whether owner, or authorized agent:

_ . -- --
Owner ! Authorized Aga t (drGle one)



C0.SENWIBER

Discretionary Review Application
Submittal Checklist

Applications submitted to tlx: Planning Department must be acce~mpanied by this dkckiist and al! required
materials. The checklist is to be completed and signed b} the applicant or authorized agent.

REQUIRED MATERIALS ~ple~ase ci~eck caged cnfumn) pR /IppUCgTIpN

Application, wfth all blanks completed ~"

Address labels (original), if applicable {~f

Address labels (copy of the above), if applicable ~

Photocopy of this completed application ~~

Photographs that illustrate your concerns ~/

Convenant or Deed Restrictions

Check payable to Planning Dept ❑_. _ _
Letter ~f authorization far agent

Other' Section Plan, Detail drawings (i.e. windows, door entries, trim),
Specifications (for cleaning, repair, etc.} and(or Product cut sheets for new
elements (i.e. windows, doors)

__ _ __ _ . .

Notes:
Q Required Material.
Optbnal h1aterial.

:; Two sets of original labels and one copy of addresses of ad}aceM property owners and owners of property across street.

RE,CEI\/ED

For Departrnent Use Only

Application received by Planning Department:

~y ~ ---._.__.._._-__-

SAP 1 6 2015

CITY &COUNTY OF S.F.
Date: PLANNING DEPART NNNNG -----#E &tiQQ-Q-P~'—



Discretionary Review Request
Building Permit Application No. 2013.72.16.431$ (3526 Folsom Street)

1. The site for this project is a special location in the Bernal Heights neighborhood.

It is in the midst of a series of six vacant lots, next to a Community Garden and to

City park land, on a steep, undeveloped street right-of-way. The design for a new

residence can be effective in enhancing what looks like hillside open space.

The project will have extraordinary precedence and influence on several future

residences on other lots on Folsom Street. The influence is magnified because

the lots are unusually small - 25ft by 70ft.

The south and east facades will be visually prominent in the neighborhood

because they will face Chapman Street and be seen from Bernal Heights Park

and boulevard. The facade remains largely under-developed and uncomposed -

expanses of blank wall where there are opportunities for windows or setbacks to

add visual interest.

2. According to the Berna! Heights East Slape Guidelines, facades should have

visual interest and enrichment. Breaking u}a a solid-wall effect on the street also

reduces bulk. A box is the wrong image for hillside lots. It appears particularly

boxy because it does not step down with the slope of the street. (The East scope
Design Review extensively surveyed and indexed and mapped the neighborhood characteristics to

devise the Guidelines and to esiabiish parameters of "neighborhood character.")

"The City Planning Commission does ...accept the BernaE Heights East Slope

Building Guidelines a neighborhood study ... and intends to take into

consideration the recommendations contained therein when reviewing

proposals far construction of new housing." (CPC Resalutian No. 10854}

3. The south and east facades could be revised by enlarging the entry notch or
recessing to frame more windows. There are opportunities to add visual inferest.
More substantial side yards could be provided, breaking dawn fhe mass of the
building rather than filling the site from property line to property line. This would avoid
a solid wall effect where there is currentfy open space.

Neighbors have raised a number of concerns (slope of Folsom Street extension,
construction impact, easements, and PG&E gay line) that are beyond the purview of
the Review Bosrd.

1 ~~'~
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View 1: From Folsom and Chapman looking up at sites
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View 2: From Bernal Heights Boulevard at gate of Community Garden, looking down at sites
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      Mario Ballard & Associates 
        Building and Fire Code Consultants 

 
1335 Sixth Avenue, San Francisco, CA  94122                    t +1. 415.640.4283 | Marioballardsf@aol.com 

 

 

 

 

March 23, 2016 

 

Subject: 3516-3526 Folsom Street 

              Fire Department Access 

 

References:  

 

-California Fire Code Section 503 “Fire Apparatus Access Roads” 

-San Francisco Fire Department Informational Bulletin 5.01 

-Department of Public Works 2015 Subdivision Regulation  

-Table of contents Appendix-Technical Specifications Related to Engineering Document 

 Section XII-B-3 

 

 

The California Fire Code, San Francisco Fire Department Technical Bulletin 5.01 and the DPW 2015 

Subdivision regulation include specific guidelines and requirements related to street widths, grade, angles of 

approach and departure and maximum grade related to Ariel truck operation.  

 

Based on the information reviewed, the proposed development of Folsom Street North of Chapman will not 

meet the required specifications for Fire Department apparatus (See SFFD Bulletin 5.01) or Fire Department 

ambulance (EMR) access. All equipment, ladders, hoses as well as emergency medical equipment and supplies 

will need to be manually transported to the incident site which could impact firefighting operations and EMR 

response. 

 

 

 

 

Mario Ballard  

 

           



 
 

MARIO BALLARD & Associates 
1335 Sixth Avenue, San Francisco, California 94122 

(415) 640-4283 
marioballardsf@aol.com 

Mario Ballard, Principal 
______________________________________________________________________________ 

 
CAREER SUMMARY 
 
           Principal, Mario Ballard and Associates                                                     5/1/2007-Present  
           Principal, Zari Consulting Group                       1/1/2013-Present  
           Captain, Bureau of Fire Prevention, Plan Review Division                        2001- 4/21/2007                                                                                                                                        
          Lieutenant, Bureau of Fire Prevention, Plan Check Division                    1994 - 2001 
          Inspector, San Francisco Fire Department                     1991 - 1994  
          Firefighter, San Francisco Fire Department             1974 - 1991 
          Linebarger Plumbing and Construction, SF CA                                  1974 - 1980 
          Servadei Plumbing Company, SF CA            1974 
          United States Army, Army Security Agency                                              1972 - 1974 

 
LICENSES 
             
          ICC, International Code Conference Certified Building Plans Examiner   
  
CERTIFICATIONS 
 

ICC Advanced Occupancy  
ICC Advanced Schematic Design  
ICC Building Areas and Fire Design  
ICC Advanced Types of Construction  
ICC Advanced Means of Egress  
CFCA Certificate of Training of Locally Adopted Ordinances and Resolutions 

      IFC Institute Certificate Application of the UBC for Fire Code Enforcement 
ICBO Certificate on Course Completion on Fundamentals of Exiting   
ICBO Certificate on Course Completion Complex Exiting 
ICBO Certificate on Course Completion Building Use and Construction Type 
ICBO Certificate on Course Completion Fire Protection, Building Size and Location  
ICBO Course Overview of the Uniform Building Code 
California Fire Chief’s Association Fire Prevention Officers’ Section Fire Alarm Levels I & II 
Fire Sprinkler Advisory Board of Northern California & Sprinkler Fitter Local 483 Fire Sprinkler 
Seminar 
National Fire Sprinkler Association, Inc., Hydraulics for Sprinklers 
EDI Code International, Innovative Code Enforcement Techniques 
Certification State of California Title 19/Title 24   

                                                      
 
 
 
 
 
Mario Ballard & Associates                         July 16, 2014 



 
 
EDUCATION 
 
 Fire Strategy & Tactics                                1981-1993 
 Fire Service Supervision                            
 Fire Prevention 1A, 1B, 1C     
            Fire Prevention 2A, 2B          
 Fire Prevention Officer Level One    
            Firefighter Level One and Two 
 Arson 1A, 1B 
 Hazardous Materials 1A, 1B 
 Instructor 1A 
 Fire Management 1A 
 
           City College of San Francisco   1970-1972 
 
COMMITTEE INVOLVEMENT  
 
            Building Code Advisory Committee  
            Hunters Point Development Team  
            Mission Bay Task Force  
            Treasure Island Development Team  
            Trans-Bay Transit Center  
            Muni Metro, Light Rail Third Street Corridor 
            Department of Building Inspection MIS Case Development  
            San Francisco Board of Examiners Fire Department Representative  
            Member California Fire Chief’s Association Fire Prevention Officers  
            BOMA Code Advisory Committee  
            Mayor’s Office of Economic Development Bio-Teck Task Force  
            Hunters Point Redevelopment Task Force 
            Building Code Standards Committee 1996-1999  
            Participant in the Eighth Annual California Fire Prevention-Institute Workshop,   
          “Providing the Optimum in Fire and Life Safety Training”  
            Participant North/South California Fire Prevention Officers Workshops 1996 - 1998 
            Guest Speaker at SMACNA (Sheet Metal and Air Conditioning Contractors National  
 Association) 
                         
              
           PUBLIC SERVICE 
 
           Rooms That Rock For Chemo (RTR4C), Director Secretary   2011-Present  
           San Francisco Spina Bifida Association, (Past) Vice President 

                                                                                              

Mario Ballard & Associates                         July 16, 2014 
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1335 Sixth Avenue, San Francisco, California 94122 

(415) 640-4283 
marioballardsf@aol.com 

Mario Ballard, Principal 
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CAREER SUMMARY 
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           Principal, Zari Consulting Group                       1/1/2013-Present  
           Captain, Bureau of Fire Prevention, Plan Review Division                        2001- 4/21/2007                                                                                                                                        
          Lieutenant, Bureau of Fire Prevention, Plan Check Division                    1994 - 2001 
          Inspector, San Francisco Fire Department                     1991 - 1994  
          Firefighter, San Francisco Fire Department             1974 - 1991 
          Linebarger Plumbing and Construction, SF CA                                  1974 - 1980 
          Servadei Plumbing Company, SF CA            1974 
          United States Army, Army Security Agency                                              1972 - 1974 

 
LICENSES 
             
          ICC, International Code Conference Certified Building Plans Examiner   
  
CERTIFICATIONS 
 

ICC Advanced Occupancy  
ICC Advanced Schematic Design  
ICC Building Areas and Fire Design  
ICC Advanced Types of Construction  
ICC Advanced Means of Egress  
CFCA Certificate of Training of Locally Adopted Ordinances and Resolutions 

      IFC Institute Certificate Application of the UBC for Fire Code Enforcement 
ICBO Certificate on Course Completion on Fundamentals of Exiting   
ICBO Certificate on Course Completion Complex Exiting 
ICBO Certificate on Course Completion Building Use and Construction Type 
ICBO Certificate on Course Completion Fire Protection, Building Size and Location  
ICBO Course Overview of the Uniform Building Code 
California Fire Chief’s Association Fire Prevention Officers’ Section Fire Alarm Levels I & II 
Fire Sprinkler Advisory Board of Northern California & Sprinkler Fitter Local 483 Fire Sprinkler 
Seminar 
National Fire Sprinkler Association, Inc., Hydraulics for Sprinklers 
EDI Code International, Innovative Code Enforcement Techniques 
Certification State of California Title 19/Title 24   
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EDUCATION 
 
 Fire Strategy & Tactics                                1981-1993 
 Fire Service Supervision                            
 Fire Prevention 1A, 1B, 1C     
            Fire Prevention 2A, 2B          
 Fire Prevention Officer Level One    
            Firefighter Level One and Two 
 Arson 1A, 1B 
 Hazardous Materials 1A, 1B 
 Instructor 1A 
 Fire Management 1A 
 
           City College of San Francisco   1970-1972 
 
COMMITTEE INVOLVEMENT  
 
            Building Code Advisory Committee  
            Hunters Point Development Team  
            Mission Bay Task Force  
            Treasure Island Development Team  
            Trans-Bay Transit Center  
            Muni Metro, Light Rail Third Street Corridor 
            Department of Building Inspection MIS Case Development  
            San Francisco Board of Examiners Fire Department Representative  
            Member California Fire Chief’s Association Fire Prevention Officers  
            BOMA Code Advisory Committee  
            Mayor’s Office of Economic Development Bio-Teck Task Force  
            Hunters Point Redevelopment Task Force 
            Building Code Standards Committee 1996-1999  
            Participant in the Eighth Annual California Fire Prevention-Institute Workshop,   
          “Providing the Optimum in Fire and Life Safety Training”  
            Participant North/South California Fire Prevention Officers Workshops 1996 - 1998 
            Guest Speaker at SMACNA (Sheet Metal and Air Conditioning Contractors National  
 Association) 
                         
              
           PUBLIC SERVICE 
 
           Rooms That Rock For Chemo (RTR4C), Director Secretary   2011-Present  
           San Francisco Spina Bifida Association, (Past) Vice President 

                                                                                              

Mario Ballard & Associates                         July 16, 2014 
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Sucre, Richard (CPC)

From: Linda Ramey <lindaramey5@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, March 22, 2016 3:30 PM
To: Sucre, Richard (CPC)
Subject: House next to mine at 71 Gates
Attachments: DSCN0706.JPG; ATT00001.txt; DSCN0703.JPG; ATT00002.txt

This three story house looms above all of the one story houses next to it.  It was built around 1980.  The neighbors had 
met with the builder and thought he was working with them.  They were totally shocked at the final building and still 
feel betrayed.  I am dismayed every time I drive up Gates St. and see it looming above all of the other houses.  So out of 
character with the neighborhood, as Mr. Lannoye's designs would also be.   
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Sucre, Richard (CPC)

From: Linda Ramey <lindaramey5@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, March 22, 2016 3:37 PM
To: Sucre, Richard (CPC)
Subject: House just beyond the Community Garden
Attachments: DSCN0697.JPG; ATT00001.txt

 
An example of massive, wall‐like design that destroys the view from the hill.  The other photo shows the view from the 
hill close to our houses as it currently exists.  Mr. Lannoye's  massive, bulky design as seen from the park and Bernal 
Blvd. has the same potential to destroy the view of the valley which is enjoyed by hundreds of park visitors every day, 
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Sucre, Richard (CPC)

From: Linda Ramey <lindaramey5@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, March 22, 2016 3:39 PM
To: Sucre, Richard (CPC)
Subject: View from Bernal Blvd.
Attachments: DSCN0699.JPG; ATT00001.txt; DSCN0700.JPG; ATT00002.txt

Whoops!!  These photos got left off my last email. 
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General Responses to Discretionary Review 2013.1383DRP

Foreword:

The Project Sponsors, Anna Limkin and Fabien Lannoye, purchased the vacant lot at 3516 Folsom Street in
the hope of building their personal residence. The lot had been listed for a year.

Anna and Fabien have two children, both attending San Francisco Public Schools. Both Anna and Fabien
work full time in the City, where they have been living and working for many years, where they met and
where their two children were born.

As we reach(ed) our fifties, we are finally able to afford a house in the City we call home. We can’t afford a
huge house, just a 3 bedroom house, which seems a fair request for a family of 4.
After doing our due diligence to verify with the Planning Department, with DPW, with SFFD and all
concerned parties, we decided to proceed and purchased the lot.

We designed our house and scheduled a Project Review meeting with the Planning Department to make
certain that the proposed project would comply with the restrictive Special Use District for Bernal Heights,
Planning Code Section 242. Planning reviewed the project in detail and advised on a few improvements,
which we immediately incorporated into the project.

At the suggestion of the Planning Department, we contacted the ESDRB to schedule a pre-application
meeting with the neighbors. The Planning Department recommended contacting the ESDRB, although they
told us we were not in the ESDRB area and did not need to comply with the ESDRB Guidelines.

Prior to the meetings with the ESDRB, we discovered that flyers had been posted around Bernal, rallying
Bernal residents to attend a meeting to oppose a project which would create a “600-foot Radius Blast/Fire
Zone” by building “luxury homes” on “Undevelopable land”. (see attached photo).

The first meeting, as well as the next four, were very hostile, but we continued to participate.  Every
answer we gave the neighbors was called “a lie.”

The 19 DR were filed against the two proposed residences, 10 of them against 3516 Folsom Street. Some of
the neighbors even managed to file 4 identical DRs per household. 5 other DRs were filed by another
household.

Anna and I still hope all can be reasonable and that we can collaborate together to resolve the issues, as
good neighbors would.  We hope we will be given the chance to show our appreciation of others’
understanding and fairness.

Given the similarities between most of the DR issues and in an attempt to simplify and unify the DR process
for this project, we suggest responding to the main issues in a common set of responses, while
2013.1383DRP-10, filed by the ESDRB, which is different from the other DRs, will get is own set of
responses.

1- Site:  Several of the DR requestors suggest that the 6 vacant lots are open space which should not be
developed.  Although the DR requestors have enjoyed the adjacent lots as undeveloped land for many years, the
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these lots were created and laid out at the same time as the DR Requestors’ lots and zoned for residential use.
This has never changed.

The proposed project does not impact the views from the Park, nor does it have any negative impact on
the Public Garden.  Renderings were provided, demonstrating minimum impact on the views from the public
areas around the proposed project. Shadow studies were prepared and provided, demonstrating no shadow
impact.

Project Sponsor has no ties or involvement of any sort to the remaining adjacent four vacant lots.

2- Proposed extension of Folsom Street:
a. Numerous layouts were proposed to DPW and the Planning Department.  Better Streets

Department requested that we follow the straight layout which has since been developed in
accordance with their recommendations.

b. DPW-BSM did not allow a retaining wall in order to minimize the slope of the proposed road.  A
retaining wall was allowed on Banks Street(next block) to reduce its slope.

c. There are several streets in San Francisco which are steeper than the proposed street (please see
attached document: “Steepest Streets of San Francisco”).

d. The suggestion to build a road from Bernal Heights was considered but deemed impossible due to
the public garden.

e. State requirement only allows one driveway to access a maximum of two lots. The proposed road
extension will provide access to the two existing houses, as well as to the two proposed houses.
Project sponsor has offered a road solution that will provide access up front to all adjacent vacant
lots, avoiding rework in the future, if/when other lot owners should decide to develop their lots.
This is of benefit to all concerned neighbors.

f. Bernal Heights has many steep access roads due to its topography and density, which naturally
limits the size of trucks and access.

g. As to garbage trucks, project sponsor has contacted Recology several times. There are solutions to
this problem and project sponsor will resolve it, but at this point, project sponsor cannot get a
confirmed solution as Recology does not provide a proposal to a house which does not exist.

h. SFFD has reviewed the application and deemed the project acceptable for distance to the nearby
fire hydrants and for the fact that the proposed house will be equipped with a full fire protection
sprinkler system. Most of Bernal Heights is problematic for fire access; this house will be one of the
very few equipped with a full fire protection sprinkler system.

DRIVEWAYS of Impacted Neighbors:

Project sponsor has offered to meet with the 3 neighbors whose driveways would be impacted, their
consultant and DPW-BSM in order to discuss the details and specifics of the process. At this point, DPW-BSM
has requested more time in order to get all comments from the various department consulted, as all of
them have not responded. DPW and Streets and Highways have reviewed and approved proposed Street
Improvement drawings.

a. DR requestor states that project sponsor has refused to share information, which is not true.
b. Project sponsor has offered to pay for all costs for the DR driveway, which was stated at several of

the ESDRB meetings.
c. Proposed Street Improvement is currently being reviewed by DPW. Neighbors have hired a

consultant to review the proposed road extension and project sponsor has been e-mailing any and
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all information as it is produced. Given the sensitive nature of this project and huge backlog with
DPW, the proposed street improvement is being processed slowly. Project Sponsor is not
withholding any information and is open to discuss any issues in a constructive and respectful way.
Project sponsor is very sensitive to neighbor’s concerns, and driveways and road being proposed are
being designed to minimize difficulties and improve current conditions. Proposed driveways will be
an improvement over existing non-permitted conditions.

d. As stated previously, project sponsor has no involvement in any of the adjacent vacant lots.

3- PG&E Pipeline:

“An aging, major PG&E Gas Transmission Pipeline”:
Prior to the first meeting at the ESDRB, some neighbors posted inflammatory posters, inciting Bernal

residents to oppose the project, stating it would create a “600-foot Radius Blast/Fire Zone”. This created a
difficult and hostile climate at the various ESDRB meetings. (Copy of the poster is part of DR#05, page 10).

The PG&E Pipeline was installed in 1981, and is continuously monitored by PG&E. This pipeline runs along
the entire length of Folsom Street on the South Slope of Bernal. The proposed project will require exploration of
the pipeline and further assessment of its current condition. The Pipeline issues will be addressed under the
Street Improvement permit and are not a SF Planning issue. DPW Street Improvement Permit Review is
reviewing PG&E issues. Project Sponsor is working with SFDPW, PG&E and Civil Engineers.

A PG&E spokesperson attended one of the ESDRB meetings and answered all questions and comments.
ESDRB appreciated the clarifications, but DR requestors continue to misrepresent the situation (please see
attached PG&E responses to comments).

Several DR requestors indicate that the proposed project will be built directly above the Pipeline, which is
not accurate: the Pipeline runs under Folsom Street from Alemany Blvd to Bernal Height Blvd. The proposed
road extension will only require minimal surface grading and solely the driveways will be installed over the
existing Pipeline, landscaped areas will be covering the intermediate sections between driveways. The proposed
house will sit approximately 14’ away from the Pipeline.

The PG&E Pipeline and the proposed Road extension are under DPW-BSM jurisdiction and a Street
Improvement permit is currently under review. (Please see attached Q&A from PG&E).

4- Proposed Residence:
a. PROPOSED RESIDENCE IS OUT OF SCALE AND OUT OF CHARACTER WITH ADJACENT PROPERTIES:

DR Requestors characterize the proposed residence as a “3 Story / 3 Car garage…out of scale to
predominantly 2 story homes with single car garages”.

The proposed residence is a 2 story over basement (not a 3 story) with a required 2 car garage (not 3 car).
The definition of Story and Basement can be found in the California Building Code.

The 2 car garage is required by SFPC Section 242(e)(4). Most adjacent houses were built prior to the
Planning Code and do not comply with its parking requirements. The proposed project has a full below-grade
basement, employing the topography of the site to encompass the required 2 car garage. Some of the adjacent
houses are three stories (see addresses 66, 70, 74, 83 and 87 Banks Street); some are 3 story over basement (see
address 405 Chapman Street).

Several DR requestors produced a document showing sizes of adjacent houses, but the square footages
provided as opponent’s evidence for the adjacent houses sizes is unverified, based on outdated Assessor-
Recorder records which are neither verified nor updated.  The listed square footages are most likely livable SF
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rather than [gross][Fabien, as you know, Section 242 uses “usable floor area,” not “gross”] SF as defined in
Planning Code Section 242 (which factors any exterior walls, undeveloped areas having more than 5’ of ceiling
height,…).  The list, however, clearly shows that the proposed project is not out of scale with its adjacent
neighbors, as the proposed residence is smaller or equal to 15 of the 39 adjacent residences.

SF Planning Department and ESDRB reviewed the project and concurred that the project complies with all
requirements. Both Planning Code Section 242 and ESDRB Guidelines make it impossible to create an out of
scale building since no part of the building may be taller than 30’ above adjacent grade. This limits the building
height on a steep lot. And Section 242(e)(3) mandates a mass reduction of 650 square feet of usable floor area,
further reducing the size of any new structure.

The proposed 2 car garage is required by Planning Code Section 242 (e)(4). If the proposed garage is
“out of character”, it is because most adjacent houses were built prior to the implementation of Planning Code
Section 242. Adjacent houses do not comply with this section of the Code. In order to comply, each house over
1,300 gross SF would be required to have a 2 car, side-by-side independently accessible garage; over 2,251 SF,
each house would be required to have a 3 car garage.

