
 

 

Discretionary Review 
Full Analysis 

HEARING DATE MARCH 17, 2011 
 

Date:  March 10, 2011 
Case No.:  2010.0367DD 
Project Address:  54‐62 Peralta Street 
Permit Application:  2009.1231.4050 / 2009.1231.4052 
Zoning:  RH‐2 (Residential, Two‐Family) District 
  40‐X Height and Bulk District 
Block/Lot:  5512 / 029, 031 
Project Sponsor:  M. Brett Gladstone, Esq. 
  Gladstone & Associates 
  177 Post Street, Penthouse 
  San Francisco, CA 94108 
Staff Contact:  Ben Fu – (415) 558‐6613 
  ben.fu@sfgov.org 
Recommendation:  Do not take DR and approve the project as proposed. 
 
 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
The proposal  is  to construct  two new  three‐story,  two‐family dwellings on  two adjacent down‐sloping 
lots, resulting in a total of four new dwelling units.   The project site is located on the north side of Peralta 
Street,  between Holladay Avenue  and Hampshire  Street,  in  a RH‐2  (Residential, Two‐Family House) 
District  and  a  40‐X  Height  and  Bulk  District,  and  within  the  Bernal  Heights  Special  Use  District 
(BHSUD).  
 
The project  requires a variance  from  the parking  requirement of  the BHSUD  in  the Planning Code,  to 
allow five parking spaces where seven are required.   Planning Code Section 242(e)(4) sets the off‐street 
parking requirements.  The 54‐56 Peralta Avenue building is required to provide three off‐street parking 
spaces, and the 60‐62 Peralta Avenue building is required to provide four off‐street parking spaces. The 
60‐62 Peralta Avenue building will provide no off‐street parking. The 54‐56 Peralta Avenue building will 
provide  five  off‐street  parking  spaces  that will  be  accessible  from  the  adjacent  building.   Two  of  the 
parking spaces will be reserved for the two units in the adjacent 60‐62 Peralta Avenue building.  
 
SITE DESCRIPTION AND PRESENT USE 
The project sites have always been vacant.  54 Peralta Avenue is measured 30 feet wide by 99 feet deep; 
60 Peralta Avenue is measured 30 feet wide by 74 feet deep.  The lots are laterally down‐sloping with a 
five‐foot  grade difference  from  east  to west,  or  an  approximately  17 percent  slope.   The  lots  are  also 
down‐sloping  from  south  to  north  (front  to  rear)  with  over20  feet  in  grade  difference,  or  an 
approximately 28 percent slope.   The subject properties are not related to any  important historic event, 
none of the owners or others associated with the property was historically important.   
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SURROUNDING PROPERTIES AND NEIGHBORHOOD 
The project site is located within an RH‐2 Zoning District.  These districts are devoted to one‐family and 
two‐family houses, with  the  latter commonly consisting of  two  large  flats.   Per Planning Code Section 
206.1, structures in this district are finely scaled and usually do not exceed 25 feet in width or 40 feet in 
height.   Building  styles  are often more varied  than  in  single‐family  areas.   Considerable ground‐level 
open space is available, and it frequently is private for each unit.  
 
The immediate neighborhood contains a mixture of single‐, two‐ and multi‐family dwellings.  Although 
the majority  of  the properties on  the block  are  single‐family dwellings,  including  the DR Requestor’s 
property, approximately eight of the 20 closest properties contain two units or more.   The buildings on 
the same block face are mostly two stories, and the buildings on the opposite block face are mostly three 
stories.     
 
BUILDING PERMIT APPLICATION NOTIFICATION 
 

TYPE 
REQUIRED 

PERIOD 
NOTIFICATION 

DATES 
DR FILE DATE DR HEARING DATE FILING TO HEARING TIME 

311/312 
Notice 

30 days 
October 13, 2010 
– November 12, 

2010 

November 12, 
2010 

March 17, 2011  124 days 

 
HEARING NOTIFICATION 
   

TYPE 
REQUIRED 

PERIOD 
REQUIRED NOTICE DATE ACTUAL NOTICE DATE 

ACTUAL 
PERIOD 

Posted Notice  10 days  March 07, 2011  February 18, 2011  27 days 
Mailed Notice  10 days  March 07, 2011  February 18, 2011  27 days 

 
PUBLIC COMMENT 
 

 SUPPORT OPPOSED NO POSITION 

Adjacent neighbor(s)  0  1  N/A 
Other neighbors on the 
block or directly across 
the street 

N/A  N/A  N/A 

Neighborhood groups  0  1  N/A 
 
DR REQUESTOR 
Bob Besso,  1569 Hampshire Street,  adjacent neighbor  to  the west of  the  subject property at 60 Peralta 
Street.  
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DR REQUESTOR’S CONCERNS AND PROPOSED ALTERNATIVES 
Issue #1: Proposed buildings’ scales are out of character with the neighborhood. 
 
Issue #2: Insufficient design information for significant sidewalk grade change. 
 
Issue #3: Safety and flooding concerns regarding removal of retaining wall for driveway/garage. 
Issue #4: Inadequate and inoperable design for off‐street parking. 
 
Issue #5: Suggested landscaping or setback to soften façade omitted from design. 
 
Issue #6: Lack of cooperation or communications from owner and developer.   
 
The DR Requestor proposes the following changes: 
 Reduce building height, mass and density of the proposed development. 
 Provide off‐street parking for all vehicles in compliance with Planning Code. 
 Cooperation/ Communication with developer and owner.   
 Require a public works public hearing of proposed changes to the public right of way adjacent to 

the property. 
 
Please refer to the attached Discretionary Review Application for additional information. 
 
PROJECT SPONSOR’S RESPONSE 
 Reduce  the width  of  each  building  by  four  feet  to provide  a  side  setback  adjacent  to  the DR 

Requestor’s property. 
 Minimized the amount of excavation by eliminating the car lift and a steep ramp leading up to it, 

and replacing it with a one‐car sliding pallet. 
 Provide a  three‐foot rear setback at  the northeast corner of  the proposed building at 54 Peralta 

Street to allow additional light and air to the adjacent building at 48 Peralta Street.  
 Provide  a  four‐foot  side  setback  on  the west‐facing  side  property  line,  or  adjacent  to  the DR 

Requestor’s  property,  to  allow  additional  separation  from  the  DR  Requestor’s  rear  yard  of 
approximately 19 feet.  

 Enhance sidewalk lighting for better security. 
 Add landscaping at the front and rear. 
 
Please refer to the attached Response to Discretionary Review for additional information.    
 
PROJECT ANALYSIS 
Neighborhood Context and Scale 
The proposed project meets the intent of the zoning district with two‐family dwellings on each vacant lot 
and provides code‐complying rear yard and on‐site open space.  The block is characterized by a mixture 
of two‐ and three‐story buildings containing single‐, two‐, and multi‐family dwellings.  The buildings on 
the  opposite  block  face  are mostly  three  stories.   Although  the  neighborhood  appears  predominately 
single‐family  dwellings,  the  zoning  allows  for  two‐family  dwellings.    The  proposal  at  54  Peralta  is 
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approximately 1.5 feet higher than the adjacent building at 48 Peralta measured from the ridge and 3 feet 
higher measured from the mid‐point of the roof.  Due to the steep lateral down‐slope from east to west, 
the proposed 60 Peralta at 29 feet tall is approximately four feet lower than the proposed building at 54 
Peralta, which is approximately 27 feet in height. 
 
The DR Requestor’s  building  at  1569 Hampshire  (1)  faces  a different  street,  (2)  is  separated  from  the 
proposed project with  its 19‐foot  rear yard, and  (3)  is approximately eight  feet below  the proposed 60 
Peralta due the steep lateral down‐slope from east to west. 
 
The top story of the project is set back from the front façade, which complies with the Residential Design 
Guidelines  (RDG) with  respect  to building scale  in pages 24 – 25 of  the RDG.   Although  the project  is 
taller  than  the adjacent buildings,  it  is reasonable  to allow an exposed upper story which  is setback as 
recommended by the RDG.   The setback also preserves the prevailing street wall height.   The project is 
fully compliant with the Planning Code and the RDG.    
 
Parking 
The project provides a  total of  five off‐street parking spaces  for  the proposed  four units, exceeding  the 
standard residential one‐to‐one requirement.   The project sites are also in close proximity of Muni lines 
8,  9,  27,  and  33.   All  five  spaces  are provided  at  54 Peralta,  accessed by  a  10‐foot wide  curb  cut  and 
driveway, thus minimizing the number of curb cuts on the narrow and steeply sloping street.       
 
Rear Yard 
Within BHSUD,  the minimum  required  rear yard depth  for an RH‐2 District  is 45 percent of  the  total 
depth of the lot on which the building is situated. Rear yards shall be provided at grade level and at each 
succeeding level or story of the building.  Rear yards are provided to enhance the mid‐block open space.  
The project meets the Code requirement by providing the required rear yard.  45 percent of the total lot 
depth at 54 Peralta is approximately 44 feet six inches; a 44‐foot six‐inch rear yard is provided.   
 
45 percent of the total lot depth at 60 Peralta is approximately 33 feet.  The proposed top story is further 
setback on the side by 4 feet and by approximately 16 feet at the rear, in addition to the 7‐foot setback at 
the  front.   The  four‐foot  side  setback  contributes  to  the DR Requestor’s 19‐foot  rear yard, providing a 
total separation of approximately 23 feet between the two buildings.    
 
It should be noted that the DR Requestor’s building at 1569 Hampshire is non‐complying in terms of rear 
yard.   The minimum  required  rear yard  for  the DR Requestor’s property  is approximately 31  feet;  the 
building encroaches into the required rear yard by 12 feet, leaving a rear yard of approximately 19 feet.  
Any adverse impacts to the DR Requestor’s property are exacerbated by the non‐complying nature of the 
structure, not by the project, which is code‐complying.  If the DR Requestor’s property complied with the 
current code standards, it would enjoy a larger rear yard and reasonably less impact.  Finally, provision 
of code complying rear yard respects the mid‐block open space.   
 
Light and Air 
The proposed project is setback approximately 23 feet from the DR Requestor at 1569 Hampshire Street.  
The DR Requestors would be minimally affected by the proposal  in terms of  light and air.   The project 
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proposes a four‐foot side setback to allow further separation between the buildings even though there is 
no established pattern for side setbacks or side spacing between buildings.   
 
View and Privacy 
Discretionary Review shall not be used to alter or disapprove a building permit application based solely 
on  these  issues.    There must  be  an  extraordinary  situation where  a  proposed  project would  have  an 
unusual impact on privacy to neighboring properties in order for the request of a Discretionary Review 
to be considered. 
 
The D.R.  requestors would  still  enjoy  ambient  light,  air,  view,  and  some  privacy  through  all  of  the 
windows.  Given the dense urban environment, it is reasonable to assume that some level of impacts to 
view or privacy would occur.   
 
VARIANCE 
Planning Code Section 242(e)(4) sets the off‐street parking requirements in the BHSUD.  The 54‐56 Peralta 
Avenue building  is  required  to provide  three off‐street parking  spaces,  and  the  60‐62 Peralta Avenue 
building  is  required  to provide  four off‐street parking  spaces. The 60‐62 Peralta Avenue building will 
provide no off‐street parking. The 54‐56 Peralta Ave building will provide five off‐street parking spaces 
that will be accessible from the adjacent building.  Two of the parking spaces will be reserved for the two 
units  in the adjacent 60‐62 Peralta Avenue building. Therefore, the project requires a variance from the 
parking  requirement  of  the  Bernal Heights  Special Use District  in  the  Planning  Code,  to  allow  five 
parking spaces where seven are required. 
 
ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 
The  Department  has  determined  that  the  proposed  project  is  exempt  from  environmental  review, 
pursuant to CEQA Guideline Section 15303. 
 
RESIDENTIAL DESIGN TEAM REVIEW 
The RDT  supports  the 7’‐0”  setback at  the  top  floor due  to  the unique grade  change along  the public 
right‐of‐way.  The setback maintains the existing two‐story scale at the street, and makes the upper floor 
subordinate to the primary façade. (RDG, pg. 24‐25, 28‐29).  
 
The RDT supports the scale and massing of the proposed buildings, as they are consistent with the scale 
and massing of the surrounding buildings, with regard to the height, depth, and fenestration pattern. The 
building is no greater than 30’‐0” above grade, which is compatible with the surrounding context. (RDG, 
pg. 24‐26). 
 
The RDT supports the design of the proposed parking, in that the amount of building frontage dedicated 
to parking access is minimized by its consolidation in one building. (RDG, pg. 34‐37). 
 
Concerns about changes to the public right of way, including drainage, flooding, and safety, are not RDG 
issues. 
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With the proposed changes, the discretionary review requests are considered not to be extraordinary or 
exceptional. 
 
Under  the  Commission’s  pending  DR  Reform  Legislation,  this  project  would  be  referred  to  the 
Commission, as this project involves new construction on a vacant lot.  
 
BASIS FOR RECOMMENDATION 
 The project is within the permitted building envelope.  
 The project complies with  the height  limit,  respects  the  topography and provides  the  required 

rear yard.  
 The  project  respects  the mid‐block  open  space  and  is  consistent with  the  Residential Design 

Guidelines, which requires front setback for exposed upper stories. 
 The project  is generally compatible with  the mass and scale of properties along  the block‐face, 

which contains a mixed pattern of development.   
 The project is an appropriately scaled infill development. 
 All  four units are  considered  family housing by providing  three  three‐bedroom units and one 

two‐bedroom unit.    
 

RECOMMENDATION:  Do not take DR and approve the project as proposed. 

 
 
 
 
 
Attachments: 
Environmental Determination 
Block Book Map  
Sanborn Map 
Aerial Photographs  
Context Photos 
Section 311 Notice 
DR Application 
Sponsor Submittal:  
 Response to DR Application 
 3‐D Rendering 
 Reduced Plans 
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Design Review Checklist 
 
NEIGHBORHOOD CHARACTER (PAGES 7-10) 

QUESTION 
The visual character is: (check one)   
Defined  X 
Mixed   
 
Comments:  The block consists of mostly multi‐family dwellings of various heights and building depths.  
The  block  has  an  established  pattern  of mid‐block  open  space,  although many  properties  have  non‐
complying structures in the rear yard. 
 
SITE DESIGN (PAGES 11 - 21) 

                                                                 QUESTION  YES  NO  N/A 
Topography (page 11)       
Does the building respect the topography of the site and the surrounding area?  X     
Is the building placed on its site so it responds to its position on the block and to 
the placement of surrounding buildings? 

X     

Front Setback (pages 12 ‐ 15)        
Does the front setback provide a pedestrian scale and enhance the street?  X     
In areas with varied  front  setbacks,  is  the building designed  to act as  transition 
between adjacent buildings and to unify the overall streetscape? 

     

Does the building provide landscaping in the front setback?  X     
Side Spacing (page 15)       
Does the building respect the existing pattern of side spacing?      X 
Rear Yard (pages 16 ‐ 17)       
Is the building articulated to minimize impacts on light to adjacent properties?  X     
Is the building articulated to minimize impacts on privacy to adjacent properties?  X     
Views (page 18)       
Does the project protect major public views from public spaces?      X 
Special Building Locations (pages 19 ‐ 21)       
Is greater visual emphasis provided for corner buildings?      X 
Is  the  building  facade  designed  to  enhance  and  complement  adjacent  public 
spaces? 

    X 

Is the building articulated to minimize impacts on light to adjacent cottages?      X 
 
Comments:  The  top  story  is  set back  from  the  front  façade and  the  rear, which  complies with  the 
RDG with respect  to building scale.   The west‐facing side property  lines of  the proposed buildings are 
setback by 4 feet to allow relief to the adjacent side setback, windows and rear yard.  The overall building 
height is limited to less than 30 feet. 
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BUILDING SCALE AND FORM (PAGES 23 - 30) 

QUESTION  YES  NO  N/A 
Building Scale (pages 23  ‐ 27)     

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

X     

Is  the building’s height and depth compatible with  the existing building scale at 
the mid‐block open space? 

X     

Building Form (pages 28 ‐ 30)       
Is the building’s form compatible with that of surrounding buildings?   X     
Is  the  building’s  facade  width  compatible  with  those  found  on  surrounding 
buildings? 

X     

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

X     

Is the building’s roofline compatible with those found on surrounding buildings?  X     
 
Comments:  The subject block and the immediate neighborhood consist of a mixture of single‐, two‐ 
and multi‐unit dwellings.   The proposal at 54 Peralta is approximately 1.5 feet higher than the adjacent 
building at 48 Peralta measured  from  the  ridge and 3  feet higher measured  from  the mid‐point of  the 
roof.   Due  to  the  steep  lateral down‐slope  from  east  to west,  the proposed 60 Peralta at 29  feet  tall  is 
approximately four feet lower than the proposed building at 54 Peralta, which is approximately 27 feet in 
height.    The  top  story  is  setback  from  the  front  and  the  rear,  and minimizes  the  impact  to  adjacent 
buildings.  The project provides the minimum required rear yard of 45 percent, and a maximum building 
height of 30 feet.   
 
