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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 facade
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 DR FILE DATE DR HEARING DATE FILING TO
PERIOD NOTIFICATION DATES HEARING TIME
311 August 17, 2015 - 6 months &
. 30 days September 16, September 15, 2015 | March 31, 2016
Notice 16 days
2015
HEARING NOTIFICATION
TYPE REQUIRED PERIOD REQUIRED NOTICE ACTUAL NOTICE ACTUAL PERIOD
DATE DATE
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 -
Oth igh he bl irectl
er Neighbors on the block or directly See Below See Below i
across the street
Neighborhood Groups - 2 -
Support:

¢ Raffi Momjian, 347 Mullen Avenue
e Ramon Romero, 66 Banks Street
e Tom Saffell, 307 Mullen Avenue
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¢ Fred & Wendy Testu, 319 Mullen Avenue

Opposed:
e 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)

e Herb Felsenfeld, 3574 Folsom Street

e Gail Newman, 3574 Folsom Street

e 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)

e Ann Lockett, 61 Gates Street
e Steven Piccus, 3580 Folsom Street

DR REQUESTOR (FOR 3526 FOLSOM STREET ONLY)

e Marilyn Waterman, 61 Gates Street
e Sam Orr, 61 Gates Street
e 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:
e The project should incorporate side yards that extend the length of the lot.

e 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.

e 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.

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

e 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.

e The project should resolve the public safety issues regarding the pipeline by having the pipeline
lowered, which would allow for a safely graded street.

e 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 facade of 3526 Folsom Street, the Project Sponsor intends to engage
artist, Mona Caron, to create a mural on this facade.

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?

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?

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?

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 X
the street?
Is the building’s height and depth compatible with the existing building scale at X
the mid-block open space?
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 X
buildings?
Are the building’s proportions compatible with those found on surrounding X
buildings?
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?

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

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

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

Bay Windows (page 34)

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

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?

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?

Rooftop Architectural Features (pages 38 - 41)

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

Are the parapets compatible with the overall building proportions and other
building elements?

Are the dormers compatible with the architectural character of surrounding
buildings?

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

on light to adjacent buildings?

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 X
and the surrounding area?
Windows (pages 44 - 46)
Do the windows contribute to the architectural character of the building and the X
neighborhood?
Are the proportion and size of the windows related to that of existing buildings in X
the neighborhood?
Are the window features designed to be compatible with the building’s X
architectural character, as well as other buildings in the neighborhood?
Are the window materials compatible with those found on surrounding buildings, X
especially on facades visible from the street?
Exterior Materials (pages 47 - 48)
Are the type, finish and quality of the building’s materials compatible with those X
used in the surrounding area?
Are the building’s exposed walls covered and finished with quality materials that X
are compatible with the front facade and adjacent buildings?
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

SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

14




Parcel Map

554
r'lu.-"-|l -‘Hun'l.'x il
-E ~ PROJECT SITE
£0._% 554_5 o
|
|azs
[ .‘ |
DR REQUESTORS
o o ::_-
T_:
"ns g i
I: i
o | 3
=E E % 016 -;;-_'n_
!
o lB -
5625 l' 562
87 |
|
80 [g r
| Chepmen =
= |
5626 il
m iqd
L § |
562
Powhatian fun
E 532 g J
- ==

SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

®

Discretionary Review Hearing

Case Numbers:
2013.1383DRP-10 & 2013.1768DRP-09

3516 & 3526 Folsom Street



SUBJECT PROPERTY

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

Discretionary Review Hearing
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Discretionary Review Hearing
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Aerial Photo

PROJECT SITE

Discretionary Review Hearing
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Site Photo

PROJECT SITE

View of Folsom Street (looking up to Project Site)
(Source: Google Maps, July 2015; Accessed March 18, 2016)

Discretionary Review Hearing

Case Numbers:
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Site Photo

View of Intersection of Folsom and Chapman Streets
(Source: Google Maps, July 2015; Accessed March 18, 2016)

Discretionary Review Hearing
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Site Photo

3577 FOLSOM ST

View of Intersection of Folsom and Chapman Streets
(Source: Google Maps, July 2015; Accessed March 23, 2016)

Discretionary Review Hearing
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Site Photo

pernal Heialf

View from Bernal Heights Boulevard, near intersection with Folsom Street
(Source: Google Maps, July 2015; Accessed March 23, 2016)

Discretionary Review Hearing

Case Numbers:

2013.1383DRP-10 & 2013.1768DRP-09
SAN FRANCISCO 3516 & 3526 Folsom Street
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Site Photo

. ‘w ) Bernal Heigl

View of Bernal Heights Boulevard, showing entrance to Bernal Heights Community Garden
(Source: Google Maps, July 2015; Accessed March 23, 2016)
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UTILITY NOTE

UTILITIES SHOWN HEREON WERE PLOTTED FROM OBSERVED SURFACE
EVIDENCE. ALL UTILITIES MUST BE VERIFIED WITH RESPECT TO SIZES,
HORIZONTAL AND VERTICAL LOCATIONS BY THE OWNER AND/OR CONTRACTOR
PRIOR TO DESIGN OR CONSTRUCTION. IT IS RECOMMENDED TO HAVE ALL
UNDERGROUND UTILITIES ACCURATELY LOCATED PRIOR TO ANY EXCAVATION.
NO RESPONSIBILITY IS ASSUMED BY THE SURVEYOR FOR THE LOCATION OF
UNDERGROUND OR HIDDEN UTILITIES.

SITE SURVEY
3516 and 3526 FOLSOM STREET
LOTS 13 AND 14 OF ASSESSOR'S BLOCK 5626

SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA

LOT 37

SURVEYOR'S STATEMENT

This map was prepared by me or under my direction and is based upon a
field survey at the request of James Fogarty and Fabien Lannoye in June
2013.
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- MASS REDUCTION:

Mass Reduction per Sect 242(e)(3): 650 S.F. REQUIRED
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1st Floor:
2nd Floor:
3rd Floor:
Total:

50.0 S.F.

140.0 S.F.
179.9 S.F.
486.7 S.F.

856.6 S.F.
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30'-0" Maximum Height

24'-6" Minimum Rear Yard
Type V-B Construction

R-3 Occupancy

Single Family Residence

2 Story over Basement House

Gross Area.
Basement: 360 S.F.
1st Floor: 922.4 S.F.
2nd Floor: 022.4 S.F.
Total: 2,204.8 S.F.

2 car garage required

Basement: 67.9 S.F.
1st Floor: 124.55 S.F.
2nd Floor: 124.55 S.F.
3rd Floor: 430.5 S.F.

1 Street Tree Proposed

CU Section 242 Bernal Heights

Mass Reduction per Sect 242(e)(3):

Total: 736.5 S.F. Mass Reduction Proposed
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1. ALL ANGLES ARE NINETY DEGREES UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED.

SURVEY DATE:
CHECKED BY:

I_OT 16 #3574 FOLSOM ST.

2 STORY WOOD FRAME
PEAK EL.=296.4

2.  ALL DISTANCES ARE IN TENTHS AND HUNDREDTHS OF FEET.

3. ELEVATIONS ARE BASED UPON THE CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO
DATUM.

UTILITY NOTE

UTILITIES SHOWN HEREON WERE PLOTTED FROM OBSERVED SURFACE
EVIDENCE. ALL UTILITIES MUST BE VERIFIED WITH RESPECT TO SIZES,
HORIZONTAL AND VERTICAL LOCATIONS BY THE OWNER AND/OR CONTRACTOR
PRIOR TO DESIGN OR CONSTRUCTION. IT IS RECOMMENDED TO HAVE ALL
UNDERGROUND UTILITIES ACCURATELY LOCATED PRIOR TO ANY EXCAVATION.
NO RESPONSIBILITY IS ASSUMED BY THE SURVEYOR FOR THE LOCATION OF
UNDERGROUND OR HIDDEN UTILITIES.

SITE SURVEY
3516 and 3526 FOLSOM STREET
LOTS 13 AND 14 OF ASSESSOR'S BLOCK 5626

SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA

LOT 37

SURVEYOR'S STATEMENT

This map was prepared by me or under my direction and is based upon a
field survey at the request of James Fogarty and Fabien Lannoye in June
2013.
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CAMERA 1: View from Bernal Hill looking West.
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CAMERA 2: View from Bernal Hill looking South.


CAMERA 3: View from Public Garden looking South-West.



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 4: View from Bernal Blvd looking South-East.


;'%“ ; o .

CAMERA 5: View from Chapman Street at Folsom Street looking

North-West
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CAMERA 5: View from Chapman Street at Folsom Street looking North-West
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SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

1650 Mission Street Suite 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.

PROPERTY INFORMATION APPLICANT INFORMATION
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.

PROJECT SCOPE

O Demolition Bl New Construction O Alteration

O Change of Use O Facade Alteration(s) O Front Addition

O Rear Addition O Side Addition O Vertical Addition

PROJECT FEATURES 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 | n/a 29-ft

Top of Stair Penthouse)

Number of Stories n/a 25

Number of Dwelling Units n/a 1

Number of Parking Spaces n/a 3

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 facade 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:

W Sz 3 RS A B (415) 575-9010

Para informacién en Espanol llamar al: (415) 575-9010



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 project's impact on you.
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 City's 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 Board's 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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SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

1650 Mission Street Suite 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.

PROPERTY INFORMATION APPLICANT INFORMATION
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.