The proposed residence will not be any more visible than its adjacent neighbors. In regards to the
garage, the proposed project requires a variance due to a conflict in the Planning Code: the proposed project
complies to the 2 car parking required by Planning Code Section 242, but does not allow the first two cars to be
independently accessible:  the newer garage requirements limit the garage door width to 10’ (which makes side
by side parking nearly impossible in Bernal), compared to when 12’ was allowed per Section 242 (which made
side by side parking possible). The proposed driveway slopes up 14.46% on the downhill side while sloping down
19.53% on the uphill side of the driveway, not “35%” as mistakenly stated by some of the DR Requestors.

Special attention is given to the roof of the proposed project, specifically following ESDRB guidelines.
The proposed roof sits below Bernal Blvd sidewalk elevation. Green roof-planted areas are proposed to
maximize positive presence, providing a visual continuum of natural planting. The roofs of neighboring existing
houses are devoid of vegetation, and most of them do not comply with the ESDRB guidelines.

There were no substantial changes required by the Planning Department or ESDRB as the proposed
project was reasonable to begin with. Nonetheless, the project, was reduced from 2,396 SF to 2,227 Gross SF,
reducing the parking requirement from 3 to 2 cars, while increasing the required Mass reduction from 651 SF to
856 SF.

DR Requestor describes the proposed residence as a Mac Mansion, but the proposed residence is 1,762
SF above-ground (1,942 gross SF), 3 bedroom with 2.5 bathrooms, which is smaller or equal in size to 15 out of
the 39 adjacent houses (please see attached “Adjacent Houses spreadsheet).  Project sponsor has demonstrated
by shadow study that the proposed project will not impact the public gardens. Planning Department, RDT and
ESDRB have reviewed the proposed project and found it to be Code complaint.

b. “…out-of-character boxes”: Of the adjacent 23 houses on blocks 5626 and 5627, only 2 have pitched
roofs, all others have flat roofs and box-like volumes. The proposed project offers roofs composed of
green planting, deck and solar panels, making them visually more pleasant than adjacent existing roofs.

c. “Wall-like exterior of North elevation” and “public views impeded by penthouse stairwell”:
Correction: The North elevation has partial setbacks, is composed of various materials, and has several

windows. Please see response to DR-10.
Correction: The proposed Penthouse stairwell was removed from the project prior to ESDRB’s last
meeting.

d. “Side Yard setback does not respect existing pattern”: (please see attached “Side Yards” exhibits.)
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Despite the fact that both the Planning Department and ESDRB have scrupulously reviewed the project
and found no conflict with the Planning Code, DR requestors continue to assert that the proposed project does
not comply with several of the code requirements.

The side yard setback requirement is not a Planning Code requirement, but an ESDRB Guideline
suggestion (ESDRB Guidelines page 19). ESDRB has reviewed and accepted the proposed design as complying
with the Side Yard requirements.

As for Existing properties, note that most adjacent properties do not have any side yard setbacks:

a. Block 5626 is composed of 16 lots. Three lots (including 3516 and 3526 Folsom) are undeveloped.
Out of the 13 built lots, only 4 of the existing houses have side yards, the other 9 have no side yard.
The proposed project conforms to the ESDR Guidelines side yard requirements. Nine of the adjacent
properties do not comply.

b. Block 5627 is composed of 14 lots. Four lots are currently undeveloped. The 10 existing houses are
built from property line to property line and have no side yards.

Attachments:
- Adjacent properties story count
- Adjacent properties side yards
- Adjacent properties Square Footage
- San Francisco steepest streets
- PG&E responses
- Shadow Study
- Proposed project renderings
- DPW Street Improvement drawings
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HOUSE # STREET
BLDG SF PER

ASSESSOR'S RECORD
Revised
Total SF Garage SF

Actual GROSS TOTAL SF
PER Section 242 NOTES

66 BANKS 2,749.00 2,749.00 3 STORY HOUSE BUILT IN 1991
70 BANKS 2,749.00 2,749.00 3 STORY HOUSE BUILT IN 1991
74 BANKS 2,749.00 2,749.00 3 STORY HOUSE BUILT IN 1991
83 BANKS 2,025.00 2,025.00 3 STORY HOUSE BUILT IN 2012
87 BANKS 2,365.00 2,365.00 3 STORY HOUSE BUILT IN 2013
89 BANKS 1,000.00 1,000.00
97 BANKS 1,200.00 400.00 1,600.00 2 STORY - PA 200403199139 ADD POWDER AT 1ST FLOOR

98 BANKS 1,295.00 1,295.00
99 BANKS 1,200.00 1,200.00

101 BANKS 1,069.00 1,988.00 160 1,828.00 2 STORY - PA 8402970 ADD BATHROOM + BEDROOM ON GROUND FLOOR

102 BANKS 1,276.00 1,276.00
103 BANKS 1,450.00 500.00 1,950.00 3 STORY - PA  201208288455 - ADD BEDROOM, BATHROOM, CLOSET IN "BASEMENT" - ATTIC SPACE

104 BANKS 625.00 625.00
105 BANKS 1,000.00 2,000.00 160 1,840.00 2 STORY - PA 9801646: LEGALIZE DOWNSTAIRS BATH + BEDROOM

106 BANKS 899.00 899.00
107 BANKS 1,035.00 1,000.00 160 1,875.00 2 STORY + BASEMENT? PA  8711632: VERTICAL + HORIZONTAL ADDITION

114 BANKS 1,650.00 1,650.00
116 BANKS 1,233.00 1,233.00
390 CHAPMAN 1,338.00 1,338.00
400 CHAPMAN 1,130.00 1,130.00
401 CHAPMAN 1,660.00 2,100.00 300 1,800.00 2 STORY + BASEMENT - NOV INTENSE INTERIOR WORK…

405 CHAPMAN 2,180.00 3,150.00 300 2,850.00 3 STORY + BASEMENT  - SEVERAL PERMITS FOR NEW INTERIOR WORK?

55 GATES 1,373.00 2,050.00 160 1,890.00 2 STORY - PA 2004-1019-7138 ALTER ENTRANCE, ADD BATRHOOM DOWNSTAIRS..

                      PA 2010-0520-2891: CONVERT 130 SF GARAGE TO INTERIOR SPACE, ADD SPIRAL STAIRS

61 GATES 1,221.00 1,221.00 2 STORY - PA 941128: ENLARGE EXISTING GROUND FLOOR BEDROOM + ADD (N) BATHROOM

65 GATES 1,492.00 1,492.00 2 STORY

71 GATES 2,131.00 2,131.00 3 STORY HOUSE BUILT in 1983

75 GATES 775.00 1,550.00 160 1,390.00 2 STORY  (TOP FLOOR + FULL "BASEMENT") - GARAGE

81 GATES 775.00 1,550.00 160 1,390.00 2 STORY  (TOP FLOOR + FULL "BASEMENT") - GARAGE

85 GATES 775.00 1,550.00 160 1,390.00 2 STORY  (TOP FLOOR + FULL "BASEMENT") - GARAGE

91 GATES 775.00 1,950.00 160 1,790.00 PA 2011-0413-3969: ADD BATHROOM DOWNSTAIRS - OLD 2 STORY REAR ADDITION

95 GATES 1,850.00 1,850.00 2 STORY - ASSESSOR RECORDS SEEMS ACCURATE

551 POWAHATTAN 800.00 1,600.00 160 1,440.00 2 STORY  (TOP FLOOR + FULL "BASEMENT") - GARAGE

688 POWAHATTAN 2,250.00 2,250.00 3 STORY - MISSING FROM NEIGHBOR'S SPREADSHEET

3590 FOLSOM 760.00 1,520.00 160 1,360.00 2 STORY  (TOP FLOOR + FULL "BASEMENT") - GARAGE

3599 FOLSOM 1,600.00 1,600.00 2 STORY - Recent house, SF appears correct

3595 FOLSOM 1,600.00 1,600.00 2 STORY - Recent house, SF appears correct

3580 FOLSOM 1,050.00 2,100.00 160 1,940.00 2 STORY - PA 2010-0706-6044 ADD STAIRS TO DOWNSTAIRS

3574 FOLSOM 1,125.00 2,250.00 320 1,930.00 2 STORY  (TOP FLOOR + FULL "BASEMENT") - GARAGE

3577 FOLSOM 1,125.00 2,000.00 160 1,840.00 2 STORY  (TOP FLOOR + FULL "BASEMENT") - GARAGE

Total 55,354.00 66,530.00
# of houses 39 39

Average 1,419.33 Revised Average 1,705.90

TOTAL GROSS SF
BELOW
GRADE ABOVE GRADE

3516 FOLSOM 2,227.00 285.70 1,941.30 EQUAL OR SMALLER TO 15 OF 39 HOUSES
-5% 1,844.24 EQUAL (+/-5%) TO 9 OF 39 ADJACENT HOUSES
5% 2,038.37 SMALLER THAN 6 OF 39 ADJACENT HOUSES

3526 FOLSOM 2,204.80 360.00 1,844.80 EQUAL OR SMALLER TO 19 OF 39 HOUSES
-5% 1,752.56 EQUAL (+/-5%) TO 13 OF 39 ADJACENT HOUSES
5% 1,937.04 SMALLER THAN 6 OF 39 ADJACENT HOUSES

DEFINITIONS
SF PLANNING
CODE Section
242.(d).(2)

CBC 2013 DEFINITIONS
BASEMENT A story that is not a story above grade plane (see "Story above grade plane").

STORY
STORY ABOVE GRADE PLANE

1
2

ADDRESS

more than 12 feet above the finished ground level at any point

Any story having its finished floor surface entirely above grade plane, or in which the finished surface of the floor next above is:
That portion of a building included between the upper surface of a floor and the upper surface of the floor or roof next above…

"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.

More than 6 feet above grade plane; or













Bernalwood’s questions, and PG&E’s responses, are provided here in their entirety:

1. When was the section of pipeline under the the proposed home site installed? When
was it last upgraded?
The line was installed in 1981. PG&E has a comprehensive inspection and monitoring program to
ensure the safe operation of this line.

2. How often is this section of 109 inspected? What does the inspection entail? When
did the last inspection take place? What were the results of that inspection?
This section of L-109 was successfully strength tested (via a hydrostatic pressure test) at the time of
installation. PG&E records show no history of leaks for L-109 in this area.

PG&E has a comprehensive inspection and monitoring program to ensure the safety of its natural
gas transmission pipeline system.  PG&E regularly conducts patrols, leak surveys, and cathodic
protection (corrosion protection) system inspections for its natural gas pipelines.  Any issues
identified as a threat to public safety are addressed immediately.  PG&E also performs integrity
assessments of certain gas transmission pipelines in urban and suburban areas.

Patrols:  PG&E patrols its gas transmission pipelines at least quarterly to look for indications of
missing pipeline markers, construction activity and other factors that may threaten the pipeline.  L-
109 through the [Bernal Heights] neighborhood was last aerially patrolled in May 2014 and no
issues were found.

Leak Surveys:  PG&E conducts leak surveys at least annually of its natural gas transmission
pipelines.  Leak surveys are generally conducted by a leak surveyor walking above the pipeline with
leak detection instruments.  L-109 in San Francisco was last leak surveyed in April 2014 and no
leaks were found.

Cathodic Protection System Inspections:  PG&E utilizes an active cathodic protection (CP) system on
its gas transmission and steel distribution pipelines to protect them against corrosion.  PG&E
inspects its CP systems every two months to ensure they are operating correctly.  The CP systems on
L-109 in this area were last inspected in May 2014 and were found to be operating correctly.

Integrity Assessments:  There are three federally-approved methods to complete a transmission
pipeline integrity management baseline assessment:  In-Line Inspections (ILI), External Corrosion
Direct Assessment (ECDA) and Pressure Testing.  An In-Line Inspection involves a tool (commonly
known as a “pig”) being inserted into the pipeline to identify any areas of concern such as potential
metal loss (corrosion) or geometric abnormalities (dents) in the pipeline.  An ECDA involves an
indirect, above-ground electrical survey to detect coating defects and the level of cathodic
protection.  Excavations are performed to do a direct examination of the pipe in areas of concern as



required by federal regulations.  Pressure testing is a strength test normally conducted using water,
which is also referred to as a hydrostatic test.

PG&E performed an ECDA on L-109 in this area in 2009 and no issues were found.  PG&E plans to
perform another ECDA on L-109 in this area in 2015.  This section of L-109 also had an ICDA
(Internal Corrosion Direct Assessment) performed in 2012, and no issues were found.

Automated Shut-off Valves: There are two types of automated shut-off valves recognized within the
natural gas industry: Remote Controlled Valves (RCV’s), which can be operated remotely from
PG&E’s Gas Control Center, and Automatic Shutoff Valves (ASV’s) that will close automatically as a
result of rapidly falling pipeline pressures and/or increased flows at the valve location. There is an
RCV on L-109 in Daly City that can be used to isolate the section of L-109 that runs through this
neighborhood.

3. Is this section of pipeline 109  “the same type that blew up in San Bruno?”
No. Line 109 operates at a much lower pressure and is smaller in diameter, and is of a much more
recent vintage.

4. What safety procedures does PG&E put in place when home or street contruction
occurs on the site of a major gas pipeline like 109?
Anytime a contractor or resident makes an excavation on franchise or private property, they must
call 811 (State Law for Underground Service Alerts [USA]) in advance so we can identify and
properly locate our UG facilities.  When our Damage Prevention group gets the USA request and
identifies a critical facility like a gas transmission line in the scope of work, they notify the caller
that they must contact PG&E for a standby employee.  PG&E must observe a safe excavation around
our lines if any digging is within 10’ of it.  We must be present when they dig around this line.  Our
standby inspector will instruct and guide the excavating party to avoid damage.  Excavators who
violate this Law are subject to fines.

5. Does the steep grade of the Folsom site have any impact on Pipeline 109? Given the
grade at the proposed site, are any special provisions or procedures required to
ensure the safety of the pipeline during construction?
The grade of the street have no impacts on the operation of the line.  If the cover is not removed or
disturbed within 10’ of the line, there are no special precautions needed.

6. Are there any specific technical or safety challenges posed by the proposed home
site, and if so, how does PG&E plan to address them?
As long as the structures are built within the property lines similar to the existing [homes on Folsom
Street], they will not pose any issues for us patrolling and maintaining that line.  The proposed



home sites are not on top of line 109, and are no closer to the line than existing homes in the
neighborhood.

Additional Background: In the area outlined in the map [Bernalwood sent PG&E, shown above],
PG&E’s natural gas transmission pipeline L-109 runs down Folsom Street and turns east to follow
Bernal Heights Blvd.  Line 109 in this area is a 26-inch diameter steel pipeline installed in 1981 and
has a maximum allowable operating pressure (MAOP) of 150 pounds per square inch gage (psig),
which is 19.8% of the pipe’s specified minimum yield strength (SMYS).  This provides a considerable
margin of safety, since it would take a pressure over 750 psig to cause the steel in the pipe to begin
to deform.
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CAMERA 1: View from Bernal Hill looking West.
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CAMERA 2: View from Bernal Hill looking South.
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CAMERA 3: View from Public Garden looking South-West.
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CAMERA 4: View from Bernal Blvd looking South-East.
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CAMERA 5: View from Chapman Street at Folsom Street looking North-West
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Project Information

Property Address: Zip Code: 

Building Permit Application(s): 

Record Number: Assigned Planner: 

Project Sponsor

Name:  Phone:  

Email:   

Required Questions

1.	 Given the concerns of the DR requester and other concerned parties, why do you feel your proposed 
project should be approved?   (If you are not aware of the issues of concern to the DR requester, please meet the DR 
requester in addition to reviewing the attached DR application.)

2.	 What alternatives or changes to the proposed project are you willing to make in order to address the 
concerns of the DR requester and other concerned parties?   If you have already changed the project to 
meet neighborhood concerns, please explain those changes and indicate whether they were made before 
or after filing your application with the City.

3.	 If you are not willing to change the proposed project or pursue other alternatives, please state why you feel 
that your project would not have any adverse effect on the surrounding properties.  Include an explaination 
of your needs for space or other personal requirements that prevent you from making the changes 
requested by the DR requester.

RESPONSE    TO  
D I S C R E T I O N A RY
R E V I E W  ( d r p )
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3516 FOLSOM Street - RESPONSES TO DR-2013.1381DRP-01:

1- “3 Story / 3 Car garage is out of scale to predominantly 2 story / single car garage homes”:
Correction: The proposed residence is a 2 story over basement with a 2 car garage.

The 2 car garage is required by San Francisco Planning Code Section 242(e)(4). Most adjacent
houses were built prior to the adoption of Planning Code Section 242 and do not comply with its
parking requirements. The proposed project has a full below-grade basement, employing the
topography of the site to encompass the required 2 car garage requirement. Some of the
adjacent houses are three stories (see addresses 66, 70, 74, 83 and 87 Banks Street), some are 3
story over basement (see address 405 Chapman Street). Please note that the Square Footage
provided as opponent’s evidence for the adjacent houses sizes is unverified, based on outdated
building records and is not a correct apple-to-apple comparison to the proposed project, though
it clearly shows that the proposed project is not at all out of scale with its adjacent neighbors.
The SF Planning Department and ESDRB reviewed the project and concurred that the project
complies with all requirements. Both Planning Code Section 242 and ESDRB Guidelines make it
impossible to create an out of scale building since no part of the building may be taller than 30’
above adjacent grade, which limits the building height on a steep lot. And Section 242(e)(3)
mandates a 650 square foot reduction of usable floor area. The proposed house is 2,227 SF and
is smaller or similar in size to 15 of the 39 adjacent properties.

2- “An aging, major PG&E Gas Transmission Pipeline”:
The PG&E Pipeline was installed in 1981, and is continuously monitored by PG&E. This pipeline
runs along the entire length of Folsom Street on the South Slope of Bernal. The proposed project
will require exploration of the pipeline and further assessment of its current condition. The
Pipeline issues will be addressed under the Street Improvement permit and are not an SF
Planning issue. During one of the ESDRB meetings, a PG&E representative was present to
answer all questions. DPW is reviewing currently reviewing the proposed Street Improvement
Permit. Project Sponsor is working with SFDPW, SFPUC, PG&E and Civil Engineers. We, of course,
are equally concerned about safety.

3- “Unusual Context”:
The DR requestor inaccurately states the 6 undeveloped lots to be Open Space. These lots were
legally established with all other adjacent built lots at the same time. The proposed project does
not impact the views from the Park: shadow studies were prepared and provided,
demonstrating no shadow impact on the Public Garden. Special attention is given to the roof of
the proposed project, specifically following ESDRB guidelines. The proposed roof sits below
Bernal Blvd sidewalk elevation. Green roof-planted areas are proposed to maximize positive
presence, providing a visual continuum of natural planting. The roofs of neighboring existing
houses are devoid of vegetation, and most of them do not comply with the ESDRB guidelines.

4- “Three-car garage is out of character”:
The proposed 2 car garage is required by Planning Code Section 242(e)(4). If the proposed
garage is “out of character”, it is because most adjacent houses were built prior to the
implementation of Planning Code Section 242. Adjacent houses do not comply with this section
of the code. In order to comply, each house over 1,300 Gross SF would be required to have a 2
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car, side-by-side, independently accessible garage; over 2,251 SF, each house would be required
to have a 3 car garage.

5- “Changes made to project as result of mediation”:

The proposed project had been found to comply with SF Planning Code section 242. Some
changes were made to comply with ESDRB Guidelines.

Numerous changes were made: the project was reduced from 2,396 SF to 2,227 SF, reducing the
3 car garage down to a 2 car garage. Side setbacks were added, Mass reduction increased from
650 SF to 856.6 SF, facades were redesigned, etc.

The Project Sponsor is working with all City Agencies involved in DPW Street Improvement
permit and will keep on working with neighbors whose driveways will be affected to reach an
acceptable agreement. DPW and Streets and Highways Department have already approved the
proposed Street Improvement design. We are currently working with SFPUC, PG&E and
Recology to design utilities.
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Project Information

Property Address: Zip Code: 

Building Permit Application(s): 

Record Number: Assigned Planner: 

Project Sponsor

Name:  Phone:  

Email:   

Required Questions

1.	 Given the concerns of the DR requester and other concerned parties, why do you feel your proposed 
project should be approved?   (If you are not aware of the issues of concern to the DR requester, please meet the DR 
requester in addition to reviewing the attached DR application.)

2.	 What alternatives or changes to the proposed project are you willing to make in order to address the 
concerns of the DR requester and other concerned parties?   If you have already changed the project to 
meet neighborhood concerns, please explain those changes and indicate whether they were made before 
or after filing your application with the City.

3.	 If you are not willing to change the proposed project or pursue other alternatives, please state why you feel 
that your project would not have any adverse effect on the surrounding properties.  Include an explaination 
of your needs for space or other personal requirements that prevent you from making the changes 
requested by the DR requester.

RESPONSE    TO  
D I S C R E T I O N A RY
R E V I E W  ( d r p )
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3516 FOLSOM Street - RESPONSES TO DR-2013.1381-02-DRP:

1- “exceptionally and extraordinarily out-of-scale-for-the-neighborhood 3-story 3-car garage
w/ penthouse stairwell
Correction: The proposed residence is a 2 story over basement with a 2 car garage.

The 2 car garage is required by San Francisco Planning Code Section 242(e)(4). Most adjacent
houses were built prior to the adoption of Planning Code Section 242 and do not comply with
its parking requirements. The proposed project has a full below-grade basement, employing
the topography of the site to encompass the required 2 car garage requirement. Some of the
adjacent houses are three stories (see addresses 66, 70, 74, 83 and 87 Banks Street), some are
3 story over basement (see address 405 Chapman Street). Please note that the Square Footage
provided as opponent’s evidence for the adjacent houses sizes is unverified, based on outdated
building records and is not a correct apple-to-apple comparison to the proposed project,
though it clearly shows that the proposed project is not at all out of scale with its adjacent
neighbors.
The SF Planning Department and ESDRB reviewed the project and concurred that the project
complies with all requirements. Both Planning Code Section 242 and ESDRB Guidelines make it
impossible to create an out of scale building since no part of the building may be taller than
30’ above adjacent grade, which limits the building height on a steep lot. And Section 242(e)(3)
mandates a 650 square foot reduction of usable floor area. The proposed house is 2,227 SF
and is smaller or similar in size to 15 of the 39 adjacent properties.

2- “Side Yard setback does not respect existing pattern”:
a. Block 5626 is composed of 16 lots. Three lots (including 3516 and 3526 Folsom)

are undeveloped. Out of the 13 built lots, only 4 of the existing houses have side
yards, the other 9 have no side yard. The proposed project conforms to the ESDR
Guidelines side yard requirements. Nine of the adjacent properties do not comply.

b. Block 5627 is composed of 14 lots. Four lots are currently undeveloped. The 10
existing houses are built from property line to property line and have no side yards.

c. The proposed Side Yard setback has been accepted by ESDRB and RDT as complying
to the ESDR Guidelines.

3- “Three-Car garage with tandem parking”:

The proposed 2 car garage is required by Planning Code Section 242(e)(4). Most adjacent
houses were built prior to the implementation of Planning Code Section 242 and do not
comply with this section of the code. In order to comply, each house over 1,300 Gross SF
would be required to have a 2 car, side-by-side, independently accessible garage; over
2,251 SF, each house would be required to have a 3 car garage.