ARCHITECTURAL FEATURES (PAGES 31 - 41) 

                                                      QUESTION  YES  NO  N/A 
Building Entrances (pages 31 ‐ 33)       
Does the building entrance enhance the connection between the public realm of 
the street and sidewalk and the private realm of the building? 

X     

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

X     

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

X     

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

X     

Bay Windows (page 34)       
Are the length, height and type of bay windows compatible with those found on 
surrounding buildings? 

    X 

Garages (pages 34 ‐ 37)       
Is the garage structure detailed to create a visually interesting street frontage?  X     
Are the design and placement of the garage entrance and door compatible with 
the building and the surrounding area? 

X     
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Is the width of the garage entrance minimized?  X     
Is the placement of the curb cut coordinated to maximize on‐street parking?  X     
Rooftop Architectural Features (pages 38 ‐ 41)       
Is the stair penthouse designed to minimize its visibility from the street?       X 
Are  the  parapets  compatible with  the  overall  building  proportions  and  other 
building elements?  

    X 

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

    X 

Are the windscreens designed to minimize impacts on the building’s design and 
on light to adjacent buildings? 

    X 

 
Comments:    The architectural features are compatible with the block‐face pattern. The punched and 
framed  entryway  is maintained  to  show  prominence.    The  design  also  respects  the  street  façade  by 
setting back the top story from the front building wall.   
 
BUILDING DETAILS (PAGES 43 - 48) 

QUESTION  YES  NO  N/A 
Architectural Details (pages 43 ‐ 44)       
Are the placement and scale of architectural details compatible with the building 
and the surrounding area? 

X     

Windows (pages 44 ‐ 46)       
Do  the windows contribute to the architectural character of the building and the 
neighborhood? 

X     

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

X     

Are  the  window  features  designed  to  be  compatible  with  the building’s 
architectural character, as well as other buildings in the neighborhood? 

X     

Are the window materials compatible with those found on surrounding buildings, 
especially on facades visible from the street? 

X     

Exterior Materials (pages 47 ‐ 48)       
Are the type, finish and quality of the building’s materials compatible with those 
used in the surrounding area? 

X     

Are the building’s exposed walls covered and finished with quality materials that 
are compatible with the front facade and adjacent buildings? 

X     

Are the building’s materials properly detailed and appropriately applied?  X     
 
Comments:  The  building  details  are  compatible  with  the  block‐face  pattern.    Buildings  in  the 
neighborhood  primarily  consist  of wood  siding  and  stucco  as  exterior  building materials  and wood 
framed windows  and molding.   The proposed building materials,  and  architectural  elements  are  also 
consistent with the neighborhood context.    
 
BF: G:\DOCUMENTS\DR\Neighbor Filed DR\Peralta_54‐62_20100367DV\DR ‐ Full Analysis.doc 

 



Date received: 

W.. SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

Environmental Evaluation Application 

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires public agencies to review the environmental impacts 
of proposed projects. In San Francisco, environmental review under CEQA is administered by the Major 
Environmental Analysis (MEA) division of the Planning Department. The environmental review process begins 
with the submittal of a completed Environmental Evaluation (EE) Application to the Planning Department. Only 
the current EE Application form will be accepted. No appointment is required but staff is available to meet with 
applicants upon request. 

The EE Application will not be processed unless it is completely filled out and the appropriate fees are paid in 
full. Checks should be made payable to the San Francisco Planning Department. See the current Schedule of 
Application Fees and contact the staff person listed below for verification of the appropriate fees. Fees are generally 
non-refundable. Documents in italics are available online at sfgov.org/planning.  

The EE Application is comprised of four parts. Part 1 is a checklist to ensure that the EE Application is complete; 
Part 2 requests basic information about the site and the project; Part 3 is a series of questions to help determine if 
additional information is needed for the EE Application; and Part 4 is a project summary table. 

The complete EE Application should be submitted to the Planning Department staff as follows: For projects 
greater than 10,000 square feet in size and where Part 3 Questions #3, #8, #10, or #11 are answered in the 
affirmative, or for projects that require mitigation measures, please send the application materials to the attention 
of Ms. Fordham or Ms. Pereira. For all other projects, please send the application materials to the attention of Mr. 
Bollinger. 

Brett Bollinger 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 

San Francisco, CA 94103 
(415) 575-9024, brett.bol1inger@sfgov.org  

Chelsea Fordham, or Monica Pereira 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 

San Francisco, CA 94103 
(415) 575-9071, chelsea.fordham @sfgov.org  
(415) 575-9107, monica.pereira@sfgov.org  

Not 
PART 1� EE APPLICATION CHECKLIST 	 Provided 	Applicable 
Two copies of this application with all blanks filled in  

Two sets of project drawings (see "Additional Information" at the end of page 4,)  

Photos of the project site and its immediate vicinity, with viewpoints labeled 

Fee  

Supplemental Information Form for Historical Resource Evaluation and/or Historic 
Resource Evaluation Report, as indicated in Part 3 Questions 1 and 2 o 
Geotechnical Report, as indicated in Part 3 Questions 3a and 3b  
Tree Disclosure Statement, as indicated in Part 3 Question 4  0 
Phase I Environmental Site Assessment, as indicated in Part 3 Question 8 0 
Additional studies (list) 0 
Applicant’s Affidavit. I certify the accuracy of the following declarations: 

a. The undersigned is the owner or authorized agent of the owner(s) of this property. 

b. The information presented is true and correct to the best of my knowledge. 
c. I understand that other applications and information may be required. 

Signed (owner or agent): 	Date: 	3/420 1 1 

(For Staff Use Only) Case No. 20 10. 036  7 	 Address:  

Block/Lot: Si)-J’9 



PART 2- PROJECT INFORMATION 

Narrative project description. Please summarize and describe the purpose of the project. 
The vacant lot at Block/Lot: 5512/29 is located on the west side of Peralta Avenue between Holladay Avenue and 
Hampshire Street. The proposed project would construct a new three story, two-unit residential building on a 
2,970sf vacant lot. 

Unit #1(54 Peralta) will occupy the front portion of second and thir floors of the building and will consist of 2 
bedrooms and 2 1/2 full basths with a total square footage of 1,057sf. Unit #2(56 Peralta) will occupy the rear 
portion of second and third floors and will include 3 bedrooms and 3 full baths with a total square footage of 
1,249sf. There proposed garage will provide four off-street parking spaces with a Klaus parking pallet and will be 
located on the first floor of the building with a square footage of 1,438sf. Two of these parking spaces will be 
assigned to proposed project at Lot 31(60-62 Peralta). 

The adjacent vacant lot at Lot 31(60-62 Peralta) will be developed to accommodate two new residential units. 
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PART 3� ADDITIONAL PROJECT INFORMATION Yes No 

1. Would the project involve a major alteration of a structure constructed 50 or more years ago 0 Z 
or a structure in an historic district? 

If yes, submit a Supplemental Information Form for Historical Resource Evaluation. Instructions 
on how to fill out the form are outlined in the San Francisco Preservation Bulletin No. 16 (see 
pages 28-34 in Appendix B).  

2. Would the project involve demolition of a structure constructed 50 or more years ago or a 0 
structure located in an historic district? 

If yes, a Historic Resource Evaluation Report (HRER)*  will be required. The scope of the 
HRER will be determined in consultation with the Department’s Preservation Coordinator. 

3a. Would the project result in excavation or soil disturbance/modification greater than 10 feet 0 
below grade? 

If yes, how many feet below grade would be excavated? 

What type of foundation would be used (if known)?  

E 0 3b. Is the project site located in an area of potential geotechnical hazard as identified in the San 
Francisco General Plan or on a steep slope or would the project be located on a site with an 
average slope of 20% or more? 

If yes to either Question 3a or 3b, please submit a Geotechnical R eport . * 

4. Would the project involve expansion of an existing building envelope, or new construction, E 0 
or grading, or new curb cuts, or demolition? 

If yes, please submit a Tree Disclosure Statement. 

5. Would the project result in ground disturbance of 5,000 gross square feet or more? 0 
6. Would the project result in any construction over 40 feet in height? 0 Z 

If yes, apply for a Section 295 (Proposition K) Shadow Study. This application is available 
on the Planning Department’s website and should be submitted at the Planning 
Information Center, 1660 Mission Street, First Floor. 

7. Would the project result in a construction of a structure 80 feet or higher? 0 
If yes, an initial review by a wind expert, including a recommendation as to whether a 
wind analysis*  is needed, may be required, as determined by Department staff. 

8. Would the project involve work on a site with an existing or former gas station, auto repair, 0 
dry cleaners, or heavy manufacturing use, or a site with underground storage tanks? 

If yes, please submit a Phase I Environmental Site Assessment (ESA).*  A Phase II ESA (for 
example, soil testing) may be required, as determined by Department staff. 

9. Would the project require any variances, special authorizations, or changes to the Planning Z 0 
Code or Zoning Maps? 

If yes, please describe. 

10. Is the project related to a larger project, series of projects, or program? Z 0 
If yes, please describe. 

11. Is the project in Eastern Neighborhoods or Market & Octavia Community Plan Area? 0 Z 
If yes, and the project would be over 55 feet tall or 10 feet taller than an adjacent building 
built before 1963, please submit an elevation or renderings showing the project with the 
adjacent buildings.  

* Report or study to be prepared by a qualified consultant who is contracted directly by the project sponsor. 

SAN FRANCISCO 
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PART 4� PROJECT SUMMARY TABLE 

If you are not sure of the eventual size of the 

Gross Square Existing Uses Footage (GSF) 

Residential 	 0 

Retail 	 0 

Office 	 0 

Industrial 	 0 

Parking 	 0 

Other (specify use) 
0  

)ject, provide the maximum estimates. 

Net New Existing Uses to be Construction and/or 	Project Totals 
Retained 	 Addition  

o 	 2,306 	 2,306 

0 	 0 	 0 

O 	 0 	 0 

O 	 0 	 0 

0 	 1,438 	 1,438 

0 	I 	0 	I 	0 

Total GSF 	 0 	 0 	 3,744 J 
IIPiI! irS 	U It!i1NI1IJI 

Dwelling units 0 0 2 2 

Hotel rooms 0 0 0 0 

Parking spaces 0 0 5 5 

Loading spaces 0 0 0 0 

Number of 
0 

buildings  
0 1 1 

Height of 
0 

building(s)  
0 26-11’ 26-11’ 

Number of stories 0 0 3 3 

Please describe any additional project features that are not included in this table: 

Additional Information: Project drawings in 11x17 format should include existing and proposed site plans, floor 
plans, elevations, and sections, as well as all applicable dimensions and calculations for existing and proposed 
floor area and height. The plans should clearly show existing and proposed off-street parking and loading spaces; 
driveways and trash loading areas; vehicular and pedestrian access to the site, including access to off-street 
parking and parking configuration; and bus stops and curbside loading zones within 150 feet of the site. A 
transportation study may be required, depending on existing traffic conditions in the project area and the 
potential traffic generation of the proposed project, as determined by the Department’s transportation planners. 
Neighborhood notification may also be required as part of the environmental review processes. 

SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 	 -4- 



Date received: 

SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

Environmental Evaluation Application 

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires public agencies to review the environmental impacts 
of proposed projects. In San Francisco, environmental review under CEQA is administered by the Major 
Environmental Analysis (MEA) division of the Planning Department. The environmental review process begins 
with the submittal of a completed Environmental Evaluation (EE) Application to the Planning Department. Only 
the current EE Application form will be accepted. No appointment is required but staff is available to meet with 
applicants upon request. 

The EE Application will not be processed unless it is completely filled out and the appropriate fees are paid in 
full. Checks should be made payable to the San Francisco Planning Department. See the current Schedule of 
Application Fees and contact the staff person listed below for verification of the appropriate fees. Fees are generally 
non-refundable. Documents in italics are available online at sfgov.org/planning.  

The EE Application is comprised of four parts. Part 1 is a checklist to ensure that the EE Application is complete; 
Part 2 requests basic information about the site and the project; Part 3 is a series of questions to help determine if 
additional information is needed for the EE Application; and Part 4 is a project summary table. 

The complete EE Application should be submitted to the Planning Department staff as follows: For projects 
greater than 10,000 square feet in size and where Part 3 Questions #3, #8, #10, or #11 are answered in the 
affirmative, or for projects that require mitigation measures, please send the application materials to the attention 
of Ms. Fordham or Ms. Pereira. For all other projects, please send the application materials to the attention of Mr. 
Bollinger. 

Brett Bollinger 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 

San Francisco, CA 94103 
(415) 575-9024, brett.bollinger@sfgov.org  

Chelsea Fordhàm, or Monica Pereira 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 

San Francisco, CA 94103 
(415) 575-9071, chelsea.fordham @sfgov.org  
(415) 575-9107, monica.pereira@sfgov.org  

Not 
PART 1� EE APPLICATION CHECKLIST 	 Provided 	Applicable 

Two copies of this application with all blanks filled in  

Two sets of project drawings (see "Additional Information" at the end of page 4,)  

Photos of the project site and its immediate vicinity, with viewpoints labeled 

Fee  

Supplemental Information Form for Historical Resource Evaluation and/or Historic 
Resource Evaluation Report, as indicated in Part 3 Questions 1 and 2 o 
Geotechnical Report, as indicated in Part 3 Questions 3a and 3b  0 
Tree Disclosure Statement, as indicated in Part 3 Question 4  0 
Phase I Environmental Site Assessment, as indicated in Part 3 Question 8 0 
Additional studies (list) 0 
Applicant’s Affidavit. I certify the accuracy of the following declarations: 

a. The undersigned is the owner or authorized agent of the owner(s) of this property. 

b. The information presented is true and correct to the best of my knowledge. 
c. I understand that other applications and information may be required. 

Signed (owner or agent): 	 ..-’J 	 Date:  

(For Staff Use Only) Case No. 2od. Qc. 	 Address:  

Block/Lot:  



PART 2� PROJECT INFORMATION 

Owner/Agent Informfo 	!3JJ 	I41jIJjJ 
Property Owner Tom Aquilina 	 Telephone No. 415-706-4780 

Address 	1856 17th  Avenue 	 Fax. No. 

San Francisco, CA 94122 

Project Contact 	Reza Khoshnevisan 

Company 	SIA Consulting Corp. 

Address 	1256 Howard Street 

San Francisco, CA 94103 

Email 

Telephone No. 4 

Fax No. 415-922-0203 

Email reza@siaconsult.com  

Site Address(es) 
	

60-62 Peralta Avenue 

Nearest Cross Street(s) Holladay Avenue & I 
	

Street 

Block(s)/Lot(s) 
	

5512/031 
	

Zoning District(s) 	RH-2 

Site Square Footage 
	

2220sf 
	

Height/Bulk District 40 

Present or previous site use 	Vacant Lot 

Narrative project description. Please summarize and describe the purpose of the project. 
The vacant lot at Block/Lot: 5512/31 is located on the west side of Peralta Avenue between Holladay Avenue and 
Hampshire Street. The proposed project would construct a new four story, two-unit residential building on a 
2,200sf vacant lot. 

Unit #1(60 Peralta) will occupy the first and second floors of the building and will consist of 3 bedrooms and 3 full 
basths with a total square footage of 1,692sf. Unit #2(62 Peralta) will occupy the third and fourth floors and will 
include 3 bedrooms and 2 full baths with a total square footage of 1,509sf. There are no proposed off-street parking 
spaces included in the proposed scope of work. 

The adjacent vacant lot at Lot 29(54-56 Peralta Avenue) will be developed to accommodate two new residential 
units with four parking spaces, two of these parking spaces will be assigned to the proposed project at Lot 31(60- 
62 Peralta). 	SAN 	 LEPAT94 or CMPLA 
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PART 3� ADDITIONAL PROJECT INFORMATION Yes No 

1. Would the project involve a major alteration of a structure constructed 50 or more years ago 0 
or a structure in an historic district? 

If yes, submit a Supplemental Information Form for Historical Resource Evaluation. Instructions 
on how to fill out the form are outlined in the San Francisco Preservation Bulletin No. 16 (see 
pages 28-34 in Appendix B).  

2. Would the project involve demolition of a structure constructed 50 or more years ago or a 0 
structure located in an historic district? 

If yes, a Historic Resource Evaluation Report (HRER)*  will be required. The scope of the 
FIRER will be determined in consultation with the Department’s Preservation Coordinator. 

3a. Would the project result in excavation or soil disturbance/modification greater than 10 feet 0 
below grade? 

If yes, how many feet below grade would be excavated? 

What type of foundation would be used (if known)?  

0 3b. Is the project site located in an area of potential geotechnical hazard as identified in the San 
Francisco General Plan or on a steep slope or would the project be located on a site with an 
average slope of 20% or more? 

If yes to either Question 3a or 3b, please submit a Geotechnical R eport . * 

4. Would the project involve expansion of an existing building envelope, or new construction, 0 
or grading, or new curb cuts, or demolition? 

If yes, please submit a Tree Disclosure Statement. 