PROJECT SCOPE

O Demolition Bl New Construction O Alteration

O Change of Use O Facade Alteration(s) O Front Addition

O Rear Addition O Side Addition O Vertical Addition

PROJECT FEATURES 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 | n/a 28-ft 7-in

Top of Stair Penthouse)

Number of Stories n/a 25

Number of Dwelling Units n/a 1

Number of Parking Spaces n/a 2

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:

W Sz 3 RS A B (415) 575-9010

Para informacién en Espanol llamar al: (415) 575-9010



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 project's impact on you.
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 City's 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 Board's 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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Application for Discretionary Review

APPLICATION FOR
1. Owner/Applicant Information
DR APPLICANT'S NAME:
Various Neighbors - Bernal Safe and Livable (c/o Sam Orr) (///5> 814~ INTY
DR APPLICANT'S ADDRESS: AN ZIP CODE: TELEPHONE!
See attched List (c/0 61 Gates Street) - S (- OATURE L/5¢  ga110 e U
AT e ED

PROPERTY OWNER WHO IS DOING THE PROJECT ON WHICH YOU ARE HEQUESTING DISCRETIONARY REVIEW NAME:
Fabien Lannoye

ADDRESS: ZiP CODE: TELEPHONE:

297c¢ Kansas Street, San Francisco SF (415 ) 626-8868

CONTACT FOR DR APPLICATION:

Same as Above L—b(

ADDRESS: ZIP CODE: TELEPHONE:

{ )

E-MAIL ADDRESS:

£3 ) ok B=1al; i i S ey
<. Locallon and Casstheation

STREET ADDRESS OF PROJECT:

3516 Folsom Street

CROSS STREETS:

Chapman Street

21P CODE:

. ASSESSORS BLOCK/LOT: LOT DIMENSIONS: LOT AREA (SQ FT): ~ ZONING DISTRICT: HEIGHT/BULK DISTRICT:

5696 Jo13  2OX70 1750 RH-1/40-XBernal Hts. SUD

3. Project Description

Please check all that apply

Change of Use .| ~ Change of Hours []  New Construction Alterations [ ] Demolition [[]  Other ||

Additions to Building: Rear || = Front[!  Heighti |  Side Yard '

Open space, walking paths to Bernal park; school children field trips
Present or Previous Use:

Single family house

2013.12.16.4322
Building Permit Application No. Date Filed: 1211713

Proposed Use:



4. Actions Prior to a Discretionary Review Request

Prior Action

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 an 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

suminarize the result, including any changes there were made to the proposed project.
See attached.

YES

b X 'O 3



Application for Discretionary Review

CASE NUMBER:
For Staff Lise it

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.

See attached. e

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 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?

_Seeattached. . R
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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-
car 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 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.

I'EEREEEEREEZEERES EREREEEEESES]

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 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 cuitural 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 smailer 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 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 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 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."

+ 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
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penthouse stairwell - talier 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 specificaily 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 - 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 aiready 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 tandem parking will be utilized - and/or done safely. (Try maneuvering on a street that
steeP,? This af)f)ears to be a war to circumvent the s?lstem in order to maximize the building

.nu.l.n- -‘J n--l-- IL:- L-nc. ®e [ouse ae -..n;Ll.
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actual tandem 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.

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 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
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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 #17

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 paralle! 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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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.

¢ The other information or applications may be required.

e 1 (e sl

Print name, and indicate whether owner, or aut m\z

<AM ORR | ceor Ao —

Owner / Authorized Agent (oide one)
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SAN FRANCISCO PLANNING DEPARTMENT V



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.

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

- Photocopy of this completed application

KRR

Photographs that illustrate your concerns

. Convenant or Deed Restrictions

Check payable to Planning Dept.

Oq =

Letter of authorization for agent

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

NOTES:
[ Required Material.
Optional Matertal.
Two sets of original tabels and one copy of addresses of adjacent property owners and owners of property across street.

For Department Use Only
Application received by Planning Department:

By _ | SoKewm Omokao pate: 4~ S~ (S




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 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

ppuses 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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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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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 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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Additional rters of the Bernal Safe an
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

v



Sam Orr <sam.orr1 @gmail.com>

Fwd: Folsom Development

Begin forwarded message:

From: Liewellyn Keller <ilewkeller@icloud.coms

Subject: Folsom Development

Date: September 12, 2015 at 6:33:06 PM PDT

To: "sam.on l@ygmail.com” <sam.orrt@gmail. coms

Hi Sam - | 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 - Liew Keller - 90 Gates

Sent from my iPhone



Sam Orr <sam.orr1 @gmail.com>

Fwd: Bernal Safe

Begin forwarded message:

From: Rosanne Liggett <rosanncadana@hotmail.coms
Subject: Bernal Safe
Date: September 13, 2015 at 1:51:03 PM PDT

To: "sam.orrl@amail.com” <saim.on l@gmait.coms

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!

Rosanne



Sam Orr <sam.orr1 @gmail.com>

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.orit@amail.com” <gam. o1 @amail.coms

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.

Peter Ewald
76 Gates St.

| J¢ | | 240 @ gm il, Qi
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Sam Orr <sam.orri @gmail.com>

Fwd: Petition

Begin forwarded message:

From: Elaine Elinson <eslinson@gainail.coms>
Subject: Petition

Date: September 12, 2015 at 3:09:19 PM PDT
To: samoii | @omall.com

Hi Sam -- You can add my name to the petition -- Elaine Elinson, 100 Winfield Street, S.F. 94110. |
misunderstood Ann's earlier e~mail, | thought | had to sign in person.

Thanks! and good luck!

Elaine




Sam Orr <sam.orr1 @gmail.com> wtember 14,

Fwd: | support review

Begin forwarded message:

From: Sjaguarb@comecast,net

Subject: | support review

Date: September 12, 2015 at 2:48:21 PM PDT

To: *sam.orr1@gmail.com” <sam.orr1@gmail.coms

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

Sent from my iPhone



Sam Orr <sam.orr1 @gmail.com> seplembic M5 §.31 PM
1] bert

Fwd: Request for Planning Commission review -- Due Tuesday

Begin forwarded message:

From: Giuliana Milanese <uimilanese@gmail.com:>

Subject: Re: Reguest for Planning Commission review -- Due Tuesday
Date: September 12, 2015 at 2:38:59 PM PDT

To: Sam Orr <sam.orr1@gmail.coms>

please my name Giuliana Milanese 137 Anderson st 94110

On Sat, Sep 12, 2015 at 2:24 PM, Sam Orr <gsami.ornt @amail.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 Sate and Livable have been circulating petitions of support for this
application. About 40 people have signed. If you have signed already, THANK YOU. |f 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.otr1 @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.orr1 @gmail.com>

Fwd: support Bernal Safe and Livable application

Begin forwarded message:

From: Nancy Slepicka <nrslepicka@amail.com>
Subject: support Bernal Safe and Livable application
Date: September 12, 2015 at 2:29:14 PM PDT

To: am.orrt@amail.com

Nancy Slepicka
608 Peralta Ave.
SF 94110




Malcolm Gaines <malcolm@malcolmgaines.us>
Sam Orr <sam.orr1 @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. I'd like to lend my support to the DR
application.

Malcolm Gaines
85 Gates St
SF 94110

Malcolm Gaines

malcalm®@malcolimaames us

On Sep 12, 2015, at 2:24 PM, Sam O <sam.orr 1 @amail.coms 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.orti @arnail.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>

Fwd: support Bernal Safe and Livable application

Begin forwarded message:

From: Nancy Slepicka <nrslepicka@gmail.corm>
Subject: support Bernal Safe and Livable application
Date: September 12, 2015 at 2:29:14 PM PDT

To: sam.oir i @amail.com

Nancy Slepicka
608 Peralta Ave.
SF 94110




Malcolm Gaines <malcolm@malcolmgaines.us>
Sam Orr <sam.orr1 @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. I'd like to lend my support to the DR
application.

Malcolm Gaines
85 Gates St
SF 94110

Malcolm Gaines

matcainn e malcoianin HE

On Sep 12, 2015, at 2:24 PM, Sam Ort <caiior i eramail coms> 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 s ot e gmadi o,

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
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PG&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
ADVERTISEMENT
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IMAGE 1.0F 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, Aprit 1, 2011.

(Published Apr. 10, 2011)

The other pipeline that Pacific Gas and Electric Co. has long relied on to deliver natural gas up the Peninsula has problems similar to the ruptured
line in San Bruno - flawed or missing records and at-risk welds, including $o-year-old technology recognized as prone to earthquake failures, The
Chronicle has learned.

Like PG&E transmission Line 132 - the pipe that ruptured and exploded in San Bruno on Sept. 9 - Line 109 runs from Milpitas through the South
Bay and Peninsula and up to San Francisco, where it terminates in the Dogpatch neighborhood.
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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 109 to route gas around the blast site, thus keeping most of Line 132 in service.

. Federal investigators have keyed into PG&E's inaccurate records on Line 132 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
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Man's Aftractinn nginn this 1 waird nld tin

Line 109 may be equally problematic for the company, documents show. Like all the lines running into San Francisco, PG&E has cut the pressure
on Line 109 by 20 percent in the wake of the San Bruno disaster, but experts say that given its questionable state, the cut affords little assurance o
safety.

"You don't know the right level of safety to begin with, so you don't know if you are cutting pressure by enough," said Richard Kuprewicz, a pipelit
safety expert in Redmond, Wash.

Missing records

Perhaps the most damaging revelation about Line 109 came last month when the utility acknowledged that it lacks any records for a 5-mile
segment in San Bruno that was installed by 1995. The undocumented segment starts south of the rupture site on Skyline Boulevard at San Bruno
Avenue, and heads inland to Junipero Serra Boulevard and hooks up to the old route on Skyline at Hickey Boulevard.

ADVERTISEMENT
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day by using this 1 weird old tip
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The 5-mile part of the line is among 140 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 apparently was installed 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 for a 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 acknowledged 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
PGE&E has noted that a 2-mile portion of Line 109 along Alemany Boulevard 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.

Oxyacetylene technology - which dates to the early part of the 20th 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 2/4



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

Dozens of those welds failed in the 1971 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 had three transmission line
failures involving such welds, and in the 1994 quake 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 oxyacetylene welds
were almost 100 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 30 seconds of a
explosion, 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 199¢
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 year, a plastic liner in Line 109 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 failed 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 900 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 b
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 other parts of Line 109 were constructed with low-frequency electric resistance welds, considered vulnerable during normal operations and
tied to more than 100 failures nationwide.

PG&E inspected Line 109 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 o1
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 vulnerabie lines.
PG&E last spiked the pressure on the San Francisco part of Line 109 on April 12 of last year to 147 pounds per square inch; the line's maximum
capacity is 150 psi. It first spiked the pressure on the line in December 2003 to 150 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, 50-foot spar
where Line 109 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
creckbed. He worries the line has no underpinnings to support the crossing.