4- “Wall-like exterior of North elevation” and “public views impeded by penthouse stairwell”:
Correction: The North elevation has partial setbacks, is composed of various materials,
and has several windows.

Correction: The proposed Penthouse stairwell was removed from the project prior to
ESDRB’s last meeting.

46130002/561600v3
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5- “Aging PG&E Pipeline”: The PG&E Pipeline was installed in 1981, and is continuously
monitored by PG&E. This pipeline runs along the entire length of Folsom Street on the
South Slope of Bernal. The proposed project will require exploration of the pipeline and
further assessment of its current condition. The Pipeline issues will be addressed under the
Street Improvement permit and are not a SF Planning issue. During one of the ESDRB
meetings, a PG&E representative was present to answer all questions. DPW Street
Improvement Permit Review is reviewing PG&E issues. Project Sponsor is working with
SFDPW, PG&E and Civil Engineers. We, of course, are equally concerned with safety.

46130002/561600v3
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Project Information

Property Address: Zip Code: 

Building Permit Application(s): 

Record Number: Assigned Planner: 

Project Sponsor

Name:  Phone:  

Email:   

Required Questions

1.	 Given the concerns of the DR requester and other concerned parties, why do you feel your proposed 
project should be approved?   (If you are not aware of the issues of concern to the DR requester, please meet the DR 
requester in addition to reviewing the attached DR application.)

2.	 What alternatives or changes to the proposed project are you willing to make in order to address the 
concerns of the DR requester and other concerned parties?   If you have already changed the project to 
meet neighborhood concerns, please explain those changes and indicate whether they were made before 
or after filing your application with the City.

3.	 If you are not willing to change the proposed project or pursue other alternatives, please state why you feel 
that your project would not have any adverse effect on the surrounding properties.  Include an explaination 
of your needs for space or other personal requirements that prevent you from making the changes 
requested by the DR requester.

RESPONSE    TO  
D I S C R E T I O N A RY
R E V I E W  ( d r p )
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RESPONSES TO DR-2013.1381DRP-03:

1- Size and scale:  Correction:

Correction: The proposed residence is a 2 story over basement with a 2 car garage.

The 2 car garage is required by San Francisco Planning Code Section 242(e)(4). Most adjacent
houses were built prior to the adoption of Planning Code Section 242 and do not comply with its
parking requirements. The proposed project has a full below-grade basement, employing the
topography of the site to encompass the required 2 car garage requirement. Some of the
adjacent houses are three stories (see addresses 66, 70, 74, 83 and 87 Banks Street), some are 3
story over basement (see address 405 Chapman Street).  Please note that the Square Footage
provided as opponent’s evidence for the adjacent houses sizes is unverified, based on outdated
building records and is not a correct apple-to-apple comparison to the proposed project, though
it clearly shows that the proposed project is not at all out of scale with its adjacent neighbors.
SF Planning Department and ESDRB reviewed the project and concurred that the project
complies with all requirements. Both Planning Code Section 242 and ESDRB Guidelines make it
impossible to create an out of scale building since no part of the building may be taller than 30’
above adjacent grade, which limits the building height on a steep lot. Planning Code Section
242(e)(3) further mandates a 650 square foot reduction of usable floor area. The proposed
house is 2,227 SF and is smaller or similar in size to 15 of the 39 adjacent properties.

2- “…out-of-character boxes”: Of the adjacent 23 houses on blocks 5626 and 5627, only 2 have
pitched roofs, all others have flat roofs and box-like volumes. The proposed project offers roofs
composed of green planting, deck and solar panels, making them visually more pleasant than
adjacent existing roofs.

3- Proposed alternatives
a. “One or two story houses could be an alternative and fit the neighborhood character”:

Correction: The proposed house is a 2 story over basement, with a real basement which
is 75% buried, utilizing the topography to encompass most of it.

b. “Open space, permanently designated”:
The DR requestor seems to consider the site is and should remain open space: these are
six undeveloped, privately owned residential lots. These lots were listed for sale for over
a year before project sponsor made an offer which was eventually accepted by the
seller.
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Project Information

Property Address: Zip Code: 

Building Permit Application(s): 

Record Number: Assigned Planner: 

Project Sponsor

Name:  Phone:  

Email:   

Required Questions

1.	 Given the concerns of the DR requester and other concerned parties, why do you feel your proposed 
project should be approved?   (If you are not aware of the issues of concern to the DR requester, please meet the DR 
requester in addition to reviewing the attached DR application.)

2.	 What alternatives or changes to the proposed project are you willing to make in order to address the 
concerns of the DR requester and other concerned parties?   If you have already changed the project to 
meet neighborhood concerns, please explain those changes and indicate whether they were made before 
or after filing your application with the City.

3.	 If you are not willing to change the proposed project or pursue other alternatives, please state why you feel 
that your project would not have any adverse effect on the surrounding properties.  Include an explaination 
of your needs for space or other personal requirements that prevent you from making the changes 
requested by the DR requester.

RESPONSE    TO  
D I S C R E T I O N A RY
R E V I E W  ( d r p )
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3516 FOLSOM Street - RESPONSES TO DR-2013.1381DRP-04: (Identical to DR-2013.1381DRP-07)

1- “Exceptional circumstances”:
1- The Planning Department and the ESDRB did not find that the proposed project conflicts

with any of the referenced documents. DR requestor wants to keep the area as an open
space when these are 6 privately owned lots. We are only asking for the right to build a
two story house as have done our neighbors who - too – at one time, enjoyed those
same rights. Our lot was legally created along with their lots. We respectfully request
the right to build a house for our family.

2- Supply of affordable housing: the DR requestor is misinterpreting this Priority Policy.
What the house might be worth is supposition. We want to build a house we can finally
own. We are sensitive to the price of housing in San Francisco. Both Anna and I work full
time, with two kids in San Francisco public schools, and at 50 we hope to finally claim
ownership of a house in San Francisco. Blocking the creation of housing suitable for
families only serves to drive prices up for families, if demand exceeds available supply.

3- General Plan: when working on the proposed street Layout, the Planning Department
and DPW requested that we produce this document for Planning (Better Streets) for
their review of the various proposed street layouts, to show that access to the other
adjacent vacant lots would be feasible without requiring changes to the proposed road.

4- Residential Guidelines: we have done our best to propose a reasonably sized and
designed house. RDT did not make any comments. The Planning Department took time
to thoroughly review the project over the course of 18 months, parallel to which we
further delved into refining the design and answering any and all of the planning
department’s concerns, as well as the concerns from the ESDRB. The proposed building
is similar in scale and footprint to existing neighboring homes. It complies with all
Planning Code requirements when most adjacent properties do not, as these adjacent
existing homes were built prior to the establishment of those requirements.

5- East Slope Design Review Guidelines: contrary to what the DR requestor is saying, the
ESDRB found that the project sponsor did comply with the all of the guidelines, with
the single exception of subjective interpretation which will be discussed in response to
the ESDRB’s DR.

6- San Francisco Planning Code Section 242: The Planning Department has scrupulously
reviewed the proposed project and found it to comply with Planning Code Section 242.

2- Unreasonable impacts: I contacted the DR requestor, at the ESDRB’s suggestion, asking if we
could meet privately or with the 2 other concerned parties to discuss the proposed driveways
The DR requestor first responded he had no interest in meeting in any other avenue than the
large group meetings. I have subsequently addressed any updated or relevant information
concerning the proposed road extension to Mr Peter Bekey of KCA Engineers, a consultant
who has been retained as consultant by the DR Requestors’ consultants. After the Mediation
meetings, we recently tried to schedule a meeting with DPW, the neighbors with impacted
driveways and their consultant, but DPW has requested more time as they do not have all
responses from all contacted Departments. AT this point, we know DPW and “Streets and
Highways” have approved the proposed street layout.

i. We cannot proceed until given approval for the layout from DPW.
ii. We cannot proceed without neighbors’ approval.

46130002/561600v3
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iii. We cannot discuss process, etc., unless DR requestor agrees to discuss it.
iv. We have stated at each ESDRB meeting that we would be willing to cover the

costs of the new driveways and will be happy to come to a complete agreement
regarding design, costs, etc.

v. All contractors working in San Francisco have to be properly insured. The work
being done will be supervised by the Building Department and DPW.

The proposed new driveways will be an improvement over the existing non-conforming
and unpermitted driveways. It should be noted that there never was any permit recorded to
build DR requestor’s driveway, nor was any encroachment permit been filed for the retaining
wall which was erected above the Gas Pipeline.

Project sponsor has stated numerous times that he will pay for cost of Street Improvements
design, permits, new driveways and sidewalks.

3- Future development: as stated previously, project sponsor has no involvement with or control
over any of the four adjacent vacant lots.

4- Lack of 3D model: project sponsor has provided shadow studies and multiple 3D renderings as
well as installed story-poles on site.

5- Neighborhood character:

a. Overall Square Footage: SF Planning Department and ESDRB
reviewed the project and concurred that the project complies
with all requirements. Both Planning Code Section 242 and
ESDRB Guidelines make it impossible to create an out of scale
building since no part of the building may be taller than 30’
above adjacent grade, which limits the building height on a
steep lot. And Section 242(e)(3) mandates a 650 square foot
reduction of usable floor area. The proposed house is 2,227 SF
and is smaller or similar in size to 15 of the 39 adjacent
properties.

b. Three Car Garages: The proposed 2 car garage is required by
Planning Code Section 242(e)(4). If the proposed garage is “out
of character”, it is because most adjacent houses were built
prior to the implementation of Planning Code Section 242.
Adjacent houses do not comply with this section of the code. In
order to comply, each house over 1,300 Gross SF would be
required to have a 2 car, side-by-side, independently accessible
garage; over 2,251 SF, each house would be required to have a
3 car garage.

c. Side Elevations: The North elevation has partial setbacks, is
composed of various materials, and has several windows.

46130002/561600v3
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d. Side Yards: Despite the fact that both the Planning Department
and ESDRB have scrupulously reviewed the project and found
no conflict with the Planning Code, DR requestors continue to
assert that the proposed project does not comply with several
of the code requirements. The side yard setback requirement is
not a Planning Code requirement, but an ESDRB Guideline
suggestion (ESDRB Guidelines page 19). ESDRB has reviewed
and accepted the proposed design as complying with the Side
Yard requirements.

e. Public Safety: Project Sponsor is working on Street
Improvement permit, which will have all recommendations
on how to approach, protect Line 109.

f. Roof treatments: The proposed roof sits below Bernal Blvd
sidewalk elevation. Green roof-planted areas are proposed
to maximize positive presence, providing a visual continuum
of natural planting. Roof treatments are following ESDRB
guidelines.

g. Safety of Main Trunk Transmission Line (109): Project Sponsor
is working on Street Improvement permit, which will have all
recommendations on how to approach, protect Line 109. We,
of course, are equally concerned about safety.

6- Alternatives or changes to the project:  Proposed project is indeed 2 story (over basement),
like most of the adjacent residences. The square footage is smaller or similar to 15 of the 39
adjacent residences.

7- Changes made as a result of mediation: The proposed project had been found to comply with SF
Planning Code section 242. Some changes were made to comply with ESDRB Guidelines.

Numerous changes were made: project was reduced from 2,396 SF to 2,227 SF, reducing the
3 car garage down to a 2 car garage. Side setbacks were added, Mass reduction increased
from 650 SF to 856.6 SF, facades were redesigned, etc.

46130002/561600v3
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Project Information

Property Address: Zip Code: 

Building Permit Application(s): 

Record Number: Assigned Planner: 

Project Sponsor

Name:  Phone:  

Email:   

Required Questions

1.	 Given the concerns of the DR requester and other concerned parties, why do you feel your proposed 
project should be approved?   (If you are not aware of the issues of concern to the DR requester, please meet the DR 
requester in addition to reviewing the attached DR application.)

2.	 What alternatives or changes to the proposed project are you willing to make in order to address the 
concerns of the DR requester and other concerned parties?   If you have already changed the project to 
meet neighborhood concerns, please explain those changes and indicate whether they were made before 
or after filing your application with the City.

3.	 If you are not willing to change the proposed project or pursue other alternatives, please state why you feel 
that your project would not have any adverse effect on the surrounding properties.  Include an explaination 
of your needs for space or other personal requirements that prevent you from making the changes 
requested by the DR requester.

RESPONSE    TO  
D I S C R E T I O N A RY
R E V I E W  ( d r p )
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3516 FOLSOM Street - RESPONSES TO DR-2013.1381DRP-05:

1- The 2 car garage is required by San Francisco Planning Code Section 242(e)(4). Most
adjacent houses were built prior to adoption of the Planning Code Section 242 and do not
comply with its parking requirements. The proposed project has a full below-grade
basement, employing the topography of the site to encompass the required 2 car garage
requirement. Some of the adjacent houses are three stories (see addresses 66, 70, 74, 83
and 87 Banks Street), some are 3 story over basement (see address 405 Chapman Street).
Please note that the Square Footage provided as opponent’s evidence for the adjacent
houses sizes is unverified, based on outdated building records and most likely livable SF
rather than usable SF (which factors any exterior walls, undeveloped areas having more
than 5’ of ceiling height, ...) The attached list is based on old records and is not a correct
apple-to-apple comparison to the proposed project, though it clearly shows that the
proposed project is not at all out of scale with its adjacent neighbors.
The San Francisco Planning Department and ESDRB reviewed the project and concurred
that the project complies with all requirements. Both Planning Code Section 242 and ESDRB
Guidelines make it impossible to create an out of scale building since no part of the building
may be taller than 30’ above adjacent grade, which limits the building height on a steep lot.
And Section 242(e)(3) mandates a 650 square foot reduction of usable floor area.

2- The proposed residence will not be any more visible than its adjacent neighbors. In regards
to the garage the proposed project requires a variance due to a conflict in the Planning
Code, but the proposed project meets the parking requirements of Planning Code Section
242. The proposed driveway slopes up 14.46% on the downhill side while sloping down
19.53% on the uphill side of the driveway, not 35%. The DR requestor mistakenly assumes
that a Conditional Use is being requested, which is not the case.

3- The PG&E Pipeline was installed in 1981, and is continuously monitored by PG&E. This
pipeline runs along the entire length of Folsom Street on the South Slope of Bernal. The
proposed project will require exploration of the pipeline and further assessment of its
current condition. The Pipeline issues will be addressed under the Street Improvement
permit and are not a SF Planning issue. During one of the ESDRB meetings, a PG&E
representative was present to answer all questions. DPW is currently reviewing the
proposed Street Improvement Permit. Project Sponsor is working with SFDPW, SFPUC,
PG&E and Civil Engineers. We, of course, are equally concerned about safety.
SFFD has reviewed the application and deemed the project acceptable for distance to the
nearby fire hydrants and for the fact that the proposed house will be equipped with a full
fire protection sprinkler system. Most of Bernal Heights is problematic for fire access, this
house is one of the very few equipped with fire protection sprinkler system.

4- DR Requestor has since participated in two mediation meetings.
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5- Changes made as a result of the mediation: numerous changes were made during the
various meetings with the ESDRB: façade revisions, side yard setbacks, material changes,
adjustments to the street improvement, reduction of the size of the house from 2,396 SF to
2,227 SF, reducing the number of required parking spaces from 3 to 2, and mass reduction
increased from 651 SF to 856.6 SF).
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Project Information

Property Address: Zip Code: 

Building Permit Application(s): 

Record Number: Assigned Planner: 

Project Sponsor

Name:  Phone:  

Email:   

Required Questions

1.	 Given the concerns of the DR requester and other concerned parties, why do you feel your proposed 
project should be approved?   (If you are not aware of the issues of concern to the DR requester, please meet the DR 
requester in addition to reviewing the attached DR application.)

2.	 What alternatives or changes to the proposed project are you willing to make in order to address the 
concerns of the DR requester and other concerned parties?   If you have already changed the project to 
meet neighborhood concerns, please explain those changes and indicate whether they were made before 
or after filing your application with the City.

3.	 If you are not willing to change the proposed project or pursue other alternatives, please state why you feel 
that your project would not have any adverse effect on the surrounding properties.  Include an explaination 
of your needs for space or other personal requirements that prevent you from making the changes 
requested by the DR requester.

RESPONSE    TO  
D I S C R E T I O N A RY
R E V I E W  ( d r p )
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3516 FOLSOM Street - RESPONSES TO DR-2013.1381DRP-06:

1- “The proposed project does meet Section 242”:

DR requestor presumes the residential lots as Open Space, which they are not. The lots
are designated
residential building lots originating from same time as all other adjacent built
residential lots.

There are several streets in San Francisco which are steeper than the proposed street.
DR requestor speculates on the goal of this proposed residence. We simply want to build a
home for our own family, which adds to the quality of a neighborhood and increases the
supply of family housing in this city.

2- Traffic, PG&E pipeline: The PG&E Pipeline was installed in 1981, and is continuously
monitored by PG&E. This pipeline runs along the entire length of Folsom Street on the South
Slope of Bernal. The proposed project will require exploration of the pipeline and further
assessment of its current condition. The Pipeline issues will be addressed under the Street
Improvement permit and are not a SF Planning issue. During one of the ESDRB meetings, a
PG&E representative was present to answer all questions. DPW is reviewing currently
reviewing the proposed Street Improvement Permit. Project Sponsor is working with
SFDPW, SFPUC, PG&E and Civil Engineers. We, of course, are equally concerned about
safety.

3- Proposed project complies to Planning Code section 242 and is smaller or equal in size
with 15 of 39 adjacent neighboring properties.

4- Project Sponsor and most DR requestors participated in two Mediation Meetings since DR
was filed.

5- There were no substantial changes required by the Planning Department or ESDRB as the
proposed project was reasonably sized and designed to begin with. Nonetheless, the
project, was reduced from 2,396 to 2,227 Gross SF, reducing the 3 car garage down to a 2
car garage, while increasing the Mass reduction from 651 SF to 856.6 SF. Partial Side Yard
Setbacks were added, facades were revised in response to ESDRB’s request that the houses
follow the slope better.
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Project Information

Property Address: Zip Code: 

Building Permit Application(s): 

Record Number: Assigned Planner: 

Project Sponsor

Name:  Phone:  

Email:   

Required Questions

1.	 Given the concerns of the DR requester and other concerned parties, why do you feel your proposed 
project should be approved?   (If you are not aware of the issues of concern to the DR requester, please meet the DR 
requester in addition to reviewing the attached DR application.)

2.	 What alternatives or changes to the proposed project are you willing to make in order to address the 
concerns of the DR requester and other concerned parties?   If you have already changed the project to 
meet neighborhood concerns, please explain those changes and indicate whether they were made before 
or after filing your application with the City.

3.	 If you are not willing to change the proposed project or pursue other alternatives, please state why you feel 
that your project would not have any adverse effect on the surrounding properties.  Include an explaination 
of your needs for space or other personal requirements that prevent you from making the changes 
requested by the DR requester.

RESPONSE    TO  
D I S C R E T I O N A RY
R E V I E W  ( d r p )
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3516 FOLSOM Street - RESPONSES TO DR-2013.1381DRP-07: (Identical to DR-2013.1381DRP-04)

1- “Exceptional circumstances”:
1- The Planning Department and the ESDRB did not find that the proposed project conflicts

with any of the referenced documents. DR requestor wants to keep the area as an open
space when these are 6 privately owned lots. We are only asking for the right to build a
two story house as have done our neighbors who - too – at one time, enjoyed those
same rights. Our lot was legally created along with their lots. We respectfully request
the right to build a house for our family.

2- Supply of affordable housing: the DR requestor is misinterpreting this Priority Policy.
What the house might be worth is supposition. We want to build a house we can finally
own. We are sensitive to the price of housing in San Francisco. Both Anna and I work full
time, with two kids in San Francisco public schools, and at 50 we hope to finally claim
ownership of a house in San Francisco. Blocking the creation of housing suitable for
families only serves to drive prices up for families, if demand exceeds available supply.

3- General Plan: when working on the proposed street Layout, the Planning Department
and DPW requested that we produce this document for Planning (Better Streets) for
their review of the various proposed street layouts, to show that access to the other
adjacent vacant lots would be feasible without requiring changes to the proposed road.

4- Residential Guidelines: we have done our best to propose a reasonably sized and
designed house. RDT did not make any comments. The Planning Department took time
to thoroughly review the project over the course of 18 months, parallel to which we
further delved into refining the design and answering any and all of the planning
department’s concerns, as well as the concerns from the ESDRB. The proposed building
is similar in scale and footprint to existing neighboring homes. It complies with all
Planning Code requirements when most adjacent properties do not, as these adjacent
existing homes were built prior to the establishment of those requirements.

5- East Slope Design Review Guidelines: contrary to what the DR requestor is saying, the
ESDRB found that the project sponsor did comply with the all of the guidelines, with
the single exception of subjective interpretation which will be discussed in response to
the ESDRB’s DR.

6- San Francisco Planning Code Section 242: The Planning Department has scrupulously
reviewed the proposed project and found it to comply with Planning Code Section 242.

2- Unreasonable impacts: I contacted the DR requestor, at the ESDRB’s suggestion, asking if we
could meet privately or with the 2 other concerned parties to discuss the proposed driveways
The DR requestor first responded he had no interest in meeting in any other avenue than the
large group meetings. I have subsequently addressed any updated or relevant information
concerning the proposed road extension to Mr Peter Bekey of KCA Engineers, a consultant
who has been retained as consultant by the DR Requestors’ consultants. After the Mediation
meetings, we recently tried to schedule a meeting with DPW, the neighbors with impacted
driveways and their consultant, but DPW has requested more time as they do not have all
responses from all contacted Departments. AT this point, we know DPW and “Streets and
Highways” have approved the proposed street layout.

i. We cannot proceed until given approval for the layout from DPW.
ii. We cannot proceed without neighbors’ approval.
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iii. We cannot discuss process, etc., unless DR requestor agrees to discuss it.
iv. We have stated at each ESDRB meeting that we would be willing to cover the

costs of the new driveways and will be happy to come to a complete agreement
regarding design, costs, etc.

v. All contractors working in San Francisco have to be properly insured. The work
being done will be supervised by the Building Department and DPW.

The proposed new driveways will be an improvement over the existing non-conforming
and unpermitted driveways. It should be noted that there never was any permit recorded to
build DR requestor’s driveway, nor was any encroachment permit been filed for the retaining
wall which was erected above the Gas Pipeline.

Project sponsor has stated numerous times that he will pay for cost of Street Improvements
design, permits, new driveways and sidewalks.

3- Future development: as stated previously, project sponsor has no involvement with or control
over any of the four adjacent vacant lots.

4- Lack of 3D model: project sponsor has provided shadow studies and multiple 3D renderings as
well as installed story-poles on site.