5. Would the project result in ground disturbance of 5,000 gross square feet or more? 0 
6. Would the project result in any construction over 40 feet in height? 0 Z 

If yes, apply for a Section 295 (Proposition K) Shadow Study. This application is available 
on the Planning Department’s website and should be submitted at the Planning 
Information Center, 1660 Mission Street, First Floor. 

7. Would the project result in a construction of a structure 80 feet or higher? 0 
If yes, an initial review by a wind expert, including a recommendation as to whether a 
wind analysis*  is needed, may be required, as determined by Department staff. 

8. Would the project involve work on a site with an existing or former gas station, auto repair, 0 Z 
dry cleaners, or heavy manufacturing use, or a site with underground storage tanks? 

If yes, please submit a Phase I Environmental Site Assessment (ESA).*  A Phase II ESA (for 
example, soil testing) may be required, as determined by Department staff. 

9. Would the project require any variances, special authorizations, or changes to the Planning Z 0 
Code or Zoning Maps? 

If yes, please describe. Parking Variance 

10. Is the project related to a larger project, series of projects, or program? Z 0 
If yes, please describe. The new development of two adjacent vacant lots 

11. Is the project in Eastern Neighborhoods or Market & Octavia Community Plan Area? 0 
If yes, and the project would be over 55 feet tall or 10 feet taller than an adjacent building 
built before 1963, please submit an elevation or renderings showing the project with the 
adjacent buildings.  

* Report or study to be prepared by a qualified consultant who is contracted directly by the project sponsor. 

SAN FRANCISCO 
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PART 4� PROJECT SUMMARY TABLE 
If you are not sure of the eventual size of the 

Gross Square 	Existing Uses Footage (GSF) 

Residential 	 0 

Retail 	 0 

Office 	 0 

Industrial 	 0 

Parking 	 0 

Other (specify use) 
0  

Dject, provide the maximum estimates. 

Net New Existing Uses to be Construction and/or 	Project Totals 
Retained 	 Addition  

o 	 3,201 	 3,201 

0 	 0 	 0 

0 	 0 	 0 

0 	 0 	 0 

0 	 0 	 0 

0 	I 	0 	I 	0 

Total GSF 0 0 3,201 3,201 

I!!I!1 1U11J 9*11 M. 

Dwelling units 0 0 2 2 

Hotel rooms 0 0 0 0 

Parking spaces 0 0 0 0 

Loading spaces 0 0 0 0 

Number of 
0 0 1 1 

buildings  

Height of 
0 0 289" 289" 

building(s)  

Number of stories 0 0 4 4 

Please describe any additional project features that are not included in this table: 

Additional Information: Project drawings in 11x17 format should include existing and proposed site plans, floor 
plans, elevations, and sections, as well as all applicable dimensions and calculations for existing and proposed 
floor area and height. The plans should clearly show existing and proposed off-street parking and loading spaces; 
driveways and trash loading areas; vehicular and pedestrian access to the site, including access to off-street 
parking and parking configuration; and bus stops and curbside loading zones within 150 feet of the site. A 
transportation study may be required, depending on existing traffic conditions in the project area and the 
potential traffic generation of the proposed project, as determined by the Department’s transportation planners. 
Neighborhood notification may also be required as part of the environmental review processes. - - - 

SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 	 -4- 



Parcel Map

Discretionary Review Hearing
Case Number 2010.0367DDV
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Sanborn Map*

Discretionary Review Hearing
Case Number 2010.0367DDV
54‐62 Peralta Avenue

*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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Aerial Photo
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SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 
1650 Mission Street Suite 400 San Francisco, CA 94103 

On December 31, 2009, the Applicant named below filed Building Permit Application No. 2009.12.31.4050 and 
2009.12.31.4052 (New Construction of Two Buildings) with the City and County of San Francisco. 

CONTACT INFORMATION PROJECT SITE 	 tINFORMATION1 

Applicant: Reza Khoshnevisan Project Addresses: 54-56 and 60-62 Peralta Ave 
Address: 1256 Howard Street Cross Streets: Holladay Ave and Hampshire St 
City, State: San Francisco, CA 94103 Assessor’s Block /Lot No.: 5512/029 and 031 
Telephone: (415) 922-0200 Zoning Districts: RH-2 I 40-X 

Under San Francisco Planning Code Section 311, you, as a property owner or resident within 150 feet of this proposed project, 
are being notified of this Building Permit Application. You are not obligated to take any action. For more information 
regarding the proposed work, or to express concerns about the project, please contact the Applicant above or the Planner 
named below as soon as possible. If your concerns are unresolved, you can 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. 

[X] NEW CONSTRUCTION 	or 	(] ALTERATION (1 DEMOLITION 	and/or 

(] VERTICAL EXTENSION 

[] HORIZ. EXTENSION (FRONT) 

CHANGE # OF DWELLING UNITS 

HORIZ. EXTENSION (SIDE) 

(] FACADE ALTERATION(S) 

(] HORIZ. EXTENSION (REAR) 

FRONT SETBACK................................. 
FRONT SETBACK (at Top Floor)............... 
SIDE SETBACK.................................... 
BUILDING DEPTH (Lowest Floor).............. 
REAR YARD........................................... 
HEIGHT OF BUILDING (from front curb)..... 
NUMBER OF STORIES (front)................... 
NUMBER OF STORIES (rear).................... 
NUMBER OF PARKING SPACES............... 
NUMBER OF DWELLING UNITS................ 

54-56 Peralta Ave 
+1- 2 feet 
+1- 7 feet 
+1- 4 feet (southern side) 
+1- 54 feet 6 inches 
+1- 44 feet 7 inches 
+1- 29 feet 

3 plus Crawlspace 
4 (2 provided for 60-62 Peralta Ave) 
2 

J F- T-fl-F-S-4-R I-P-TI -t  

60-62 Peralta Ave 
+1- 2 feet 
+1- 7 feet 
+1- 4 feet (southern side) 
+1-41 feet 
+1- 33 feet 4 inches 
+1- 29 feet 
3 
4 
0 (2 provided at 60-62 Peralta Ave) 
2 

The proposal is to construct two new two-family homes on down-sloping adjacent lots (currently vacant), resulting in a total 
of four new dwelling units. The 52-54 Peralta Ave building will contain four off-street parking spaces, of which two will be 
reserved for the units in the proposed adjacent building at 60-62 Peralta Ave, resulting in one off-street parking space for each 
of the four new units. Providing only four parking spaces for the two buildings requires a variance from Planning Code 
Section 242(e). The parking variance for this project is tentatively scheduled to be heard by the Zoning Administrator on 
September 22, 2010. Separate notice will be issued for the variance hearing. 

PLANNER’S NAME: 	 Corey Teague 

PHONE NUMBER: 	 (415) 575-9081 
	

DATE OF THIS NOTICE: 

EMAIL: 	 corey.teague@sfgov.org 
	

EXPIRATION DATE 



NOTICE OF BUILDING PERMIT APPLICATION 
GENERAL INFORMATION ABOUT PROCEDURES 

Reduced copies of the site plan and elevations (exterior walls), and floor plans (where applicable) of the proposed project, 
including the position of any adjacent buildings, exterior dimensions, and finishes, and a graphic reference scale, have been 
included in this mailing for your information. Please discuss any questions with the project Applicant listed on the reverse. You 
may wish to discuss the plans with your neighbors and neighborhood association or improvement club, as they may already be 
aware of the project. Immediate neighbors to the project, in particular, are likely to be familiar with it. 

Any general questions concerning this application review process may be answered by the Planning Information Center at 1660 

Mission Street, 1st Floor (415/ 558-6377) between 8:00 a.m. - 5:00 p.m. Please phone the Planner listed on the reverse of this sheet 

with questions specific to this project. 

If you determine that the impact on you from this proposed development is significant and you wish to seek to change the proposed 

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

1. Seek a meeting with the project sponsor and the architect to get more information, and to explain the project’s impact on you 

and to seek changes in the plans. 

2. Call the nonprofit organization Community Boards at (415) 920-3820. They are specialists in conflict resolution through 
mediation and can often help resolve substantial disagreement in the permitting process so that no further action is necessary. 

Where you have attempted, through the use of the above steps, or other means, to address potential problems without 
success, call the assigned project planner whose name and phone number are shown at the lower left corner on the reverse 

side of this notice, to review 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 
over the permit application, you must make such request within 30 days of this notice, prior to the Expiration Date shown on the 
reverse side, by completing an application (available at the Planning Department, 1660 Mission Street, 1st Floor, or on-line at 

www.sfgov.org/planning) . You must submit the application to the Planning Information Center during the hours between 8:00 

a.m. and 5:00 p.m., with all required materials, and a check for $300.00, for each Discretionary Review request payable to the 
Planning Department. If the project includes multi 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 approval (or denial) of the permit application by the Planning Department or Planning Commission may be made 
to the Board of Appeals within 15 days after the permit is issued (or denied) by the Superintendent of the Department of Building 
Inspection. Submit an application form 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 their current fees, contact the Board of Appeals at (415) 575-6880. 
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APPLICATION FOR 
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DR APPUCANT’S NAME: 

Mr. Bob Besso 
DR APPLICANT’S ADDRESS: 	 ZIP CODE: 	 TELEPHONE 

	

1569 Hampshire Street, San Francisco, California 94110 	415 550-1985 

3. Lioect Descript i on 

Please check all that apply 

Change of Use Lii Change of Hours LI New Construction 
[} 

Alterations Li Demolition LI Other LI 

Additions to Building: Rear H 	Front LI. 	Height LI 	Side Yard Li 

Present or Previous Use: Vacant - Existing neighborhood art installation. 

Proposed Use: 2 unit residential 

Building Permit Application No. 2009.12.31 .4052 	 Date Filed: 12-31-09 

RECEIVEL 

~~W M~ 
NOV 1 z, 2010 

CITY & COUNTY O S 
DEPT. OF CITY PLANNIFI 

PlC 
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1 Actions, Prior to a D i scretionary Hieviev, ,  Request 

PriorAchon YES NO 

L Have you discussed this project with the permit applicant?  El 

Did you discuss the project with the Planning Department permit review planner? E1 
Did you participate in outside medication on this case? MV 

o. Changes Made to the Pi o1ct 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. 

Please note: We contacted Community Boards, however they replied we are not a 
candidate for mediation since the owner and developer dropped out of communication 
with the Bernal Heights East Slope Design Review Board upon receipt of their letter 
dated June 5, 2010. Kindly see Review Board letter in our Application documentation. 
Thank you. 

SAN FRANCISCO PLANNING DEPARTMENT V 1006 2010 
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There are several exceptional and extraordinary circumstances that justify Discretionary Review 
of this project. These circumstances are as follows: 

� Size and scope of project out of character with the neighborhood 
� Insufficient design information for significant sidewalk grade change 
� Safety and flooding concerns regarding removal of retaining wall for driveway/garage 
� Inadequate and inoperable design for off street parking 
� Suggested landscaping or set back to soften facade omitted from design 
� Lack of cooperation or communications from owner and developer 

Size and Scope of Project out of Character with the Neighborhood 

The Bernal Heights Special Use District under Sec. 242 Letter (e) Number 6 under Design 
states: "Requests for Planning Commission review shall be governed by Subsection 
311(d) of this Code. In addition to applicable guidelines cited by Section 311, the Elsie 
Street Plan and the East Slope Building Guidelines shall be used as guidelines to 
determine neighborhood compatibility of new construction and alterations in the 
respective areas covered by those guidelines." 

As concerned and neighboring residents we have also found that the plan as proposed does not 
follow the BERNAL HEIGHTS SPECIAL USE DISTRICT Sec. 242 (b) under Purposes it states: 

"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." The units as proposed are in reality a four unit apartment complex on two lots with less 
than required parking located in only one of the buildings. 

Another set of specific areas of contention is contained within Section 4 of the East Slope Design 
Review Guidelines that, under the title Building Bulk and Architectural Massing states: 

INTENT 

"Our objectives in the Building Bulk Guidelines are neatly summed up in already existing 
City Planning Policies. To quote from the Urban Design Element of the Master Plan, our 
intent is to: 

1. Minimize the blockage of sun from adjacent downhill properties; 
2. Lower the first level of occupancy to a level enabling ready access to rear yard 

open space; 
3. Deter the possibilities of visually dominant buildings with blank and uninteresting 

exteriors which do not relate well to surrounding development; 
4. Promote harmony in the visual relationships and transitions between new and 

older buildings; and, 
5. Encourage the Construction of buildings which meet the ground and reflect the 

slope of the hill." 

The plan, as submitted by the Developer, fails to meet guideline intent items 1, 3, 4, & 5. 
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As members of the Far Northeast Bernal Heights Neighborhood Block Club, which represents 
affected neighbors, we feel this proposed development will irreparably upset the fabric & 
character of our neighborhood (Please see pages 6A-11A). 

Insufficient Design Information for Significant Sidewalk Grade Change 

The plans show a sidewalk grade increase of nearly 4% from 16.6% to 20% (Please see page 
21A). This slope increase is to create a level entry into the proposed underground parking area. 
This increase in sidewalk slope creates a hardship for many of the older residents in our 
neighborhood and without adequate information or dialog with the Developer and Owner we are 
concerned about the feasibility and safety of this design. 

Safety and Flooding Concerns Regarding Removal of Retaining Wall for Driveway/Garage 

Of special concern is the proposed removal of the curb and retaining wall in front of this 
development, which currently channels rainwater down Peralta Avenue and prevents the flooding 
of residences on Hampshire Street. Peralta Avenue becomes Peralta Creek during a rainstorm. 
The placement and size of the street curbs and retaining walls is to accommodate ground stability 
which requires controlling water runoff (Please see historical photos page 24A). With the retaining 
wall breached at this point, and a ten foot section of it removed, rainwater will flow down the 
sidewalk, causing erosion and safety concerns for the residences downhill. 

Inadequate and Inoperable Design for Off Street Parking 

The Developer is seeking a Parking Variance. The parking plan as proposed doesn’t meet the 
requirements of the Bernal Heights Special Use District under Sec. 242 Letter (e) Number 4 nor 
does it meet the minimum standards of the Planning Code. The square footage as submitted to 
the city requires 7 off street parking spaces. The sub-grade parking garage design shows four 
parking spaces facilitated by the use of an electric parking pallet. The plans shows the pallet 
accommodating four vehicles, shifting them to and from the steep driveway ramp. Upon 
consultation with the manufacturer, we found that the parking pallet shown in the submitted plans 
"Klaus PQ -AC/PQ-DC", will not accommodate vehicles as the plans suggests, due to the wheel 
safety stop, and non-beveled edge, at one end of the pallet (Please see pages 12A &13A). As a 
result, this specific parking pallet, can only accommodate vehicles from one direction, rendering 2 
of the 4 spaces unserviceable by the pallet. Even if the parking pallet was operable for 4 vehicles, 
the parking allocation would not be acceptable to the neighbors nor was it accepted by the East 
Slope Design Review Board in the letter dated June 5, 2010 (Please see pages 4A &5A) that was 
sent to the Developer which stated: The Board feels strongly that variances for new 
construction not be viewed lightly. The off-street parking requirement is an important 
provision for reducing your project’s reliance on neighborhood parking. The Board 
recognizes that off-street parking cannot be provided at 60-62 Peralta and the difficulty in 
providing additional off-street parking within 54-56 Peralta, however, we feel that the 
parking deficit is more a reflection of the size of the buildings and not site access. 

The affected neighbors are completely against granting a parking variance for this project and are 
in agreement with the Design Review Board and its guidelines. 

Suggested Landscaping or set back to Soften Façade Omitted from Design 

Both buildings in this proposed project are set back the minimum amount allowed. This leaves 
little room for the landscaping needed to soften the edges of the building, add texture, and create 
intimacy. We have noted that there are trees placed on the plans for the front of these structures. 
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In actuality, there is insufficient room for such plantings to be installed and retain the required 
space for pedestrian foot traffic, rendering these plantings unacceptable (Please see page 17A). 

Lack of Cooperation or Communications from Developer and Owner 

The Project as submitted is not consistent with the guidelines developed by the Bernal Heights 
East Slope Design Review Board. This volunteer body functioning for more than 20 years is an 
important representative group that works to insure design & new home construction in Bernal 
Heights remains consistent with the character of the area of Bernal Heights under its purview as 
recognized by the Planning Code. 
In a letter dated June 5, 2010 from the East Slope Design Review Board to the Developer of this 
project: SIA Consulting Corporation (Please see page 4A) it stated that: "The Board regrets to 
inform you that we cannot recommend that the Department of City Planning approve this 
project as proposed. The Board also cannot recommend approval of the parking 
variances that are required to construct the project as currently planned. The Board 
believes that the project does not comply with either the letter or the spirit of the Bernal 
Heights East Slope Building Guidelines." 
The East Slope Design Review Board presented this letter dated June 5, 2010 as part of their 
role to facilitate a continuing communication between the Developer and the Owner with the 
affected neighbors. The letter as noted cannot recommend the project to the Planning 
Department. When the Developer and Owner received this letter they chose to end the 
communication process with the affected neighbors and with the Design Review Board itself and 
go straight ahead to submitting for a Building Permit. 