Experts point to the totality of Line 109 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 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 a six-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 know 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.
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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
l 1 | .
Address ' 1 :
House # |Street Bldg sq ft |Parcelsf |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% g
98[Banks 1295 1750 74% | i
99 Banks 1200 | 1750 69% '
101 |Banks 1069 1750 61%! .
102 |Banks 1276 1750 73% [ n
103 |Banks 1450] 1750 83% Ll
104 [Banks 625 1750 36% AP L
105 |Banks 1000 1750 57% al¥ oY, 1"
106 Banks 899 1750 51% e oI\
107 |Banks 1035 1782 58% Z72RVAAR ¢ 1
114 [Banks 1650/ 1750 94% B C,
116 |Banks 1233 1746 71% U . n WoV
390|Chapman 1338 1750 76% U~ 7
400 [Chapman 1130 1746 65% S
401 [Chapman 1660 1746 95% | V7
405 |Chapman 2180 1746 125%| j
39/Ellsworth 1340 1750] 77%
43 |Ellsworth 1526 1750/ 87%
47 [Ellsworth 1180 1750 67%
51 |Elisworth 1193 1746 68%
55 Ellsworth 1265 1746 72%
56 Elisworth 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%
76 Ellsworth 1275 1750 73% |
77 Ellsworth 2025! 1750 116% |
81[Ellsworth 1250 1746 72%
82 [Ellsworth 1275 1750 73% i |
86/Ellsworth 1275 1750 73% ! |
99 Ellsworth 1250 1746 72%, ‘
103 |Elisworth 1275 1746 73% ,
107 [Ellsworth 1781 1746| 102% | {

Page 1 0f 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
i

l

I
T

Address
House # [Street Bldg sq ft |Parcel sf Bldg:Lot |Notes

105 |Gates St 1540 1746 88% .
105 |Gates St 180 1746 10% j
106 |Gates St 1250 1746 72% |
109 Gates St 1690 1750 97% [
111 Gates St 1207 | 1746 69% i
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 22501 1750 129%

40 [Prentiss 1750 3496 50%

80 [Prentiss 625 1746 36%

96 |Prentiss 950 3500 27%| 4

y Average Square Footage 1329 1838r 74%&"3.:. S
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failed to convict jour- |
nalists who paid police,
prison guards and other
officials for stories.
After the verdicts, pros-
ecutors told most of the
journalists facing up-
coming cash-for-scoops
trials that charges
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© Syria fighting: In an interview published Fri-
day in the Swedish daily Expressen, Syrian Presi-
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€ Cameroon attack: Boko Haram militants
killed at least 12 people in attacks on two

Ceemarnnnian villaoee an tho sasthoao. Lo 3 et S

U.N. Human Rights Commis-
sioner’s office said at least 6,116
people have been killed since the
fighting broke out a year ago.

© Rights abuses: Bahrain is
hitting back at an Amnesty In-
ternational report alleging that
government reforms have failed
to end serious violations of hu-
man rights in the Gulf country
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91312015 Regulatory Changes: San Bruno Explosion Mirrors 2004 Walnut Creek Pipeline Blast | GICCB

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

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

Getty Images / Justin Sullivan

San Bruno: Yesterday U.S. Rep. Jackie

Speier, (D-Hilisborough) 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 7 we

https: ’giccb.com:’regulatory-chauges-san-bmno—explosion-mirrors-2004-walnut—creek-pipelin&blash’ s
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PG&E Carmel home explosion
blamed on bad pipeline records

By Jaxon 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 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.

F _

| PG&E says gas crews working around the house were misled by company records about the type of
&
-

http://www sfgate com/news/article/PG-amp-E-Carmel-home-explosion-blamed-on-bad-53 16064 php#photo-60151 16



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

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 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.



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.



Re: Inquiry about Gas Transmission Pipeline 109 from
concerned SF residents
* Robert G. BEA

at 10:20 A

s  Marilyn Waterman
Happy Monday Marilyn,

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

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 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 controf 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?VENDORID=YAHQO
acceptable risks

.pdf
DownloadView
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Cement truck mixes poorly with city water

| pBREST TRUCK OVERTORNED DORNE
LB STREET™ REceNSTRU=TI2A/

Chronicle f Katy Raddatz

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 Francisco, CA., where undergrounding and sewer repair work have been ongoing.
{Katy Raddatz/The Chronicle} ™*

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 10 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 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

Comumission.

2 4G

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

RELATED STORIES
Street.

‘Water sarvice
restored in Bernal
I Heights

http://www sfgate com/bayarea/article/Cement-truck-mixes-poorly-with-city-water-2545528 .php
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Application for Discretionary Review

For St ns oy

APPLICATION FOR

Discretionary Review

1. Owner/Applicant Information

DR APPLICANT’S NAME: TS Pl _—i
Marilyn Waterman j
DR APPLICANT'S ADDRESS: S e ZIP CODE: % TELEPHONE: :
61 Gates Street 94110 (650 )387-9918

PROPERTY OWNER WHO IS DOING THE PROJECT ON WHICH YOU ARE REQUESTING DISCRETIONARY REVIEW NAME:
Fabien Lannoye

ADDRESS: 2P CODE:; TELEPHONE:
297¢ Kansas Street, San Francisco SF (415 ) 626-8868

! CONTACT FOR DR APPLICATION:

Same as Above Eb(

T = N — e

| 2P CODE: MT& TELEPHONE:
I | i
, .

[
E-MAIL ADDRESS:

2. Location and Classification

| STREET ADDRESS OF PROJECT: | ZIP CODE:;
3516 Folsom Street

. CROSS STREETS:
Chapman Street

| ASSESSORS BLOCK/LOT: | LOTDIMENSIONS: | LOT AREA (SQFT): | ZONING DISTRICT:

5626 /013 26X70 1750 RH-1/40-XBernal Hts. SUD

| HEIGHT/BULK DISTRICT:

3. Project Description

Piease check all that apply
Changeof Use []  Change of Hours []  New Construction

Alterations []  Demolition (]  Other []
Additions to Building: Rear []  Front (]  Height[]  Side Yard [

PGE Gas transmission pipeline ROW; paths to Community Garden/Bernal Hts. Park
Present or Previous Use:

Single family house o
Proposed Use:

2013.12.16.4322
Building Permit Application No. Date Filed: 12117113

S = e .

Yol lamw L

SEP 15 201
CITY & COLI OF S

L L 1
PLANNING DEPARTMEN
PIC



4. Actions Prior to a Discretionary Review Request

- Pror Action - : YES W
Have you discussed this project with the permit applicant? | X O
N - = )
Did you discuss the project with the Planning Department permit review planner? | 2]
(i Did you par;icipate in outéiicilei @i;i;n on this case? “7 7 W .

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.

See attached.

SAN FRANCISCO PLANNING DEPARTMENT V 08 07.2012



Application for Discretionary Review

CASE NUMBER:
For Staff Use only

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.

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:

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?

See attached




251t FolSom Sk

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
BHESDRSB 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, 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 small houses. (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 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 diffcult 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
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 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,
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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 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

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."




* 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.

* % k% &k k k k * % %

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.
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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.

¢: The other information or applications may be required.

Signature: Date:

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

Owner / Authorized Agent (circle one)

SAN FRANCISCO PLANNING DEPARTMENT V 08.07.2012



Application for Discretionary Review

CASE NUMBER:
For Staft 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 correct column) I DR APPLICATION ‘

Application, with all blanks completed

Address labels (original), if applicable

O'D

|
I
i
f

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

Photocopy of this completed application

Photographs that illustrate your concerns

Convenant or Deed Restrictions

Check payable to Planning Dept.

DDE}&DO

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)

E

NOTES:

[ Required Material.

15 Optional Material.

O Two sets of original iabels and one copy of addresses of adjacent property owners and owners of property across street.

For Department Use Only
Application received by Planning Department:

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 |Parcelsf |Bldg: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%
97Banks 1200 1750 69%
98|Banks 1295 1750 74%
99|Banks 1200 1750 69%
101 |Banks 1069 1750 61% P {
102 |Banks 1276 1750 73% g
103[Banks 1450 1750 83% N S A/
104|Banks 625 1750 36% U P
105 |Banks 1000 1750 57% N[ /
106 |Banks 899 1750 51%] TV & YW
107 |Banks 1035 1782 58% T
114|Banks 1650 1750 94% iy Iy
116|Banks 1233 1746 71% sl ® A | 2N
390|Chapman 1338 1750 76% Piey O"
400/Chapman 1130 1746 65% <t Al
401 |Chapman 1660 1746 95% P
405 [Chapman 2180 1746 125% R
39 |Ellsworth 1340 1750 77%
43 |Ellsworth 1526 1750 87%
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%
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%
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 |Parcelsf |Bldg: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%
3625Folsom 1350 1750 77%
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%
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 |Bldg: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% lincludes 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
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9/1/2015 PG&E Carmel home explosion blamed on bad pipeline records - SFGate

SFGATE nttp://iwww.stgate.com/news/article/PG-amp-E-Carmel-home-explosion-blamed-on-bad-5316064.php

PG&E Carmel home explosion
blamed on bad pipeline records

By Jaxon Van Derbeken Updated 7:55 am, Friday, March 14, 2014

Best Wrinkle Creams 2015
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Filll reviews of anti-anina creams The triith on what reallv warks

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.
o - -

PG&E says gas crews working around the house were misled by company records about the type of
& s pARY
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9/1/2015 PG&E Carmel home explosion blamed on bad pipeline records - SFGate

pipe they were dealing with.
P [ 4 ;l

| "We didn't have the (accurate) maps, and we don't ;

MORE BY JAXON VAN
DERBEKEN

amow what happened,” said company spokesman
Greg Snapper. O

Emergency water

supply used to As a result of the explosion, PG&E has ordered a
fight San

M ata e dhie 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
Huge San both are pressurized with gas. A co ompany official
Francisco fire

Saabinm SRV 203.299‘5’(1 that PG&E lacks a hlgh degxeejgf
apartment project conﬁdence that such work can be done safely

without changes

Tesoro refinery
acid accident
burns 2 workers
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Key to San Bruno

Inaccurate PG&E records were a major factor in the September 2010 explosion of a gas-
transmission pipeline that killed eight people and destroyed 38 homes in San Bruno. Because
company documents inaccurately described the characteristics of the 1950s-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 explosion 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.

hitp://www sfgate com/news/article/PG-amp-E-Carmel-home-explosion-blamed-on-bad-53 16064 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 50 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 a record-keeping problem, as it sounds like it may be, 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."
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PG&E Carme! home explosion blamed on bad pipeline records - SFGate

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 explosions around the country
since the 1970s. PG&E began replacing Aldyl-A pipes after an August 2011 blast leveled a Cupertino
condominium whose owner had just left to go to lunch.

The Carmel explosion 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.

PG&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: @jvanderbeken

© 2015 Hearst Communications, Inc.
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Can PG&E Be Trusted? Carmel Puts
Pacific Gas & Electric Co. on Notice in
Carmel Explosion

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 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.



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 $1.6 billion 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 a gas-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
neighboring houses and windows were blown in by shock waves. It was a
miracle 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
80 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 more 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, shortly 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 a third-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 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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PG&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, Aprit 10, 2011
ADVERTISEMENT

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. 10, 2011)

The other pipeline that Pacific Gas and Electric Co. has long relied on to deliver natural gas up the Peninsula has problems similar to the ruptured
line in San Bruno - flawed or missing records and at-risk welds, including 80-year-old technology recognized as prone o earthquake failures, The
Chronicle has learned.