5- Neighborhood character:

a. Overall Square Footage: SF Planning Department and ESDRB
reviewed the project and concurred that the project complies
with all requirements. Both Planning Code Section 242 and
ESDRB Guidelines make it impossible to create an out of scale
building since no part of the building may be taller than 30’
above adjacent grade, which limits the building height on a
steep lot. And Section 242(e)(3) mandates a 650 square foot
reduction of usable floor area. The proposed house is 2,227 SF
and is smaller or similar in size to 15 of the 39 adjacent
properties.

b. Three Car Garages: The proposed 2 car garage is required by
Planning Code Section 242(e)(4). If the proposed garage is “out
of character”, it is because most adjacent houses were built
prior to the implementation of Planning Code Section 242.
Adjacent houses do not comply with this section of the code. In
order to comply, each house over 1,300 Gross SF would be
required to have a 2 car, side-by-side, independently accessible
garage; over 2,251 SF, each house would be required to have a
3 car garage.

c. Side Elevations: The North elevation has partial setbacks, is
composed of various materials, and has several windows.
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46130002/570896v2

d. Side Yards: Despite the fact that both the Planning Department
and ESDRB have scrupulously reviewed the project and found
no conflict with the Planning Code, DR requestors continue to
assert that the proposed project does not comply with several
of the code requirements. The side yard setback requirement is
not a Planning Code requirement, but an ESDRB Guideline
suggestion (ESDRB Guidelines page 19). ESDRB has reviewed
and accepted the proposed design as complying with the Side
Yard requirements.

e. Public Safety: Project Sponsor is working on Street
Improvement permit, which will have all recommendations
on how to approach, protect Line 109.

f. Roof treatments: The proposed roof sits below Bernal Blvd
sidewalk elevation. Green roof-planted areas are proposed
to maximize positive presence, providing a visual continuum
of natural planting. Roof treatments are following ESDRB
guidelines.

g. Safety of Main Trunk Transmission Line (109): Project Sponsor
is working on Street Improvement permit, which will have all
recommendations on how to approach, protect Line 109. We,
of course, are equally concerned about safety.

6- Alternatives or changes to the project:  Proposed project is indeed 2 story (over basement),
like most of the adjacent residences. The square footage is smaller or similar to 15 of the 39
adjacent residences.

7- Changes made as a result of mediation: The proposed project had been found to comply with SF
Planning Code section 242. Some changes were made to comply with ESDRB Guidelines.

Numerous changes were made: project was reduced from 2,396 SF to 2,227 SF, reducing the
3 car garage down to a 2 car garage. Side setbacks were added, Mass reduction increased
from 650 SF to 856.6 SF, facades were redesigned, etc.
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Project Information

Property Address: Zip Code: 

Building Permit Application(s): 

Record Number: Assigned Planner: 

Project Sponsor

Name:  Phone:  

Email:   

Required Questions

1.	 Given the concerns of the DR requester and other concerned parties, why do you feel your proposed 
project should be approved?   (If you are not aware of the issues of concern to the DR requester, please meet the DR 
requester in addition to reviewing the attached DR application.)

2.	 What alternatives or changes to the proposed project are you willing to make in order to address the 
concerns of the DR requester and other concerned parties?   If you have already changed the project to 
meet neighborhood concerns, please explain those changes and indicate whether they were made before 
or after filing your application with the City.

3.	 If you are not willing to change the proposed project or pursue other alternatives, please state why you feel 
that your project would not have any adverse effect on the surrounding properties.  Include an explaination 
of your needs for space or other personal requirements that prevent you from making the changes 
requested by the DR requester.

RESPONSE    TO  
D I S C R E T I O N A RY
R E V I E W  ( d r p )
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3516 FOLSOM Street - RESPONSES TO DR 2013.1381DRP-08:

1- Reasons for DR:
a. Slope is too steep: most of Bernal Heights has steep lots.
b. Adjacent homes are smaller: some are indeed smaller, several are bigger. Some of

the proposed livable SF is below grade, which does not impact the size of the
proposed residence.

c. No side yard: proposed project has partial side yard setbacks as suggested by ESDRB
guidelines.

d. No street parking: per Planning Better Streets department and due to the narrow
width and steep grade of the public right of way, no street parking could safely be
offered. This is the case in most steep streets in the City and on Bernal Heights.

e. Tandem Parking: proposed 2 car parking project complies to Planning Code
Section 242, but requires a variance due to the fact that only a 10’ garage door can
be provided, which does not allow independently accessible side by side parking.

f. Building of this size: several of the directly adjacent houses are larger than the
proposed project.

g. Construction of 6 houses: project sponsor has no involvement with or control
over any of the four remaining adjacent vacant lots.

2- Who will be affected:
a. Steep access road: Bernal Heights has many access issues, which naturally limits the

size of trucks and access.
b. Garbage trucks: Project sponsor has contacted Recology several times. There are

solutions to this problem and project sponsor will look forward to solving this
problem, but at this point, project sponsor has not been able to get clear solution as
Recology cannot provide a proposal to a house which does not exist.

c. Because the proposed project might open the door to several additional houses,
project sponsor has taken this concern to heart and offered a road solution that will
provide access to all adjacent vacant lots rather than proposing a driveway that
could only provide access to the subject properties at 3516 and 3526 Folsom, which
would ultimately lead to more impact on all concerned neighbors in the future if the
other vacant lots are developed.

3- Proposed alternative:
a. Build a road from Bernal Heights Boulevard: that option was considered but not

possible due to the existing public garden between the street and the proposed
site.

b. Smaller homes: proposed residences are not out of scale with neighborhood. The
square footage listed for most adjacent houses are incorrect as evidence is
unverified, based on outdated building records, and is not a correct apple-to-
apple comparison.  Most adjacent houses were built prior to the adoption of
Planning Code Section 242 and do not comply with its parking requirements.

c. Link of size of house to safer conditions seems purely speculative.
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Project Information

Property Address: Zip Code: 

Building Permit Application(s): 

Record Number: Assigned Planner: 

Project Sponsor

Name:  Phone:  

Email:   

Required Questions

1.	 Given the concerns of the DR requester and other concerned parties, why do you feel your proposed 
project should be approved?   (If you are not aware of the issues of concern to the DR requester, please meet the DR 
requester in addition to reviewing the attached DR application.)

2.	 What alternatives or changes to the proposed project are you willing to make in order to address the 
concerns of the DR requester and other concerned parties?   If you have already changed the project to 
meet neighborhood concerns, please explain those changes and indicate whether they were made before 
or after filing your application with the City.

3.	 If you are not willing to change the proposed project or pursue other alternatives, please state why you feel 
that your project would not have any adverse effect on the surrounding properties.  Include an explaination 
of your needs for space or other personal requirements that prevent you from making the changes 
requested by the DR requester.

RESPONSE    TO  
D I S C R E T I O N A RY
R E V I E W  ( d r p )
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3516 FOLSOM Street - RESPONSES TO DR 2013.1381DRP-09:

1- DR reasons: DR requestor perceives the proposed residence as a Mac Mansion, but the
proposed residence is only 1,991 SF (2,227 gross SF), 3 bedrooms with 2.5 bathrooms; 285
SF of living space is completely below grade. Project sponsor has demonstrated by shadow
study that proposed project will not impact the public gardens. Planning Department, RDT
and ESDRB have reviewed the proposed project and found it to be Code compliant.

2- DR requestor’s home is two story tall with a single car garage, which was built prior to
Planning Code section 242 and does not meet the requirements of said Code section.
Proposed project is subject to more restrictive code, sections and limitations. Grading of
the site is no longer permitted due to the presence of Pipeline 109. Nonetheless, the
proposed project complies with the Planning Code, the Residential Guidelines and with the
ESDRB guidelines, despite some subjective aesthetical concerns from the ESDRB regarding
the proposed North façade.

3- Alternative changes: DR requestor is suggesting changes which have already been made
and reviewed by ESDRB, which has found the proposed project to conform to the ESDRB.
DR requestor is mistakenly suggesting that ESDRB stated that the project should not have
a garage (which is required by code section 242 and ESDR guidelines), should not have a
roof deck (which is described in ESDR guidelines, page 21-22, as a possible improvement to
a flat roof, along with the proposed solar panels and green roof features).

4- Project Sponsor and DR requestor’s representative have since participated at 2
mediation meetings. The DR requestors were not present at these meetings.

5- Discussions with Permit Applicant: Because the initially proposed project was reasonably
sized and designed to begin with, we did not need to make any substantial changes.
Planning Code section 242 limits the possible size of a house. Nonetheless, several changes
were made: the house size was reduced from 2,396 SF to 2,227 SF, reducing the parking
space requirement from 3 to 2; partial side yard setbacks were added and facades were
redesigned.
DR requestor fails to mention that we privately met. During that meeting, DR
requestor Markus Ryu suggested that I should “do the right thing” by selling him the
lot or “understand that he will do everything he can to fight the project”.
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Project Information

Property Address: Zip Code: 

Building Permit Application(s): 

Record Number: Assigned Planner: 

Project Sponsor

Name:  Phone:  

Email:   

Required Questions

1.	 Given the concerns of the DR requester and other concerned parties, why do you feel your proposed 
project should be approved?   (If you are not aware of the issues of concern to the DR requester, please meet the DR 
requester in addition to reviewing the attached DR application.)

2.	 What alternatives or changes to the proposed project are you willing to make in order to address the 
concerns of the DR requester and other concerned parties?   If you have already changed the project to 
meet neighborhood concerns, please explain those changes and indicate whether they were made before 
or after filing your application with the City.

3.	 If you are not willing to change the proposed project or pursue other alternatives, please state why you feel 
that your project would not have any adverse effect on the surrounding properties.  Include an explaination 
of your needs for space or other personal requirements that prevent you from making the changes 
requested by the DR requester.

RESPONSE    TO  
D I S C R E T I O N A RY
R E V I E W  ( d r p )
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3516 FOLSOM Street – Responses to DR-2013.1381DRP-10:

1- Underdeveloped North Façade: At the suggestion of ESDRB, the proposed North Façade
was revised, animated by side setbacks and various material changes. Windows were
added, despite the impact on privacy as the house lies below the Bernal Heights pedestrian
sidewalk. Given the animosity of the neighbors and the difficulty to discuss the project at
the ESDRB, project sponsor suggested meeting privately with ESDRB to discuss solutions
which would make the project as fully acceptable to the ESDRB, but ESDRB members
indicated a seeming lack of interest in finding solutions that would lead to full support of
the project. The project meets all objective ESDRB requirements and comments such as
“the façade remains largely underdeveloped and uncomposed” and “where there are
opportunities for windows” when windows were added where Building Code permits them,
seem highly subjective.
Project Sponsor proposed to hire Artist Mona Caron to create a mural ( see:
http://www.monacaron.com/weeds/dandelion-mendrisio )

2- ESDRB describes the proposed project as a “box”, though project sponsor has followed all
ESDRB guidelines and created numerous setbacks, changes in materials and added visual
interest. Planning and RDT reviewed ESDRB comments prior to finding the proposed project
conforms and is acceptable for 311 Notification.

3- ESDRB member Terry Milne is asking for more windows to be located directly below a
public sidewalk, which would have an unreasonable impact on the privacy of the
bedrooms. The proposed North Façade is more animated and composed than the adjacent
buildings with a North Façade facing Bernal Heights BLVD. Project sponsor would entertain
art work to add visual interest, but adding windows is an unfair request which would
unfairly impact our privacy.

4- Members of the ESDRB did not participate at either Mediation Meetings.

5- Numerous changes were made in response to ESDRB comments: proposed house size
was reduced from 2,396 SF to 2,227 SF, reducing the parking requirement from 3 to 2
parking spaces, mass reduction areas were increased from 651 SF to 835.5 SF, facades
were redesigned to incorporate setbacks, Side setbacks were added. Project sponsor
tried to continue discussion with ESDRB outside of the Community meetings, which were
not conductive to constructive discussions, but ESDRB did not show any interest in
exploring further revisions.
Project sponsor remains open to working directly with ESDRB members willing to meet
to find reasonable and acceptable solutions to their comments about the North Facade.
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General Responses to Discretionary Review 2013.1768DRP

Foreword:

When the project sponsor, James and Patricia Fogarty, purchased the vacant lot at 3526 Folsom Street, the
lot had been listed for a year.

After doing our due diligence to verify with the Planning Department, with DPW, with SFFD and all
concerned parties, we decided to proceed and purchased the lot.

We designed our house and scheduled a Project Review meeting with the Planning Department to make
certain that the proposed project would comply with the restrictive Special Use District for Bernal Heights,
Planning Code Section 242. Planning reviewed the project in detail and advised on a few improvements,
which we immediately incorporated into the project.

At the suggestion of the Planning Department, we contacted the ESDRB to schedule a pre-application
meeting with the neighbors. The Planning Department recommended contacting the ESDRB, although they
told us we were not in the ESDRB area and did not need to comply with the ESDRB Guidelines.

Prior to the meetings with the ESDRB, we discovered that flyers had been posted around Bernal, rallying
Bernal residents to attend a meeting to oppose a project which would create a “600-foot Radius Blast/Fire
Zone” by building “luxury homes” on “Undevelopable land”. (see attached photo).

The first meeting, as well as the next four, were very hostile, but we continued to participate.  Every
answer we gave the neighbors was called “a lie.”

The 19 DR were filed against the two proposed residences, 9 of them against 3526 Folsom Street. Some of
the neighbors even managed to file 4 identical DRs per household. 5 other DRs were filed by another
household.

Anna and I still hope all can be reasonable and that we can collaborate together to resolve the issues, as
good neighbors would.  We hope we will be given the chance to show our appreciation of others’
understanding and fairness.

Given the similarities between most of the DR issues and in an attempt to simplify and unify the DR process
for this project, we suggest responding to the main issues in a common set of responses, while
2013.1768DRP-09, filed by the ESDRB, which is different from the other DRs, will get is own set of
responses.

1- Site:  Several of the DR requestors suggest that the 6 vacant lots are open space which should not be
developed.  Although the DR requestors have enjoyed the adjacent lots as undeveloped land for many years,
these lots were created and laid out at the same time as the DR Requestors’ lots and zoned for residential use.
This has never changed.

The proposed project does not impact the views from the Park, nor does it have any negative impact on
the Public Garden.  Renderings were provided, demonstrating minimum impact on the views from the public
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areas around the proposed project. Shadow studies were prepared and provided, demonstrating no shadow
impact.

Project Sponsor has no ties or involvement with or control over any sort to the remaining adjacent four
vacant lots.

2- Proposed extension of Folsom Street:
a. Numerous layouts were proposed to DPW and the Planning Department.  Better Streets

Department requested that we follow the straight layout which has since been developed in
accordance with their recommendations.

b. DPW-BSM did not allow a retaining wall in order to minimize the slope of the proposed road.  A
retaining wall was allowed on Banks Street (next block) to reduce its slope.

c. There are several streets in San Francisco which are steeper than the proposed street (please see
attached document: “Steepest Streets of San Francisco”).

d. The suggestion to build a road from Bernal Heights was considered but deemed impossible due to
the public garden which is located between Bernal Heights Boulevard and the proposed building
site.

e. State requirement only allows one driveway to access a maximum of two lots. The proposed road
extension will provide access to the two existing houses, as well as to the two proposed houses.
Project sponsor has offered a road solution that will provide access up front to all adjacent vacant
lots, avoiding rework in the future, if/when other lot owners should decide to develop their lots.
This is of benefit to all concerned neighbors.

f. Bernal Heights has many steep access roads due to its topography and density, which naturally
limits the size of trucks and access.

g. As to garbage trucks, project sponsor has contacted Recology several times. There are solutions to
this problem and project sponsor will resolve it, but at this point, project sponsor cannot get a
confirmed solution as Recology does not provide a proposal to a house which does not exist.

h. SFFD has reviewed the application and deemed the project acceptable for distance to the nearby
fire hydrants and for the fact that the proposed house will be equipped with a full fire protection
sprinkler system. Most of Bernal Heights is problematic for fire access; this house will be one of the
very few equipped with a full fire protection sprinkler system.

DRIVEWAYS of Impacted Neighbors:

Project sponsor has offered to meet with the 3 neighbors whose driveways would be impacted, their
consultant and DPW-BSM in order to discuss the details and specifics of the process. At this point, DPW-BSM
has requested more time in order to get all comments from the various department consulted, as all of
them have not responded. DPW and Streets and Highways have reviewed and approved proposed Street
Improvement drawings.

a. DR requestor states that project sponsor has refused to share information, which is not true.
b. Project sponsor has offered to pay for all costs for the DR driveway, which was stated at several of

the ESDRB meetings.
c. Proposed Street Improvement is currently being reviewed by DPW. Neighbors have hired a

consultant to review the proposed road extension and project sponsor has been e-mailing any and
all information as it is produced. Given the sensitive nature of this project and huge backlog with
DPW, the proposed street improvement is being processed slowly. Project Sponsor is not
withholding any information and is open to discuss any issues in a constructive and respectful way.
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Project sponsor is very sensitive to neighbor’s concerns, and driveways and road being proposed are
being designed to minimize difficulties and improve current conditions. Proposed driveways will be
an improvement over existing non-permitted conditions.

d. As stated previously, project sponsor has no involvement with or control over any of the adjacent
vacant lots.

3- PG&E Pipeline:

“An aging, major PG&E Gas Transmission Pipeline”:
Prior to the first meeting at the ESDRB, some neighbors posted inflammatory posters, inciting Bernal

residents to oppose the project, stating it would create a “600-foot Radius Blast/Fire Zone”. This created a
difficult and hostile climate at the various ESDRB meetings. (Copy of the poster is part of DR#05, page 10).

The PG&E Pipeline was installed in 1981, and is continuously monitored by PG&E. This pipeline runs along
the entire length of Folsom Street on the South Slope of Bernal. The proposed project will require exploration of
the pipeline and further assessment of its current condition. The Pipeline issues will be addressed under the
Street Improvement permit and are not a SF Planning issue. DPW Street Improvement Permit Review is
reviewing PG&E issues. Project Sponsor is working with SFDPW, PG&E and Civil Engineers.

A PG&E spokesperson attended one of the ESDRB meetings and answered all questions and comments.
ESDRB appreciated the clarifications, but DR requestors continue to misrepresent the situation (please see
attached PG&E responses to comments).

Several DR requestors indicate that the proposed project will be built directly above the Pipeline, which is
not accurate: the Pipeline runs under Folsom Street from Alemany Blvd to Bernal Height Blvd. The proposed
road extension will only require minimal surface grading and solely the driveways will be installed over the
existing Pipeline, landscaped areas will be covering the intermediate sections between driveways. The proposed
house will sit approximately 14’ away from the Pipeline.

The PG&E Pipeline and the proposed Road extension are under DPW-BSM jurisdiction and a Street
Improvement permit is currently under review. (Please see attached Q&A from PG&E).

4- Proposed Residence:
a. PROPOSED RESIDENCE IS OUT OF SCALE AND OUT OF CHARACTER WITH ADJACENT PROPERTIES:

DR Requestors characterize the proposed residence as a “3 Story / 3 Car garage…out of scale to
predominantly 2 story homes with single car garages”.

The proposed residence is a 2 story over basement (not a 3 story) with a required 2 car garage (not 3 car).
The definition of Story and Basement can be found in the California Building Code.

The 2 car garage is required by SFPC Section 242(e)(4). Most adjacent houses were built prior to the
adoption of Planning Code Section 242 and do not comply with its parking requirements. The proposed project
has a full below-grade basement, employing the topography of the site to encompass the required 2 car garage.
Some of the adjacent houses are three stories (see addresses 66, 70, 74, 83 and 87 Banks Street); some are 3
story over basement (see address 405 Chapman Street).

Several DR requestors produced a document showing sizes of adjacent houses, but the square footages
provided as opponent’s evidence for the adjacent houses sizes is unverified, based on outdated Assessor-
Recorder records which are neither verified nor updated.  The listed square footages are most likely livable SF
rather than [gross][Fabien, as you know, Section 242 uses “usable floor area,” not “gross”] SF as defined in
Planning Code Section 242 (which factors any exterior walls, undeveloped areas having more than 5’ of ceiling
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height,…).  The list, however, clearly shows that the proposed project is not out of scale with its adjacent
neighbors, as the proposed residence is smaller or equal to 15 of the 39 adjacent residences.

SF Planning Department and ESDRB reviewed the project and concurred that the project complies with all
requirements. Both Planning Code Section 242 and ESDRB Guidelines make it impossible to create an out of
scale building since no part of the building may be taller than 30’ above adjacent grade. This limits the building
height on a steep lot. And Section 242(e)(3) mandates a mass reduction of 650 square feet of usable floor area,
further reducing the size of any new structure.

The proposed 2 car garage is required by Planning Code Section 242 (e)(4). If the proposed garage is
“out of character”, it is because most adjacent houses were built prior to the implementation of Planning Code
Section 242. Adjacent houses do not comply with this section of the Code. In order to comply, each house over
1,300 gross SF would be required to have a 2 car, side-by-side independently accessible garage; over 2,251 SF,
each house would be required to have a 3 car garage.

The proposed residence will not be any more visible than its adjacent neighbors. In regards to the
garage, the proposed project requires a variance due to a conflict in the Planning Code: the proposed project
complies to the 2 car parking required by Planning Code Section 242, but does not allow the first two cars to be
independently accessible:  the newer garage requirements limit the garage door width to 10’ (which makes side
by side parking nearly impossible in Bernal), compared to when 12’ was allowed per Section 242 (which made
side by side parking possible). The proposed driveway slopes up 14.46% on the downhill side while sloping down
19.53% on the uphill side of the driveway, not “35%” as mistakenly stated by some of the DR Requestors.

Special attention is given to the roof of the proposed project, specifically following ESDRB guidelines.
The proposed roof sits below Bernal Blvd sidewalk elevation. Green roof-planted areas are proposed to
maximize positive presence, providing a visual continuum of natural planting. The roofs of neighboring existing
houses are devoid of vegetation, and most of them do not comply with the ESDRB guidelines.

There were no substantial changes required by the Planning Department or ESDRB as the proposed
project was reasonable to begin with. Nonetheless, the project, was reduced from 2,364 SF to 2,204 Gross SF,
reducing the parking requirement from 3 to 2 cars, while increasing the required Mass reduction from 651 SF to
735 SF.

DR Requestor describes the proposed residence as a Mac Mansion, but the proposed residence is 1,972
SF (2,204 gross SF), 288 SF completely below grade, with , 3 bedroom with 2.5 bathrooms, which is smaller or
equal in size to 15 out of the 39 adjacent houses (please see attached “Adjacent Houses spreadsheet).  Project
sponsor has demonstrated by shadow study that the proposed project will not impact the public gardens.
Planning Department, RDT and ESDRB have reviewed the proposed project and found it to be Code complaint.

b. “…out-of-character boxes”: Of the adjacent 23 houses on blocks 5626 and 5627, only 2 have pitched
roofs, all others have flat roofs and box-like volumes. The proposed project offers roofs composed of
green planting, deck and solar panels, making them visually more pleasant than adjacent existing roofs.

c. “Wall-like exterior of South elevation” and “public views impeded by penthouse stairwell”:
Correction: The South elevation has partial setbacks, is composed of various materials, and has several

windows. Please see response to DR-09.
Correction: The proposed Penthouse stairwell was removed from the project prior to ESDRB’s last
meeting.

d. “Side Yard setback does not respect existing pattern”: (please see attached “Side Yards” exhibits.)