S. 
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This project, as currently proposed, would cause unreasonable and adverse impacts to our 
neighborhood in several ways. These impacts are as follows: 

� Dangerous vehicular entries and exits across the sidewalk and street. 
� Towering buildings blocking light and eliminating privacy 
� Removal of retaining wall and curb causing a water runoff hazard 
� Unrealistic parking plan that will increase demand on street parking 

Dangerous Vehicular Entries and Exits across Existing Sidewalk 

One of the homes most directly affected by this portion of the proposed project is 
48 Peralta, owned since 1969 by Lucy Gomez, who is 85 years old. The greatly increased 
vehicular traffic across the sidewalk (not more than 4 feet from her property line) presents an 
extraordinary public safety hazard, especially to people, like Lucy, who are advanced in years, 
and to children whom are not as aware of hazards. The vehicles making use of the subterranean 
parking spaces, as designed in the plan, will be accessing the driveway from an angle partially 
obscured by the sidewalk retaining wall. Vehicle drivers exiting the garage, backing up a 20 
degree plus ramp (Please see page 14A), will be crossing the sidewalk and entering the street 
essentially blind to existing pedestrian and traffic conditions. Many neighborhood residents use 
this sidewalk to get to public transportation, walk their dogs, and transport their children in 
strollers. The crossing of this sidewalk by drivers backing up a steep ramp with obscured vision is 
a recipe for disaster. Additionally, the blind street access is further complicated by this block’s 
high retaining wall that separates East and West bound traffic. This block of Peralta is used by 



many Upper Bernal Heights neighbors coming down the hill to Cesar Chavez, and they 
notoriously take advantage of the downhill slope and one way traffic to "step on it" as they head 
west on Peralta. 

Towering Buildings Blocking Light and Eliminating Privacy 

Lucy Gomez, at 48 Peralta will also lose all sunlight on the western side of her residence due to 
the exterior facades of the east side of the proposed project. The light from all seven windows Of 
48 Peralta will be blocked by the windowless, unarticulated and towering exterior wall of 54-56 
Peralta (Please see pages 17A & 22A). 

The second group of properties that are directly affected by the negative aspects of this proposed 
project are the homes on the East side of Hampshire Street, adjacent to the western side of the 
lots. The plans as proposed, do not include a adequate stepping down of the rooftops, which is 
inconsistent with the surrounding homes and hillside (Please see pages 25A & 27A). The 
overwhelming western facade of this towering project will obliterate nearly all sunlight and privacy 
for the abutting homes located on Hampshire Street. On it’s western face, this inadequately 
stepped down project towers some 40 to 50 feet over the backyards of 1569, 1563, and 1557 
Hampshire Street. These homes on Hampshire Street will have their daylight diminished to that of 
a narrow canyon, with neighbors peering down into their homes (Please see pages 18A,19A, 
20A). 

Removal of Retaining Wall Causing Water Runoff into Adjacent Properties 

The retaining walls that line this portion of Peralta are there for structural and other reasons, and 
they also keep rain water flowing towards street drains and away from family residences. This 
proposed retaining wall cut (Please see page 26A), and removal of a ten foot section of curb and 
wall on the declining side of Peralta, would dramatically change the path and velocity of surface 
water runoff. Channeling surface water to the sidewalk at the proposed curb cut would create a 
torrent of water on the steep downhill, towards Hampshire Street homes during winter rain 
months. This cut would cause public access and safety concerns as the surface water would not 
find a street drain until the bottom of the hill at Cesar Chavez Street. 

Unrealistic Parking Plan that will Increase "On Street" ParkinQ 

The presented plan for parking vehicles (they are asking for variance from seven) in the 
54-56 Peralta location is unrealistic. Entry into the property will involve several back and forth 
driving maneuvers due to the center street retaining wall (Please see page 23A), to line up with 
the garage opening. This retaining wall already causes reliance on street parking for those 
residents with restricted or no off street parking options. To gain access to either of the proposed 
projects’ two lots, the developer will have to remove a minimum of one existing street parking 
space to accommodate any driveway. Furthermore, because of the unusual and complicated 
parking scheme as submitted by the developer, we believe that few of the proposed off-street 
parking places will be used for parking, but rather for storage or other purposes, further 
increasing the burden on the neighborhood. More significant, if this parking plan is approved and 
is attempted to be used as designed, we are seriously concerned for the neighborhood’s health 
and safety. The planned garage is below street grade, inconsistent with the neighborhood 
buildings, and necessitates a steep driveway for access to and from the building. The plans show 
that all vehicles will back up this steep ramp, blindly crossing the sidewalk and into the street 
before the driver has any reasonable vision of existing pedestrian or vehicle circumstances. We 
see this as a significant safety concern for pedestrians, especially children and the elderly. 
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The alternatives that we suQgest to the project are as follows: 

Neighborhood Context: 

Reduce the height, mass & density of the proposed development, to respect the 
neighborhood context (Please see page 25A), and preserve its character, as well as conform with 
the Bernal Heights East Slope Design Review Board Guidelines as outlined in its letter to the 
developer, dated June 5, 2010. The residents on Peralta, Hampshire and Holladay are against 
upsetting the character of our neighborhood with the construction of what is essentially a giant 
four-unit apartment building in our midst. Given solutions to other problems that we identified with 
this project, we find that the construction of a total of one home on each lot is in keeping with the 
letter and intent of the Special Use District as well as The Board’s Guidelines. 

If any structure is to be built on the property at 60-62 Peralta, which is directly adjacent to lots on 
Hampshire Street, it should be stepped down in conformity with the hill and set back from the 
sidewalk so as not to completely obliterate all light and privacy on the adjoining properties. Our 
homes are single-family residences, some having a small in-law unit at ground level behind their 
front stairs. 

Parking: 

Provide off-street parking for all vehicles in compliance with Guidelines: 

In its letter to the developer dated June 5, 2010: 

"The Boards feels strongly that variances for new construction not be viewed lightly. The 
off-street parking requirement is an important provision for reducing your project’s 
reliance on neighborhood parking. The Board recognizes that off-street parking cannot be 
provided at 60-62 Peralta and the difficulty in providing additional off-street parking within 
54-56 Peralta, however, we feel that the parking deficit is more a reflection of the size of 
the buildings and not site access" 

Grade level parking (no steep driveway) for all vehicles in compliance with Bernal Heights Special 
Use District under Sec. 242 Letter (e) Number 4, in a building with a significant set back from the 
sidewalk, would greatly reduce our public safety concerns. 

Cooperation/Communication with Developer and Owner 

The Far North East Bernal Heights Block Club would welcome a continued dialog with the 
Developer and the Owner to create a realistic design for two single-family dwellings on these two 
adjacent lots. 
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REQUIRE A PUBLIC WORKS PUBLIC HEARING OF PROPOSED CHANGES TO THE 
PUBLIC RIGHT-OF-WAY ADJACENT TO THE PROPERTY 

A Public Works Hearing is mentioned in the Board’s letter to the developer, dated 
June 5, 2010. 

Public right-of-way issues yet to be addressed: 

� Steep Sidewalk: The Bernal Heights Design Review Board suggests the developer 
provide stairs instead of a steeper slope to the sidewalk in front of this development. We 
still have many questions as we feel this would not accommodate either wheelchairs or 
strollers and would still make it more difficult for our many senior residents to transverse 
our neighborhood. 

Retaining Wall and Curb Removal & Flooding: As stated in question #1 we are 
especially concerned about the removal of the curb and retaining wall in front of this 
development’s proposed driveway access. This curb and wall currently channels 
rainwater down Peralta Avenue. Peralta Avenue is banked to the North curbside as it 
starts a steep decent right in front of the planned development (see Historical photos 
attached). With the retaining wall and curb breached, rainwater coming down that entire 
block of Peralta would be channeled by the slope to the sidewalk in front of the 
development and onto the sidewalk toward Hampshire Street, causing health and safety 
concerns to the residences below. 

Sidewalk Right of Way, Building Set-Back and Landscaping: The proposed buildings 
are set back a minimal amount essentially leaving room for only the sidewalk. However, 
the plans as submitted, indicate trees in the sidewalk which would impede the public right 
of way. As stated in The Board’s letter, "Should this type of greenery not be provided 
then we request that the set-backs be increased to allow for front yards on both 
lots." Any structures on these lots should be set-back further from the sidewalk to assure 
public right of way and safety, as well as to accommodate landscaping. 



S-4 -510 %raLk-tL 	
( 

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 applicatipns may be required. 

Signature: 	 Date:  

1kck cak k3 eSS 
Print name, and indicate whether owner, or authorized agent: 

Owner / Authorized Agent (circle one) 

$00 FSCO PLANNING 00PARTEN1 V 100$ 000 	 10 	0 3 	11 
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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 (please check correct column) DR APPLICATION 

Application, with all blanks completed El 

Address labels (original), if applicable 0 

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

Photocopy of this completed application  El 

Photographs that illustrate your concerns 

Convenant or Deed Restrictions 

Check payable to Planning Dept. El 

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

NOTES: 
o Required Material, 

Optional Material. 

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

For Department Use Only 

Application received by Planning Department: 

By: 
	 Date: 

I t,J 
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Paul Phillips 	 Chizuru Fuita 
3 Pcratta 	 5 Peralta 
San Francisco.CA 94110 	 San Francisco,CA 94110 
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lnkjet Labels 
Compatible with Avery 51600 Template 

Lewis Randal 
2 Peralta 
San Francisco,CA 94110 

Carl Passero 
8 Peralta 
San Franeisco,CA 94110 
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Chris Ho & Kirsten Irgens-MoUci 
17 Peraita 
San Francisco,CA 94110 
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Ruth and Edmond Farias 
26 Peralta 
San Francisco,CA 94110 
*3Vl / 

Seth Jacobson 
32 Peralta 
San Francisco,CA 94110 
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Frank and Monica Wallace 
38 Peralta 
San Francisco,CA 94110 

/ 

Max Kirkberg 
44 Peralta 
San Francisco,CA 94110 

Jose Gutierres 
53 Peralta 
San Francisco,CA 94110 
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Thomas Dorte 
14 Peralta 
San FranciscoCA 94110 
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Patrick Leonie 
20 Peralta 
San Francisco,CA 94110 

Philip and Mary Alotis 
27 Peralta 
San Francisco,CA 94110 
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Seth Jacobson 
401 Roland Way #220 
Oakland ,CA 94621 
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Vivian Naiarro 
41 Peralta 
San Francisco,CA 94110 
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Lucy Gomez 
48 Peralta 
San Francisco.CA 94110 

Harry lampiris 
59 Peralta 
San Francisco,CA 94110 
t:;() / 

Natasha Tuck 
15 Peralta 
San FranciscoCA 94110 

/ti 

Clare Wren 
23 Peralta 
San Francisco,CA 94110 
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Philip and Mary Alotis 
29 Peralta 
San Francisco,CA 94110 
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Michael Keeth 
35 Peralta 
San Francisco,CA 94110 
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Vivian Naiarro 
1235 Mc Alister St #112 
San Francisco,CA 94115 
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Rochelle Kimball 
51 Peralta 
San Francisco,CA 94110 

I:t 
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Stephan Tyler 
247 28th Street 
San FranciscoCA 94131 

Ii t; 

Christa Dibiase 	 Amy Darius 
65 Peralta 	 71 Peralta 
San Francisco,CA 94110 	 San Francisco,CA 94110 

Teresa Kennett 	 Jason Porter 
76 Peralta 	 77 Peralta 
San Francisco,CA 94110 	 San Francisco.CA 94110 
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Elizabeth Pittinos 
75 Peralta 
San Francisco,CA 94110 

c5ry30 / 

Suzanne Skull 
78 Peralta 
San Francisco,CA 94110 

’S5t3 / 	ttc 
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Feed Paper 

Saeed Mirfatiah 
30 Peralta 

an Francisco,CA 94110 

David Krakower 
86 Peralta 
San Francisco,CA 94110 
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Frank Camp 
92 Peralta 
San Francisco,CA 94110 

Baily Smith 
1529 Hampshire 
San Francisco,CA 94110 

5iL / 5 

Margo Freistadt 
1540 Hampshire 
San Francisco,CA 94110 
t93 / 

Yukiko Tominaga 
1546 Hampshire 
San Francisco,CA 94110 
t53 /a 

Paul Espanoza 
1555 Hampshire 
San Francisco,CA 94110 
tc1-) / 

Mark Lowe 
1566 Hampshire 
San Francisco,CA 94110 

LV3 / 

Teresa Kennett 
1570 Hampshire 
San Francisco,CA 94110 

2) / 	( 0  

Michael Perry 
82 Peralta 
San Francisco,CA 94110 

Charles Turner 
88 Peralta 
San Francisco,CA 94110 
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Robert Besso 
709 York Street 
San Francisco.CA 94110 

’tJ-- 	/5 

Fred Hampton 
(34 Hampshire 
San Francisco,CA 94110 

s_5 	/t_ 

Rudy Concepcion 
1541 Hampshire 
San Fi-ancisco,CA 94110 

R Hernandez 
1550 Hampshire 
San Francisco,CA 94110 
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Erik Bourget 
1556 Hampshire 
San Francisco,CA 94110 

t55L3 / 3’ 

Mark Lowe 
30 Grandview Ave. 9303 
San Francisco.CA 94114 

3i3 / 

Reza Khoshenvisan 
1256 Howard Street 
San Francisco, CA 94103 

5\2_ /2\-?i\  

Richard and Kathleen Fine 
84 Peralta 
San Francisco,CA 94110 

Douglas Haijsman 
90 Peralta 
San Francisco,CA 94110 

Yuko Murakami 
1528 Hampshire 
San Francisco,CA 94110 

Frank Scrivini 
Hampshire 

San Francisco.CA 94110 

27 

Brad Drain 
1545 Hampshire 
San FranciscoCA 94110 

2- / 

Keith Willson 
1552 Hampshire 
San FranciscoCA 94110 

Norman and Sharon Kaman 
1563 Hampshire 
San Francisco,CA 94110 

5S2- / 

Mike McCabe 
1569 Hampshire 
San Francisco,CA 94110 

3v:L / � c3 
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SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 
1650 Mission Street Suite 400 San Francisco, CA 94103 
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On December 31, 2009, the Applicant named below filed Building Permit Application No. 2009.12.31.4050 and 
2009.12.31.4052 (New Construction of Two Buildings) with the City and County of San Francisco. 

CONTACT INFORMATION PROJECT SITE INFORMATION 

Applicant: Reza Khoshnevisan F Project Addresses: 54-56 and 60-62 Peralta Ave 
F Address: 1256 Howard Street Cross Streets: Holladay Ave and Hampshire St 

City, State: San Francisco, CA 94103 Assessor’s Block /Lot No.: 5512/029 and 031 
Telephone: (415) 922-0200 Zoning Districts: RH-2 I 40-X 

Under San Francisco Planning Code Section 311, you, as a property owner or resident within 150 feet of this proposed project, 
are being notified of this Building Permit Application. You are not obligated to take any action. For more information 
regarding the proposed work, or to express concerns about the project, please contact the Applicant above or the Planner 
named below as soon as possible. If your concerns are unresolved, you can 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. 
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[] DEMOLITION 	and/or 	[X] NEW CONSTRUCTION 	or 	[ ] ALTERATION 

[] VERTICAL EXTENSION 	 [] CHANGE # OF DWELLING UNITS [1 FACADE ALTERATION(S) 

[] HORIZ. EXTENSION (FRONT) 	[1 HORIZ. EXTENSION (SIDE) 	[] HORIZ. EXTENSION (REAR) 

PROJECT FEATURES (FOR EACH BLDG) 	 PROPOSED CONDITIONS 

FRONT SETBACK ................................. 
FRONT SETBACK (at Top Floor)............... 
SIDE SETBACK .................................... 

’BUILDING DEPTH (Lowest Floor) ............ .-. 
REAR YARD........................................... 
HEIGHT OF BUILDING (from front curb) ..... 

F NUMBER OF STORIES (front)................... 
NUMBER OF STORIES (rear).................... 
NUMBER OF PARKING SPACES............... 
NUMBER OF DWELLING UNITS ................ 

54-56 Peralta Ave 
+1- 2 feet 
+1- 7 feet 
+1- 4 feet (southern side) 
+1- 54 feet 6 inches 
+1- 44 feet 7 inches 
+1- 29 feet 
3 
3 plus Crawispace 
4 (2 provided for 60-62 Peralta Ave) 
2 

0-62 Peralta Ave 
+1- 2 feet 
+/- 7 feet 
+1- 4 feet (southern side) 
+/-41 feet 

F +1- 33 feet 4 inches 
+1- 29 feet 

.3 

.4 
0 (2 provided at 60-62 Peralta Ave) 

:2 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

The proposal is to construct two new two-family homes on down-sloping adjacent lots (currently vacant), resulting in a total 
of four new dwelling units. The 52-54 Peralta Ave building will contain four off-street parking spaces, of which two will be 
reserved for the units in the proposed adjacent building at 60-62 Peralta Ave, resulting in one off-street parking space for each 
of the four new units. Providing only four parking spaces for the two buildings requires a variance from Planning Code 
Section 242(e). The parking variance for this project is tentatively scheduled to be heard by the Zoning Administrator on 

September 22, 2010. Separate notice will be issued for the variance hearing. 