Like PG&E transmission Line 132 - the pipe that ruptured and exploded in San Bruno on Sept. ¢ - Line 109 nms from Milpitas through the South
Bay and Peninsula and up to San Francisco, where it terminates in the Dogpatch neighborhood.

ADVERTISING
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PG&E's Line 109 also seen as posing safety risks - SFGate

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 109 to route gas around the blast site, thus keeping most of Line 132 in service.

Federal investigators have keyed into PG&E's inaccurate records on Line 132 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

2

Line 109 may be equally problematic for the company, documents show. Like all the lines running into San Francisco, PG&E has cut the pressure
on Line 109 by 20 percent in the wake of the San Bruno disaster, but experts say that given its questionable state, the cut affords little assurance o
safety.

"You don't know the right level of safety to begin with, so you don't know if you are cutting pressure by enough," said Richard Kuprewicz, a pipelir
safety expert in Redmond, Wash.

Missing records

Perbaps the most damaging revelation about Line 109 came last month when the utility acknowledged that it lacks any records for a 5-mile
segment in San Bruno that was installed by 1995. The undocumented segment starts south of the rupture site on Skyline Boulevard at San Bruno
Avenue, and heads inland to Junipero Serra Boulevard and hooks up to the old route on Skyline at Hickey Boulevard.

ADVERTISEMENT
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The 5-mile part of the line is among 140 miles of transmission pipe for which PG&E has said it has so far found no documents to prove it is

operating safely. PG&F. 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 apparently was installed 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 for a 1995-era project is "astounding.”

"To have that Jong 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 acknowledged 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-mile portion of Line 109 along Alemany Boulevard 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 Roussean Street.

Oxyacetylene technology - which dates to the early part of the 20th 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."
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Dozens of those welds failed in the 1971 quake in Sylmar (Los Angeles Couaty), 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 had three transmission line
failures involving such welds, and in the 1994 quake 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 oxyacetylene welds
were almost 100 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 30 seconds of a
explosion, 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 199¢
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 year, a plastic liner in Line 109 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 failed 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 900 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 by
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 circurnferential 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.”

Vuinerable welds

Still other parts of Line 109 were constructed with low-frequency electric resistance welds, considered vulnerable during normal operations and
tied to more than 100 failures nationwide.

PG&E inspected Line 109 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 o1
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.
PGR&E last spiked the pressure on the San Francisco part of Line 109 on April 12 of last year to 147 pounds per square inch; the line's maximum
capacity is 150 psi. It first spiked the pressure on the line in December 2003 0 150 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, 50-foot spax
where Line 109 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 109 problems as warning signs that the older, untested lines in PG&E's system are fraught with potential risks
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PG&E had largely 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 a six-shooter, and you have five bullets in the gun."

"1 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 know 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.
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failed to convict jour-
nalists who paid police,
prison guards and other
officials for stories.
After the verdicts, pros-
ecutors told most of the
journalists facing up-
coming cash-for-scoops
trials that charges
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© Syria fighting: In an interview published Fri-
day in the Swedish daily Expressen, Syrian Presi-

© Cameroon attack: Boko Haram militants
killed at least 12 people in attacks on two
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“savannian villagae an the syreblaoe. o1

U.N. Human Rights Comumnis-
sioner’s office said at least 6,116
people have been killed since the
fighting broke out a year ago.

© Rights abuses: Bahrain is
hitting back at an Ammnesty In
ternational report alleging that
government reforms have failed
to end serious violations of hu-
man rights in the Gulf country
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san_bruno_02.jpg (982x645)
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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

Your are here: Home » Regulatory Changes: San Bruno Explosion Mirrors 2004 Wainut 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

Getty Images / Justin Sullivan

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

Wainut 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 7 we

https:: "gicchcom’regulatory—changes~san-bruno—explosion»mjrrors—2004—walnut—creek-pipe[ine-blasv 1S



Re: Inquiry about Gas Transmission Pipeline 109 from
concerned SF residents
> Robert G. BEA

e May5at 10:26 AM
To

¢ Marilyn Waterman
Happy Monday Marilyn,

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

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 (inciuding 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

On Mon, May 5, 2014 at 9:37 AM, Marilyn Waterman <yaviene@yahoo.com> wrote:

Dear Mr. Bea,

I 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: bea@ce.berkeley.edu

Risk Assessment & Management Services
60 Shuey Drive

Moraga, CA 94556

925-631-1587 (office)

925-699-35083 (cell)

Email: BeaRAMS@gmail.com

http://buy.norton.com/specialoffers?VENDORID=YAHOO
acceptable risks

.pdf
DownloadView
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Cement truck mixes poorly with city water - SFGate

SFGATE ntp:/mwww.sfgate.com/bayarea/article/Cement-truck-mixes-poorly-with-city-water-2545528.php

Cement truck mixes poorly with city water

Chronicie staff report Pubiished 4:00 am, Wednesday, August 22, 2007

Chronicle / Katy Raddatz

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 Francisco, CA., where undergrounding and sewer repair work have been ongoing.
(Katy Raddatz/The Chronicle) **

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 10 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 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.

ADVERTISING

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

RELATED STORIES

Water service
restored in Bernal
~ Heights

http://www sfgate com/bayarea/article/Cement-truck-mixes-poorly-with-city-water-2545528 .php - 173



Application for Discretionary Review

GABE NUMBER:

For Sta#t Use only

APPLICATION FOR
Discretionary Review

1. Owner/Applicant Information

DR APPLICANT'S NAME:

ANN LockeETT

DR APPLICANT'S ADDRESS: ZIP CODE: TELEPHONE:

bl GATES ST., SAN FRANCISco 74D 1S $24-2174

FARBIEN LANNOYE

ADDRESS: ZIP CODE: TELEPHONE:

24 AMBER AVE. Spv feANcisco 9413\ (& 62-83068

CONTACT FOR DR APPLICATION:

Same as Above

ADDRESS: ZIP CODE: TELEPHONE:

( )

E-MAIL ADDRESS:

Afockelt'7 @ gmail, com

2. Location and Classification

STREET ADDRESS OF PROJECT: ZIP CODE:

35/ Forsom sT. San Feancisco, A 94110
CROSS STREETS:
CHACM AN
ASSESSORS BLOCK/LOT: LOT DIMENSIONS: LOT AREA (SQ FT):  ZONING DISTRICT: HEIGHT/BULK DISTRICT:

EbQrbiol—z asxTo /7567.7’\7‘. R~ oo X B
HERKTS, SUp

3. Project Description

Piease chieck all that apply

Change of Use [  Change of Hours ]  New Construction M Alterations [ |  Demolition [ |  Other [

Additions to Building: Rear[]  Front[ ] Height[ |  Side Yard [

Present or Previous Use: b /u:.u_. S/ Ma_,/ ) M«ﬁa—
Proposed Use: < Lea ;&/ blo—w«.q__o-qj/ leoteda .

Building Permit Application No. R /5. (2./6. 4322, DateFiled: _/2 ~/7—/3




4. Actions Prior to a Discretionary Review Request

Prior Action YES NO
A
Have you discussed this project with the permit applicant? M |
Did you discuss the project with the Planning Department permit review planner? Z O
Did you participate in outside mediation on this case? ﬂ/

1. Yes, at severnl East §/a e Do/g?gm l?@\neu) Boardl

wic meetr
£ E-vc/(/\ g(kctf‘e_ aboul Wk&%e/"—

A \/of DSPEkaA, swbhmit o DR apy [/ cation
esmﬂ “Veg S conld ./

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.

SAN FRANCISCO PLANNING DEPARTMENT V.08.07.2012



3574 Folzoua ST

Application for Discretionary Review.

CASE NUMBER: I
For Staif Use 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 Discretis:.ary 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.

V-

The massive size of the proposed house at 2516 Folsom Street, three stories of living space including a 3-car garage, is
exceptionally out of scale and character with with this mixed socio~economic neighborhood of predominantly fow
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 a one-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. 1t 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)

............

R L —

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:

The plan for 3516 Folsom St. unreasonably impacts the neighborhood in creating a tipping po
neighborhood character. The out-of-scale house proposed, with its unworkable 3-car
a highly undesirable precedent for equally grandiose houses on the other five lots on
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 that
retain 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.

int to an unacceptable change in
garage on a dangerously steep slope, sets
this hiliside open space. It would be a

3. What alternatives or changes to the proposed project, beyond the changes (if any) aiready made would respond to
the exceptional and extraordinary circumstances and reduce the adverse effects noted above in question #17

One or two story houses could be an alternative and fit the neighborhood 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.

Open space. permanently designated. 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

[{e] ;



Discretionary Review Request - page 2 - Lockett

Question 1. (continued)

It conflicts with:

Planning Code Priority Policy #8, that "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 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: _ z‘o" \Vééa% R ﬁéﬂ% /o, 020/ 5
tead

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

ANN LOCK ETT

Owner / Authorized Agent (circte one)

1 (‘\ SAN FRANCISCO PLANNING DEPARTMENT V.08 07 2012



Application for Discretionary Review

CASE NUMBER:

Far Staf! Use ant

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 APPLICATION

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.

IR R

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.
O Two sets of originat labels and one copy of addresses of adjacent property owners and owners of property across strest.

For Department Use Only
Application received by Planning Department:

By: Date:




35% Folione - dzjx/.,d«
ann lockett <lockett514 @icloud.com>¢& 0
2-story house at top of Gates St. fits neighborhood character and is visually
appealing, has side yards

1 Attachment, 358 KB

o i



257¢ Felsorer ST
ann lockett <lockett514 @icloud.com>& September 15, 2015 11:28 AM
another attractive 2-story modern house at top of Gates St.

1 Attachment, 94 KB




ann lockett <lockett514 @icloud.com>¢& Septe B; i 11:46 AN
Gates St. one and two story houses in Block 5626

6 Attachments, 185 KB




ann lockett <lockett514 @icloud.com>& : mbe 11:53
Steep slope of Folsom St, from top of hill by Community Garden
: %

3 Attachments, 144 KB




ann lockett <lockett514 @icloud.com>¢& September 15, 2015 11:37 AM
5216 project board (notice on right) by PG&E gas line warning sign

1 Attachment, 168 KB




25l FolPama S ayp—

ann lockett <lockett514@icloud.com> & t r 15,2015 12:21 P\
PG&E gas pipeline warning sign facing down slope toward Folsom St.