Despite the fact that both the Planning Department and ESDRB have scrupulously reviewed the project
and found no conflict with the Planning Code, DR requestors continue to assert that the proposed project does
not comply with several of the code requirements.
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The side yard setback requirement is not a Planning Code requirement, but an ESDRB Guideline
suggestion (ESDRB Guidelines page 19). ESDRB has reviewed and accepted the proposed design as complying
with the Side Yard requirements.

As for Existing properties, note that most adjacent properties do not have any side yard setbacks:

a. Block 5626 is composed of 16 lots. Three lots (including 3516 and 3526 Folsom) are undeveloped.
Out of the 13 built lots, only 4 of the existing houses have side yards, the other 9 have no side yard.
The proposed project conforms to the ESDR Guidelines side yard requirements. Nine of the adjacent
properties do not comply.

b. Block 5627 is composed of 14 lots. Four lots are currently undeveloped. The 10 existing houses are
built from property line to property line and have no side yards.

Attachments:
- Adjacent properties story count
- Adjacent properties side yards
- Adjacent properties Square Footage
- San Francisco steepest streets
- PG&E responses
- Shadow Study
- Proposed project renderings
- DPW Street Improvement drawings
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HOUSE # STREET
BLDG SF PER

ASSESSOR'S RECORD
Revised
Total SF Garage SF

Actual GROSS TOTAL SF
PER Section 242 NOTES

66 BANKS 2,749.00 2,749.00 3 STORY HOUSE BUILT IN 1991
70 BANKS 2,749.00 2,749.00 3 STORY HOUSE BUILT IN 1991
74 BANKS 2,749.00 2,749.00 3 STORY HOUSE BUILT IN 1991
83 BANKS 2,025.00 2,025.00 3 STORY HOUSE BUILT IN 2012
87 BANKS 2,365.00 2,365.00 3 STORY HOUSE BUILT IN 2013
89 BANKS 1,000.00 1,000.00
97 BANKS 1,200.00 400.00 1,600.00 2 STORY - PA 200403199139 ADD POWDER AT 1ST FLOOR

98 BANKS 1,295.00 1,295.00
99 BANKS 1,200.00 1,200.00

101 BANKS 1,069.00 1,988.00 160 1,828.00 2 STORY - PA 8402970 ADD BATHROOM + BEDROOM ON GROUND FLOOR

102 BANKS 1,276.00 1,276.00
103 BANKS 1,450.00 500.00 1,950.00 3 STORY - PA  201208288455 - ADD BEDROOM, BATHROOM, CLOSET IN "BASEMENT" - ATTIC SPACE

104 BANKS 625.00 625.00
105 BANKS 1,000.00 2,000.00 160 1,840.00 2 STORY - PA 9801646: LEGALIZE DOWNSTAIRS BATH + BEDROOM

106 BANKS 899.00 899.00
107 BANKS 1,035.00 1,000.00 160 1,875.00 2 STORY + BASEMENT? PA  8711632: VERTICAL + HORIZONTAL ADDITION

114 BANKS 1,650.00 1,650.00
116 BANKS 1,233.00 1,233.00
390 CHAPMAN 1,338.00 1,338.00
400 CHAPMAN 1,130.00 1,130.00
401 CHAPMAN 1,660.00 2,100.00 300 1,800.00 2 STORY + BASEMENT - NOV INTENSE INTERIOR WORK…

405 CHAPMAN 2,180.00 3,150.00 300 2,850.00 3 STORY + BASEMENT  - SEVERAL PERMITS FOR NEW INTERIOR WORK?

55 GATES 1,373.00 2,050.00 160 1,890.00 2 STORY - PA 2004-1019-7138 ALTER ENTRANCE, ADD BATRHOOM DOWNSTAIRS..

                      PA 2010-0520-2891: CONVERT 130 SF GARAGE TO INTERIOR SPACE, ADD SPIRAL STAIRS

61 GATES 1,221.00 1,221.00 2 STORY - PA 941128: ENLARGE EXISTING GROUND FLOOR BEDROOM + ADD (N) BATHROOM

65 GATES 1,492.00 1,492.00 2 STORY

71 GATES 2,131.00 2,131.00 3 STORY HOUSE BUILT in 1983

75 GATES 775.00 1,550.00 160 1,390.00 2 STORY  (TOP FLOOR + FULL "BASEMENT") - GARAGE

81 GATES 775.00 1,550.00 160 1,390.00 2 STORY  (TOP FLOOR + FULL "BASEMENT") - GARAGE

85 GATES 775.00 1,550.00 160 1,390.00 2 STORY  (TOP FLOOR + FULL "BASEMENT") - GARAGE

91 GATES 775.00 1,950.00 160 1,790.00 PA 2011-0413-3969: ADD BATHROOM DOWNSTAIRS - OLD 2 STORY REAR ADDITION

95 GATES 1,850.00 1,850.00 2 STORY - ASSESSOR RECORDS SEEMS ACCURATE

551 POWAHATTAN 800.00 1,600.00 160 1,440.00 2 STORY  (TOP FLOOR + FULL "BASEMENT") - GARAGE

688 POWAHATTAN 2,250.00 2,250.00 3 STORY - MISSING FROM NEIGHBOR'S SPREADSHEET

3590 FOLSOM 760.00 1,520.00 160 1,360.00 2 STORY  (TOP FLOOR + FULL "BASEMENT") - GARAGE

3599 FOLSOM 1,600.00 1,600.00 2 STORY - Recent house, SF appears correct

3595 FOLSOM 1,600.00 1,600.00 2 STORY - Recent house, SF appears correct

3580 FOLSOM 1,050.00 2,100.00 160 1,940.00 2 STORY - PA 2010-0706-6044 ADD STAIRS TO DOWNSTAIRS

3574 FOLSOM 1,125.00 2,250.00 320 1,930.00 2 STORY  (TOP FLOOR + FULL "BASEMENT") - GARAGE

3577 FOLSOM 1,125.00 2,000.00 160 1,840.00 2 STORY  (TOP FLOOR + FULL "BASEMENT") - GARAGE

Total 55,354.00 66,530.00
# of houses 39 39

Average 1,419.33 Revised Average 1,705.90

TOTAL GROSS SF
BELOW
GRADE ABOVE GRADE

3516 FOLSOM 2,227.00 285.70 1,941.30 EQUAL OR SMALLER TO 15 OF 39 HOUSES
-5% 1,844.24 EQUAL (+/-5%) TO 9 OF 39 ADJACENT HOUSES
5% 2,038.37 SMALLER THAN 6 OF 39 ADJACENT HOUSES

3526 FOLSOM 2,204.80 360.00 1,844.80 EQUAL OR SMALLER TO 19 OF 39 HOUSES
-5% 1,752.56 EQUAL (+/-5%) TO 13 OF 39 ADJACENT HOUSES
5% 1,937.04 SMALLER THAN 6 OF 39 ADJACENT HOUSES

DEFINITIONS
SF PLANNING
CODE Section
242.(d).(2)

CBC 2013 DEFINITIONS
BASEMENT A story that is not a story above grade plane (see "Story above grade plane").

STORY
STORY ABOVE GRADE PLANE

1
2

ADDRESS

more than 12 feet above the finished ground level at any point

Any story having its finished floor surface entirely above grade plane, or in which the finished surface of the floor next above is:
That portion of a building included between the upper surface of a floor and the upper surface of the floor or roof next above…

"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.

More than 6 feet above grade plane; or













Bernalwood’s questions, and PG&E’s responses, are provided here in their entirety:

1. When was the section of pipeline under the the proposed home site installed? When
was it last upgraded?
The line was installed in 1981. PG&E has a comprehensive inspection and monitoring program to
ensure the safe operation of this line.

2. How often is this section of 109 inspected? What does the inspection entail? When
did the last inspection take place? What were the results of that inspection?
This section of L-109 was successfully strength tested (via a hydrostatic pressure test) at the time of
installation. PG&E records show no history of leaks for L-109 in this area.

PG&E has a comprehensive inspection and monitoring program to ensure the safety of its natural
gas transmission pipeline system.  PG&E regularly conducts patrols, leak surveys, and cathodic
protection (corrosion protection) system inspections for its natural gas pipelines.  Any issues
identified as a threat to public safety are addressed immediately.  PG&E also performs integrity
assessments of certain gas transmission pipelines in urban and suburban areas.

Patrols:  PG&E patrols its gas transmission pipelines at least quarterly to look for indications of
missing pipeline markers, construction activity and other factors that may threaten the pipeline.  L-
109 through the [Bernal Heights] neighborhood was last aerially patrolled in May 2014 and no
issues were found.

Leak Surveys:  PG&E conducts leak surveys at least annually of its natural gas transmission
pipelines.  Leak surveys are generally conducted by a leak surveyor walking above the pipeline with
leak detection instruments.  L-109 in San Francisco was last leak surveyed in April 2014 and no
leaks were found.

Cathodic Protection System Inspections:  PG&E utilizes an active cathodic protection (CP) system on
its gas transmission and steel distribution pipelines to protect them against corrosion.  PG&E
inspects its CP systems every two months to ensure they are operating correctly.  The CP systems on
L-109 in this area were last inspected in May 2014 and were found to be operating correctly.

Integrity Assessments:  There are three federally-approved methods to complete a transmission
pipeline integrity management baseline assessment:  In-Line Inspections (ILI), External Corrosion
Direct Assessment (ECDA) and Pressure Testing.  An In-Line Inspection involves a tool (commonly
known as a “pig”) being inserted into the pipeline to identify any areas of concern such as potential
metal loss (corrosion) or geometric abnormalities (dents) in the pipeline.  An ECDA involves an
indirect, above-ground electrical survey to detect coating defects and the level of cathodic
protection.  Excavations are performed to do a direct examination of the pipe in areas of concern as



required by federal regulations.  Pressure testing is a strength test normally conducted using water,
which is also referred to as a hydrostatic test.

PG&E performed an ECDA on L-109 in this area in 2009 and no issues were found.  PG&E plans to
perform another ECDA on L-109 in this area in 2015.  This section of L-109 also had an ICDA
(Internal Corrosion Direct Assessment) performed in 2012, and no issues were found.

Automated Shut-off Valves: There are two types of automated shut-off valves recognized within the
natural gas industry: Remote Controlled Valves (RCV’s), which can be operated remotely from
PG&E’s Gas Control Center, and Automatic Shutoff Valves (ASV’s) that will close automatically as a
result of rapidly falling pipeline pressures and/or increased flows at the valve location. There is an
RCV on L-109 in Daly City that can be used to isolate the section of L-109 that runs through this
neighborhood.

3. Is this section of pipeline 109  “the same type that blew up in San Bruno?”
No. Line 109 operates at a much lower pressure and is smaller in diameter, and is of a much more
recent vintage.

4. What safety procedures does PG&E put in place when home or street contruction
occurs on the site of a major gas pipeline like 109?
Anytime a contractor or resident makes an excavation on franchise or private property, they must
call 811 (State Law for Underground Service Alerts [USA]) in advance so we can identify and
properly locate our UG facilities.  When our Damage Prevention group gets the USA request and
identifies a critical facility like a gas transmission line in the scope of work, they notify the caller
that they must contact PG&E for a standby employee.  PG&E must observe a safe excavation around
our lines if any digging is within 10’ of it.  We must be present when they dig around this line.  Our
standby inspector will instruct and guide the excavating party to avoid damage.  Excavators who
violate this Law are subject to fines.

5. Does the steep grade of the Folsom site have any impact on Pipeline 109? Given the
grade at the proposed site, are any special provisions or procedures required to
ensure the safety of the pipeline during construction?
The grade of the street have no impacts on the operation of the line.  If the cover is not removed or
disturbed within 10’ of the line, there are no special precautions needed.

6. Are there any specific technical or safety challenges posed by the proposed home
site, and if so, how does PG&E plan to address them?
As long as the structures are built within the property lines similar to the existing [homes on Folsom
Street], they will not pose any issues for us patrolling and maintaining that line.  The proposed



home sites are not on top of line 109, and are no closer to the line than existing homes in the
neighborhood.

Additional Background: In the area outlined in the map [Bernalwood sent PG&E, shown above],
PG&E’s natural gas transmission pipeline L-109 runs down Folsom Street and turns east to follow
Bernal Heights Blvd.  Line 109 in this area is a 26-inch diameter steel pipeline installed in 1981 and
has a maximum allowable operating pressure (MAOP) of 150 pounds per square inch gage (psig),
which is 19.8% of the pipe’s specified minimum yield strength (SMYS).  This provides a considerable
margin of safety, since it would take a pressure over 750 psig to cause the steel in the pipe to begin
to deform.
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CAMERA 1: View from Bernal Hill looking West.
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CAMERA 2: View from Bernal Hill looking South.
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CAMERA 3: View from Public Garden looking South-West.
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CAMERA 4: View from Bernal Blvd looking South-East.
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CAMERA 5: View from Chapman Street at Folsom Street looking North-West
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Project Information

Property Address: Zip Code: 

Building Permit Application(s): 

Record Number: Assigned Planner: 

Project Sponsor

Name:  Phone:  

Email:   

Required Questions

1.	 Given the concerns of the DR requester and other concerned parties, why do you feel your proposed 
project should be approved?   (If you are not aware of the issues of concern to the DR requester, please meet the DR 
requester in addition to reviewing the attached DR application.)

2.	 What alternatives or changes to the proposed project are you willing to make in order to address the 
concerns of the DR requester and other concerned parties?   If you have already changed the project to 
meet neighborhood concerns, please explain those changes and indicate whether they were made before 
or after filing your application with the City.

3.	 If you are not willing to change the proposed project or pursue other alternatives, please state why you feel 
that your project would not have any adverse effect on the surrounding properties.  Include an explaination 
of your needs for space or other personal requirements that prevent you from making the changes 
requested by the DR requester.

RESPONSE    TO  
D I S C R E T I O N A RY
R E V I E W  ( d r p )
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3526 FOLSOM Street - RESPONSES TO DR-2013.1768DRP-01:

1- “proposed building is out-of-scale and not in character…”
The proposed residence fits both in scale and character to the neighborhood. Most adjacent

residences are 2 story or 2 story above basement, some of the adjacent houses are three stories
(see addresses 66, 70, 74, 83 and 87 Banks Street), some are 3 story over basement (see address
405 Chapman Street).

SF Planning Department, RDT and ESDRB reviewed the project and concurred that the
project complies with all requirements. Both Planning Code Section 242 and ESDRB Guidelines
make it impossible to create an out of scale building since no part of the building may be taller
than 30’ above adjacent grade, which limits the building height on a steep lot. And Section
242(e)(3) mandates a 650 square foot reduction of usable floor area. The proposed house is
2,204 SF (not 2,900 SF as DR requestor states) with a Mass reduction of 735.5 SF and is smaller
or similar in size to 19 of the 39 adjacent properties.

Stair Penthouse was removed from the project, a change made and presented during one of
the last ESDRB meetings. The house proposes articulations in the volumes, required site
setbacks were incorporated in the project and meet ESDRB guidelines.

The proposed residence will mostly be hidden by the proposed house at 3516 Folsom, which
sits below Bernal Heights BLVD. Renderings were produced to show the minimal impact on the
views from Bernal Heights BLVD.

2- “Steep slope, erosion”:

Most of this area of Bernal Heights sits on steep slopes. The proposed Street Improvement
is under review at DPW-BSM, who, along with Streets and Highways department, has already
approved the proposed layout, but awaits reviews from several other departments. DPW has
instructed that grading and retaining walls would not be permitted, which makes sense given
the presence of PG&E pipeline 109: avoiding grading seems to be the wisest solution, though it
makes for a steeper grade.

The proposed street extension will create more stability and control erosion.

The proposed 2 car garage is required by SF Planning Code Section 242(e)(4).  Most adjacent
houses were built prior to the implementation of Planning Code Section 242 and do not comply
with this section of the code. In order to comply, each house over 1,300 Gross SF would be
required to have a 2 car, side-by-side, independently accessible garage; over 2,251 SF, each
house would be required to have a 3 car garage. The garage accessibility is limited by the
maximum 10’ garage door permitted by SF Planning Code.

The project sponsor and the owner have no ties or involvement of any sort to the remaining
adjacent four vacant lots.

3- “Alternatives”:

Requesting a reduced height when the proposed heights is similar to most adjacent
properties is unfair. The project was reduced in size from 2,364 to 2,204 Gross SF, reducing
the off street parking from 3 to 2, while increasing the Mass reduction from 650 SF to 735.5
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SF. Partial Side Yard Setbacks were added, facades were revised in response to ESDRB’s
request that the houses follow the slope better. Articulations were created and various
materials combined to propose what the project sponsor believes to be an attractive
residence.

4- Project sponsor, owners and DR requestor have participated in 2 mediation meeting with
the Community Board after the DR was filed.

5- “very unresponsive to neighborhood concerns.”

Project sponsor has spent an incredible amount of time and energy to try to respond to
all neighbors and ESDRB’s concerns.
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Project Information

Property Address: Zip Code: 

Building Permit Application(s): 

Record Number: Assigned Planner: 

Project Sponsor

Name:  Phone:  

Email:   

Required Questions

1.	 Given the concerns of the DR requester and other concerned parties, why do you feel your proposed 
project should be approved?   (If you are not aware of the issues of concern to the DR requester, please meet the DR 
requester in addition to reviewing the attached DR application.)

2.	 What alternatives or changes to the proposed project are you willing to make in order to address the 
concerns of the DR requester and other concerned parties?   If you have already changed the project to 
meet neighborhood concerns, please explain those changes and indicate whether they were made before 
or after filing your application with the City.

3.	 If you are not willing to change the proposed project or pursue other alternatives, please state why you feel 
that your project would not have any adverse effect on the surrounding properties.  Include an explaination 
of your needs for space or other personal requirements that prevent you from making the changes 
requested by the DR requester.

RESPONSE    TO  
D I S C R E T I O N A RY
R E V I E W  ( d r p )
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3526 FOLSOM Street - RESPONSES TO DR-2013.1768DRP-02:

1- The 2 car garage is required by San Francisco Planning Code Section 242(e)(4). Most
adjacent houses were built prior to the adoption of Planning Code Section 242 and do not
comply with its parking requirements. The proposed project has a full below-grade
basement, employing the topography of the site to encompass the required 2 car garage
requirement. Some of the adjacent houses are three stories (see addresses 66, 70, 74, 83
and 87 Banks Street), some are 3 story over basement (see address 405 Chapman Street).
Please note that the Square Footage provided as opponent’s evidence for the adjacent
houses sizes is unverified, based on outdated building records and most likely livable SF
(which factors any exterior walls, undeveloped areas having more than 5’ of ceiling height,
...) The attached list is based on old records and is not a correct apple-to-apple comparison
to the proposed project, though it clearly shows that the proposed project is not at all out
of scale with its adjacent neighbors.
San Francisco Planning Department and ESDRB reviewed the project and concurred that
the project complies with all requirements. Both Planning Code Section 242 and ESDRB
Guidelines make it impossible to create an out of scale building since no part of the building
may be taller than 30’ above adjacent grade, which limits the building height on a steep lot.
Furthermore, Section 242(e)(3) mandates a 650 square foot reduction of usable floor area.

2- The proposed residence will not be any more visible than its adjacent neighbors. In regards
to the garage, the proposed project requires a variance due to a conflict in the Planning
Code, but the proposed project meets the parking requirements of Planning Code Section
242. The proposed driveway slopes up 14.46% on the downhill side while sloping down
19.53% on the uphill side of the driveway, not 35%. The DR requestor mistakenly assumes
that a Conditional Use is being requested, which is not the case.

3- The PG&E Pipeline was installed in 1981, and is continuously monitored by PG&E. This
pipeline runs along the entire length of Folsom Street on the South Slope of Bernal. The
proposed project will require exploration of the pipeline and further assessment of its
current condition. The Pipeline issues will be addressed under the Street Improvement
permit and are not an SF Planning issue. During one of the ESDRB meetings, a PG&E
representative was present to answer all questions. DPW is reviewing currently reviewing
the proposed Street Improvement Permit. Project Sponsor is working with SFDPW,
SFPUC, PG&E and Civil Engineers. We, of course, are equally concerned about safety.
SFFD has reviewed the application and deemed the project acceptable for distance to the
nearby fire hydrants and for the fact that the proposed house will be equipped with a full
fire protection sprinkler system. Most of Bernal Heights is problematic for Fire Access, this
house is one of the very few equipped with fire protection sprinkler system.

4- DR Requestor has since participated in two mediation meetings.
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5- Changes made as a result of the mediation: numerous changes were made during the
various meetings with the ESDRB: façade revisions, side yard setbacks, material changes,
adjustments to the street improvement, reduction of the size of the house from 2,364 SF to
2,204 SF, reducing the number of required parking spaces from 3 to 2, mass reduction
increased from 650 SF to 735.5 SF), and revised facades.

46130002/561600v3
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Project Information

Property Address: Zip Code: 

Building Permit Application(s): 

Record Number: Assigned Planner: 

Project Sponsor

Name:  Phone:  

Email:   

Required Questions

1.	 Given the concerns of the DR requester and other concerned parties, why do you feel your proposed 
project should be approved?   (If you are not aware of the issues of concern to the DR requester, please meet the DR 
requester in addition to reviewing the attached DR application.)

2.	 What alternatives or changes to the proposed project are you willing to make in order to address the 
concerns of the DR requester and other concerned parties?   If you have already changed the project to 
meet neighborhood concerns, please explain those changes and indicate whether they were made before 
or after filing your application with the City.

3.	 If you are not willing to change the proposed project or pursue other alternatives, please state why you feel 
that your project would not have any adverse effect on the surrounding properties.  Include an explaination 
of your needs for space or other personal requirements that prevent you from making the changes 
requested by the DR requester.

RESPONSE    TO  
D I S C R E T I O N A RY
R E V I E W  ( d r p )
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3526 FOLSOM Street - RESPONSES TO DR-2013.1768DRP-03:

1- “The proposed project does meet Section 242”:

DR requestor presumes the residential lots as Open Space. The lots are designated
residential building lots originating from the same time as all other adjacent built
residential lots.

There are several streets in San Francisco which are steeper than the proposed street.
DR requestor speculates on the goal of this proposed residence. We simply want to build a
home which adds to the quality of a neighborhood and increases the supply of family
housing in this city.

2- Traffic, PG&E pipeline: The PG&E Pipeline was installed in 1981, and is continuously
monitored by PG&E. This pipeline runs along the entire length of Folsom Street on the South
Slope of Bernal. The proposed project will require exploration of the pipeline and further
assessment of its current condition. The Pipeline issues will be addressed under the Street
Improvement permit and are not an SF Planning issue. During one of the ESDRB meetings, a
PG&E representative was present to answer all questions. DPW is reviewing currently
reviewing the proposed Street Improvement Permit. Project Sponsor is working with
SFDPW, SFPUC, PG&E and Civil Engineers. We, of course, are equally concerned with safety.

3- Proposed project complies to Planning Code Section 242 and is smaller or equal in size
with 19 of 39 adjacent neighboring properties.

4- Project Sponsor and most DR requestors participated in two Mediation Meetings since DR
was filed.