PLANNERS NAME. 	 Corey Teague 

PHONE NUMBER. 	 (415) 575-9081 
	

DATE OF THIS NOTICE. 	\C- 	 \0 

EMAIL 	 corey.teague@sfgov.org 
	 EXPIRATION DATE: 	\cy 
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East Slope Design Review Board 
Terry Mime, external secretary 321 Rutledge � San Francisco 94110 	[2858978) 

June 5, 2010 

SIA Consulting Corporation 
1256 Howard Street 
San Francisco, CA 94103 

	
Re: 54 - 62 Peralta Avenue 

Dear Applicant, 

The Bernal Heights East Slope Design Review Board held a neighborhood meeting on 
Monday April 19, 2010 to review your revised plans for a project that proposes to construct 
a two-unit residential building on each of two adjoining lots that are currently vacant. The 
April meeting was a follow-up to comments from the Board that was discussed at our 
previous meetings on July 28 and August 11, 2009. 

The Board regrets to inform you that we cannot recommend that the Department of City 
Planning approve this project as proposed. The Board also cannot recommend approval of 
the parking variances that are required to construct the project as currently planned. The 
Board believes that the project does not comply with either the letter or the spirit of the 
Bernal Heights East Slope Building Guidelines. 

The Board’s primary concern about your project is your request for a variance for three 
parking spaces. The drawings indicate that the total area of 54 - 56 Peralta Avenue will he 
2,342 s.f., which requires three off-street parking spaces pursuant to Section 241 of the 
Planning Code. The drawings also indicate that the total area of 60 - 62 Peralta Avenue will 
be 3,245 s.f., which requires four off-street parking spaces. You have proposed a total of 
four off-street parking spaces, with two of the spaces deeded to 60 - 62 Peralta, where a 
total of seven spaces are required. The Board feels strongly that variances for new 
construction not be viewed lightly. The off-street parking requirement is an important 
provision for reducing your project’s reliance on neighborhood parking. The Board 
recognizes that off-street parking cannot be provided at 60 - 62 Peralta and the difficulty in 
providing additional off-street parking within 54 - 56 Peralta, however, we feel that the 
parking deficit is more a reflection of the size of the buildings and not site access. 

The Board also has concerns about the scale of 60 - 62 Peralta at the street wall. The top 
floor of 60 - 62 Peralta is set back 7’ from the front wall and the building looms over the 
rear yard of the adjacent building to the west on Hampshire Street. With the minimal front 
setback the top floor would be clearly visible from the street thus interrupting the stepping 
of the rooflines at the street wall. To address this situation the Board suggests setting the 
top floor back a minimum of 15’ from the front wall and setting it back 5’ from the west 
side property line. 

You indicated that your project would necessitate changes to the public right-of-way 
adjacent to the property. Your plans indicate that the sidewalk slope would become steeper 
but the full scope of the proposed changes is unclear. We suggest providing a call-out 
detail of the sidewalk changes with an existing and proposed transverse section because it is 
an important element of your project that needs to be accurately understood by all who 
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review your project. The sidewalk at this location is fairy steep and we would prefer that 
stairs be added instead of a steeper slope. Furthermore, we want to know if a Public Works 	r~s) hearing will be required for the changes. 

Both buildings are set back a minimal amount leaving little room for landscaping. The 
Board suggests adding planter/window boxes to the façade where appropriate to make up 
for the lack of landscaping. This type of greenery will help soften the edges of the building, 
add texture, and create intimacy. 

Neighbors in attendance at the meeting expressed similar concerns to those of the Board 
and have drafted a letter describing their concerns (see attached). The Board strongly urges 
you to reconsider these aspects of your project and we welcome another meeting if you are 
interested in resolving these issues. 

The Board wishes to thank you for presenting the plans to the neighborhood. Since the 
Board is not a City agency, it does not have the power to either approve or disapprove the 
permit application. 

Cordially, 

Jeff Saydah, Chair, Bernal ESDRB 
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May 18, 2010 

Dear members of the Bernal Heights East Slope Design Review Board, 

This is a letter from the neighbors most directly affected by the proposed project at 56-60 
Peralta Ave. 

We appreciate the time that the Bernal Heights Design Review Board has taken with this 
proposed development. As you know, this project has caused quite a bit of concern in 
the neighborhood given the scale of the development proposed & the severe, negative 
impact it will cause to many residents living on Peralta, Hampshire, Holladay and other 
adjacent streets. This particular neighborhood & surrounding blocks have a long history 
of single family homes & we find it entirely out of character to be faced with 6 4-unit 
development on such precarious lots with so many negative impacts to the surrounding 
neighbors. 

Our main areas of concern: 

Parking: The design for the 4-car garage is completely unrealistic as much as the 
developer would have us believe otherwise. They are asking for a 3-car variance in an 
area without a lot of options for parking. They will be removing a street parking space 
with the construction of the garage. This is potentially putting 8 or more cars on our 
street & that is just too much given the already overburdened vehicle density 
homeowners are experiencing. Also, we are completely against granting any sort of 
parking variance for any number of vehicles. They need to come up with a realistic plan 
for how they will deal with 7 parking spaces without the use of any kind of parking 
variance. 

Roof Heights: The planset presented at the latest meeting shows building heights that 
are not consistent with the existing slope of the neighboring houses. 

Sidewalk Slope: Several neighbors have expressed concern that the developer is 
proposing to create a steeper sloped sidewalk in order to accommodate an already 
suspicious looking garage design. This is a serious issue as we have many longtime 
aging residents in the neighborhood who walk & this would put them at risk. As well, this 
may be against ADA requirements as regards new construction. 

Backyard & Daylight Plane: Adjacent neighbor’s backyard & daylight plane are being 
completely obscured by the height of the proposed building. 

This is just too much development for such small lots. These lots if built upon should not 
be overbuilt just so the current owner & developer can make large profits at the expense 
of the neighborhood, area homeowners & local building regulations. Why not build a 
total of two houses on the two lots? - that would be more in following with the existing 
houses in the neighborhood. 

We respect your commitment and experience in helping to represent Bernal Residents 
deal with new construction. In this case we see a developer driving the process to build 
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with only profits in mind without regard for the current architecture or residents. Their 
plans & presentations have tried to paper over the fact that they are trying to build too 
much on too small of a space. We are all completely against this proposal as it has 
been presented & would like to see your support in our efforts to block this proposal. 

We are not however completely against building on this space. A lot owner should be 
allowed to build if they follow city ordinances & neighborhood guidelines. Two lots, two 
houses. Any more than that given the constraints of the lots & parking is just unrealistic 
& would burden this neighborhood significantly. 

We would like to have this letter submitted to the city as part of the Bernal Heights East 
Slope Design Review Board materials. Thank you for your attention to this matter. 

Below are the signatures we have collected from neighbors most directly affected by this 
project & who agree with the contents of this letter. 

CC: SF Planning Department 

Signed, 	 Address: 
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10-21-2010 
Far Northeast Bernal Heights Neighborhood Block Club 

Re: Proposed Development at 54-62 Peralta Ave 

Our neighborhood and Block Club met with the developer SIA Consulting Corporation, and the property 
owner, through a series of meetings convened by the Bernal Heights East Slope Design Review Board. 
Following our last meeting with the developer, the Review Board issued letter to the developer, dated 
June, 5, 2010, listing a number of issues that needed to be addressed prior to a recommendation of the 
project to the planning department. Among other things, the Review Board letter states "The Board 
believes that the project does not comply with either the letter or the spirit of the Bernal Heights East 
Slope Building Guidelines". And, after identifying similar neighborhood concerns, "The Board strongly 
urges you to reconsider these aspects of your project and we welcome another meeting if you are 
interested in resolving these issues". 

Unfortunately rather than coming back to the neighborhood Review Board with revised plans for a follow-
up neighborhood meeting, the developer ignored the recommendations of the Board and proceeded to 
file for a parking variance. This variance filling by the developer and owner shows complete disregard of 
the neighborhoods concerns and the Bernal Heights East Slope Design Review Board. 

Far Northeast Bernal Heights Neighborhood Context: 

Neighborhood Consistency: Both the East Slope Design Review Board and our Block Club asked this 
developer to scale back the size of this multi-unit development to bring it in line with the fabric and 
character of our neighborhood. Many of our homes are Victorian in age, single family residences, some 
of which have a small, in-law rental unit at ground level. The Review Board letter describes the top floor of 
60 �62 as looming over the rear yard of the adjacent building to the west on Hampshire Street and 
interrupting the stepping of the rooflines at the street wall. "To address this situation the Board suggests 
setting the top floor back a minimum of 15’ from the front wall and setting it back 5’ from the west side of 
the property line." We’ve all seen & experienced the egregious consequences of large scale 
developments amid a fabric of single-family homes in other parts of our city and we value the architectural 
treasure of our Victorian middle class neighborhoods. 

Transportation: Our neighborhood is on a very steep hillside, making access to what little public 
transportation that is available, difficult at best. We are not served directly by public transportation, and 
our nearest BART station is a half hour walk for a young person in good health. Owning a vehicle in this 
neighborhood is therefore a necessity for most, and parking is already difficult. 

Parking: The developer is requesting a parking variance from the seven spaces required by our 
neighborhood guidelines and has provided only 4 spaces underground in one of the two buildings. 
Parking in 3 of these 4 spaces requires use of a sliding parking pallet. The pallet however will not do the 
job for these 3 spaces as it can be loaded/unloaded from only one direction. In addition, to quote the 
Review’s letter, "The Board feels strongly that variances for new construction not be viewed lightly. The 
off-street parking requirement is an important provision for reducing your project’s reliance on 
neighborhood parking." The Board further states, " ...we feel that the parking deficit is more a reflection of 
the size of the buildings and not site access." In addition the development will remove a minimum of 10’ of 
existing street parking with the addition of their garage driveway. 

Sidewalk Slope/Changes to Public Right-of-Way: Our neighborhood’s sidewalks already have a steep 
grade and this project proposes to create an even steeper slope on Peralta Avenue to build a level 
driveway access to the proposed underground garage. This is a change to the public right-of-way and a 
serious issue of great concern to our many longtime, aging residents in the neighborhood, some living 
here for more than forty years. A steeper sidewalk puts them at risk of injury. The Review Board states in 
their June 5th  letter, "...the full scope of the proposed changes in unclear. We suggest providing a call-out 
detail of the sidewalk changes with an existing and proposed transverse section because it is an 
important element of your project that needs to be understood by all who review the project. The sidewalk 
at this location is very steep and we would prefer that stairs be added instead of a steeper slope. 
Furthermore, we want to know if a Public Works hearing will be required for the changes." Stairs, however 
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Sidewalk Slope/Changes to Public Right-of-Way, (cont.): are not an acceptable solution to the 
neighbors as these prevent public access by wheel chairs, baby strollers, etc.. 

Flooding: There are unresolved drainage issues for downslope neighbors that relate to removing a ten 
foot section of the retaining wall and curb along Peralta Avenue to accommodate the garage driveway of 
this proposed development. When it rains Peralta Avenue becomes Peralta Creek with a downhill torrent 
of rain water roaring down our steep street. The retaining wall on Peralta Avenue, in front of this proposed 
development, holds the water in the street and prevents it from flooding the downhill houses on 
Hampshire Street. It is of great concern that removing a ten foot section of this retaining wall and curb will 
result in flooding our downhill Victorians along the east side of Hampshire. 

Roof Heights & Stepping Rooflines: The development’s design as presented shows proposed building 
heights that are not consistent with the neighborhood, (they are higher than the uphill neighbor’s house), 
with the existing slope & the elevations of the neighboring houses. The development is a monolithic 
structure not respecting the hillside with its stepping rooflines at both the street wall on Peralta Avenue 
and the Victorian houses stepping down Hampshire. 

Daylight Access: The adjacent houses on both Hampshire and Peralta have their access to daylight 
over shadowed by the immensity of this development. The adjacent homes on Hampshire will have all 
morning light completely obliterated by building 60-62, which would loom over them by nearly 20 feet 
above roof peeks and 40 feet above back yards! 

Landscape: The Review Board states, "Both buildings are set back a minimal amount leaving little room 
for landscaping." They recommend landscaping to, "...soften the edges of the buildings, add texture and 
create intimacy." Their suggestion is the addition of planter/window boxes to the facade where 
appropriate to make-up for the lack of landscaping. The developers plans show trees planted in front of 
the development between the sidewalk and the street that are impossible. There is no space between the 
already narrow sidewalk and the street. 

We are not opposed to any construction. 
Our main objection to this multi-family development is its size, and variance to parking requirements. 
More appropriate for the neighborhood context is a single family residences. 

- The developer should be required to respect the neighborhood’s character of single family homes with 
stepped rooflines. The installation of story poles would greatly help in our review of this proposal. 
- The Developer should not be allowed to rely on neighborhood street parking, but provide off street 
parking that meets the Bernal Heights East Slope Design Review Board Guidelines. We believe that the 
proposed parking garage is inadequate, impractical and dangerous to pedestrians, as vehicle access and 
egress will be blind to the garage user. If a motorized pallet is allowed, the developer should be required 
to specify on his plans a pallet that actually performs in the space specified in the plans. 
- The Developer needs to come up with a drainage plan that will address the runoff water that will impact 
the downhill neighbors due to the removal of a section of the retaining wall and curb. A Public Works 
hearing should be a requirement for this development to proceed. 
- The Developer should be required to address a call-out detail of the sidewalk changes as discussed so 
these can be accurately understood. Neither stairs nor a steeper slope are acceptable to the neighbors. 
- The Developer needs to amend their design so that the backyard and daylight access of the existing 
adjacent residences are not completely obscured with a huge building looming over them. 
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Parking Pallet PQ-DC 
(with current supply from rail) 

* 

W 

00 

so 
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finished floor)/ 

Conduit EN 25 (M25) 
with taut wire to control box 
(this is shown on our floor plan) 

Product Data 
 

Parking Pallet 	CONFORMITY 

PQ-DC/PQ-AC 
crosswise shifting 

El 	Parking pallet PQ-DC 
with current supply from rail 

Parking pallet PQ-AC 
with current supply over trailing 
cable 

Dimensions: 
All space requirements are minimum 
finished dimensions. Tolerances for space 
requirements. Dimensions in cm. 

182 366 210 

192 366 220 

* = standard Type 

We generally recommend to use type 

PQ-DC-236 where possible. 

Suitable for: 
Standard passenger car and station wagon. 

Direction of 
parking 

* 

irni 	max. 5.00 m 

Parking Pallet PQ-AC 
(with current supply over trailing cable/optionally via contact wire) 

so 

N/ 	\ 
Current supply 

: 

 
Cable roll conveyor 

Trailing cable 
(optionally via  

Power  ole 

Electronic box 

IL 

max. 1.80 (PQ-210) 

max. 1.90 (PQ-220) 

max. 2.08 (PQ-236) 

J?IT 	max. 2000 kg 

TTI!I max. 500 kg 

Standard passenger cars are vehicles 
without any sports options such as 
spoilers, low-profile tyres etc. 

___________ LP 
	

lull 
Notes 
	 muItiparkftq 

A safety clearance of 30 cm must be maintained between the front or rear bumpers of vehicles 
on parking pallets and any fixed parts of the surroundings or other vehicles in accordance with 
DIN EN 14010. At a max. vehicle length of 500 cm, this means a length dimension of 560 cm 
between the columns. The length dimension of 560 cm can only then be shortened if the max. 
vehicle or parking place length is reduced or Light barriers are used. 

The operating console must be mounted in such a way that the operator can see the entire 
system during operation and the motion sequences can be observed and monitored. 

Klaus MultiparkingGmbH 
Hermann-Krum-Stra5e 2 
D-88319 Aitrach 

Phone +49-7565-508-0 
Fax 	+49-7565.508-88 

E-Mail info@multiparklng.com  
Internet www.multiparking.com  
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560 	500 	30 	97 	130 - Parkingspace and pallet conform to German regulations and DIN EN 14010 	 acc. to local requirements - 
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<530 	<500 	15 	<82 	<115 Light barrier is essential. Parking space does not conform to German regulations. 	 arc, to local requirements 
Note that length of vehicle Is restricted’ 

Dependent upon the structural conditions of the garage, several different options are available for installation of the rails. 

When executing the carriageway, according to the raw bottom floor combined with a cement screed, attention must be paid to the regulation 
that the thickness of the floor materials is determined by the structurally admissible tolerances. The set-up of the rails amounts to 3 cm 
(height of floor screed 4 cm). 

Another variant consists in that recesses in the finished carriageway for the rails are provided by customer. After the rails 
have eventually been laid, the area under the rails, as well as the recesses must be topped up with concrete by the customer. When exact 
evenness of the carriageway has successfully been accomplished, the rails may subsequently also be dowelled onto it. 

