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Memo 

Categorical Exemption Appeal 
115 Telegraph Hill Boulevard 

 

DATE:   November 17, 2014 
TO:   Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board of Supervisors 
FROM:   Sarah B. Jones, Environmental Review Officer – (415) 558-9034 
   Jessica Range – (415) 575-9018 
RE:   Planning Case No. 2013.1375E 
   Appeal of Categorical Exemption for 115 Telegraph Hill Boulevard 
HEARING DATE: November 18, 2014 
ATTACHMENTS: A. Slope Protection Act 

B. Ordinance Establishing the Little Hitchcock Coit Tower as a Landmark 
Pursuant to Article 10 of the City Planning Code 

 
PROJECT SPONSOR: Daniel Frattin, Rueben, Junius, & Rose, LLP, (415) 567-9000 
APPELLANT: Susan Brandt-Hawley on behalf of the Telegraph Hill Dwellers  
 

INTRODUCTION 
This memorandum is a supplemental response (“Supplemental Appeal Response”) to the letter of appeal 
(“Supplemental Appeal Letter”) to the Board of Supervisors (“Board”) regarding the Planning 
Department’s (the “Department”) issuance of a Categorical Exemption under the California 
Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA Determination”) for the proposed project at 115 Telegraph Hill 
Boulevard (the “Project”). Department staff submitted an appeal response memorandum on November 
10, 2014 (“Original Appeal Response”) addressing concerns raised in the original, October 11, 2014, Letter 
of Appeal (“Original Appeal Letter”). 

The Department, pursuant to Title 14 of the CEQA Guidelines, issued a Categorical Exemption for the 
Project on September 3, 2014 finding that the proposed Project is exempt from the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) as a Class 1 and 3 categorical exemption. 

The decision before the Board is whether to uphold the Department’s decision to issue a categorical 
exemption and deny the appeal, or to overturn the Department’s decision to issue a categorical 
exemption and return the project to Department staff for additional environmental review. 

SITE DESCRIPTION & EXISTING USE 
Please refer to the Department’s Original Appeal Response for a description of the project site and 
present use.  
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
Please refer to the Department’s Original Appeal Response for a description of the proposed project.  

APPELLANT ISSUES AND PLANNING DEPARTMENT RESPONSES  
The Supplemental Appeal Letter provides no new information that would change the Department’s 
determination that the proposed project is exempt under CEQA. The Supplemental Appeal Letter repeats 
many of the Appellant’s previous concerns stated in the Original Appeal Letter. The primary concerns in 
the Supplemental Appeal Letter are: (1) construction of the project would compromise the slope stability, 
(2) the project’s proposed driveway location and construction truck trips would adversely affect 
pedestrian safety, and (3) the project would significantly alter views from Coit Tower/Pioneer Park, 
asserting that those views are part of the historic context of Coit Tower/ Pioneer Park. The Appellant’s 
concern regarding consistency with the Urban Design Element and Priority Policies of the General Plan 
are fully addressed in the Original Appeal Response, Issue 1, and not restated here.  

Although these issues are mostly addressed in the Original Appeal Response, this Supplemental Appeal 
Response provides additional information regarding the issues raised in the November 7, 2014 
Supplemental Appeal Letter. These issues are cited below followed by the Department’s response in 
“Issue 4” through “Issue 6”, reflecting the numbering of the issues addressed in the Department’s 
Original Appeal Response, which ended with Issue 3.  

Issue 4: Construction of the proposed project requires an usual amount of dewatering during 
excavation and would require rock breaking, resulting in vibrations, both of which would 
compromise slope stability, affecting off-site properties. 

Response 4: Compliance with the Building Code and Slope Protection Act would ensure that the 
proposed project would be constructed in a manner that would not significantly affect slope stability 
or otherwise affect the project site or neighboring properties. The Appellant has not provided any 
evidence that the Building Code and Slope Protection Act are insufficient to address geotechnical 
concerns. 