1 Attachment, 450 KB

| &




Application for ﬁiscretionary_Revigw

APPLICATION FOR
Discretionary Review

1. Owner/AppMcant Information

[ DR APPLICANT'S NAME:

HERI3 TELSEN ?Q-D@b( ngwm (*ga WWV “(na\)y or ?O\AVM g‘rfee‘f ey ”‘>

'VDR APPLICANT" S ADDHESS i ZIP CODE TELEPHONE

3534 FolioM sTreet O Aol @52

.‘PROPERTY OWNEH W_HO IS DOING THE PROJECT ON WHICH YOU ARE REQUESTING DISCHETIONARY HEVIEW NAME

abién Lannoye
aﬂrﬁ Kamgas 3_ -X0G

I CONTACT FOR DR APPUCATION:

“ADDRESS: | , ZIPGODE; - .7 i TELEPHONE: . . .

4:— Wflﬁ:‘ (A ézlé 8&@?

Same as Above @
i ADDRESS: - - T —i zn'= ConE! ~ . - i TELERHONE:--_‘ Al
E MAIL ADDRESS e U N

xzr\g‘fe\_@evx Se\ és @ §W\zw§ o WL

2. Location and Classification

STREET ADDRESS DF PHOJECT o i ZIP CODE:

3516 FolsoM Shyeet e 2900

CROSSSTT&W@\@F@& ol ned Kne cornerof %\m“ sOphon Shreeks

ASSESSORS BLOCK/LOT: - [ LOT DIMENSIDNS: | LOT AREA (SQFT): | ZONING DISTRICT: T HEIGHT/BULK D DISTRICT

oM xS 150 a5k éw k{&‘ﬁlﬂ?w PELS S

3. Project Description S opD

Please check all that apply
Change of Use [J Changeof Hours []  New Construction @ Alterations []  Demolition (1  Other []

Additions to Building: ~ Rear [ Front [] Height [] Side Yard []

Present or Previous Use: v acr V\‘\— j 2 f"

Proposed Use: \QZ;‘L Q/\A [ Cﬁ* = /‘Iiu A

Building Permit Application No. a?’_’s LQ L{E a__a Date Filed: / aﬁ7 /2‘0 \ 3




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.

gee ptyacwnt

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:

~5e0 Ry @Q&iu‘o

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 #17?

See ArYracdne
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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? @ O
Did you discuss the project with the Planning Department permit review planner? [X] D,
-  Didyouparicpate mousidemedatonontiscase? | (1 | B

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.

'

See BAveowey
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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.

¢ The other information or applications may be required.

y (1
Signamrezcwq " E\%\

Print name, and indicate whether owner, or authorize-.‘l(a g—nl

weybert €, Felcenbe

Owner / Authorized Agent {circle one)

P~

Date: _9“117/29'«1

| O SAN TRANCISCO PLANNKIG DEPARTMENT V.08.07.2012



Application for Discretionary Review

1
CASE NUMBER:

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 {pisase chack cdirect colunn): | DRAPPLICATION " i
Application, with all blanks completed |4 :

Address Iabels (orrgmal) rf apphcable

Address Iabels (copy of the above) |f applrcable

R e

Photocopy of thrs completed appllcatlon
Photographs that |llustrate your concerns

Convenant or Deed Restrrctrons

Check payable to Planmng Dept.

Letter of authorrza’uon for agent [\J /A-

Other Sectron Plan Detarldrawrngs (re wrndows door emrres tnm)
Specifications (for cleaning, repair, etc.) and/or Product cut sheets for new .
elements (i.e. windows, doors) :

OB EE 90

NOTES:

m| Required Material.

#l Optional Material.

O Two sets of original labels and one copy of addresses of adjacent property owners and owners of property across street.

For Department Use Only
Application received by Planning Department:

By: ‘ﬁo%% { %ﬂ o) K GO Date: q - g"”{(




devetopiment. The Bernal Heights Last Slope is a spedal neighborhood
and the qualities that make it that way are cherished by all those whose
commitrment to seeing them preserved has produced these building
guidelines.

The history of the East Slope has been ane of benign neglect by the
City of San Francisco, however, while dint roads and undeveloped
hillsides have given the East Slope its rural character, the lack of roads
and services has periodically presented real danger to the residents.

Much recent development is not only inconsistent bul often af odds
with the smaller scale existing structures. As a result, the 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 all copies of a single
undistinguished design.

In preparing these guidelines we have made a thorough inventory of
present housing stock, vacant lats, open spaces, public areas, and streets,
Ixath developed and undeveloped.

Predominant architectural components have been examined along
with the relalionship of individual buildings to their lots and their
immediate neighbors. These guidelines are an effort to retain the spirit of
our neighborhood and to establish criteria for new housing design that
will ensure, as much as possible, the continued existence of the Fast
Slope’s unique character.

Pape 2

Prtacy \e

Hoy
minimizing monotony and enhancing the visual appeal of new housing.

We have tried very hard to make the guidelines prescriptive rather
than restriclive. The intent is not to induce dull uniformity but rather to
encourage inventive diversity while conforming to the patterns of devel-
opment which have made Bernal Heights as humanly scaled as it is today.

In an interview recorded ecarlier in 1986, architect Hugh Jacobsen, a
four-time winner of the National Honor Award of the American Institute
of Architects is quoted as saying:

“From the beginning, 've looked at ajl architecture as a matter of
goud manners, being part of the whole street, being part of the fabric of the
city. Good architecture, rather than beating its chest or shouting at
neighbors, behaves like a2 well-mannered lady. There is politeness in
every great city— Florence, Rome, and espedally Paris. The streets have
continuity but each building also has its own individuality. The buildings
are at once proud and humane, standing strong in their mutual respect ™

Certainly San Frandsco is considered one of the great cities of the
world. We fervently hope that newcomers to the fast Slope, as part ol &
great dty, will be architecturally polite so that we, the old and the new, can
stand strong In our mutual respect.

M

-\



SUMMARY OF DESIGN GUIDELINES

1. ¢-¢" CURB CUI/SINGLE CAR GARAGE DOOR:

Garage doors shall be limited to a 100" width. Curb cuts shall be 90"
and placed so as to aeate a 16°0" curb space within the 250" width of
the lot 1o provide one full parking space on the stveet. In additdon, the
garage door shall be placed a minimwm of 160" from the inside edge
of the sidewalk 50 as to provide one additional parking space per
residence in the drniveway.

N. LANDSCAPING » FRONT YARD SETBACKS « STREET TREES

% of the Front Yard Setback area (hot including the driveway up 10
the garage) shall have provision for landscaping (i-e. trees, shrubs,
tlower beds, ground cover, vines, etc.).

One Street Tree shall be planted at the time of construction in front of
each lot withan the street night-of-way, and close 1o the front property
line. Trees shall be 15-gallon size.

ATTRC Y Meny
™ 72,

”W. ENTRY TREATMENT

Make the entry of the house something special — a ceiebration —
more than just a front door. Creale a transition between the street and
the doorway. Give special attention o the treatment of the framing of
the opening itself.

Fences or walls which enclose a lot ur a portion of a lot, which run
parallel (o the property line on the street side, and are not structural
portions of the buildings or the stair leading to it, shall not be com-
pletely solid at eye level.

%. BUILDING AND ARCHITECTURAL MASSING

Step the building with the slope of the lot. Building shall not exceed
320" from any point on natural grade. This height shall be measured
to the average height of a pitched roof of to the highest point of a flat
roof. In addition, no paint of the last 10'-0" depth of the building may
exceed 2/3 the height of the highest point of the structure. Highest
point, once again, is defined as the average height of the pitch on a
sloped roof or the highest point of a flat roof.

Atthe rear, a minimuwmn 17'-6" rearyard is required.

Page 3



AT TRCH NEN
-3

—.r.lv. SIDEYARDS _N. FACADE ELEMENTS
A £-0" sideyard is required on one side of each 25'-0" lot. The first 5- Any balcony, porch, deck or terrace above ground level must be at least
0" back from the street facade shall be completely open. Beyond that, 6'-0" deep and a minimum of 36 square feet in total area.

two of the four additional sideyard zones must be left open (See
Guideline for discussion of “zones”.)

§ & MATERIALS
6. ROOF TREATMENT + STEP WITH SLOPE ALONG STREET 8. corors

idelines but suggestions and recommendations.
Any roof which is not pitched at a ratio of at least one in four must be No spedific gui 88

designed and surfaced so as to be usable.

Any flat roof must be accessibie from a prime living space without the
necessity of climbing a special set of stairs to reach it.

Step rooflines of adjacent buildings up or down in imitation of the
slope of the street.

Page 32



DESIGN GUIDELINES CONCLUSION

There are a number of 1opics which need to be addressed and yet do
not fit into the form of a guideline. The issue of security and arime is
one of these. None of the guidelines deals with insuring the safety of a
home. Nowhere do we mention the use of metal grills at the entry or
the eliminaton of landscaping to cut down on the possible hiding
places. In fact, on both social-psychological and aesthetic grounds, these
measures are nol encouraged. It has been proven that the isolation
created when people live barricaded behind fortress-like walls
stumulates inddenls of criminal aclvity more than security systems
deter them.

We do not believe that the solution to crime, particularly breaking
and entering, is an architectural ane. The long-term solution will only
come from changes in society at large, with the best short-term defense
being a cohesive, responsive comumunity which looks out for and
protects lts members. The basis for this sort of open communication
network among neighbors presently exists in this section of Bernal
Heights, much as it has in small owns of old.

All of the guidelines assume the construction of one house per lot.
Though not specifically encowraged, it would certainly be acceptable 10
build one house on two lots, especially when the topography of a site or
the existence of trees made a portion of a given lot unusable. Several
guidelines would have 1o be amended if applied to a double lot and
this would be handled on a case-by~case basis, as the need arose.

RTTIRCRER T

The question of whether adherence to “these guidelines would
increase the construction costs of prospective new homnes has often
been raised. Since a major goal of this report is the maintenance of
Bernal Heights as an area which is finandially accessible to people of
low and moderate incomes, there have been considerable concerns
over this point. In an effor} 1o arrive al an answer, many people in Lhe
construction business have been presented with our concepts and
asked to iry to assess, as nearly as possible, what the economic
consequences might be. We have been assured 1o our salisfaction that
our recomunendations in and of themselves, would not impose undue
tinancial burden on the developers and owners of new housing. There
is nothing in the guidelines which call for a deviation from standard
construction  practioe or necessitates the introduction of expensive
architectural services. If, in the process of planning a new structure,
one can demonstrate that compliance is significantly raising his or her
costs for some unforeseen and {mmreconcilable reason, there would be
grounds for proposing a compromise solution.