Detailed plans for correct recessing of rails are available from the local agency of Klaus. 

Note: Tolerances for the evenness of the carriageway must be strictly complied with in accordance with DIN (= German Industrial Standard) 
No. 18202, chart 3, line 3. 
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I I]Js )iTs1iF1 VI 1YA [4’i’tp1.ik*1LISI1 
Ownc! A plicont l ifü n Oflun 

DR APPLICANTS NAME; 

Mr. Bob Besso 
DR APPLICANT’S ADDRESS: 	 ZIP CODE; 	 TELEPHONE: 

	

1569 Hampshire Street, San Francisco, California 94110 	415 550-1985 

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

Tom Aquilina 
ADDRESS: 	 ZIP CODE: TELEPHONE: 

1856 17th Avenue, San Francisco, CA 	 94122 (415) Unlisted 

- 	 ---.-- 	 .-. 	 . ................ 

CONTACT FOR DR APPLICATION: 

Same as Above [ 
ADDRESS: 	 ZIP CODE: TELEPHONE: 

() 
E-MAIL ADDRESS: 

2. Location and CIassifcatio1 1 

STREET ADDRESS OF PROJECT: 	 ZIP CODE: 

60 - 62 Peralta Avenue, San Francisco, California 	 94110 
CROSS STREETS: 

Holladay Avenue and Hampshire Street 

ASSESSORS BLOCK/LOT: 	 LOT DIMENSIONS: LOT AREA (SO FT): ZONING DISTRICT: 	 HEIGHT/BULK DISTRICT: 

5512/031 1 30’X75’ 	2220 	RH2 	 40X 

2 Project Deccr!ntlol 

Please check all that apply 

Change of Use Lii Change of Hours Lii] New Construction [] Alterations Li Demolition [1 Other Li 

Additions to Building: Rear LI 	Front Lii 	Height LI 	Side Yard Li 

Present or Previous Use: Vacant - Existing neighborhood art installation. 

Proposed Use: 2 unit residential 

Building Permit Application No. 2009.12.31 .4050 	 Date Filed: 12-31-09 

10.03 67 0 
psi ’A  It 	n 

nf~cejveo 
 

NOV 1 .  2010 CITY  
DEPr OF C1 T y pLT  S.F P/C 

AIVIV  OF 
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4 Actions ,  Prior to a Disurptionary Discretionary 	 Reviev Request 

Prior Action YES NO 

Have you discussed this project with the permit applicant?  

Did you discuss the project with the Planning Department permit review planner? f] 
[I] 

[I] 

I] Did you participate in outside medication on this case? 

5 Changes Made to the Project as a Result of Mediat i on 

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. 

Please note: We contacted Community Boards, however they replied we are not a 
candidate for mediation since the owner and developer dropped out of communication 
with the Bernal Heights East Slope Design Review Board upon receipt of their letter 
dated June 5, 2010. Kindly see Review Board letter in our Application documentation. 
Thank you. 

SAN FRANCISCO PLANNING DEPARTMENT V 10062510 	 - 
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There are several exceptional and extraordinary circumstances that justify Discretionary Review 
of this project. These circumstances are as follows: 

� Size and scope of project out of character with the neighborhood 
� Insufficient design information for significant sidewalk grade change 
� Safety and flooding concerns regarding removal of retaining wall for driveway/garage 
� Inadequate and inoperable design for off street parking 
� Suggested landscaping or set back to soften facade omitted from design 
� Lack of cooperation or communications from owner and developer 

Size and Scope of Project out of Character with the Neighborhood 

The Bernal Heights Special Use District under Sec. 242 Letter (e) Number 6 under Design 

states: "Requests for Planning Commission review shall be governed by Subsection 
311(d) of this Code. In addition to applicable guidelines cited by Section 311, the Elsie 
Street Plan and the East Slope Building Guidelines shall be used as guidelines to 
determine neighborhood compatibility of new construction and alterations in the 
respective areas covered by those guidelines." 

As concerned and neighboring residents we have also found that the plan as proposed does not 
follow the BERNAL HEIGHTS SPECIAL USE DISTRICT Sec. 242 (b) under Purposes it states: 

"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." The units as proposed are in reality a four unit apartment complex on two lots with less 
than required parking located in only one of the buildings. 

Another set of specific areas of contention is contained within Section 4 of the East Slope Design 
Review Guidelines that, under the title Building Bulk and Architectural Massing states: 

INTENT 

"Our objectives in the Building Bulk Guidelines are neatly summed up in already existing 
City Planning Policies. To quote from the Urban Design Element of the Master Plan, our 
intent is to: 

1. Minimize the blockage of sun from adjacent downhill properties; 
2. Lower the first level of occupancy to a level enabling ready access to rear yard 

open space; 
3. Deter the possibilities of visually dominant buildings with blank and uninteresting 

exteriors which do not relate well to surrounding development; 
4. Promote harmony in the visual relationships and transitions between new and 

older buildings; and, 
5. Encourage the Construction of buildings which meet the ground and reflect the 

slope of the hill." 

The plan, as submitted by the Developer, fails to meet guideline intent items 1, 3, 4, & 5. 
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As members of the Far Northeast Bernal Heights Neighborhood Block Club, which represents 	- 
affected neighbors, we feel this proposed development will irreparably upset the fabric & 
character of our neighborhood (Please see pages 6A-1 1A). 

Insufficient Design Information for Significant Sidewalk Grade Change 

The plans show a sidewalk grade increase of nearly 4% from 16.6% to 20% (Please see page 
21A). This slope increase is to create a level entry into the proposed underground parking area. 
This increase in sidewalk slope creates a hardship for many of the older residents in our 
neighborhood and without adequate information or dialog with the Developer and Owner we are 
concerned about the feasibility and safety of this design. 

Safety and Flooding Concerns Regarding Removal of Retaining Wall for Driveway/Garage 

Of special concern is the proposed removal of the curb and retaining wall in front of this 
development, which currently channels rainwater down Peralta Avenue and prevents the flooding 
of residences on Hampshire Street. Peralta Avenue becomes Peralta Creek during a rainstorm. 
The placement and size of the street curbs and retaining walls is to accommodate ground stability 
which requires controlling water runoff (Please see historical photos page 24A). With the retaining 
wall breached at this point, and a ten foot section of it removed, rainwater will flow down the 
sidewalk, causing erosion and safety concerns for the residences downhill. 

Inadequate and Inoperable Design for Off Street Parking 

The Developer is seeking a Parking Variance. The parking plan as proposed doesn’t meet the 
requirements of the Bernal Heights Special Use District under Sec. 242 Letter (e) Number 4 nor 
does it meet the minimum standards of the Planning Code. The square footage as submitted to 
the city requires 7 off street parking spaces. The sub-grade parking garage design shows four 
parking spaces facilitated by the use of an electric parking pallet. The plans shows the pallet 
accommodating four vehicles, shifting them to and from the steep driveway ramp. Upon 
consultation with the manufacturer, we found that the parking pallet shown in the submitted plans 
"Klaus PQ -AC/PQ-DC", will not accommodate vehicles as the plans suggests, due to the wheel 
safety stop, and non-beveled edge, at one end of the pallet (Please see pages 12A &13A). As a 
result, this specific parking pallet, can only accommodate vehicles from one direction, rendering 2 
of the 4 spaces unserviceable by the pallet. Even if the parking pallet was operable for 4 vehicles, 
the parking allocation would not be acceptable to the neighbors nor was it accepted by the East 
Slope Design Review Board in the letter dated June 5, 2010 (Please see pages 4A &5A) that was 
sent to the Developer which stated: The Board feels strongly that variances for new 
construction not be viewed lightly. The off-street parking requirement is an important 
provision for reducing your project’s reliance on neighborhood parking. The Board 
recognizes that off-street parking cannot be provided at 60-62 Peralta and the difficulty in 
providing additional off-street parking within 54-56 Peralta, however, we feel that the 
parking deficit is more a reflection of the size of the buildings and not site access. 

The affected neighbors are completely against granting a parking variance for this project and are 
in agreement with the Design Review Board and its guidelines. 

Suggested Landscaping or set back to Soften Façade Omitted from Design 

Both buildings in this proposed project are set back the minimum amount allowed. This leaves 
little room for the landscaping needed to soften the edges of the building, add texture, and create 
intimacy. We have noted that there are trees placed on the plans for the front of these structures. 



- e$Qi-Q 

In actuality, there is insufficient room for such plantings to be installed and retain the required 
space for pedestrian foot traffic, rendering these plantings unacceptable (Please see page 17A). 

Lack of Cooperation or Communications from Developer and Owner 

The Project as submitted is not consistent with the guidelines developed by the Bernal Heights 
East Slope Design Review Board. This volunteer body functioning for more than 20 years is an 
important representative group that works to insure design & new home construction in Bernal 
Heights remains consistent with the character of the area of Bernal Heights under its purview as 
recognized by the Planning Code. 
In a letter dated June 5, 2010 from the East Slope Design Review Board to the Developer of this 
project: SIA Consulting Corporation (Please see page 4A) it stated that: "The Board regrets to 
inform you that we cannot recommend that the Department of City Planning approve this 
project as proposed. The Board also cannot recommend approval of the parking 
variances that are required to construct the project as currently planned. The Board 
believes that the project does not comply with either the letter or the spirit of the Bernal 
Heights East Slope Building Guidelines." 
The East Slope Design Review Board presented this letter dated June 5, 2010 as part of their 
role to facilitate a continuing communication between the Developer and the Owner with the 
affected neighbors. The letter as noted cannot recommend the project to the Planning 
Department. When the Developer and Owner received this letter they chose to end the 
communication process with the affected neighbors and with the Design Review Board itself and 
go straight ahead to submitting for a Building Permit. 

This project, as currently proposed, would cause unreasonable and adverse impacts to our 
neighborhood in several ways. These impacts are as follows: 

� Dangerous vehicular entries and exits across the sidewalk and street. 
� Towering buildings blocking light and eliminating privacy 
� Removal of retaining wall and curb causing a water runoff hazard 
� Unrealistic parking plan that will increase demand on street parking 

Dangerous Vehicular Entries and Exits across Existing Sidewalk 

One of the homes most directly affected by this portion of the proposed project is 
48 Peralta, owned since 1969 by Lucy Gomez, who is 85 years old. The greatly increased 
vehicular traffic across the sidewalk (not more than 4 feet from her property line) presents an 
extraordinary public safety hazard, especially to people, like Lucy, who are advanced in years, 
and to children whom are not as aware of hazards. The vehicles making use of the subterranean 
parking spaces, as designed in the plan, will be accessing the driveway from an angle partially 
obscured by the sidewalk retaining wall. Vehicle drivers exiting the garage, backing up a 20 
degree plus ramp (Please see page 14A), will be crossing the sidewalk and entering the street 
essentially blind to existing pedestrian and traffic conditions. Many neighborhood residents use 
this sidewalk to get to public transportation, walk their dogs, and transport their children in 
strollers. The crossing of this sidewalk by drivers backing up a steep ramp with obscured vision is 
a recipe for disaster. Additionally, the blind street access is further complicated by this block’s 
high retaining wall that separates East and West bound traffic. This block of Peralta is used by 
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many Upper Bernal Heights neighbors coming down the hilt to Cesar Chavez, and they 
notoriously take advantage of the downhill slope and one way traffic to "step on it" as they head 
west on Peralta. 

Towering Buildings Blocking Light and Eliminating Privacy 

Lucy Gomez, at 48 Peralta will also lose all sunlight on the western side of her residence due to 
the exterior facades of the east side of the proposed project. The light from all seven windows of 
48 Peralta will be blocked by the windowless, unarticulated and towering exterior wall of 54-56 
Peralta (Please see pages 17A & 22A). 

The second group of properties that are directly affected by the negative aspects of this proposed 
project are the homes on the East side of Hampshire Street, adjacent to the western side of the 
lots. The plans as proposed, do not include a adequate stepping down of the rooftops, which is 
inconsistent with the surrounding homes and hillside (Please see pages 25A & 27A). The 
overwhelming western facade of this towering project will obliterate nearly all sunlight and privacy 
for the abutting homes located on Hampshire Street. On it’s western face, this inadequately 
stepped down project towers some 40 to 50 feet over the back yards of 1569, 1563, and 1557 
Hampshire Street. These homes on Hampshire Street will have their daylight diminished to that of 
a narrow canyon, with neighbors peering down into their homes (Please see pages 18A,19A, 
20A). 

Removal of Retainina Wall Causina Water Runoff into Adjacent Pronerties 

The retaining walls that line this portion of Peralta are there for structural and other reasons, and 
they also keep rain water flowing towards street drains and away from family residences. This 
proposed retaining wall cut (Please see page 26A), and removal of a ten foot section of curb and 
wall on the declining side of Peralta, would dramatically change the path and velocity of surface 
water runoff. Channeling surface water to the sidewalk at the proposed curb cut would create a 
torrent of water on the steep downhill, towards Hampshire Street homes during winter rain 
months. This cut would cause public access and safety concerns as the surface water would not 
find a street drain until the bottom of the hill at Cesar Chavez Street. 

Unrealistic Parkinci Plan that will Increase "On Street" Parkin 

The presented plan for parking vehicles (they are asking for variance from seven) in the 
54-56 Peralta location is unrealistic. Entry into the property will involve several back and forth 
driving maneuvers due to the center street retaining wall (Please see page 23A), to line up with 
the garage opening. This retaining wall already causes reliance on street parking for those 
residents with restricted or no off street parking options. To gain access to either of the proposed 
projects’ two lots, the developer will have to remove a minimum of one existing street parking 
space to accommodate any driveway. Furthermore, because of the unusual and complicated 
parking scheme as submitted by the developer, we believe that few of the proposed off-street 
parking places will be used for parking, but rather for storage or other purposes, further 
increasing the burden on the neighborhood. More significant, if this parking plan is approved and 
is attempted to be used as designed, we are seriously concerned for the neighborhood’s health 
and safety. The planned garage is below street grade, inconsistent with the neighborhood 
buildings, and necessitates a steep driveway for access to and from the building. The plans show 
that all vehicles will back up this steep ramp, blindly crossing the sidewalk and into the street 
before the driver has any reasonable vision of existing pedestrian or vehicle circumstances. We 
see this as a significant safety concern for pedestrians, especially children and the elderly. 
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The alternatives that we suggest to the project are as follows: 

Neighborhood Context: 

Reduce the height, mass & density of the proposed development, to respect the 
neighborhood context (Please see page 25A), and preserve its character, as well as conform with 
the Bernal Heights East Slope Design Review Board Guidelines as outlined in its letter to the 
developer, dated June 5, 2010. The residents on Peralta, Hampshire and Holladay are against 
upsetting the character of our neighborhood with the construction of what is essentially a giant 
four-unit apartment building in our midst. Given solutions to other problems that we identified with 
this project, we find that the construction of a total of one home on each lot is in keeping with the 
letter and intent of the Special Use District as well as The Board’s Guidelines. 

If any structure is to be built on the property at 60-62 Peralta, which is directly adjacent to lots on 
Hampshire Street, it should be stepped down in conformity with the hill and set back from the 
sidewalk so as not to completely obliterate all light and privacy on the adjoining properties. Our 
homes are single-family residences, some having a small in-law unit at ground level behind their 
front stairs. 

Parking: 

Provide off-street parking for all vehicles in compliance with Guidelines: 

In its letter to the developer dated June 5, 2010: 

"The Boards feels strongly that variances for new construction not be viewed lightly. The 
off-street parking requirement is an important provision for reducing your project’s 
reliance on neighborhood parking. The Board recognizes that off-street parking cannot be 
provided at 60-62 Peralta and the difficulty in providing additional off-street parking within 
54-56 Peralta, however, we feel that the parking deficit is more a reflection of the size of 
the buildings and not site access." 

Grade level parking (no steep driveway) for all vehicles in compliance with Bernal Heights Special 
Use District under Sec. 242 Letter (e) Number 4, in a building with a significant set back from the 
sidewalk, would greatly reduce our public safety concerns. 

Cooperation/Communication with Developer and Owner 

The Far North East Bernal Heights Block Club would welcome a continued dialog with the 
Developer and the Owner to create a realistic design for two single-family dwellings on these two 
adjacent lots. 
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REQUIRE A PUBLIC WORKS PUBLIC HEARING OF PROPOSED CHANGES TO THE 
PUBLIC RIGHT-OF-WAY ADJACENT TO THE PROPERTY 

A Public Works Hearing is mentioned in the Board’s letter to the developer, dated 
June 5, 2010. 

Public right-of-way issues yet to be addressed: 

� Steep Sidewalk: The Bernal Heights Design Review Board suggests the developer 
provide stairs instead of a steeper slope to the sidewalk in front of this development. We 
still have many questions as we feel this would not accommodate either wheelchairs or 
strollers and would still make it more difficult for our many senior residents to transverse 
our neighborhood. 