5- There were no substantial changes required by the Planning Department or ESDRB as the
proposed project was reasonably sized and designed to begin with. Nonetheless, the
project, was reduced from 2,364 to 2,204 Gross SF, reducing the off street parking from 3 to
2, while increasing the Mass reduction from 650 SF to 735.5 SF. Partial Side Yard Setbacks
were added, and facades were revised in response to ESDRB’s request that the houses
follow the slope better.

46130002/561600v3



V. 5/27/2015  SAN FRANCISCO PLANNING DEPARTMENTPAGE 1  |  RESPONSE TO DISCRETIONARY REVIEW - CURRENT PLANNING

Project Information

Property Address: Zip Code: 

Building Permit Application(s): 

Record Number: Assigned Planner: 

Project Sponsor

Name:  Phone:  

Email:   

Required Questions

1.	 Given the concerns of the DR requester and other concerned parties, why do you feel your proposed 
project should be approved?   (If you are not aware of the issues of concern to the DR requester, please meet the DR 
requester in addition to reviewing the attached DR application.)

2.	 What alternatives or changes to the proposed project are you willing to make in order to address the 
concerns of the DR requester and other concerned parties?   If you have already changed the project to 
meet neighborhood concerns, please explain those changes and indicate whether they were made before 
or after filing your application with the City.

3.	 If you are not willing to change the proposed project or pursue other alternatives, please state why you feel 
that your project would not have any adverse effect on the surrounding properties.  Include an explaination 
of your needs for space or other personal requirements that prevent you from making the changes 
requested by the DR requester.

RESPONSE    TO  
D I S C R E T I O N A RY
R E V I E W  ( d r p )
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3526 FOLSOM Street - RESPONSES TO DR 2013.1768DRP-04:

1- DR reasons: DR requestor perceives the proposed residence as a Mac Mansion, but the
proposed residence is 1,762 SF above ground (1,942 gross SF), 3 bedroom with 2.5
bathrooms. Project sponsor has demonstrated by shadow study that the proposed project
will not impact the public gardens. Planning Department, RDT and ESDRB have reviewed
the proposed project and found it to be Code complaint.

2- DR requestor’s home is two story tall with a single car garage, which was built prior to
adoption of Planning Code Section 242 and does not meet the requirements of said Code
section. The proposed project is subject to more restrictive code sections and limitations.
Grading of the site is no longer permitted due to the presence of Pipeline 109.
Nonetheless, the proposed project complies to the Planning Code, the Residential
Guidelines and with the ESDRB guidelines, despite some subjective aesthetical concerns
from the ESDRB regarding the proposed North façade.

3- Alternative changes: DR requestor is suggesting changes which have already been made
and reviewed by ESDRB, which has found the proposed project to conform to the ESDRB.
DR requestor is mistakenly suggesting that ESDRB stated that the project should not have
a garage (when in fact, a garage is required by Planning Code Section 242 and ESDR
guidelines), should not have a roof deck (which is described in ESDR guidelines, page 21-
22, as a possible improvement to a flat roof, along with the proposed solar panels and
green roof features).

4- Project Sponsor and DR requestor’s representative have since participated at 2
mediation meetings. The DR requestors were not present at these meetings.

5- Discussions with Permit Applicant: Because the initially proposed project was reasonably
sized and designed to begin with, there was no need to make substantial changes.
Planning Code Section 242 limits the possible size of a house. Nonetheless, several
changes were made: the house size was reduced from 2,364 SF to 2,204 SF, reducing the
parking space requirement from 3 to 20; partial side yard setbacks were added, and
facades were redesigned.
DR requestor fails to mention that we privately met. During that meeting, DR
requestor Markus Ryu suggested that I should “do the right thing” by selling him the
lot or “understand that he will do everything he can to fight the project”.

46130002/561600v3



V. 5/27/2015  SAN FRANCISCO PLANNING DEPARTMENTPAGE 1  |  RESPONSE TO DISCRETIONARY REVIEW - CURRENT PLANNING

Project Information

Property Address: Zip Code: 

Building Permit Application(s): 

Record Number: Assigned Planner: 

Project Sponsor

Name:  Phone:  

Email:   

Required Questions

1.	 Given the concerns of the DR requester and other concerned parties, why do you feel your proposed 
project should be approved?   (If you are not aware of the issues of concern to the DR requester, please meet the DR 
requester in addition to reviewing the attached DR application.)

2.	 What alternatives or changes to the proposed project are you willing to make in order to address the 
concerns of the DR requester and other concerned parties?   If you have already changed the project to 
meet neighborhood concerns, please explain those changes and indicate whether they were made before 
or after filing your application with the City.

3.	 If you are not willing to change the proposed project or pursue other alternatives, please state why you feel 
that your project would not have any adverse effect on the surrounding properties.  Include an explaination 
of your needs for space or other personal requirements that prevent you from making the changes 
requested by the DR requester.

RESPONSE    TO  
D I S C R E T I O N A RY
R E V I E W  ( d r p )
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3526 FOLSOM Street - RESPONSES TO DR-2013.1768DRP-05: (Identical to DR-2013.1768DRP-06)

1- “Exceptional circumstances”:
1- The Planning Department and the ESDRB did not find that the proposed project conflicts

with any of the referenced documents. DR requestor wants to keep the area as open
space when these are 6 privately owned lots. We are only asking for the right to build a
two story house as have done our neighbors who - too – at one time, enjoyed those
same rights. Our lot was defined along with their lots. We respectfully request the right
to build a house for our family.

2- Supply of affordable housing: the DR requestor is misinterpreting this Priority Policy.
What the house might be worth is supposition. We want to build a house we can finally
own. We are sensitive to the price of housing in San Francisco. Both Anna and I work full
time, with two kids in San Francisco public schools, and at 50 we hope to finally claim
ownership of a house in San Francisco. Blocking the creation of housing suitable for
families only serves to drive prices up for families, if demand exceeds available supply.

3- General Plan: when working on the proposed street Layout, the Planning Department
and DPW requested that we produce this document for Planning (Better Streets) for
their review of the various proposed street layouts, to show that access to the other
adjacent vacant lots would be feasible without requiring changes to the proposed road.

4- Residential Guidelines: we have done our best to propose a reasonably sized and
designed house. RDT did not make any comments. The Planning Department took time
to thoroughly review the project over the course of 18 months, parallel to which we
further delved into refining the design and answering any and all of the planning
department’s concerns, as well as the concerns from the ESDRB. The proposed building
is similar in scale and footprint to existing neighboring homes. It complies with all
current Planning Code requirements when most adjacent properties do not, as these
adjacent existing homes were built prior to the adoption of these requirements.

5- East Slope Design Review Guidelines: contrary to what the DR requestor is saying, the
ESDRB found that the project sponsor did comply with the all of the guidelines, with
the single exception of subjective interpretation which will be discussed in response to
the ESDRB’s DR.

6- Section 242: The Planning Department has scrupulously reviewed the proposed
project and found it to comply with Section 242.

2- Unreasonable impacts: I contacted the DR requestor, at the ESDRB’s suggestion, asking if we
could meet privately or with the 2 other concerned parties to discuss the proposed driveways
The DR requestor first responded he had no interest in meeting in any other avenue than the
large group meetings. I have subsequently addressed any updated or relevant information
concerning the proposed road extension to Mr Peter Bekey of KCA Engineers, a consultant
who has been retained as consultant by the DR Requestors’ consultants. After the Mediation
meetings, we recently tried to schedule a meeting with DPW, the neighbors with impacted
driveways and their consultant, but DPW has requested more time as they do not have all
responses from all contacted Departments. AT this point, we know DPW and “Streets and
Highways” have approved the proposed street layout.

i. We cannot proceed until given approval for the layout from DPW.
ii. We cannot proceed without neighbors’ approval.
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iii. We cannot discuss process, etc., unless DR requestor agrees to discuss it.
iv. We have stated at each ESDRB meeting that we would be willing to cover the

costs of the new driveways and will be happy to come to a complete agreement
regarding design, costs, etc.

v. All contractors working in San Francisco have to be properly insured. The work
being done will be supervised by the Building Department and DPW.

The proposed new driveways will be an improvement over the existing non-conforming
and unpermitted driveways. It should be noted that there never was any permit recorded to
build DR requestor’s driveway, nor was any encroachment permit been filed for the retaining
wall which was erected above the Gas Pipeline.

Project sponsor has stated numerous times that he will pay for cost of Street Improvements
design, permits, new driveways and sidewalks.

3- Future development: as stated previously, project sponsor has no involvement with or control
over any of the four adjacent vacant lots.

4- Lack of 3D model: project sponsor has provided shadow studies and multiple 3D renderings as
well as installed story-poles on site.

5- Neighborhood character:

a. Overall Square Footage: SF Planning Department and ESDRB
reviewed the project and concurred that the project complies
with all requirements. Both Planning Code Section 242 and
ESDRB Guidelines make it impossible to create an out of scale
building since no part of the building may be taller than 30’
above adjacent grade, which limits the building height on a
steep lot. And Section 242(e)(3) mandates a 650 square foot
reduction of usable floor area. The proposed house is 2,204 SF
and is smaller or similar in size to 19 of the 39 adjacent
properties.

b. Three Car Garages: The proposed 2 car garage is required by
Planning Code Section 242(e)(4). If the proposed garage is “out
of character”, it is because most adjacent houses were built
prior to the implementation of Planning Code Section 242.
Adjacent houses do not comply with this section of the code. In
order to comply, each house over 1,300 Gross SF would be
required to have a 2 car, side-by-side, independently accessible
garage; over 2,251 SF, each house would be required to have a
3 car garage.

c. Side Elevations: The North elevation has partial setbacks, is
composed of various materials, and has several windows.

46130002/561600v3
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d. Side Yards: Despite the fact that both the Planning Department
and ESDRB have scrupulously reviewed the project and found
no conflict with the Planning Code, DR requestors continue to
assert that the proposed project does not comply with several
of the code requirements. The side yard setback requirement is
not a Planning Code requirement, but an ESDRB Guideline
suggestion (ESDRB Guidelines page 19). ESDRB has reviewed
and accepted the proposed design as complying with the Side
Yard requirements.

e. Public Safety: Project Sponsor is working on Street
Improvement permit, which will have all recommendations
on how to approach, protect Line 109.

f. Roof treatments: The proposed roof sits below Bernal Blvd
sidewalk elevation. Green roof-planted areas are proposed
to maximize positive presence, providing a visual continuum
of natural planting. Roof treatments are following ESDRB
guidelines.

g. Safety of Main Trunk Transmission Line (109): Project Sponsor
is working on Street Improvement permit, which will have all
recommendations on how to approach, protect Line 109.

6- Alternatives or changes to the project:  Proposed project is indeed 2 story (over basement),
like most of the adjacent residences. The square footage is smaller or similar to 19 of the 39
adjacent residences.

7- Changes made as a result of mediation: The proposed project had been found to comply with SF
Planning Code section 242. Some changes were made to comply with ESDRB Guidelines.

Numerous changes were done: project was reduced from 2,364 SF to 2,204 SF, reducing the 3
car garage down to a 2 car garage. Side setbacks were added, Mass reduction increased from
650 SF to 735.5 SF, facades were redesigned, etc.
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Project Information

Property Address: Zip Code: 

Building Permit Application(s): 

Record Number: Assigned Planner: 

Project Sponsor

Name:  Phone:  

Email:   

Required Questions

1.	 Given the concerns of the DR requester and other concerned parties, why do you feel your proposed 
project should be approved?   (If you are not aware of the issues of concern to the DR requester, please meet the DR 
requester in addition to reviewing the attached DR application.)

2.	 What alternatives or changes to the proposed project are you willing to make in order to address the 
concerns of the DR requester and other concerned parties?   If you have already changed the project to 
meet neighborhood concerns, please explain those changes and indicate whether they were made before 
or after filing your application with the City.

3.	 If you are not willing to change the proposed project or pursue other alternatives, please state why you feel 
that your project would not have any adverse effect on the surrounding properties.  Include an explaination 
of your needs for space or other personal requirements that prevent you from making the changes 
requested by the DR requester.

RESPONSE    TO  
D I S C R E T I O N A RY
R E V I E W  ( d r p )





46130002/570923v2

3526 FOLSOM Street - RESPONSES TO DR-2013.1768DRP-06: (Identical to DR-2013.1768DRP-05)

1- “Exceptional circumstances”:
1- The Planning Department and the ESDRB did not find that the proposed project conflicts

with any of the referenced documents. DR requestor wants to keep the area as open
space when these are 6 privately owned lots. We are only asking for the right to build a
two story house as have done our neighbors who - too – at one time, enjoyed those
same rights. Our lot was defined along with their lots. We respectfully request the right
to build a house for our family.

2- Supply of affordable housing: the DR requestor is misinterpreting this Priority Policy.
What the house might be worth is supposition. We want to build a house we can finally
own. We are sensitive to the price of housing in San Francisco. Both Anna and I work full
time, with two kids in San Francisco public schools, and at 50 we hope to finally claim
ownership of a house in San Francisco. Blocking the creation of housing suitable for
families only serves to drive prices up for families, if demand exceeds available supply.

3- General Plan: when working on the proposed street Layout, the Planning Department
and DPW requested that we produce this document for Planning (Better Streets) for
their review of the various proposed street layouts, to show that access to the other
adjacent vacant lots would be feasible without requiring changes to the proposed road.

4- Residential Guidelines: we have done our best to propose a reasonably sized and
designed house. RDT did not make any comments. The Planning Department took time
to thoroughly review the project over the course of 18 months, parallel to which we
further delved into refining the design and answering any and all of the planning
department’s concerns, as well as the concerns from the ESDRB. The proposed building
is similar in scale and footprint to existing neighboring homes. It complies with all
current Planning Code requirements when most adjacent properties do not, as these
adjacent existing homes were built prior to the adoption of these requirements.

5- East Slope Design Review Guidelines: contrary to what the DR requestor is saying, the
ESDRB found that the project sponsor did comply with the all of the guidelines, with
the single exception of subjective interpretation which will be discussed in response to
the ESDRB’s DR.

6- Section 242: The Planning Department has scrupulously reviewed the proposed
project and found it to comply with Section 242.

2- Unreasonable impacts: I contacted the DR requestor, at the ESDRB’s suggestion, asking if we
could meet privately or with the 2 other concerned parties to discuss the proposed driveways
The DR requestor first responded he had no interest in meeting in any other avenue than the
large group meetings. I have subsequently addressed any updated or relevant information
concerning the proposed road extension to Mr Peter Bekey of KCA Engineers, a consultant
who has been retained as consultant by the DR Requestors’ consultants. After the Mediation
meetings, we recently tried to schedule a meeting with DPW, the neighbors with impacted
driveways and their consultant, but DPW has requested more time as they do not have all
responses from all contacted Departments. AT this point, we know DPW and “Streets and
Highways” have approved the proposed street layout.

i. We cannot proceed until given approval for the layout from DPW.
ii. We cannot proceed without neighbors’ approval.
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iii. We cannot discuss process, etc., unless DR requestor agrees to discuss it.
iv. We have stated at each ESDRB meeting that we would be willing to cover the

costs of the new driveways and will be happy to come to a complete agreement
regarding design, costs, etc.

v. All contractors working in San Francisco have to be properly insured. The work
being done will be supervised by the Building Department and DPW.

The proposed new driveways will be an improvement over the existing non-conforming
and unpermitted driveways. It should be noted that there never was any permit recorded to
build DR requestor’s driveway, nor was any encroachment permit been filed for the retaining
wall which was erected above the Gas Pipeline.

Project sponsor has stated numerous times that he will pay for cost of Street Improvements
design, permits, new driveways and sidewalks.

3- Future development: as stated previously, project sponsor has no involvement with or control
over any of the four adjacent vacant lots.

4- Lack of 3D model: project sponsor has provided shadow studies and multiple 3D renderings as
well as installed story-poles on site.

5- Neighborhood character:

a. Overall Square Footage: SF Planning Department and ESDRB
reviewed the project and concurred that the project complies
with all requirements. Both Planning Code Section 242 and
ESDRB Guidelines make it impossible to create an out of scale
building since no part of the building may be taller than 30’
above adjacent grade, which limits the building height on a
steep lot. And Section 242(e)(3) mandates a 650 square foot
reduction of usable floor area. The proposed house is 2,204 SF
and is smaller or similar in size to 19 of the 39 adjacent
properties.

b. Three Car Garages: The proposed 2 car garage is required by
Planning Code Section 242(e)(4). If the proposed garage is “out
of character”, it is because most adjacent houses were built
prior to the implementation of Planning Code Section 242.
Adjacent houses do not comply with this section of the code. In
order to comply, each house over 1,300 Gross SF would be
required to have a 2 car, side-by-side, independently accessible
garage; over 2,251 SF, each house would be required to have a
3 car garage.

c. Side Elevations: The North elevation has partial setbacks, is
composed of various materials, and has several windows.

46130002/561600v3
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d. Side Yards: Despite the fact that both the Planning Department
and ESDRB have scrupulously reviewed the project and found
no conflict with the Planning Code, DR requestors continue to
assert that the proposed project does not comply with several
of the code requirements. The side yard setback requirement is
not a Planning Code requirement, but an ESDRB Guideline
suggestion (ESDRB Guidelines page 19). ESDRB has reviewed
and accepted the proposed design as complying with the Side
Yard requirements.

e. Public Safety: Project Sponsor is working on Street
Improvement permit, which will have all recommendations
on how to approach, protect Line 109.

f. Roof treatments: The proposed roof sits below Bernal Blvd
sidewalk elevation. Green roof-planted areas are proposed
to maximize positive presence, providing a visual continuum
of natural planting. Roof treatments are following ESDRB
guidelines.

g. Safety of Main Trunk Transmission Line (109): Project Sponsor
is working on Street Improvement permit, which will have all
recommendations on how to approach, protect Line 109.

6- Alternatives or changes to the project:  Proposed project is indeed 2 story (over basement),
like most of the adjacent residences. The square footage is smaller or similar to 19 of the 39
adjacent residences.

7- Changes made as a result of mediation: The proposed project had been found to comply with SF
Planning Code section 242. Some changes were made to comply with ESDRB Guidelines.

Numerous changes were done: project was reduced from 2,364 SF to 2,204 SF, reducing the 3
car garage down to a 2 car garage. Side setbacks were added, Mass reduction increased from
650 SF to 735.5 SF, facades were redesigned, etc.

46130002/561600v3
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Project Information

Property Address: Zip Code: 

Building Permit Application(s): 

Record Number: Assigned Planner: 

Project Sponsor

Name:  Phone:  

Email:   

Required Questions

1.	 Given the concerns of the DR requester and other concerned parties, why do you feel your proposed 
project should be approved?   (If you are not aware of the issues of concern to the DR requester, please meet the DR 
requester in addition to reviewing the attached DR application.)

2.	 What alternatives or changes to the proposed project are you willing to make in order to address the 
concerns of the DR requester and other concerned parties?   If you have already changed the project to 
meet neighborhood concerns, please explain those changes and indicate whether they were made before 
or after filing your application with the City.

3.	 If you are not willing to change the proposed project or pursue other alternatives, please state why you feel 
that your project would not have any adverse effect on the surrounding properties.  Include an explaination 
of your needs for space or other personal requirements that prevent you from making the changes 
requested by the DR requester.

RESPONSE    TO  
D I S C R E T I O N A RY
R E V I E W  ( d r p )
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3526 FOLSOM Street - RESPONSES TO DR-2013.1768DRP-07:

1- “exceptionally and extraordinarily out-of-scale-for-the-neighborhood 3-story 3-car garage
w/ penthouse stairwell
Correction: The proposed residence is a 2 story over basement with a 2 car garage.

The 2 car garage is required by San Francisco Planning Code Section 242(e)(4). Most adjacent
houses were built prior to the adoption of Planning Code Section 242 and do not comply with
its parking requirements. The proposed project has a full below-grade basement, employing
the topography of the site to encompass the required 2 car garage requirement. Some of the
adjacent houses are three stories (see addresses 66, 70, 74, 83 and 87 Banks Street), some are
3 story over basement (see address 405 Chapman Street). Please note that the Square Footage
provided as opponent’s evidence for the adjacent houses sizes is unverified, based on outdated
building records and is not a correct apple-to-apple comparison to the proposed project,
though it clearly shows that the proposed project is not at all out of scale with its adjacent
neighbors.
SF Planning Department and ESDRB reviewed the project and concurred that the project
complies with all requirements. Both Planning Code Section 242 and ESDRB Guidelines make it
impossible to create an out of scale building since no part of the building may be taller than
30’ above adjacent grade, which limits the building height on a steep lot. And Section 242(e)(3)
mandates a 650 square foot reduction of usable floor area. The proposed house is 2,204 SF
and is smaller or similar in size to 19 of the 39 adjacent properties.

2- “Side Yard setback does not respect existing pattern”:
a. Block 5626 is composed of 16 lots. Three lots (including 3516 and 3526 Folsom)

are undeveloped. Out of the 13 built lots, only 4 of the existing houses have side
yards, the other 9 have no side yard. The proposed project conforms to the ESDR
Guidelines side yard requirements. Nine of the adjacent properties do not comply.

b. Block 5627 is composed of 14 lots. Four lots are currently undeveloped. The 10
existing houses are built from property line to property line and have no side yards.

c. The proposed Side Yard setback has been accepted by ESDRB and RDT as complying
to the ESDR Guidelines.

3- “Three-Car garage with tandem parking”:

The proposed 2 car garage is required by Planning Code Section 242(e)(4). Most adjacent
houses were built prior to the implementation of Planning Code Section 242 and do not
comply with this section of the code. In order to comply, each house over 1,300 Gross SF
would be required to have a 2 car, side-by-side, independently accessible garage; over
2,251 SF, each house would be required to have a 3 car garage.

4- “Wall-like exterior of North elevation” and “public views impeded by penthouse stairwell”:
Correction: The North elevation has partial setbacks, is composed of various materials,
and has several windows.

Correction: The proposed Penthouse stairwell was removed from the project prior to
ESDRB’s last meeting.

46130002/561600v3
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5- “Aging PG&E Pipeline”: The PG&E Pipeline was installed in 1981, and is continuously
monitored by PG&E. This pipeline runs along the entire length of Folsom Street on the
South Slope of Bernal. The proposed project will require exploration of the pipeline and
further assessment of its current condition. The Pipeline issues will be addressed under the
Street Improvement permit and are not an SF Planning issue. During one of the ESDRB
meetings, a PG&E representative was present to answer all questions. DPW Street
Improvement Permit Review is reviewing PG&E issues. Project Sponsor is working with
SFDPW, PG&E and Civil Engineers. We, of course, are equally concerned with safety.

46130002/561600v3
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Project Information

Property Address: Zip Code: 

Building Permit Application(s): 

Record Number: Assigned Planner: 

Project Sponsor

Name:  Phone:  

Email:   

Required Questions

1.	 Given the concerns of the DR requester and other concerned parties, why do you feel your proposed 
project should be approved?   (If you are not aware of the issues of concern to the DR requester, please meet the DR 
requester in addition to reviewing the attached DR application.)