Issue 2 of the Original Appeal Response addresses all concerns related to construction of the proposed 
project and potential geotechnical effects, including the potential to affect nearby properties. As stated in 
that response, a geotechnical report was prepared for the proposed project and determined that 
construction of the project was feasible and found risks from liquefaction, surface rupture, lateral 
spreading, densification and landslides to be low at the project site.1 The purpose of the geotechnical 
report is to identify any geotechnical issues, whether related to the potential for landslides, liquefaction, 
subsidence or groundshaking as a result of seismic activity and to recommend construction practices and 
techniques to protect structures and neighboring properties. These recommendations are then taken into 
account during the Department of Building Inspection’s (DBI) permit review process. DBI may require 
additional site specific reports, analysis, and monitoring in compliance with the Building Code and the 
Slope Protection Act to ensure the structural integrity of the site and slope stability. Thus, the existing 

                                                
1 Earth Mechanics Consulting Engineers, Report Geotechnical Investigation Planned Improvements at 115 Telegraph Hill 
Boulevard, San Francisco, California, May 12, 2013. A copy of this document is available for public review at the San 
Francisco Planning Department as part of Case File No. 2013.1375E.  
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regulatory program and requirements are sufficient to ensure that the proposed project would not result 
in a significant impact related to slope stability and would not affect nearby properties.  

In the Supplemental Appeal Letter, the Appellant sites excerpts from a second letter from geotechnical 
engineer Lawrence B. Karp. The remainder of this response addresses the substantive issues raised in Mr. 
Karp’s November 6, 2014 letter, included in the Supplemental Appeal Letter. In this letter Mr. Karp 
claims the following: 

• Vertical excavation of more than 10 feet deep in proximity to the south side of Pioneer Park and 
Coit Tower presents unusual circumstances; 

• Work within a 32 to 33 foot excavation area is hazardous; 

• Construction would result in multiple trucks on Telegraph Hill Boulevard; 

• The City failed to require the submittal of engineering information related to the stability of the 
surrounding hillside and no adequate or useful geotechnical data has been provided; 

• The proposed project would require dewatering, impairing lateral and subjacent support, 
significantly affecting neighboring properties, which cannot be addressed by compliance with 
Section 3307 of the Building Code;  

• Telegraph Hill has a history of numerous rock falls. Specifically, there were major rock falls in 
October 1962 and February 2007 and intermittent rock falls between 1984 and 1998 that were 
attributable to new construction.  A rock fall also occurred January 2012; and 

• The Planning Department cannot issue a Class 3 categorical exemption for the project where the 
project may have a significant impact on the environment.  

With regards to the claim that vertical excavation of 10 feet presents an unusual circumstance, whether 
the depth of excavation required for the project (32 to 33 feet) is unusual or not, neither the Appellant nor 
Mr. Karp have demonstrated that this depth of excavation is so unusual that safety requirements could 
not be adequately addressed through DBI’s permit review process.   

Mr. Karp asserts that working within an excavated area of 32 to 33 feet below ground surface presents a 
hazard, but provides no evidence as to how this is hazardous for workers. Worker safety is addressed 
through regulations implemented by the California Office of Safety and Health Administration 
(Cal/OSHA). Cal/OSHA regulations are contained in Title 8 of the California Code of Regulations (CCR). 
Subchapter 4 includes specific requirements to be followed during construction, including Article 6 
relating to construction within excavated areas. In addition, the San Francisco Building Code contains, in 
Chapter 33, specific safeguards that must be adhered to during construction, including but not limited to: 
Section 3302.4 fencing of the site when work is not in progress, Section 3306 protection of pedestrians, 
and Section 3307 protection of adjoining property. Compliance with state and local regulations, enforced 
by Cal/OSHA and DBI, would protect the health and safety of workers and others during construction. 
Thus, there is no reasonable possibility that construction would result in hazardous conditions for 
workers.  

Mr. Karp also correctly notes that Telegraph Hill Boulevard dead-ends at Coit Tower. Mr. Karp states 
that trucks would have to turn around at Coit Tower. Mr. Karp neither provides evidence or suggestion 
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as to what significant impact would occur should vehicles need to turn around at Coit Tower. This issue 
is further addressed in Response to Issue 5, below.  