� Retaining Wall and Curb Removal & Flooding: As stated in question #1 we are 
especially concerned about the removal of the curb and retaining wall in front of this 
development’s proposed driveway access. This curb and wall currently channels 
rainwater down Peralta Avenue. Peralta Avenue is banked to the North curbside as it 
starts a steep decent right in front of the planned development (see Historical photos 
attached). With the retaining wall and curb breached, rainwater coming down that entire 
block of Peralta would be channeled by the slope to the sidewalk in front of the 
development and onto the sidewalk toward Hampshire Street, causing health and safety 
concerns to the residences below. 

� Sidewalk Right of Way, Building Set-Back and Landscaping: The proposed buildings 
are set back a minimal amount essentially leaving room for only the sidewalk. However, 
the plans as submitted, indicate trees in the sidewalk which would impede the public right 
of way. As stated in The Board’s letter, "Should this type of greenery not be provided 
then we request that the set-backs be increased to allow for front yards on both 
lots." Any structures on these lots should be set-back further from the sidewalk to assure 
public right of way and safety, as well as to accommodate landscaping. 

ri 
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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 applica 	may be required. 

Signature: 	 Date:  

PQit 

 

0 ’-a- 
Print name, and indicate whether owner, or aut orized agent: 

Owner / Authorized Agent (circle one) 
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Discretionary Review Application 
Submittal Checklist 

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

REQUIRED MATERIALS (please check Correct column) 	 DR APPLICATION 

Application, with all blanks completed 	 D 
Address labels , if applicable 	 0 
Address labels (copy of the above), if applicable 	 0 
Photocopy of this completed application 	 0 
Photographs that illustrate your concerns 

Convenant or Deed Restrictions 

Check payable to Planning Dept. 	 0 
Letter of authorization for agent 	 0 
Other: Section Plan, Detail drawings (i.e. windows, door entries, trim), 
Specifications (for cleaning, repair, etc.) and/or Product cut sheets for new 
elements (Le. windows, doors) 

NOTES: 

O Required Material. 

Optional Material. 

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

For Department Use Only 

Application received by Planning Department: 

By: 
	 Date: 

Ii 
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Charles Turner 
88 Peralta 
San Francisco.CA 94110 
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Richard and Kathleen Fine 
84 Peralta 
San Francisco,CA 94110 

Douglas Haijsman 
90 Peralta 
San Francisco,CA 94110 

Yuko Murakami 
1528 Hampshire 
San Francisco,CA 94110 
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Robert Besso 
709 York Street 

94110 	 San Francisco,CA 94110 
U:5� /t5 

laily Smith 
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Fred Hampton 
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Frank Scrivini 
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Margo Freistadt 
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?ukiko Tomnaga 
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Paul Espanoza 
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Mark Lowe 
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Teresa Kennett 
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Rudy Concepcion 
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R Hernandez 
1550 Hampshire 
San Francisco,CA 94110 
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Erik Bourget 
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San Francisco,CA 94110 
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Mark Lowe 
30 Grandview Ave. 4303 
San Francisco.CA 94114 

Reza Khoshenvisan 
1256 Howard Street 
San Francisco, CA 94103  

Brad Drain 
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San FranciscoCA 94110 
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1tQ 

Keith Willson 
1 552 Hampshire 
San Francisco,CA 94110 
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Norman and Sharon Karnan 
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Mike McCabe 
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SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 
1650 Mission Street Suite 400 San Francisco, CA 94103 

On December 31, 2009, the Applicant named below filed Building Permit Application No. 2009.12.31.4050 and 

2009.12.31.4052 (New Construction of Two Buildings) with the City and County of San Francisco. 

CONTACT INFORMATION PROJECT SITE INFORMATION 

Applicant: Reza Khoshnevisan Project Addresses: 54-56 and 60-62 Peralta Ave 
Address: 1256 Howard Street Cross Streets: Holladay Ave and Hampshire St 
City, State: San Francisco, CA 94103 Assessor’s Block /Lot No.: 55121029 and 031 
Telephone: (415) 922-0200 Zoning Districts: RH-2 I 40-X 

Under San Francisco Planning Code Section 311, you, as a property owner or resident within 150 feet of this proposed project, 

are being notified of this Building Permit Application. You are not obligated to take any action. For more information 

regarding the proposed work, or to express concerns about the project, please contact the Applicant above or the Planner 
named below as soon as possible. If your concerns are unresolved, you can 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. 

PR OJECT -l’fI 1 

( ] DEMOLITION 	and/or 	[X] NEW CONSTRUCTION 	or 	[] ALTERATION 

[]VERTICAL EXTENSION 	 [] CHANGE # OF DWELLING UNITS [1 FACADE ALTERATION(S) 

H HORIZ. EXTENSION (FRONT) 	[] HORIZ. EXTENSION (SIDE) 	[1 HORIZ. EXTENSION (REAR) 

PROJ_ECT FEATURES  (FOR  EACH  BLDG) 	 PR O P OSED  CO N D I T I O N S  

FRONT SETBACK................................. 
FRONT SETBACK (at Top Floor)............... 
SIDE SETBACK.................................... 
BUILDING DEPTH (Lowest Floor).............. 
REAR YARD........................................... 
HEIGHT OF BUILDING (from front curb)..... 
NUMBER OF STORIES (front)................... 
NUMBER OF STORIES (rear).................... 
NUMBER OF PARKING SPACES............... 
NUMBER OF DWELLING UNITS................ 

54-56 Peralta Ave 
+1- 2 feet 
+1- 7 feet 
+1- 4 feet (southern side) 
+1- 54 feet 6 inches 
+1- 44 feet 7 inches 

� +1- 29 feet 
3 
3 plus Crawlspace 
4 (2 provided for 60-62 Peralta Ave) 
2 

0-62 Peralta Ave 
+1- 2 feet 
+1- 7 feet 
+1- 4 feet (southern side) 
+1- 41 feet 
+1- 33 feet 4 inches 
~1- 29 feet 

0 (2 provided at 60-62 Peralta Ave) 
2 

P RO J ECT  

The proposal is to construct two new two-family homes on down-sloping adjacent lots (currently vacant), resulting in a total 
of four new dwelling units. The 52-54 Peralta Ave building will contain four off-street parking spaces, of which two will be 
reserved for the units in the proposed adjacent building at 60-62 Peralta Ave, resulting in one off-street parking space for each 
of the four new units. Providing only four parking spaces for the two buildings requires a variance from Planning Code 

Section 242(e). The parking variance for this project is tentatively scheduled to be heard by the Zoning Administrator on 

September 22, 2010. Separate notice will be issued for the variance hearing. 

PLANNERS NAME. Corey Teague 

PHONE NUMBER (415) 575-9081 

EMAIL corey.teague@sfgov.org  

DATE OF THIS NOTICE 
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EXPIRATION DATE: 	
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East Slope Design Review Board 
Terry Mime, external secretary � 321 Rutledge � San Francisco 94110 	[2858978) 

June 5, 2010 

SIA Consulting Corporation 
1256 Howard Street 
San Francisco, CA 94103 

	
Re: 54-62 Peralta Avenue 

Dear Applicant, 

The Bernal Heights East Slope Design Review Board held a neighborhood meeting on 
Monday April 19, 2010 to review your revised plans for a project that proposes to construct 
a two-unit residential building on each of two adjoining lots that are currently vacant. The 
April meeting was a follow-up to comments from the Board that was discussed at our 
previous meetings on July 28 and August 11, 2009. 

The Board regrets to inform you that we cannot recommend that the Department of City 
Planning approve this project as proposed. The Board also cannot recommend approval of 
the parking variances that are required to construct the project as currently planned. The 
Board believes that the project does not comply with either the letter or the spirit of the 
Bernal Heights East Slope Building Guidelines. 

The Board’s primary concern about your project is your request for a variance for three 
parking spaces. The drawings indicate that the total area of 54 - 56 Peralta Avenue will be 
2,342 s.f., which requires three off-street parking spaces pursuant to Section 241 of the 
Planning Code. The drawings also indicate that the total area of 60 - 62 Peralta Avenue will 
be 3,245 s.f., which requires four off-street parking spaces. You have proposed a total of 
four off-street parking spaces, with two of the spaces deeded to 60 - 62 Peralta, where a 
total of seven spaces are required. The Board feels strongly that variances for new 
construction not be viewed lightly. The off-street parking requirement is an important 
provision for reducing your project’s reliance on neighborhood parking. The Board 
recognizes that off-street parking cannot be provided at 60 - 62 Peralta and the difficulty in 
providing additional off-street parking within 54 - 56 Peralta, however, we feel that the 
parking deficit is more a reflection of the size of the buildings and not site access. 

The Board also has concerns about the scale of 60 - 62 Peralta at the street wall. The top 
floor of 60 �62 Peralta is set back 7’ from the front wall and the building looms over the 
rear yard of the adjacent building to the west on Hampshire Street. With the minimal front 
setback the top floor would be clearly visible from the street thus interrupting the stepping 
of the rooflines at the street wall. To address this situation the Board suggests setting the 
top floor back a minimum of 15’ from the front wall and setting it back 5’ from the west 
side property line. 

You indicated that your project would necessitate changes to the public right-of-way 
adjacent to the property. Your plans indicate that the sidewalk slope would become steeper 
but the full scope of the proposed changes is unclear. We suggest providing a call-out 
detail of the sidewalk changes with an existing and proposed transverse section because it is 
an important element of your project that needs to be accurately understood by all who 
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review your project. The sidewalk at this location is fairy steep and we would prefer that 
stairs be added instead of a steeper slope. Furthermore, we want to know if a Public Works 
hearing will be required for the changes. 

Both buildings are set back a minimal amount leaving little room for landscaping. The 
Board suggests adding planter/window boxes to the façade where appropriate to make up 
for the lack of landscaping. This type of greenery will help soften the edges of the building, 
add texture, and create intimacy. 

Neighbors in attendance at the meeting expressed similar concerns to those of the Board 
and have drafted a letter describing their concerns (see attached). The Board strongly urges 
you to reconsider these aspects of your project and we welcome another meeting if you are 
interested in resolving these issues. 

The Board wishes to thank you for presenting the plans to the neighborhood. Since the 
Board is not a City agency. it does not have the power to either approve or disapprove the 
permit application. 

Cordially, 

Jeff Saydah, Chair, Bernal ESDRB 



May 18, 2010 

Dear members of the Bernal Heights East Slope Design Review Board, 

This is a letter from the neighbors most directly affected by the proposed project at 56-60 
Peralta Ave. 

We appreciate the time that the Bernal Heights Design Review Board has taken with this 
proposed development. As you know, this project has caused quite a bit of concern in 
the neighborhood given the scale of the development proposed & the severe, negative 
impact it will cause to many residents living on Peralta, Hampshire, Holladay and other 
adjacent streets. This particular neighborhood & surrounding blocks have a long history 
of single family homes & we find it entirely out of character to be faced with a 4-unit 
development on such precarious lots with so many negative impacts to the surrounding 
neighbors. 

Our main areas of concern: 

Parking: The design for the 4-car garage is completely unrealistic as much as the 
developer would have us believe otherwise. They are asking for a 3-car variance in an 
area without a lot of options for parking. They will be removing a street parking space 
with the construction of the garage. This is potentially putting 8 or more cars on our 
street & that is just too much given the already overburdened vehicle density 
homeowners are experiencing. Also, we are completely against granting any sort of 
parking variance for any number of vehicles. They need to come up with a realistic plan 
for how they will deal with 7 parking spaces without the use of any kind of parking 
variance. 

Roof Heights: The planset presented at the latest meeting shows building heights that 
are not consistent with the existing slope of the neighboring houses. 

Sidewalk Slope: Several neighbors have expressed concern that the developer is 
proposing to create a steeper sloped sidewalk in order to accommodate an already 
suspicious looking garage design. This is a serious issue as we have many longtime 
aging residents in the neighborhood who walk & this would put them at risk. As well, this 
may be against ADA requirements as regards new construction. 

Backyard & Daylight Plane: Adjacent neighbors backyard & daylight plane are being 
completely obscured by the height of the proposed building. 

This is just too much development for such small lots. These lots if built upon should not 
be overbuilt just so the current owner & developer can make large profits at the expense 
of the neighborhood, area homeowners & local building regulations. Why not build a 
total of two houses on the two lots? - that would be more in following with the existing 
houses in the neighborhood. 

We respect your commitment and experience in helping to represent Bemal Residents 
deal with new construction. in this case we see a developer driving the process to build 
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with only profits in mind without regard for the current architecture or residents. Their 
plans & presentations have tried to paper over the fact that they are trying to build too 
much on too small of a space. We are all completely against this proposal as it has 
been presented & would like to see your support in our efforts to block this proposal. 

We are not however completely against building on this space. A lot owner should be 
allowed to build if they follow city ordinances & neighborhood guidelines. Two lots, two 
houses. Any more than that given the constraints of the lots & parking is just unrealistic 
& would burden this neighborhood significantly. 

We would like to have this letter submitted to the city as part of the Bernal Heights East 
Slope Design Review Board materials. Thank you for your attention to this matter. 

Below are the signatures we have collected from neighbors most directly affected by this 
project & who agree with the contents of this letter. 

CC: SF Planning Department 

Signed, 	 Address: 
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(1) 
10-21-2010 
Far Northeast Bernal Heights Neighborhood Block Club 

Re: Proposed Development at 54-62 Peralta Ave 

Our neighborhood and Block Club met with the developer SIA Consulting Corporation, and the property 
owner, through a series of meetings convened by the Bernal Heights East Slope Design Review Board. 
Following our last meeting with the developer, the Review Board issued letter to the developer, dated 
June, 5, 2010, listing a number of issues that needed to be addressed prior to a recommendation of the 
project to the planning department. Among other things, the Review Board letter states "The Board 
believes that the project does not comply with either the letter or the spirit of the Bernal Heights East 
Slope Building Guidelines". And, after identifying similar neighborhood concerns, "The Board strongly 
urges you to reconsider these aspects of your project and we welcome another meeting if you are 
interested in resolving these issues". 

Unfortunately rather than coming back to the neighborhood Review Board with revised plans for a follow-
up neighborhood meeting, the developer ignored the recommendations of the Board and proceeded to 
file for a parking variance. This variance filling by the developer and owner shows complete disregard of 
the neighborhoods concerns and the Bernal Heights East Slope Design Review Board. 

Far Northeast Bernal Heights Neighborhood Context: 

Neighborhood Consistency: Both the East Slope Design Review Board and our Block Club asked this 
developer to scale back the size of this multi-unit development to bring it in line with the fabric and 
character of our neighborhood. Many of our homes are Victorian in age, single family residences, some 
of which have a small, in-law rental unit at ground level. The Review Board letter describes the top floor of 
60 - 62 as looming over the rear yard of the adjacent building to the west on Hampshire Street and 
interrupting the stepping of the rooflines at the street wall. "To address this situation the Board suggests 
setting the top floor back a minimum of 15’ from the front wall and setting it back 5’ from the west side of 
the property line." We’ve all seen & experienced the egregious consequences of large scale 
developments amid a fabric of single-family homes in other parts of our city and we value the architectural 
treasure of our Victorian middle class neighborhoods. 

Transportation: Our neighborhood is on a very steep hillside, making access to what little public 
transportation that is available, difficult at best. We are not served directly by public transportation, and 
our nearest BART station is a half hour walk for a young person in good health. Owning a vehicle in this 
neighborhood is therefore a necessity for most, and parking is already difficult. 

Parking: The developer is requesting a parking variance from the seven spaces required by our 
neighborhood guidelines and has provided only 4 spaces underground in one of the two buildings. 
Parking in 3 of these 4 spaces requires use of a sliding parking pallet. The pallet however will not do the 
job for these 3 spaces as it can be loaded/unloaded from only one direction. In addition, to quote the 
Review’s letter, "The Board feels strongly that variances for new construction not be viewed lightly. The 
off-street parking requirement is an important provision for reducing your project’s reliance on 
neighborhood parking." The Board further states, "...we feel that the parking deficit is more a reflection of 
the size of the buildings and not site access." In addition the development will remove a minimum of 10’ of 
existing street parking with the addition of their garage driveway. 

Sidewalk Slope/Changes to Public Right-of-Way: Our neighborhood’s sidewalks already have a steep 
grade and this project proposes to create an even steeper slope on Peralta Avenue to build a level 
driveway access to the proposed underground garage. This is a change to the public right-of-way and a 
serious issue of great concern to our many longtime, aging residents in the neighborhood, some living 
here for more than forty years. A steeper sidewalk puts them at risk of injury. The Review Board states in 
their June 5th  letter, " ...the full scope of the proposed changes in unclear. We suggest providing a call-out 
detail of the sidewalk changes with an existing and proposed transverse section because it is an 
important element of your project that needs to be understood by all who review the project. The sidewalk 
at this location is very steep and we would prefer that stairs be added instead of a steeper slope. 
Furthermore, we want to know if a Public Works hearing will be required for the changes." Stairs, however 
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Sidewalk Slope/Changes to Public Right-of-Way, (cont.): are not an acceptable solution to the 
neighbors as these prevent public access by wheel chairs, baby strollers, etc.. 