2.	 What alternatives or changes to the proposed project are you willing to make in order to address the 
concerns of the DR requester and other concerned parties?   If you have already changed the project to 
meet neighborhood concerns, please explain those changes and indicate whether they were made before 
or after filing your application with the City.

3.	 If you are not willing to change the proposed project or pursue other alternatives, please state why you feel 
that your project would not have any adverse effect on the surrounding properties.  Include an explaination 
of your needs for space or other personal requirements that prevent you from making the changes 
requested by the DR requester.

RESPONSE    TO  
D I S C R E T I O N A RY
R E V I E W  ( d r p )
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3526 FOLSOM Street - RESPONSES TO DR-2013.1768DRP-08:

1- “3 Story / 3 Car garage is out of scale to predominantly 2 story / single car garage homes”:
Correction: The proposed residence is a 2 story over basement with a 2 car garage. The

2 car garage is required by San Francisco Planning Code Section 242(e)(4). Most adjacent
houses were built prior to the adoption of Planning Code Section 242 and do not comply with
its parking requirements. The proposed project has a full below-grade basement, employing
the topography of the site to encompass the required 2 car garage requirement. Some of the
adjacent houses are three stories (see addresses 66, 70, 74, 83 and 87 Banks Street), some are
3 story over basement (see address 405 Chapman Street). Please note that the Square Footage
provided as opponent’s evidence for the adjacent houses sizes is unverified, based on outdated
building records and is not a correct apple-to-apple comparison to the proposed project,
though it clearly shows that the proposed project is not at all out of scale with its adjacent
neighbors.
SF Planning Department and ESDRB reviewed the project and concurred that the project
complies with all requirements. Both Planning Code Section 242 and ESDRB Guidelines make it
impossible to create an out of scale building since no part of the building may be taller than
30’ above adjacent grade, which limits the building height on a steep lot. And Section 242(e)(3)
mandates a 650 square foot reduction of usable floor area. The proposed house is 2,204.8 SF
and is smaller or similar in size to 19 of the 39 adjacent properties.

2- “An aging, major PG&E Gas Transmission Pipeline”:
The PG&E Pipeline was installed in 1981, and is continuously monitored by PG&E. This pipeline
runs along the entire length of Folsom Street on the South Slope of Bernal. The proposed project
will require exploration of the pipeline and further assessment of its current condition. The
Pipeline issues will be addressed under the Street Improvement permit and are not an SF
Planning issue. During one of the ESDRB meetings, a PG&E representative was present to
answer all questions. DPW is reviewing currently reviewing the proposed Street Improvement
Permit. Project Sponsor is working with SFDPW, SFPUC, PG&E and Civil Engineers. We, of course,
are equally concerned about safety.

3- “Unusual Context”:
The DR requestor inaccurately states the 6 undeveloped lots to be Open Space. These lots were
laid out with all other adjacent built lots at the same time and have continuously been zoned
for residential use. The proposed project does not impact the views from the Park: shadow
studies were prepared and provided, demonstrating no shadow impact on the Public Garden.
Special attention is given to the roof of the proposed project, specifically following ESDRB
guidelines. The proposed roof sits below Bernal Blvd sidewalk elevation. Green roof-planted
areas are proposed to maximize positive presence, providing a visual continuum of natural
planting. The roofs of neighboring existing houses are devoid of vegetation, and most of them
do not comply with the ESDRB guidelines.

4- “Three-car garage is out of character”:
The proposed 2 car garage is required by Planning Code Section 242(e)(4). If the proposed
garage is “out of character”, it is because most adjacent houses were built prior to the
implementation of Planning Code Section 242. Adjacent houses do not comply with this section
of the code. In order to comply, each house over 1,300 Gross SF would be required to have a 2
car, side-by-side, independently accessible garage; over 2,251 SF, each house would be

46130002/561600v3



46130002/570925v2

required to have a 3 car garage.

5- “Changes made to project as result of mediation”:

The proposed project had been found to comply with SF Planning Code section 242. Some
changes were made to comply with ESDRB Guidelines.

Numerous changes were done: project was reduced from 2,364 SF to 2,204 SF, reducing the 3 car
garage down to a 2 car garage. Side setbacks were added, Mass reduction increased from 650 SF
to 735.5 SF, facades were redesigned, etc.

Project Sponsor is working with all City Agencies involved in DPW Street Improvement permit and
will keep on working with neighbors whose driveways will be affected to reach an acceptable
agreement. DPW and Streets and Highways Department have already approved the proposed Street
Improvement design. We are currently working with SFPUC, PG&E and Recology to design utilities.
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Project Information

Property Address: Zip Code: 

Building Permit Application(s): 

Record Number: Assigned Planner: 

Project Sponsor

Name:  Phone:  

Email:   

Required Questions

1.	 Given the concerns of the DR requester and other concerned parties, why do you feel your proposed 
project should be approved?   (If you are not aware of the issues of concern to the DR requester, please meet the DR 
requester in addition to reviewing the attached DR application.)

2.	 What alternatives or changes to the proposed project are you willing to make in order to address the 
concerns of the DR requester and other concerned parties?   If you have already changed the project to 
meet neighborhood concerns, please explain those changes and indicate whether they were made before 
or after filing your application with the City.

3.	 If you are not willing to change the proposed project or pursue other alternatives, please state why you feel 
that your project would not have any adverse effect on the surrounding properties.  Include an explaination 
of your needs for space or other personal requirements that prevent you from making the changes 
requested by the DR requester.

RESPONSE    TO  
D I S C R E T I O N A RY
R E V I E W  ( d r p )
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3526 FOLSOM Street – Responses to DR-2013.1768DRP-09:

1- Underdeveloped South and East Façades: At the suggestion of ESDRB, the proposed South
Façade was revised, animated by side setbacks and various material changes. Windows
were added, nice materials selected. South Elevation is likely to get obstructed by future
residence on downhill vacant lot. Given the animosity of the neighbors and the difficulty
to discuss the project, project sponsor suggested meet privately with ESDRB to discuss
solutions which would make the project as fully acceptable to the ESDRB, but ESDRB
members indicated lack of interest in finding solutions that would lead to fully supporting
the project. The project meets all objective ESDRB requirements and comments such as
“the façade remains largely underdeveloped and uncomposed” and “where there are
opportunities for windows” when windows were added where Building Code permits
them, seem highly subjective.
Project Sponsor proposed to hire Artist Mona Caron to create a mural ( see:
http://www.monacaron.com/weeds/dandelion-mendrisio )

2- ESDRB describes the proposed project as a “box”, though project sponsor has followed all
ESDRB guidelines and created numerous setbacks, changes in materials and added visual
interest. Planning and RDT reviewed ESDRB comments prior to finding the proposed project
conforms and is acceptable for 311 Notification.

3- ESDRB member Terry Milne is asking for more windows to be located directly below a public
sidewalk, which would have an unreasonable impact on the privacy of the bedrooms. The
proposed South Façade is more animated. Project sponsor would entertain art work to add
visual interest, but adding windows is an unfair request which would unfairly impact our
privacy as a residence will likely be proposed on the downhill vacant lot.

4- Members of the ESDRB did not participate at either Mediation Meetings.

5- Numerous changes were done in response to ESDRB comments: proposed house size
was reduced from 2,364 SF to 2,204 SF, reducing the parking requirement from 3 to 2
parking spaces, mass reduction areas were increased from 650 SF to 735.5 SF, facades
were redesigned to incorporate setbacks, Side setbacks were added. Project sponsor
tried to continue discussion with ESDRB outside of the Community meetings, which were
not conductive to constructive discussions, but ESDRB did not show any interest in
exploring further revisions.
Project sponsor remains open to working directly with ESDRB members willing to meet
to find reasonable and acceptable solutions.

46130002/561603v3











To: Rich Sucre (cc: Mr. Jonas, Commission Secretary)
San Francisco Planning Department

Re: 3516 Folsom 2013.1383
3526 Folsom 2013.1768

Discretionary Reuiew attachments: Photos

From:
Gail Newman, Herb Felsenfeld
3574 Folsom St.
San Francisco, CA 94110
g-newman@comcast.net
(415) 285-7636
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Sucre, Richard (CPC)

From: Linda Ramey <lindaramey5@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, March 22, 2016 3:30 PM
To: Sucre, Richard (CPC)
Subject: House next to mine at 71 Gates
Attachments: DSCN0706.JPG; ATT00001.txt; DSCN0703.JPG; ATT00002.txt

This three story house looms above all of the one story houses next to it.  It was built around 1980.  The neighbors had 
met with the builder and thought he was working with them.  They were totally shocked at the final building and still 
feel betrayed.  I am dismayed every time I drive up Gates St. and see it looming above all of the other houses.  So out of 
character with the neighborhood, as Mr. Lannoye's designs would also be.   
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Sucre, Richard (CPC)

From: Linda Ramey <lindaramey5@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, March 22, 2016 3:37 PM
To: Sucre, Richard (CPC)
Subject: House just beyond the Community Garden
Attachments: DSCN0697.JPG; ATT00001.txt

 
An example of massive, wall‐like design that destroys the view from the hill.  The other photo shows the view from the 
hill close to our houses as it currently exists.  Mr. Lannoye's  massive, bulky design as seen from the park and Bernal 
Blvd. has the same potential to destroy the view of the valley which is enjoyed by hundreds of park visitors every day, 
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Sucre, Richard (CPC)

From: Linda Ramey <lindaramey5@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, March 22, 2016 3:39 PM
To: Sucre, Richard (CPC)
Subject: View from Bernal Blvd.
Attachments: DSCN0699.JPG; ATT00001.txt; DSCN0700.JPG; ATT00002.txt

Whoops!!  These photos got left off my last email. 
 







certify that the above determination has been made pursuant to State and local requirements. 

A,f4L z, 7o/4 
Date 

F. 

SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

Certificate of Determination 
Exemption from Environmental Review 

1650 Mission St. 
Suite 400 
San Francisco, 
CA 94103-2479 

Case No.: 
Project Title: 
Zoning: 

Block/Lot: 
Lot Size: 
Project Sponsor: 
Staff Contact: 

2013.1383E 
3516 and 3526 Folsom Street 
RH-i (Residential - House, One Family) Use District 

40-X Height and Bulk District 
5626/013 and 5626/014 

1,750 square feet (each lot) 

Fabian Lannoye, Bluorange Designs, (415)533-0415 
Heidi Kline - (415) 575-9043, Heidi.Kline@sfgov.org  

Reception: 
415.558.6378 

Fax: 
415.558.6409 

Planning 
Information: 
415.558.6377 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: 

The proposed project would allow the construction of two 3,000-square-foot single-family residences on 

two vacant lots. Each residence would be two stories over a basement and measure 27 feet in height from 

the lowest to highest portion of the structure. The project is located within the Bernal Heights 

neighborhood, on the west side of Folsom Street at its terminus west of Chapman Street. 

EXEMPT STATUS: 

Categorical Exemption, Class 3 (California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines Section 

15303(a) 

REMARKS: 

See next page. 

DETERMINATION: 

Environmental Review Officer 

cc: Fabian Lannoye, Project Sponsor 
	

Supervisor David Campos, District 9 

Ben Fu, Current Planning 



Exemption from Environmental Review 
	

Case No. 2013.1383E 
3516 and 3526 Folsom Street 

Project Approvals 
� Zoning Administrator approval of a variance from tandem parking requirements in the Bernal 

SUD district in Section 242 of the San Francisco Planning Code. 

� Building Permit from the San Francisco Department of Building Inspection. 

Approval Action: The proposed project is subject to notification under Section 311 of the Planning Code. 
If discretionary review before the Planning Commission is requested, the discretionary review hearing is 

the Approval Action for the project. If no discretionary review is requested, the issuance of a building 

permit by DBI is the Approval Action. The Approval Action date establishes the start of the 30-day 
appeal period for this CEQA exemption determination pursuant to Section 31.04(h) of the San Francisco 

Administrative Code. 

REMARKS: 

Geotechnical. The dimensions of each lot are 25 feet wide by 70 feet deep. Both lots have an 

approximately 32 percent slope from the north to south side of the lot. Each residence would be 

constructed on a flat building pad with concrete retaining walls used in the front and rear yard areas to 

provide access to the garage and create usable outdoor living areas. The buildings would be constructed 
using a spread footing and/or mat foundation, requiring excavation several feet in depth. 

A geotechnical report was prepared for each of the two proposed residences (3516 and 3526 Folsom 
Street) and includes information gathered from a site reconnaissance by the geotechnical engineer and 

two soil borings, one on each lot.’ Both borings encountered 3 to 4 feet of stiff clay and sandy soil over 

chert bedrock. No groundwater was encountered, though based on the hillside location and soil and 

bedrock morphology it is possible that groundwater seepage from offsite irrigation could be encountered 

during excavation on the project site. 

The geotechnical reports include the same evaluation and recommendations given the adjacency of the 

two lots and similar geotechnical/geological site conditions. The project site was evaluated for potential 

liquefaction, landslides, surface rupture, lateral spreading, and densification and was found to have a low 
risk. The geotechnical reports indicate the project site is not within an identified landslide or liquefaction 

zone as mapped by the California Divisions of Mines and Geology.’ The project site is in an area that 

would be exposed to strong earthquake shaking. However, the 2013 San Francisco Building Code 

(Building Code) requires the Site Classification and Values of Site Coefficients be used in the design of 

H. Allen Gruen, Report Geotechnical Investigation Planned Residence at 3516 Folsom Street, and Report Geotechnical 

Investigation Planned Residence at 3526 Folsom Street, August 3, 2013. Copies of these documents are available for 

public review at the San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, as part of Case File No. 

2013.1383E. 
2 California Department of Conservation, Seismic Hazard Zones, City and County of San Francisco, November 17, 

2000. Available online at 

http://gmw.consrv.ca.gov/shmp/download/guad/SAN  FRANCISCO NORTH/maps/ozn sf.pdf. Accessed December 

18, 2013. 
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Exemption from Environmental Review 	 Case No. 2013.1383E 
3516 and 3526 Folsom Street 

new structures to minimize earthquake damage. The geotechnical reports include seismic design 
parameters for use in the project design by the structural engineer, in compliance with the Building Code, 

during the Department of Building Inspection (DBI) building permit plancheck process. 

Both geotechnical reports conclude that the proposed improvements could be safely supported using a 

spread footing and/or mat building foundation, provided adherence to the site preparation and 

foundation design recommendations included in the reports. The project sponsor has agreed to adhere to 
the recommendations and incorporate the foundation design parameters into the plans submitted for the 

building permit plancheck process, subject to final review by DBI. Thus, the proposed project would have 
no significant geotechnical impacts. 

Exemption Class. Under CEQA State Guidelines Section 15303(a), or Class 3(a), construction of up to 

three single-family residences is exempt from environmental review. The proposed project includes the 

proposed construction of two 3,000-square-foot single-family residences. In addition, the project site is 

not located in a particularly sensitive or hazardous area. Therefore, the proposed project would be 
exempt from environmental review under Class 3(a). 

Summary. CEQA State Guidelines Section 15300.2 states that a categorical exemption shall not be used 
for an activity where there is a reasonable possibility that the activity will have a significant effect on the 

environment due to unusual circumstances. There are no unusual circumstances surrounding the current 

proposal that would suggest a reasonable possibility of a significant effect. The proposed project would 

not have significant geotechnical or other environmental effects. The project would be exempt under the 

above-cited classification. For the above reasons, the proposed project is appropriately exempt from 
environmental review. 

SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 
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March 6, 2016

Mr. Rich Sucre, Staff Planner					     RE: 3526 + 3516 Folsom Street
San Francisco Planning Department				    Block/Lot # 5626/013 + 014
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 				    Discretionary Review		
San Francisco, CA 94103

Dear Mr. Sucre and Members of the Planning Commission,

The Bernal Heights East Slope Design Review Board requests that you disapprove the permit appli-
cations for two new homes on Folsom Street between Chapman and Bernal Heights Boulevard. The 
proposals are not consistent with the Bernal Heights East Slope Building Guidelines, and since these 
homes would occupy two of six currently undeveloped lots on this block, they would establish an 
undesirable precedent for future development that seems likely to follow. 

The Board does not make this request lightly; in fact, we cannot recall the last time we requested 
Discretionary Review of a project within our area of jurisdiction. Since 1986, when the Guidelines 
developed by neighborhood residents were accepted by the Planning Commission, we have brought 
together neighbors and project sponsors to discuss projects and encourage development that 
is consistent with the unique character of our area. Our process has resulted in the constructive 
refinement of numerous projects over the years, has contributed to preserving and enhancing the 
special qualities of our neighborhood, and has been valued by Planning Department staff.

Beginning in December 2013, the Board held five meetings with neighbors and the project spon-
sor for the two Folsom Street homes. After each meeting we wrote a letter detailing aspects of the 
projects that we believed were not compliant with the Guidelines. Some refinements were made in 
response to the comments, though there were significant concerns that remained unaddressed as 
we wrote our fifth and final letter in April 2015.  

Specifically, the Guidelines discourage the “maximum building envelope shoebox” and outline 
preferred massing and design strategies based on existing neighborhood character. Below we sum-
marize these strategies, provide applicable diagrams from the Guidelines, and demonstrate ways in 
which the two Folsom Street projects do not comply.

1. Relate to site topography by stepping down with hillsides:  

	 • Guidelines: Stepping massing down the slope avoids visually dominating surroundings and 		
		  promotes harmony between new and older buildings. See Figure 1A from Guidelines.

	 •	 3526 + 3516 Folsom:  Each building has flat roofs and boxy forms that do not acknowledge 		
		  the steep cross slope in a meaningful way. This massing, in combination with the extremely 		
		  steep slope, will result in buildings that loom over their surroundings. See Figure 1B from 		
	 	 Building Permit Application.
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2.	 Incorporate side yards to break up the solid wall effect on the street:

	 •	 Guidelines: A three or four foot wide side yard on one side of each lot creates visual relief 		
		  between buildings, reduces building bulk, and provides increased opportunity for  
		  architectural articulation. The side yard does not have to be completely open, but should  
		  have three of five open zones. See Figures 2A and 2C from Guidelines.

	 •	 3526 + 3516 Folsom:  While neither home proposes a through sideyard that would provide 		
		  full visual separation between the buildings, and neither design uses the sideyard to 			 
		  effectively increase articulation and visual interest, the sideyard zones at 3516 Folsom  
		  comply. The sideyards at 3526 do not. The end result would be a solid wall effect on Folsom 		
		  Street. See Figures 2B, 2D and 2E from Building Permit Application.

3.	 Use façade elements to break up massing, provide three-dimensional interest and give scale 	 	
	 and texture:

	 •	 Guidelines: Varying architectural elements such as bays, recesses, terraces, entry porches, 		
		  roof forms, etc. further break up building mass, enrich designs, and relate new construction  
		  to the historic scale and texture of the neighborhood. Thoughtfully detailed buildings in a 		
		  contemporary style can add to rather than detract from local character. See Figure 3A  
		  from Guidelines.

	 •	 3526 + 3516 Folsom:  The primary façades fronting Folsom Street, the south façade facing  
		  Chapman (for 3526 Folsom), and the north façade facing Bernal Heights Boulevard (for 			 
		  3516 Folsom) will be visually prominent in the neighborhood. These façades are under-			
		  developed and uncomposed, lacking thoughtful detail, and very similar to one another. The 		
		  façade facing the Boulevard, in particular, seems neither to take advantage of the view to  
		  the hill for the resident, nor to offer passersby anything more interesting than a series of  
		  flat planes with a few randomly placed, identical windows. See Figures 1B, 3B and 3C.

All of these comments were conveyed repeatedly to the project sponsor in our series of  
meetings and letters, and have remained unaddressed. The nature of these two building sites (cur-
rently undeveloped and adjacent to four more undeveloped sites), and their unique surroundings 
(a community garden, and City open space along the Boulevard and on the hill) merit sensitive and 
thoughtful design solutions. The Board is not against development on these sites. But we cannot 
support development that disregards the special character of our neighborhood, and the Guidelines 
that were developed to protect and enhance it.

Finally, we have included a few images of recent projects reviewed and supported by the Board, 
which we feel successfully addressed the issues enumerated in this letter. See Figures 4A, 4B and 4C. 

We respectfully request that you disapprove the permit applications for these two new homes as 
currently designed and mandate alterations.

Cordially,

Wendy Cowles, Chair
On Behalf of the Bernal Heights ESDRB
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 2. Incorporate side yards to break up the solid wall effect on the street (continued)

Figure 2C: Guidelines			 
Zone 1 plus two of the other zour zones  
should be open

Figure 2D: 3526 Folsom 
South Elevation – visible from  
Chapman Street 
zone 1 is not open, 
zones 4 and 5 are open

Figure 2E: 3516 Folsom  
North Elevation –  
visible from Bernal  
Heights Boulevard – 
zones 1, 4 and 5 are open
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3. Use façade elements to break up massing, provide three-dimensional interest and give scale and texture.

Figure 3A: Guidelines           

Figure 3B: 3526 Folsom 

						    
	 	 	 	 	 	 	 South Elevation – visible from Chapman Street

Figure 3C: 3516 Folsom

						    

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 North Elevation – visible from Bernal Heights Boulevard
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4. Recent projects which have successfully addressed Guideline issues enumerated:

Figure 4A: 83 and 87 Banks

Figure 4B: 179, 185 and 187 Ripley

Figure 4C: 171 Ripley and 3407 Folsom viewed from adjacent public open space









Wendy Testu 
319 Mullen Avenue 
San Francisco, CA 94110 
 

 

March 23, 2016 

San Francisco Planning Department 
1650 Mission Street, #400 
San Francisco, CA 94103 

 
Attn: President Rodney Fong  
& Planning Commission Members 

 
 
Dear Mr. Fong and Members of the Planning Commission, 
 
I am writing in support for the proposed residences Fabien Lannoye and Anna Limkin (3516 
Folsom Street), and James and Patricia Fogarty (3526 Folsom Street). 
 
I have known Anna and Fabien for about 7 years, when they started building their house at 347 
Mullen, which is two houses away from mine. I’ve lived in Bernal Heights for over 17 years and in 
this house on Mullen for 15 years. They have always been wonderful neighbors and people. While 
they were building their house they were very respectful to the neighbors during construction and 
became great neighbors and close friends with several of us. We were sad that they had to sell their 
house, but glad they were then able to find a new lot on Bernal Heights not to far from us. 
 
I have been following their progress through the long and difficult process of getting the permits to 
build their new house.  
 
When they started to have meetings at the Community house to meet their future neighbors, I saw 
flyers posted around Bernal, notifying neighbors that a greedy developer was planning to “blow up 
the hill” which set a bad tone to the subsequent meetings. They are the farthest thing from greedy 
developers. They aren’t developers at all, they want to build a family home. 
 
The two proposed residences comply with the City’s Residential Design Guidelines, the Planning 
Code, including the Bernal Heights Special Use District provisions, the General Plan, and the East 
Slope Design Review Guidelines.   
 
 
 
 



 

 

The two proposed houses are modest two-story over garage homes with three bedrooms and two 
baths. Anna and Fabien have two wonderful children, a girl and a boy. Their plans for their 
proposed house seem very reasonable and not out of scale with the neighborhood. The house they 
built next to us is a beautiful modern addition to the neighborhood, I wish other architects and 
builders in Bernal would follow in their design footsteps.  
 