These  guidelines have been  developed  because  of  specific
conditions on the East Slope of Bernal Heights. They were nmuandated
by the City Planning Departmeni in conjunction with e temporary
buslding  moratorium. The guidelines were  adapled  from  those
successfully in use for the Elsie Street neighborhood in  norihwest
Bernal Heights.  Residents, wcant lot gwners and representatives of
several city departments  contributed to  the  development  of  these
guidelines.

Page 33

3



NTPRCRVEN
B

More

\

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.
758U, 8SU, and 11SU of the Zoning Map, 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

= Maximum approach angle = 20.2°=36.8%
= Maximum departure angle = 92°=16.2%
= Minimum running ground clearance = 4.3"

Design vehicle wheelbase

It

10.8" (Salt Lake City Design = 11")
8.2° (Salt Lake City Design = 10.5% (6°))
d + e (Salt Lake City Design = 1.05)

= Maximum ramp breakover angle
= Crest of curve arc

~ 0 o0 o oo
1l

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 maximum of 16% (9.09°)
average grade to the parking pad.
Driveway cross slopes of 4 % to 6%
(2.3° to 3.4°) maximum.

"~

\\
b 1L L\”\J\/\\
0% or 0.0° |/10.5% o g5 I T
,—— !’2 "25% or 15}/[\

-
J/\\Qg 09°) Maximum™ T |

% ‘QH ‘:; Average Grade —
Ol‘e ! i
LA 4 | i
sl [

| 7 —
i

% or y
- 189 511" II /
Date Revisions é‘f.zs 7129: 10. v n
:8/12/91 changed layout/assigned # 5% or 651 0% or 0.0°

1731002 revised data
2/24/03 revised data
‘5/04/05 revised data
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AMERICAN AUTOMOBILE DIMENSIONS - COMPOSITE ELEVATIONS
ISTANDARD DIMENSIONS OF AUTOMOBILE MANUFACTURERS assoc, INC.}
NOTES ,
! — Foreign cars not included lexcept Volkswagen, see below).
2 — Dimensions are for 1968 models.
3 - Dimensions Cover: sedans, coupes and stationwagons,
LINE OF
OVERALL DIMENSIONS MINIMUM MAXIMUM WALL
W-103 Overall width Corverte 5=8 /4" |Buick 6'-8"
H-101 Overall height Corvetto =11 3/4" JJeep 5'-3 13/16"
L—101 Wheelbase Convetie B2 Cadillac 11°'=-p”
L-103 Overali length AMC AMX  14°10 179~ Cadillac 19'—0 1/4"
H-186 Ground clearance Pontiac 0'-=3 11/16" | Jeep 0-7 11/16"

'ANOLES. RAMPE 8 Dlams MINIMUM

MAXIMUM
H—106 Angle of approach (degrees)| Cadillac 18,27 Jeep
H~107 Angle of departure Mercury 10.87 Javelin 23.8°
Idegrees) Z
H~147 Ramp breakover angie Tempest a0 Jeep 24.0°
(degrees) . |
Wall to wall turning diam, {ft.) Jeep 37'-8" [Oldsmobile
»
CAR DIMENSIONS MINIMUM MAXIMUM
bt rear window to grnd. | Firebird 2'-8 13/16" [Checker 310 1/2"
~105 verhang rear Camarp J—a4 Imperial 54"
V-102 Tread width - distance Rambder -3 Pontiac 5'—4"
etween € of tires at ground
1-104 Bottom of rear bumper AMC 0"-9 11/16™ |Camaro 0-17"
> ground Armbassador
'=153 Rear axle differential 1o Buick o'-5" Chrysler 0'-7 172+
‘ound
ON_ 7
~-KBWAGEN SEDAN
ENSIONS — 8EDAN . == 2
all height 4'-11"
all length T hac 3"
dbase 7'-101/2
[ 3o width 4'— 3 1/2"
I'Width T

WALL ~TO —wapLL TURNING DIAMETER

)

FRONT OF CaR DIMENSIONS MINIMUM MA XIMUM

H—114 Hood at rear 1o ground arvetle -2 W2" | Checker ¥z
L—104 Overhang frong Jeep 2'=4 3/4" " |Eldorade 3'-g"

L~131 Front of car to base Jeep =4 372" | Toronado E=0"

of windshield a
W-—101 Tread width-distance Rambber &g Toronado 6'=3 Y2~
between < of tires at ground i
L—123 Upper structure Corvette -7 112" Rebel 11'-11 3/16~

s ]

/78 mim

9

]

-

UL

| S

VOLKB8WAGEN MICROBUS

DIMENBIONE — MICROBUS

Overall height 6'— 5
Overall length j14'~ 6"
Wheelbase [ 7=w01/27
Front tread width 4'~ 61/2
Rear tread width 4~ B
Overall width 5~ 9172
1
of ShveeX Ute & 1Uanacoys -
(r SN ‘\I : i'. __\2. f"“ ‘ A er & ?D\\SOW -
R =) 177 R g - e —

e



Yy . U o

@& L = e Engineering Saciety SUR FAC E SAE Jss0 REV.

For Ad ing Mobilit
Laonrd Se‘?zs:rggd ‘gpac{e); VE H lC L E NG
AlOONCo:mf\-lZI'hND ﬁ \Z:a:vim,vmﬁsnl;smm 'Eggg-l’.wllc\:nEENDED Issued 1960-03
(i ' Revised 1996-06

upersedin
Submittec for recognifion as an Amerizan National Standard Supersed g J689 DECa3

(R) CURBSTONE CLEARANCE, APPROACH, DEPARTURE, AND RAMP
BREAKOVER ANGLES—
PASSENGER CAR AND LIGHT TRUCK

1. Scope—This SAE Recommended Practice applies to rigid bumper ar rig'd structure points and flexible
comparents of passenger cars, multipurzose passenger vehicles, and lighi trucks This document s intended
as a guide toward standard practice and ig subject to change to keep pace with experience and tecknical
advances.

11 Purpose—Ths ourpose of this document is g provide mimum static design guidelines for curbstone
cleararce, approach, departure, anc ramp breakovar angles. This is to minimize damage, if any, ir nomal
vehicle use conditions. This document also encompasses all current worldwide regulations and requirements.

1.2 Field of Application

1.2.1  PASSENGER CAR, MULTIPURPGSE PASSENGER VERIGLE (MPV), AND LISHT TRUCK

1.2.2  MiNIMUM ANGLES AND CLEARANCES—Under the manufacturer's most severe vehicle desion losd for each

particular load condition, the minimum approach, departure, ramp breakgover angles, and bumper-1o-ground
heighl, as ind.cated in Fijure 1, stall be as follows:

\When measuring these dimensions. flexible bumper components such as air cams, lower vaance parels,
and fascias shouid be considered. The allowabe approast angle tc flexibie components that are ailowed
noastructural damage should be 13 degrees.

2. References—There are no referencec publications specified herein.

3. Definitions

3.1  Passenger Car—Vetidles with motive power, except multipurpnse passenger vedlcles, motorcycles, or
trailers. designed for carrying 10 persons or less.

SAE Techr 18! Stenduids Board Rules provide inat. “This reson s putished by SAZ 10 sever ¢u the 3.t of techiical and sOgiIrwenng scisnces The use of thiy Fepor. ix erieah,
voluntary. and I's applicabiity and sultabify for any particular use, inc'uoing eny petant infrngement ansing therefrom. s :ha sole respansbility of the user.”

SAE reviav/s wech technica’ report atleus: every five years at which tme it meay be reefinmec rvised, or canceilee SAE Inviies your wrizien SHmments anc suggesions.
QUESTIONS REGARDING THIS DOCUMENT: (728) 772-B512 FAX: (724) 776-0243
TO PLACE A DOCUMENT ORDER: (724) 7784270 FAX: (724) 778-0790
SAE WEB ADDRESS http:/iwww.sae.0rg

Gopyoch 4956 Saciety of Au-o native Znginees, Inc.
Al righ*s rese~zr Priried in U.S 4
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3.3

3.3;1

34

3.4

3.6

|

¥
B —_—
A. Approach Angle (H106) 16 degrees
B. Departure Angle (H107) 13 degrees
C. Curbstone Height Ciearance 203 mm (Bir)
D. Ramp Breakovet Ange {H147) 12 degrees

FIGURE 1—MINIMUM ANGLES ANC CLEARANCES

Multipurpose Passenger Vehicle {(MPV)—Vehicles with motive power, sxcept trailers, deslgnec o carry 10
persons or less, which are constructed either an a truck chassis or with srecial features for occasional off-road
operation.

Truck—Veh.cles with mctive power, except a trailer, designed primarily for the transportation of property or
special-pumos« equipment.

LiGHT TRuck—Classificatior of self-propelied vehicles which are cesigned primaily to transport property or
spscial-purpose equipment. and have a maximum gross weight rating ‘GVWR) of 4536 k¢ (10 000 Iey or
less. GVWR is the valus specified by the manufacturers as the Inaded weight of 5 single vehicls.

Bumper to Ground

H102—FRONT BUMPER TO GROUND—The minimum dimension measured vertically from the lowest point on
the front bumper to grourd, including bumper guards if standard.

H103—FRONT BUMFER TO GROUND—CURB WEIGHT—Measured in the same manner as H102.

H104—ReAR BUMPER TO GROLND—The minimum ditnension Tessured verticatly from the iowast point on
the rear bumper to ground, mcluding tumper cuards If standarc equipment.

H105—REAR BUMPER TO GRCUND —GURSB WEIGHT—Messured in the same manner 3s H0<.

Angle of Approach (H106)—Tte angle measured between a line tangent to the front tire static-loaced radius
a'c and the initial point of structural interfererce forward of the front tire tc ground. The limiting structural
component shall be designatec

Ang'e of Departure (H107)}—The angle measured betwean 3 line tangent of the rear tire static-ioaced radius
arg the initial point of structural interference rearward of the rear tire to the ground, The limiting component
shall be designated
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SAE 3689 Reviged JUNIG

3.7

3.8

4.1

Ramp Breakover Angle {H147)—The angle measured between two lines tangent to the frort and rear tire
static-loaded radius and Intersecting at a polnt on the underside of ths vehlcle which defines the largest ramp
over which the vehicle carn rol:.