Flooding: There are unresolved drainage issues for downslope neighbors that relate to removing a ten 
foot section of the retaining wall and curb along Peralta Avenue to accommodate the garage driveway of 
this proposed development. When it rains Peralta Avenue becomes Peralta Creek with a downhill torrent 
of rain water roaring down our steep street. The retaining wall on Peralta Avenue, in front of this proposed 
development, holds the water in the street and prevents it from flooding the downhill houses on 
Hampshire Street. It is of great concern that removing a ten foot section of this retaining wall and curb will 
result in flooding our downhill Victorians along the east side of Hampshire. 

Roof Heights & Stepping Rooflines: The development’s design as presented shows proposed building 
heights that are not consistent with the neighborhood, (they are higher than the uphill neighbor’s house), 
with the existing slope & the elevations of the neighboring houses. The development is a monolithic 
structure not respecting the hillside with its stepping rooflines at both the street wall on Peralta Avenue 
and the Victorian houses stepping down Hampshire. 

Daylight Access: The adjacent houses on both Hampshire and Peralta have their access to daylight 
over shadowed by the immensity of this development. The adjacent homes on Hampshire will have all 
morning light completely obliterated by building 60-62, which would loom over them by nearly 20 feet 
above roof peeks and 40 feet above back yards! 

Landscape: The Review Board states, "Both buildings are set back a minimal amount leaving little room 
for landscaping." They recommend landscaping to, "...soften the edges of the buildings, add texture and 
create intimacy." Their suggestion is the addition of planter/window boxes to the facade where 
appropriate to make-up for the lack of landscaping. The developer’s plans show trees planted in front of 
the development between the sidewalk and the street that are impossible. There is no space between the 
already narrow sidewalk and the street. 

We are not opposed to any construction. 
Our main objection to this multi-family development is its size, and variance to parking requirements. 
More appropriate for the neighborhood context is a single family residences. 

- The developer should be required to respect the neighborhood’s character of single family homes with 
stepped rooflines. The installation of story poles would greatly help in our review of this proposal. 
- The Developer should not be allowed to rely on neighborhood street parking, but provide off street 
parking that meets the Bernal Heights East Slope Design Review Board Guidelines. We believe that the 
proposed parking garage is inadequate, impractical and dangerous to pedestrians, as vehicle access and 
egress will be blind to the garage user. If a motorized pallet is allowed, the developer should be required 
to specify on his plans a pallet that actually performs in the space specified in the plans. 
- The Developer needs to come up with a drainage plan that will address the runoff water that will impact 
the downhill neighbors due to the removal of a section of the retaining wall and curb. A Public Works 
hearing should be a requirement for this development to proceed. 
- The Developer should be required to address a call-out detail of the sidewalk changes as discussed so 
these can be accurately understood. Neither stairs nor a steeper slope are acceptable to the neighbors. 
- The Developer needs to amend their design so that the backyard and daylight access of the existing 
adjacent residences are not completely obscured with a huge building looming over them. 
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Product Data 	( E 
Parking PalLet 	CONFORMITY 

PQ-DC/PQ-AC 
crosswise shifting 

LI 	Parking pallet PQ-DC 
with current supply from rail 

Parking pallet PQ-AC 
with current supply over trailing 
cable 

Dimensions: 
All space requirements are minimum 
finished dimensions. Tolerances for space 
requirements. Dimensions in cm. 

* = Standard Type 

We generally recommend to use type 

PQ-Dc-236 where possible. 

Direction of 
parking 

LI 

182 366 210 

192 366 220 

top edge of 
finished floor) 

Conduit EN 25 (M25) 
with taut wire to control box 
(this is shown on our floor plan) 

Parking Pallet PQ-AC 
(with current supply over trailing cable/optionally via contact wire) 

LP ____________ 

Notes 
A safety clearance of 30 cm must be maintained between the front or rear bumpers of vehicles 
on parking pallets and any fixed parts of the surroundings or other vehicles in accordance with 
DIN EN 14010. At a max. vehicle length of 500 cm, this means a length dimension of 560 cm 
between the columns. The length dimension of 560 cm can only then be shortened if the max. 
vehicle or parking place length is reduced or light barriers are used. 

The operating console must be mounted in such a way that the operator can see the entire 
system during operation and the motion sequences can be observed and monitored. 

Suitable for: 
Standard passenger car and station wagon. 

max. 5.00m 

max. 1.80 (PQ-210) 

max. 1.90 (PQ-220) 

max. 2.08 (PQ-236) 

max. 2000 kg 

TI!I max. 500 kg 

Standard passenger cars are vehicles 
without any sports options such as 
spoilers, low-profile tyres etc. 

1uttwJ 
mu It, parkna 
Klaus Mu(tiparkingGmbH 
Hermann-Krum-Stral5e 2 
D-88319 Aitrach 

Phone +49-7565-508-0 
Fax 	+49-7565-508-88 

E-Mail info@multiparking.com  
Internet www.multlparking.com  
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Parking Pallet PQ-DC/PQ-AC I Code number 584.03.550-0041 Version 01.2010 	 b - 	L P51 CUL–0 	 _Pa.o-5. 

A 	Vehicle 	C 	D 	E 	Please note the following on parking space 	 DH 

560 	500 	30 	97 	130 Parking space and pallet conform to German regulations and DIN EN 14010 	 acc. to local requirements 

530 	500 	15 	82 	115 	Where the unit is equipped with ligth barriers, parking space and pallet also conform to the avove 	acc.to  local requirements 

<530 	<500 	15 	<82 	<115 	Light barrier is essential. Parking space does not conform to German regulations. 	 acc.to  local requirements 
Note that length of vehicle is restricted! 

Dependent upon the structural conditions of the garage, several different options are available for installation of the rails. 

When executing the carriageway, according to the raw bottom floor combined with a cement screed, attention must be paid to the regulation 
that the thickness of the floor materials is determined by the structurally admissible tolerances. The set-up of the rails amounts to 3 c 
(height of floor screed 4cm). 

Another variant consists in that recesses in the finished carriageway for the rails are provided by customer. After the rails 
have eventually been laid, the area under the rails, as well as the recesses must be topped up with concrete by the customer. When exact 
evenness of the carriageway has successfully been accomplished, the rails may subsequently also be dowelled onto it. 

Detailed plans for correct recessing of rails are available from the local agency of Klaus. 

Note: Tolerances for the evenness of the carriageway must be strictly complied with in accordance with DIN (= German Industrial Standard) 
No. 18202, chart 3, line 3. 
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Terry Milne, external secretary . 321 Rulledge . San Francisco 94110 . [285'8978J

February I8, 20LL

Ben Fu, Planner
Dept. of City planning
1650 ffission Street
San Francisco, Catif. 94103

Re: 2010.03567Dv
54/56 treralta Ave
62164 Peralta Aw.e
Blockllcit: 5512-29+3L

Dear City Pianner:

The East -{lona l)oqirrn Re.-'iew Board heLd a neighborhood rneetingin reniuary ;-;;;i";TriJ'r".'ised plaas for rhis projecr ro
construct a two-unit residential- building on each of two adjoininglots that are currently vacant. This meeting was a follow up to
comlBent,s from the Board that were discussed at previous meetings injtiiy arid August 2009 ancl April z}rc

Tc rej-nforce oulr previous letterf the Board cannot reeommendthat the DeparLment of fity planning approve Lhis projeet asproposed. The Board alsa cannot support the parkiag variances thatare part_of the project. The Board believes that, the design doesnot comply with the East Slope Building Guidelines.
fhe Review Board's primary concern is the request for a

variance for three parking spaces. The size anc bulk of the plans
require se?ea parki-ng spaees aceording Lo sect,i.on 242 of the
Planning code, The plans provide only four spaces, $queesed into
one of the buildings. The intent of Section 242 is to lir&it thebulk and mass of n6w construction, particularly on steeply sloping
1ots. we also believe that the neighborhood has a lilniled abiLirt
to provide ori-st.reet parking for the currene resident^s. The radilalparki*g scheme '*'ill ha','e a burdenscrte -ir*pact an t'he adjcir:rrrg
houses - ,& modif ication to the, pLans ttrat :ieduces- the, i.ize and bulk
will reduee the need.fcr a ,parhing variance.

There is neighborhood concern about the impact that cutting
the street wall and curb needed for parking egress will have on the
drainage of rain water away from neighbors-below the proposed
builCings. The Crar+ings do not show enough d.etail to be- assuredthat thia will nct be a signif icant problem- The Bcrard w.ou1d Like
to know if a Public Works hearing will be required for the sidewalk
and street wall changes.



February 18,2011 tu-tu 54/56 + 6?/G4 peralta Ave (page z)

rn the Board's previcus letter, we had issues with the scaleaf a7lo4 Pertaita Avenue at the street waIl, and its effect on theadjacent propei:-cy orr Hairlpshire Street, The cuf,r€rrt plans do notaddress these ccncerns, and we do not belie'ge tha+- tley compj.ir withthe East S1-ope Buildirrg Guidelines. our suggest.ion is to set backthe top floor a minimum of fifteen feet from-the front wall and fivefeet f,rom the rerest side.
At our meetings" neighbors expressed sone eimilar coneetrnswhich we expect they wiil'explain in detaii at, their requesi.edDiscretionary Review.

' Scare of ,buildtngs:.the neighbors object to tile large mass ofthe buildings relative to the characler of the exisiinq
neighborhood, as well as the nurber of units proposed.

' Drainage: tfie neiehbors are concerned about tlre i-nnpact cuttingtirrough the streei wall to get to iit* garage will ir-ave on thewater 'ir-ainage dowrr Feralta Avenue.
'' Parking egress: the neighbcre expressed concern thet the slopeof the sidewalk wili impact safely by making ir difficult fo.gcars exiling the garage tc see pelesiriane.-
' Farkingr the neighbors are skeplical that' the parking schemeyi+} -fe practical- for regutar use by the tenanls of the twobuiiciings' The concern is that the garage wiil not be in fuliuse' putting extra cars on the street, brirdening the afrea-ir--Irmited street parking.

Thdnk you for you.r consideration.

Reza Khoshnevisan - Architect
Bob Besso, D. R. Reguestor
Scott Sanchez, Zoning Administrator

cc:

1 - I I rt

Heighis



March 9,2011

Christina Olague, President
San Francisco Planning Commission
City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, 4th Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103

RE: 54-56 Feralta and 60-62 Per?lta
Hearing Date: March 17. 2011

Neighborhood Objections and Opposition to Project as Currently Proposed

President Olague and Members ofthe Planning commission:

My name is Bob Besso, I am the listed appellant for the Discretionary Review, Case number
20I0.367D, the proposed development of two lots at 54-62 Peralta Avenue, in the Bernal Heights
Special Use District. I own the property at 1569 Hampshire St., which directly adjoins the proposed
development. I am also the representing member of the Far North East Bernal Heights Neighborhood
Block Club. I moved to this address in 1983 and bought the property in 1989. The Block Club has been
active in Neighborhood affairs since i970, and some neighbors and Club members have lived on this
block of Peralta Avenue since the 1960's.

We filed for the Discretionary Review on the proposed development of these two lots, bscause of the:
(1) Developer and owner violations of and abnormalities related to the required pre-planning

process;
(2) Non-compliance of the Special Use District Guidelines;
(3) Owner and developer contempt for and abandonment of the Neighborhood negotiation and

mitigation process; and
(4) Hazards associated with the disruption of the public acoess sidewalk and the removal of a

section of street curb and retaining wall for abnormal driveway access and egress

These proposed buildings are much larger than the surrounding buildings and are not shown in a
manner which allows a comparison to the adjacent structures. The proposed building at 54-56 Peralta is
actually taller than the up-hill neighbor at 48 Peralta. The plans do not have information showing the
relationship of the project to adjacent properties, including the position and height of all adjacent
buildings and location of the windows facing the subject property. My property al1569 Hampshire is
not shown in scale and neither are my downhill neighbors'homes on Hampshire, which will also be
significantly impacted by this project as proposed. The regulations require that all adjacent buildings be

shown in scale as well as depictions of all windows and openings that will be blocked.

The Proiect fails tq complv with the Fernal Heishts East Slope Design Guidelines.

The Guidelines were accepted by the Planning Commission November 13, 1986. Page 2, paragraph 5
of the guidelines states: "... These Guidelines ere an effort to retain the spirit of the neighborhood and
to establish criteriafor new housing design that will ensure, as much as possible, the continued
existence of the East Slope's unique character ". The Developer has completely ignored the guidelines
with their proposed overbuilding of these problem lots.



The Plannine Commission Should Not Neeate the East Slope Buildine Guidelines

These lots have never been developed because they slope downhill steeply it two directions and have
limited street access due to the erosion control curb and and retaining wall. The Bernal Heights Special
Use District Guidelines specifically identify, among other things architectural massing and bulk and
accommodations therecf, as indicated on page 13, paragraph one under PROBLEM " Around the East
Slope of Bernal Heights the remcining open lots are steeply sloping. Consequentllt, the main problem
here is one of heights and massing. Ih.e &mnhill slopes are partieularly problemxtic..." Ironically, the
developer's request for a parking variance is directly related to the mass and bulk of this non-compliant
development. We believe that the size of the project is at the root of problem with this development,
and virtually the entire source of our objections.

The proposed buildings are simply too big, inconsistent with and dominating of surrounding buildings.
The inability to comply with the provisions of the Special Use District cleady demonstrate this fact.
The provisions of the Special Use District are not based on 'archaic" parking requirements, but rather,
the rules are in place to limit the size of new construction and new additions to a size that will fit the
neighborhood, it's steep hills, small lots and very narrow streets. Please do not ignore the Special Use
District requirements and make this speculative for-profit development comply with all provisions of
the Special Use District.

Contempt And Aband.onment Of The Neiehborhood Mitiqation Process

Bernal Heights is a special and unique place. The Planning Code specifically put into place and
empowered neighborhood and community groups and a design review board to review projects and
bring them into compliance with the code and the community expectations and standards. The

developer in this instance is asking the Planning Commission to substitute its opinions and values for
that of the Community, the neighbors, and the Design Review Board that is specifically set up to pass
judgment on such projects. The Design Review Board was clear in its letter of June 5, 2010:

"The Board believes that the project does not comply with either the letter or the spirit
of the Bernal Heights East Slope Building Guidelines.oo

This is all new construction. No Variances should be granted at all. The need for variances is a
"reflection of the size of the buildings and not the site access." The project is deemed too massive and
too tall at the street and side walls and looms over the surrounding buildings. It does not meet the
building design guidelines which protect and acknowledging the existing neighborhood, and mimic the
steeply sloping hill.

The Design Review Board urged numerous changes on the project and invited the developer to return
to present requested changes. Prior to returning to the neighborhood mitigation process or notifying the
Board, the developer filed for a parking variance uttbzing existing plans with a faulty parking element.

Only after our neighborhood discovered the variance filing and our subsequent filing for DR" did the
developer return to the design review board. However the developer ignored the modification requests

of the Board and returned only to show new 3D models of the same project. We find the developers
behavior to be in complete contempt of the pre-planning, and neighborhood mitigation process which
is designed to avoid Discretionary Reviews.



The Plannine Co 3

The Planning Code and Special Use Distriet specially enables this Board to be an arbiter of design
matters. As community volunteers, members of the Board devotes countless hours of community
service to the neighborhood they know and love. Trust the Board. and the Building Guidelines. Do not
send the me$sage to the development community that Guidelines can be ignored and circumvented.

Uphold the Board's findings and request reductions in this project, in full compliance with the Special

Use District rules. This does not mean more parking, but rather smaller buildings.

Water Run:Off And Driveway Acce ss/Egres s Hazard s.

This is a diffrcult and steep section of the hill. The surface water drains very steeply to Hampshire

Street, and very steeply down to Cesar Chavez. The surface drainage system here relies on the retaining
walls and street curbs put into place some 90 years ago" and when it rains hard in our neighborhood the

run-offbecomes potentially hazardous (*see note below). The developer keeps saying, o'trust us" the

retaining wall and curb removal for driveway access will not be a not a problem".

The developer also says that cars backing up the proposed steep driveway ramp from the sub-grade

parking garage, across the modified sidewalk and into a one-way section of the street between two
retaining walls, will not be a problem either. This hazardous vehicle crossing of of the public access

sidewalk and into a tight street section of one-way traffic, is directly related to overbuilding these

problem lots. An at grade parking scheme consistent with the neighborhood and compliant with
guidelines would be far less hazardous (*see note below).

We believe that the owner and developer have the right to build on these lots. However, the
development must comply with established guidelines reflecting the character of the neighborhood, and

it must not transfer the development problems of the lots to our neighborhood in the form of hazards in
perpetuity.

Please require the developer to submit plans in full compliance with the East Slope Building
Guidelines, so that the health, safety, and continuity of our neighborhood is maintained.

*Please watch the video posted on YouTube"Hazardous issues associated with the proposed

development of 54-62 Peralta Ave." http:i/www.]ioutube.com/watch?v:ZBoMN-oAl1O
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