 
There are no exceptional and extraordinary circumstances associated with the proposed projects. 
 
We hope you will allow our friends Anna and Fabien to move back close to us on our Bernal 
Heights. 
 
They were great neighbors and we know they will be the same wonderful neighbors to everyone 
who welcomes them. 
 
Thank you for supporting their project. 
 
Sincerely, 
 

 
 
Wendy Testu 

 
 
 

Cc:  Richard Sucre, Planner 



Fred Testu
319 Mullen Avenue
San Francisco, CA 94110

March 23, 2016

San Francisco Planning Department
1650 Mission Street, #400
San Francisco, CA 94103

Attn: President Rodney Fong
& Planning Commission Members

Dear President Fong and Members of the Planning Commission,

I am writing in support for the proposed residences Fabien Lannoye and Anna Limkin (3516
Folsom Street), and James and Patricia Fogarty (3526 Folsom Street).

I have known Anna and Fabien for about 7 years, when they started building their house at 347
Mullen. They were extremely responsive and respectful to the neighbors during construction
and became great neighbors and close friends. We were sad that they had to sell their house, but
glad they were then able to find a new lot on Bernal Heights.

I have been following their progress through the long and difficult process of getting the permits
to build their new house.

When they started to have meetings at the Community house to meet their future neighbors, I
saw flyers posted around the Bernal, notifying neighbors that a greedy developer was planning
to “blow up the hill” which set a bad tone to the subsequent meetings.

The two proposed residences comply with the City’s Residential Design Guidelines, the
Planning Code, including the Bernal Heights Special Use District provisions, the General Plan,
and the East Slope Design Review Guidelines.

The two proposed houses are modest two-story over garage homes with three bedrooms and
two baths. Anna and Fabien have two wonderful children, a girl and a boy. Their plans for their
proposed house seem very reasonable and not out of scale with the neighborhood.

There are no exceptional and extraordinary circumstances associated with the proposed
projects.



I hope you will allow our friends Anna and Fabien to move back close to us on our Bernal
Heights.

They were great neighbors and we know they will be the same wonderful neighbors to everyone
who welcomes them.

Thank you for supporting their project.

Sincerely,

Fred Testu

Cc:  Richard Sucre, Planner
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RAMUN E. ROMERO
66 Banks Street

San Francisco, CA 9411 U

March 22, 20l 6

Rodney Fong, President and Members of the
San Francisco Planning (;ommission
San Francisco Planninb Department
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103

RE: Discretionary Review - 3 S 16 & 3526 Folsom Street

Uear President Fong and Commission Members,

I am the resident and homeowner of 66 Banks Street located near the above-
referenced lo[s.1 have resided at that address since May of 1994. I am also the owner of
the vacant lit (Lot 29) located directly across from 3516 Folsom and directly behind my
home.l arr. xriting to comment on the mariers before you.

First, please let me inform you that I am a former member of the San Francisco
Redevelopment Commission which, of course, dealt extensively with real estate
development projects both for residential and commercial purposes. I was appointed to
the Redevelopment Commission in 1998 by Mayor Willie L. Brown, Jr. and reappointed
by him in 2f101. I was subsequently reappointed to the Commission in 2005 by Mayor
Gavin Newsom. During my tenure, I was twice elected President of the Commission and
had the honor of being the first Latina to serve in that capacity. My 11 '1Z years of service
on the Commission is described in detail in the resolution that was adopted at the time of
my resignation. I have enclosed tha[ resolution for your convenience should you choose
to review it. See Itenn 4(b) of the enclosed minutes.

During 2015, I attended two meetings oFthe Bernal Heights fast Slope Design
Review Board at which Mr. Fabien LFutnoye presented his plans for development at the
two sites in question. I found Mr. Lannoye to be congenial, cooperative, attentive, and
understanding of the input provided by Bernal Heights residents who were in attendance,
He presented his building plans in writing for everyone to review and answered questions
directly and without equivocation. His behavior was professional and friendly at all times
without ex~,:ption. This was all true in the face of sometimes hostile, emotional, and
irrational attacks from some, but certainly not all, of the individuals in attendance. Such
attacks were unwarranted and cast a pall on the proceedings making it more difficult for
Mr. Lannoye tc~ I.a.ke into account and res~nd to the attendees who had positive
suggestion! and requests that they hoped would ensure that the character of the neighbor
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hood was preserved. Mr. Laruioye was nothing, but cooperative with those who had
positive attitudes.

I recognized one of the more hostile individuals present and knew that he did no[
live anywhere near the lots in question. frankly, that individual's attempts to dominate
the meeting and speak over the others in attendance were so difficult to bear that some of
the attendees departed from one of the meetings in disgust, In short, the atmosphere I
have described above stirred very vivid memo~,es of contrvversia) development projects
that came before the Redevelopment Commission that were sometimes met with hostile,
emotional, and irrational opposition.

I should add that the development of the house that 1 reside in at 66 Banks, as well
as the two houses next to mine, met similar hostile resistance from t12e neighbors when
they went through the planning process in the early-1994'x. My house and the two next to
me were built on the same hillside field where Mr. Lannoye seeks to build. Similarly, the
developer, Mr. Aldo Stemberga, was required to build a street in order to build the houses
he eventually completed. Even though 1 was totally unaware and uninvolved in Mr.
Stemberga's development, I was met with hostility from some of the neighbors simply
because I purchased and moved into my house. I was shocked to see that kind of a
reaction from otherwise rational San Franciscans who live in a dense urban environment
and should accept the fact that privately ovmed, vacant, buildable lots will ultimately be
developed as our city grows,

It is my understanding that Mr. Lannoye has cooperated with Planning Agency
staff and Department of Public Works staff in advancing his development plans, 1n
panicular, he has expressed to me his willingness tv mitigate as much as possible any
potential adverse effect on the two houses that are located at the bottom of the extension
of Folsom Street that he intends to construct.

In short, unless there are planning code violations for Mr. Lannoye's houses or
public works codes violations ~'or the street that needs to be constructed, I da nat abject to
the issuance of the building permits before you.

Very truly yours,

r~,~ f Qo~~~
Ramon E. Romero
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MINUTES OF A REGULAR MEETING OF THE
REDEVELOPMENT AGENCX OF THE CITY AND
COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO HELD ON THE

20T" DAY OF OCTOBER 2009

The Commissioners of the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San
Francisco met in a regular meeting at City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Alac;e,
Room 416, in the City of San rrancisco, California, at 4:00 p.m. on the 2U'~" day of
October 2009, at the place and date duly established for holding of such a meeting.

President Ramon Romero called the meeting to order at 4:00 p.m.

Mr. Romero welcomed members of the public and radio listening audience and asked
that all electronic devices including pagers and cellular telephones be turned ofd'
during the meeting. Mr. Romero asked members of the public who wished to address
the Commission co fill out speaker cards, and to state their names for the record, and
to limit [hear remarks to three minutes. Mr. Romero stated that the appropriate time
for members of the public to address the Commission on matters not an the current
Agenci~, but related to general Agency business, would he Item 6 on the agenda. This
portion. of the Agenda is not intended for debate or discussion with the Commission
or staff, and members of the public should simply state their business or matter they
wish the Commission ar star to be aware of, and if they had questions, to follow-up
with staff or Commissioners during a break or a8er adjournment. It is nit appropriate
for Commissioners to engage in a debate or respond on issues not properly sit in a
publicly-noticed meeting agenda.

1. RE~ IT~UN Off' A QUORUM

The Commission Secretary announced the presence of a quorum with the
following Commissioners present:

Ramon Romero, President
Rick Swig, Vice President
London Breed
Linda Cheu
Francee Covington
Leroy King
Darshan Singh

Fred Blackwell, Executive Director, and staff members were also present.

2. REPORT ON ACTIONS TAKEN AT PREVIOiJS CLOSED SESSION
MEETING, IF ANY. No Reportable Action.

3. MA TEl75 OF i1N 1NISHED BUSiN SS. None.

4. MATTERS OF NF:W BITS SS:
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Minutes of a Re,~►ular Meeting, October Z0, 1009

REGULAR AGENDA

(a) Commending and expressing appreciation to Learlene Wright for her services
on the occasion of her retirement from the Redevelopment Agency of the Ciry
and County of San Francisco. (Resolution No. 111-2009)

Presenter:lim Walter, Agency Staff

Speakers: None

Commissioner Covington extended her warmest congratulations to Ms. Wright
on the occasion of her retirement. Ms. Covington stated she enjoyed interacting
with Ms. Wright whenever she had the opportunity of visiting the Harbor, and
stated chat Ms. Wright was a treasure at the agency,

Ms. Covington put forth a motion to move item 4(b).

Commissioner Breed seconded Ms. Covington's motion. Ms. Breed
congratulated Ms. Wrigh[ on the occasion of her retirement and thanked her for
her 34 years of commitment and service to khe City and County of San
Francisco which she stated was commendable.

Commissioner King con~atulated Ms. Wright f'or her good work end
commitment for the past 39 years of service to the City and County of San
Francisco.

Commissioner Cheu stated that 39 years of dedication is admirable, a,nd stated
that Ms. Wright was very welcoming, professional and always very friendly.
Ms. Cheu congratulated Ms. Wright and wished her the best of tuck.

Commissioner Swig stated that because of her warmth and welcoming manner,
Ms. Wright made the South Beach Harbor a warm and Loving place as if it were
her own home. Mr. Swig congratulated and thanked Ms. Wright for her 39
years of service to khe City and County of San Francisco.

CQmmiasioner Singh stated Ms. Wright was always very warm sad
accommodating to the Commissioners, congratulated and thanked her for her 39
years of service.

Commissioner komero stated he appreciated how Ms. Wright welcomed the
Commissioners at the South Beach Harbor, commended and con~atul~ted Ms.
Wright for the 39 years of service to the City and County of San Francisco.

Ms. Writ stated that it was a wonderful experience working for 39 years at the
Agency and thanked everyone for their best wishes and kind words.

Page 7 of~14
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Minutes of u Re~►alar Meeting, October 20, 2009

ADOPTION: IT WAS MOVED HY MS. COVINGTON, SECONDED BY
MS. BREED, AND UNANIMOUSLY CARRIED, THAT RESOLUTION 111-
2009, COMMENDING AND EXPRESSYNG APPRECIATIQN TO
LEARLENE WRIGHT FOR HER SERVICES ON' THE OCCASION OF HER
RETIREMENT FROM THE REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY OF THE CITY
AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO BE ADOPTED.

(b) Commending and expressing appreciation [o Ramon E. Romero for his
dedicated service upon his occasion of his departure from the Redevelopment
Agency of the City and County of San Francisco. (Resolution No. 112-2009}
PrPsenter~ Fred Blackwell, Director

Mr. Blackwell stated on behalf of the staff of the Redevelopment Agency, he
will be missed. Mr. Blackwell read the following resolution:

"Ramon F,. Romero has served as a Commrssinner ~f the Redevelopment
Agency of the City and County of~San Francisco ("Agency") since March 1998.
Mcyor Willie L. Brown, Jr. first appoinl~d him and ,suhseyuently re-appointer!
him in 2001; Mr~yv►- Gavin Newsom re-appointer! him to a ahird term in 2005.
He has sewed the City and Caanty of San Francisco ("City ") and the Mayors
who appointed hurt with distinction, loyalty, and intelligence.

During his tenure, Mr. Romeru's colleagues on the Commission twice elected
him as Con,missivn President. H~ presided over the. Commission meetings with
fairness, e~ciency, and diplrnnacy_ He emphasized the impvrcunce a~;fodlowing
rules of decorum during public. comment and Commission deliherati~ns t~~
ensure thus ~h~ debate over important and sometimes controversial i,~sues
occurred in a smooth and orderly manner. Mr. Rumeru wus the first Latino to
serve us Pre,+ident of the Agency Commission.

Mr. Ro►nero approached each issue and project before ahe Commission with
objectivity, analytical rigor, and astuteness. His comments always demonstrated
the thoroughness of his preparation and his understandFng of the complexities
o~~redevelop►nent activities rn u politically frag►nented urban environment. Ne
publicly acic,•eowledged and appreciated the professionullsm and technical
knowledge oJ~ Agency Executive Directors and .staff' members in their
recommendations to the Commission, even when he disagreed with those
recommendations.

!n hfs eleven and one-half (11 ~/) years of public service on the Commission, Mr.
Romero has supported, and the Commission has adopted, numerous
redevelopment plan, and specific development projects that brave improved, and
will continue to improve, the economic vitality, urban landscape, and qur~li[y of
life in San Francisco. With his oversight and approval, the Agency adopted the
Mission Bey, 1'ransbay, Bayview Nuralers Point, and Visitation Palley
Redevelopment Plans_ These thirty (30) year plans c~mr►ait the City and the.
Agency to use the signaficdnt powers under redevelopment law to cr~ulepositive
c~hunges in blighted areas where tens of thousands oJ~San Franciscans live and
work.

Pa,Qe 3 of 14
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Minutes of a Regular Meeting, October 20, 2009

R~Ir. Rorri~ro :s commdtment 1v economic justice and equal opportunity has been
demonstrated through his strong support for afj'nrdable housing development
end for Tangible puhlic benefats required of private development. Since Mr.
Rnmero',5 ~ppvintment, the Agency his expanded its t~~~rdr~ble hnutiing
program aid approved dhe development or preservation of thousands of~units of
affordable housing. He has also strongly su~pvrted the targeting of contracting
and e►nploymen~ oppur~unilies crewed by Agency-approved devel~pmen~ tv
persore,s of e~lnr and those who are ecnn~mically-disadvantaged.

Mr. Romero has sewed vs an important link between the Agency and the City's
La#ino community_ Although the Agency does not have a project area in any
neighborhood where large numbers ~~f Latinos live, Mr. Ro~,re~o hers promoted
opportunities for the Latino community in specific projects. In particular, he
has been a stalwart of the Meacican Museum's efforts to move to the Yerba
Buena Center Redevelopment Project Ares and provide a wurlc!-class 1iac~ility
for Mexican and other Latino art.

Mr, Rpmer~~ hc~.s ¢lsc~ served the City in other c'upacilies r~uring his Cum►nissiun
tenure. Most significantly, Mayor Newsom appointed him as a memher vf'the
Ten Yeur Planning Council that prepared, after numerous public meetings, The
San Francisco Plan to Abolish Chronic Homelessness, which estubldshecl the
goal of providing 3000 supportive housing units for the chronically homeless.
Mr. Romero served as chair of the Permanent Supportive Housing Committee.

Upon his departure from the Agency Commission, Mr. Romero will continue to
ser►~e the public interest through his work as an at~nrney Ji,r the California
Teachers Association, a hoard member of the California Rural Legal
Assistance, ~tnd other civic and coirtmunity activities.

NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESULYED that the Redevelopment Agency of the
City dnd County of San Franci.scn, on behalf of the Agency's past and present
Cor►imessioners, Executive Directors, and Employees, rerogndzes Ramon
Romero :s significant public service that he hay provided to the City and Agency
and hereby expresses its sincerest appreciati~~n and hest wishes to hirn in all nf'
his future endeavors. "

Speakers: Eli Aramburo, Dr. Cancino, Jim Salinas, Sr_, Frank Fernandez, Jose
R. Padilla, Charles Range, Oscar Junes, Francisco DaCosta

Commissioner King made a motion to adopt item 4(h). Mr. King stated that
both he and President Romero have been on the Commission together for many
years, they didn't always see eye to eye on somc issues, but over the years their
relationship grew into an understanding of what each other stood for which
resulted in what is now a close and respectful admiration for each other and a
bind that wilt continue, Mr. King congratulated Mr. Romero for his service as
President of the Commission and hopes to continue to work with hi~aa zn the
future. Mr. Icing thanked Mr. Romero for his eommi~nent and service to the
City au~l Cuwity of Sm~ Pranti~co.

Pu,~e 4 of 14
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_ _ _ _ _ Minrtles of a Regular MeetlAg, October 20,1009

Commissioner Swig thanked Mr. Romero for mentoring him in the relatively
brief two years serving on the Commission, for teaching him the rules which
were very valuable, and expressed his appreciation for his mentorship. Mr.
S:~ig stxteci that Mr. Romero took on the responsibility of public service
regardless of race, creed, color, and culture; he set a spectacular example of a
role model for others who Mr. Swig stated, should follow in his footsteps. Mr.
Swig congratulated Mr. Romero for his service to the City and County of San
Francisco and wished him well.

Commissioner Cheu stated it had been a great pleasure working with Mr.
Romero on the Commission and expressed that he will truly he a loss to the
Commission. Ms. Cheu stated that Mr. Romero was very level headed,
reasonable, objective, smart, and had an ability to see what the key issues were.
Ms. Cheu stated. that Mr. Romero spoke on the issues clearly and
diplomatically, always articulate, and maintaining at the same time a level of
compassion for people in their situations and comments, and always treated
everyone with respect. Ms. Cheu stated that Mr. Romero has been a model to
her and to all Commissioners. Ms. Chen thanked Mr. Romero and wished him
well.

Commissioner Singh stated that he has known President Romero for the past 11
years, and expressed that he has been a great Commissioner, President, and a
geed friend. Mr. Singh congratulated Mr. Romero and wished him well.

Commissioner Breed wished Presidezit Romero the best and expressed that she
was sorry to see him go. Ms. Breed stated they often have had conversations
about a number of issues they did not a~ee an, but she respected his opinion,
respected the value he brought to the decisions they had to make because they
affect so many lives with kheir decisions_ Ms. Breed stated during the time Mr.
Romero committed to the City, he kept in mind in his decision making process
to fight far organizations that were small who did nat have the capacity to fight
for themselves. Ms. Breed stated that Mr. Romero's work on the Commission
was commendable and has been a great asset to the Commission.

Commissioner Covington thanked Mr. Romero for his service and expressed
that she will miss their disagreements, and will miss him at the Giants games.
Ms. Covington stared that serving on the Commission for 12 years was quite an
accomplishment and expressed her appreciation for his service to the City and
County of San Francisco.

N.r, Blackwell stated in addition to the resolution, a Certificate of Honor from
i~~`ayor Gavin Newsom was also presented to him which read as follows

,P~,~e S of !4
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Minutes of rt Re ~rlar Meeting, Oc[ober Z0, Z009

' ~'e~fific~[e of~Hon~~r, preaerr~ed co RQ~ian E. Rnnrerv, October 20, X009,
Whereas, on behalf of the City rind Cnun~y of San Francrsc-o, I arit pleased tor~Cognlze and honor ,Ra~reor~ E. Romero fvr his dedicated service asC~~rireissianer of the Reaievelopment Agency of Che City and C~urrty of ~ SanFrancisco since Mrarch 1998 when he was first appointed by Mayor Brown.Ramon has shown fairness, efficiency and diplo»~acy_ Durang his tenure,Ra►nan's colleagues nn the Commies~an twice elected him ar Cnmrnissi~nPresident making him the ,first Latina to serve as Pr~~ident uf~ theRedev~lop~enr Cnmm~ssion, His .stewardship to cnrrtmitment to eeo►tumicjustice and equal opportunity iT truly com~mend~hle. Thank ynu fur yvur servec~eto over Cecy, and best wishes on al! your future endeavors. "

President Romeiv staecd the Zol.lowing: "I will Rot be abic to name everyonethat I would like to reco~ize fir the wonderful Time serving on [hisCommission. Everything that r~vas said about me, except to those ref~renccs ofbeing a male or Latino could be said about anyone up here. It is sucks a~ honorto serve with a talented and dedicated group of people who have everything incomrtl0n w1t11 my interests for what we think we should be doing. We gill do it~n a different way, we all have different personalities. Meeting Leroy attdserving on the Commission with hazy 3~c~d seeing know he works, there is onlyone other person he has known in his lifetime like him, and that's CaesarChavez, which Leroy knew end marched with him._ Z worked with Caesar'sunion for four years, west to law school, and worked in hie office, and he tooargued with me as Leroy did. The values and personalities and how hard you
fig~~t, what a wonderful honor it has been to serve. ~ would like to think thethree Executive Directors I've worked with, Jim Morales -don't think Y don't
kn~vv who wrote this resolution —you hit every sin~l~ thing that would be
jfipo~rtamt to ~e atad. you didn't leave a single thing out except what an honor it
was to work with you when you were a Director, and now ~s Counsel. Marcia
Rosen. enjoyed working with her. There aye so ~aat~y ralez►ted. people in the city
who are willing to volunteer their tirrxe, and Fred, it's been a pleasure working
with you. 1 can't believe how well we've gotten along, we were in sync with
our ideas of how this Commission should work, understanding and getting to
know all the different parties. People who have said about being s~resitiv~ to the
Community. hits right there, Oscar. thank you very much."

ADOPTIQN: IT WAS MOVED HY MR. KING, SECONDED ~Y MR.
SVV~G, A~TD UN.A.N~NtOUSLY CA,RRiED THAT RESOLUTIQN 112-2009,
C~MMENDTNG AND EXPRESSING APPRECiATiON TO RAMON E.
RL~MERO FOR HIS DEDICATED SERVICE UPON HIS OCCASION OF
HIS DEPARTU~tE FROM T~iE REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY OF TFIE
CITY ANb COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO BE ADOPTED.

P 9!9
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	Property Address: 3516 Folsom Street
	Zip Code: 94110
	Building Permit Application: 2013.12.16.4322
	Record Number: 2013.1383DRP-01
	Assigned Planner: Richard Sucre
	Project Sponsor Name: Fabien Lannoye
	Project Sponsor Phone: 415-5330415
	Project Sponsor Email: fabien@bluorange.com
	Question 1: We have taken the neighbors' concerns regarding the PG&E gas pipeline very seriously. We have worked hard on trying to answer all concerns with PG&E, the SF Planning department, DPW, the SF Fire Department. The proposed work is located at the same distance from the pipeline as all other houses on the street,  not above as often stated. We are still working with all relevant departments to address all safety issues and monitoring during construction. We feel that the concerns of the neighbors are being addressed and the proposed project to be reasonable. Objections regarding the proposed extension of Folsom Street and PG&E Gas Pipeline do not fall under SF Planning's jurisdiction. Objections to the proposed residence are based on wrong interpretations of the Planning Code or ESDRB guidelines. 
We humbly request that DR be waived and project approved.
	Question 2: The proposed project has been revised and reduced to meet both Planning and East Slope Design Guidelines. The proposed 2 Story over basement is not out of scale with the neighborhood. Some of the liveable space is below grade and the 2 parking spaces are required per Planning Code. The Residential Design Team has reviewed and approved the project. The East Slope Design Review Board has approved the scale and the project, showing only minor concerns which could easily be solved if deemed necessary.
	Question 3: Several adjacent properties are larger than the proposed residence. The proposed 3 bedroom, 2.5 Baths 2 story over basement is not out of scale with the adjacent properties, mostly 2 story or 2 story over basement. Section 242 requires 650 SF of Mass reduction, proposed residence offers 856.6 SF of mass reduction.
Is a 3 bedroom house, 1,762 SF above grade: is this  an unreasonable request for a family of 4 (parents with two children attending SFUSD schools)?