Parking Curbstone Height Clearance—The minimum curbstone ciearance to any siructure, mechaniczl. fuel
tark, exhaust system. or any limiting commponent. The limiting somponents for this documer: are located
forward cf the front tires o~ rearward of the rear tires .

Notes

Marginal Indicia—The (R} is for the convenience of the user in locating areas where technica: revisions have

been mare to the previous issue of the repor:. If the symbal is next 10 the report title, it indicatas a complete
revision of the repo:t

PREPARED BY THE SAE BUMPER STANDARDS COMMITTEE
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Rationale—Revisions from SAE J585 DEC8Y are based on upgrades lo comply wiln vehicle in-transit shipping
and towing and recovery requirements.

* The category "multipurpose passenger vehicles” has been included in light of the venicles’ recent
populariy.

All worldwide requirements and regulations have been considered.

* The ramp breakover angles have been incrzased fram 10 to 12 degrees to comply to tne 12 degree
breakover angle required for vehicles shipped by haulaway trailers to mirimize damage.

While the 16 degree approach angle has beer retained, the departure angle has been increased from
10 to 13 degrees to comply with a 13 Cegree requirement for car carrler transports, which cah load the
vehicle from either front or rear.

13 degree approach angle added for flaxible components.

* The height under Curb Height Clearance remains unchangec

Relationship of SAE Standard to ISO Standard—Nol applicable

Application—This SAE Recommended Practice applies ta rigid structural components of cars, multipurpase
passenger vehicles, anc light trucks. However, consideration should a'so be given to flexible
components such as air dams. lower valence panels, aero shields, bumpsr covers, and fascias.

Reference Section— There are no referenced putlicalions specified herein,

Deveioped by the SAE Bumper Standards Committee
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11 June 2003

DRIVEWAY SLOPE LIMITS

C-38

The following table presents dimensions affecting performance of cars entering a driveway, for
cars 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
approach, breakover, and departure angles.

(Sixth Edition) provides a range of

Vehicle Length Wheelbase Clearance | Ratio — Wheelbase
03 Models) (inches) (inches) (inches) to Clearance

Acura RSX 172.2 101.2 6.0 16.87

Audi A4 179.0 104.3 4.2 24.83

Buick Park Ave 206.8 113.8 5.5 20.69
Chevy Blazer 177.3 100.5 8.1 12.41

Chevy Suburban 219.3 130 8.4 15.48

Ford Taurus 197.6 108.5 54 20.09
Honda Civic 174.6 103.1 5.9 17.47
Infiniti 135 193.7 108.3 6.3 17.1%
Infiniti Q45 199.6 113.0 7 19.82

Jeep 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 4.0 223
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 43 21.53

Saab 9-5 190.0 106.4 6.7 15.88
Subaru Legacy 187.4 104.3 6.3 16.56
Toyota Avalon 191.9 107.1 ! 21.00
Toyota Camry 189.2 107.1 54 19.83
Toyota 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 X 20.47

e b et Loved
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ATTRCHRMNENT

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.ed(i>

Date: May 5, 2014, 10:26:47 AM PDT

To: Marilyn Waterman <yaviene @yahoo.com>

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

Reply-To: bea@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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)



P

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
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1s 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.

B 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@ce.berkeley.edu

Risk Assessment & Management Services
60 Shuey Drive

Moraga, CA 94556

925-631-1587 (office)
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Identification of High Consequence Areas

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

£ avision 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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Forensic Engineering[]

Root Cause Analysiq]

g\l p " “The Weed” @
oo \ " Above the surface
(obvious)

¥~ The Underlying Causes

| “The Root”

Below the surface
(not obvious)



orensic Engineering[]

Root Cause Analysiq]

c.g\l*,w

* Root cause analysis helps identify what, how
and why something happened, thus preventing

recurrence.

* Root causes are underlying, are reasonably

W identifiable, can be controlled by management

and allow for generation of recommendations. |

'J * The process involves data collection, cause
charting, root cause identification and recom-

mendation generation and implementation.
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Summary of Testimony

PG&E was responsible and
accountable for the
INTEGRITY MANAGEMENT
(SAFETY)
of Line 132 Segment 180
C (the pipeline)



Summary of Testimony

*’i : . . EV
PG&E knew if the pipeline

ruptured and ignited
there would be deaths,
Injuries, property and
productivity losses



Ssummary of Testimony

PG&E designed and ED
constructed the pipeline
during a 1956 relocation

project with multiple
geometric, material, and
p welding defects
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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

4

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 life 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 infrusion 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 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 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

"Recognize that buildings, when seen fogether,
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 itfs
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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 fo 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 opporfunity 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 o 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 fo 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 a small-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, efc.) 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 fagade
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 fo 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 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 Streef.

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 o 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) feet”.
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
fraverse 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



09/2105 12
DR Request

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
intfersection 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 confours 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 (B) cars enter & exit their respective
garages? How will they then backup and/or go down
Upper Folsom fo 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 - enfering/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-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) Overail square footage: It is disingenuous fo 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 a three-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 live in, new construction
condoning a three-car garage house in a city trying to
wean people of f cars is irresponsible and ecologically
immoral,

Please 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."

¢) 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

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 alack
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 a smaller-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.

* The proposed sfreet, 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 frying to make a turn. It resultedina
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 6. Beg,
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 fagade with windows, carve-outs and
appropriate changes in roof freatment (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, fraffic, 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 (B) 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 fagade 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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Discretionary Review Fee Waiver
Fay S2a9 Usu only

APPLICATION FOR
Discretionary Review Fee Waiver

1. Applicant and Project Information  _
! APPLICANT NAME: : \

_ APPLICANT ADDRESS: to = E \\Qﬁ': © \\’m'ﬁ%
QA W s dCs g&vﬁ prrme v
s Mo XV QAR SASCO - =Y
- 0&“2 NS \Z&\\\\{w%o% Qcomeast:

NEIGHEORHOOD ORGANIZATION ADDRESS:

< oo MAQ b

?J D4 LQ ToSowO gm%anW®)(MQA'\\O
. PLANNING CASE NO.: _ BUILDING PERMIT TION NO.: . DATE OF DEGISION (F ANY):

2. Required Criteria for Granting Waiver
(All must be satisfied; please attach supporting materials)

d\

i~ 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 Department’s current list of neighborhood organizations.

A

..+ The appeliant 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.

x&

I 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 Depariment Use Only
Application received by Planning Department:

By: Date:

Subrmnission Checkiist:

{1 APPELLANT AUTHORIZATION

[ CURRENT ORGANIZATION REGISTRATION
{7 MINIMUM GRGANIZATION AGE

[} PROJECT IMPACT ON ORGANIZATION

7 WAIVER APPROVED {”] WAIVER DENIED

FOR MORE INFORMATION:
Call or visit the 8an Francisco Planning Depariment
Central Reception Planning information Center (PIC)
1650 Mission Strest, Suite 400 1660 Mission Street, First Floor
San Francisco CA 84103-2478 San Francisco CA 84103-2479

SAN FRANCISCO .
TEL: 415.558.6378 TEL: 415.558.6377

:&ﬁg;gg FAX. 418.558.6400

Planning siel? are avalable by phore and 3 the PIC counler.
WEB: hitp://www.sfplanning.org No appointment is necessary.



Application for Discretionary Review

CASE NUMBER: |
For Stalf Use onty |
. i

APPLICATION FOR
Discretionary Review

1. Owner/Applloant Information

DR APPLICANT'S NAME:

Beral e
on Q.

Yo rlls So %\om om\zca&\cw\ Qa\m

A %mek FIGM&&LQ Q\L\\\o (M%) WO ~\\5 ta

{ TELEPHONE:

ADDRESS:

| PROPERTY OWNER WHO 13 DOING THE PROJECT ON WHICH YOU ARE REQUESTING DtSCRETIONARY REVIEW NAME:

_ hD\\E B\\\@mm\e SR IH,

zP CODEQ

TELEPHONE:

M Brrdes Dewe ,%? ,CR QDY

(HS) 28 2—737.&

CONTACT FOR DR APPLICATION:

SameasAboveM

ADDRESS:

2P CODE:

TELEPHONE:

( )

E-MAIL ADDRESS:

2. Location and Classification

“ STREET ADDRESS OF PROJECT.

DD\ lo:

Fo\somSites | Sawkrnesc AN

Thagmon any Berml Reigits Bud

ZIP CODE:

ASSESSORS BLOCKLOT:

Sl \D

Lot DIMENSIONS i LOT AREA (SQFT): i ZONING DISTRICT:

15y 10 (VISORERN-1/49 X

{ HEIGHT/BULK DISTRICT: 1

e
l U ;

3. Project Description

Please check all that apply

Change of Use ] ChangeofHours[1 New Constructio

Additions to Building:

Present or Previous Use: -

Rerl. neygntr

SYD

Rear O  Front[J Hexght 0  sideYard [

Q(m.,,_ /'f’ / “’f‘_

nN Alterations (] Demolition (] Other [}

Proposed Use:

BmldmgPemutApphcatlonN FS I? 13 {6 ] ?9*7\ Date Filed: )7/]7/9015

%

-~



Appilication for Discretionary Review

CASE NUMBER: }

For Staft Use only |

) —

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 th( Residential Design Guidelines.

CSee oNa.cnNeq

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 C&\e&\ﬂ&d

+

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?

o ces e




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.@§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, 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. @ 242(f)(3)).

We are mystified by the access to the garage and the tandem parking situation. [t 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 streetis 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, | 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, A Risk-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: A Risk-Informed Approach planting of trees or
digging foundations some number of feet from the pipeline. APl recommends setbacks of 50 feet from
petroleum and hazardous liquids lines for new homes, businesses, and places of public assembly (APl 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. 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. [ 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
local government proposals have gone considerably further, often in reaction to spills and explosions. In
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.
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Actions Prior to a Discretionary Review Request

Prior Actlon

YES
Have you discussed this project with the permit applicant? N

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

Did you participate in outside mediation on this case?

O
XX 0O|s

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.

SAN FRANCISCO FLANKNING DEPARTHENT ¥V 08 07 2012
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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.

SAN FRANCISCO PLANNING DEPARTMENT V.08.07 2012



BERNAL PUBLIC SAFETY ALERT!

CRITICAL MEETING APRIL 9, 7PM!!!
PRECITA 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 bengfits from a questionable exemption of SF street safety grading
codes - would recklessly endanger public safety.

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







SELANDER ARCHITECTS
2095 JERROLD AVE, SUITE 319
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94124
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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
3516 a . 3526 Folsom Street, San Francisco, CA.

—_

Kathy Angus, Cqﬁﬁ B.H. South Slope Organization

September 14, 2015




Discretionary Review Application
Submittal Checklist

Application for Discretionary Review

CASE NUMBER: I
For Start Use onty t
;

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 cofurmn)

Application, with all blanks completed

DR APPLICATH

Address labels (original), if applicable

S

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
elements (i.e. windows, doors)

new

| E\\E\\I ] q\q

NOTES:
3 Required Material.
Optional Material.

O Two sets of original tabels and one copy of addresses of adjacent property owners and owners of property across street.

For Department Use Only
Application received by Planning Department:

By:

Date:




application for Discretionary Review

| casenumaen: |

APPLICATION FOR
E ] " "
Discretionary Review
1. Owner/Applicant Information
Nais Marie Raulet
DR APPLICANT'S ADDRESS: 2P CODE: " TELEPHONE:
75 Gates Street 94110 (415 )641-0644

PROPERTY OWNER WHO IS DOING THE PROJECT ON WHICH YOU ARE REQUESTING DISCRETIONARY REVIEW NAME:
Fabien Lannoye

ADDRESS: ZiP CODE: TELEPHONE:
297c Kansas Street 94103 (415 ) 626-8868
 CONTACT FOR DR APPLICATION:

Same as Above W
" ADDRESS: 21P CODE: TELEPHONE:

( )

E-MAIL ADDRESS:
raulet@att.net

2. Location and Classification

STREET ADDRESS OF PROJECT: ' 77 zpcoDE:
3516 Folsom Street 94110
CROSS STREETS:

Chapman Street

ASSESSORS BLOCKAOT: LOT DIMENSIONS:  LOTAREA (SQFT):  ZONING DISTRICT: HEIGHT/BULK DISTRICT:

3. Project Description

Please check all that apply
Change of Use [ ]  Change of Hours []  New Construction M  Alterations []  Demolition [[] ~ Other []

Additions to Building:  Rear [ Front [] Height [} Side Yard [

Open Space
Present or Previous Use:
Singte Family Home
Proposed Use:
2013.12.16.4322 12-17-13

Building Permit Application No. Date Filed:



Application for Discretionary Review

CASE NUMDER:

Foor SEall Lt nirly

[ el e e 2t

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 attachment

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 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 3526 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, | 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. | 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 a six-unit
subdivision with implications for parking, vehicular safety, fire safety, garbage collection, and erosion.



DR Hearing Request for 3526 Folsom Street
Nais Marie Raulet, 75 Gates Street
Page Two

P A

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. | live on a dead-end
street, not nearly as steep as the one proposed for this project. My neighbors and | 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) (1))

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. | 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 turn around and will have to back down the street.



DR Hearing Request for 3526 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 Action

!
i

Have you discussed this project with the permit applicant?

1

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

v @'D 5\

O /0|58

| 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.

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 in to conformity with the guidlines.



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.

¢: The other information or applications may be required.

Signature: Vw’\:) Mosrae  Rag ™ Date ¢ / 7/ / 19

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

O v —

Owner / Authorized Agent (circle ane)
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Apphcatton for Discretionary Review

| chse nuwaer:
| For Staff Use only

APPLICATION FOR
Discretionary Review

1. Owner/Applicant Information

DR APPLICANT ) NAME: |

AL NEW N ﬂ\)

. %; 34 Fosom Streek o Hvass g

'PROPERTY OWNER WHO IS DOING THE PROJECT ON WHICH YOU ARE REQUESTING DISCRETIONARY REVIEW NAME:

fabien Lanneye
;-Zoﬁ’t Kav\sas Streed ‘M\es 4157@24 axe@

' "CONTAGT FOR DR APPLICATION:

_ADDRESS;

" Sameas Above
{“ApoRESS: - T {"ziP copE: TTe(EPHONET

i ( :l

| EMAIL ADDRESS! -

2. Location and Classification

[“STREET ADDRESS OF PROJECT: W g 71 CODERT e ]

336 Fo\SoM S‘heet

(\d eyl o Pea Nand parHie Cornera’< Mpmw\— F@\SQM

| ASSESSORS BLOCK/LOT: { LOT OIMENSIONS: | LOT AREA(SQFT): | ZONING DISTRICT: T HEIGHT/BULK DISTRICT: -

@6 g3 2RI 35455 Q\\Mox/.  2¥-FV
)

3. Project Description
Please check all that apply

Change of Use []  Change of Hours [J New Construction}]  Alterations (]  Demolition [1 ~ Other []

Additions to Building:  Rear [] Front [] Height [] Side Yard []

Presentor Previous Use: ___ \/W l&{— S —

Proposed Use: __ SF D —
Building Permit Application No. 20 l 3 lZ ‘ (4’ L"} ZL DateFiled: . = o __J 2. \ 70 Zo\5




Application for Discretionary Review

CASE NUMBER:
i For Staff Use only '

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.

S  pYThoMED

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:

ST RTTRCHED

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?

<ET WIThoLEN

“«©



4, Actions Prior to a Discretionary Review Request

Prior Action YES NO

Have you discussed this project with the permit applicant? ﬁ O

Did you discuss the project with the Planning Department permit review planner? ﬂ il
B  Didyou pariapate noutside mediaion on iscase? | [] 0

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.

see R/ YTACHED

SAN FRANGISCO PLANNING DEPARTMEINT V 03.07.2012




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: /HM M Date: SC‘S}WL‘,CX'__ 15, dais
Print name, and indicate whetheor authorized agent:

Gail Newmaon

Qwner { Authorized Agent (circle one)

10 SAN FRANCISCO PLANNING DCPARTMENT V.08.07.2012



Application for Discretionary Review

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 (pleasa check correct column) DR AFPLICATICN
. Application, with all blanks completed

7 Addresé Vlé't;e.ls. V(éfiginral), if appliéable
Ad;jress labets (copy of the éEéQe), if applicable
Photocﬂéﬁy ‘of thls ;:(;rﬁplétéd applicatidn
Photographsthat "ilvlu;trrrate your concems
Con;;;f;éﬁf or Deed Restrictions
élﬂ;ckgay.e{blevtc‘) Prl.anning 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,

o Optional Material,

O Two sets of original labels and one copy of addresses of adjacent property owners and owners of property across street.

For Department Use Only
Application received by Planning Department:

By: lSQF.E_‘,.! OM“UW Date: q*(s—' (s
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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

4

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 life 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 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 infrude 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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Lf 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 ifs 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 fo 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 a small-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 fagade
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
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 Streef.

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
confractor 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 meefting), "the driveway at 3574
Folsom Street will have to be raised two (2) feet”.
If this project is approved how will cars be
prevented from bottoming out as they fraverse the
driveway and garage.

* What is the new break-over angle at the 3574
Folsom Street garage?

* How high will the new entrance be o 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
fraverse 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 frue 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 (B) 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 fraffic

5. Where is the full size to scale drawing for the
proposed new street?

The proposed design of the infersection of Folsom and
Chapman Streets appears too narrow to allow fwo
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 fo 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 fo 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.



09/2105 16
DR Request

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 Bivd.

We respectfully request the Commission to restrict the
proposed projects’ square footage in relationship to
existing nearby housing. The ftable 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 a three-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 live in, new construction
condoning a three-car garage house in a city trying to
wean people of f cars is irresponsible and ecologically
immoral.

Please 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
freatments 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 a smaller-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 streef.

* The proposed street, flowing as it does over this 26"
fransmission 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 resultedina
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. Beaq,
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 fo 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 fagade 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 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 fagade 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 meefings
began in December 2013,



development. The Bernal Heights liast Slope is a spedial neighborhood
and the qualities that make il that way are cherished by all those whose
commitmment to secing them preserved has produced these building
guidelines.

The history of the East Slope has been one of benign neglect by the
City of San Frandsco, however, while dint roads and undeveloped
hillsides have given the East Slope #ts rural character, the lack of roads
and services has periodically presen ted real danger to the residents.

Much recent development is not only inconsistent bul often at odds
with the smaller scale existing structures. As a resuli, the 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 all copies of a single
undistinguished design.

In preparing these puidelines we have made a thorough inventory of
present housing stock, vacant lots, apen spaces, public areas, and streets,
Ixith developed and undeveloped.

Predominant architectural components have been examined along
with the relalionship of individual buildings to their lots and their
immediate neighbors. These guidelines are an effort to retain the spirit of
our neighborhood and to establish criteria for new housing design that
will ensure, as much as possible, the continued existence of the Fast
Slope’s unique character.
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minimizing monotony and enhancing the visual appeal of rRew housing.

We have tried very hard to make the guidelines prescriptive rather
than restrictive. The intent is not to induce dull uniformity but rather to
encourage inventive diversity while conforming to the patterns of devel-
opment which have made Bernal Heights as humanly scaled as it is today.

In an interview recorded earlier in 1986, architect Hugh jacobsen, a
four-time winner of the National Honor Award of the American Institute
of Architects is quoted as saying:

“From the beginning, I've Iooked at all architecture a3 a matter of
good manners, being part of the whote street, being part of the fabric of the
dty. Good architecture, rather than beating its chest or shouting at
neighbors, behaves like a well-mannered lady. There is politeness in
every great city— Florence, Rome, and espedally Paris. The streets have
continuity but each building also has its own individuality. The buildings
are at once proud and humane, standing strong in their mutual respect ~

Certainly San Frandsco is considered one of the great cities of the
world. We fervently hope that newcomers to the Fast Slope, as part of z
great dity, will be architecturally polite so that we, the old and the new, can
stand strong In our mutual respect.

-\



SUMMARY OF DESIGN GUIDELINES

H.. 90" CURB CUT/SINGLE CAR GARAGE DOOR:

Garage doors shall be limited to a 100" width. Curb cuts shall be 90"
and placed 50 as to aeate a 160" curb space within the 25'-0" width of
the lot Lo provide one full parking space on Lhe street.  In additdown, the
garage door shall be placed a minimum of 16'0" from the inside edge
of the sidewalk 50 as (0 provide one additional parking space per
residence in the dniveway.

N. LANDSCAPING » FRONT YARD SETBACKS - STREET TREES

% of the Frunt Yard Setback area (not including the driveway up to
the garage) shall have provision for landscaping (i.e. trees, shrubs,
tlower beds, ground cover, vines, etc.).

One Street Tree shall be planted at the time of construction in front of
each lot within the street right-of-way, and dose to the front property
line. Trees shall be 15-gallon size.
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u. ENTRY TREATMENT

Make the entry of the house something special — a celebration —
maore than just a front door. Creale a trans<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>