Mr. Karp claims that the City has failed to require the necessary geotechnical and engineering data 
related to the stability of the hillside and that the proposed project would require dewatering, impairing 
lateral and subjacent support, significantly affecting neighboring properties, which cannot be addressed 
by compliance with Section 3307 of the Building Code. Mr. Karp does not provide further insight as to 
how Building Code Section 3307 (Protection of Adjoining Structures) is insufficient to protect adjoining 
structures. Specifically, Section 3307.1 (4) states that the project sponsor/owner must protect the adjoining 
land and any such building or other structure from any damage from excavation.  

As explained above, and in more detail in Response to Issue 2 (Original Appeal Response), an initial 
geotechnical investigation has been prepared and determined that construction of the project is feasible, 
provided the recommendations contained in the report are implemented. Geotechnical considerations are 
under the purview of DBI. DBI ensures the structural safety of projects and nearby properties through 
implementation of the Building Code. DBI may require additional reports and analysis to ensure that the 
potential settlement and subsidence impacts of excavation and dewatering (if required) are appropriately 
addressed in accordance with the Building Code. DBI would also require that the geotechnical report 
include a determination as to whether a lateral movement and settlement survey should be done to 
monitor any movement or settlement of surrounding buildings and adjacent streets during construction. 
If a monitoring survey were recommended, DBI would require that a Special Inspector be retained by the 
project sponsor to perform this monitoring. Groundwater observation wells could be required to monitor 
potential settlement and subsidence during dewatering. If, in the judgment of the Special Inspector, 
unacceptable movement were to occur during construction, corrective actions would be used to halt this 
settlement.  

Mr. Karp includes in his letter reference to a number of rock falls that have occurred on Telegraph Hill as 
evidence of the instability of excavations into the hillside. Aside from the referenced January 2012 rock 
fall, which is speculated to have occurred as a result of heavy rains, all other referenced rock falls, which 
Mr. Karp indicates occurred as a result of new construction, occurred prior to implementation the City’s 
Slope Protection Act. As discussed in Response to Issue 2, the project site is subject to the Slope Protection 
Act, which establishes heightened review requirements for projects within certain mapped areas. The full 
text of the Slope Protection Act Ordinance is included as Attachment A. Specifically, projects in these 
areas must undergo additional review for structural integrity and effects on slope stability, submit 
geotechnical engineering reports signed by both a licensed geologist and geotechnical engineer 
identifying areas of potential slope instability, define potential risks to the site and nearby properties and 
make recommendations regarding the proposed development. The Director of Building Inspection may 
also require that projects in these areas undergo review by a Structural Advisory Committee. If the 
Structural Advisory Committee determines that there is a reasonable likelihood that the project’s design 
or construction would result in unsafe conditions or would increase the likelihood of hillside instability, 
and such unsafe conditions cannot be addressed to the satisfaction of the Structural Advisory Committee, 
the Building Official must deny the building permit.  

Therefore, in compliance with the Building Code and Slope Protection Act, enforced as part of DBI’s 
existing regulatory program, there would be no reasonable possibility that the project’s design or 
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construction would result in significant effects regarding slope instability and the Department’s issuance 
of a Class 3 exemption is appropriate.  

Issue 5: The Appellant asserts that the proposed project would result in pedestrian safety impacts due 
to a confluence of unusual circumstances and as a result of more than 10,000 truck trips required for 
excavation and construction.  

Response 5:  The Appellant has not provided any evidence that conditions at the site are unusual and 
that as a result of those conditions or the number of construction truck trips, there is a reasonable 
possibility of a significant effect on pedestrian safety. 

This issue is fully covered in Response to Issue 1 of the Original Appeal Response. However, the 
Appellant includes in the Supplemental Appeal Letter citations to two letters from Judy Irvin and 
Katherine Petrin opining that the proposed project would exacerbate already unsafe conditions for 
pedestrians at the site. These letters are attached in the Supplemental Appeal Letter. These statements are 
merely opinion and do not constitute substantial evidence under CEQA. CEQA State Guidelines Section 
15604(f)(5) states that “Argument, speculation, unsubstantiated opinion or narrative, or evidence that is 
clearly inaccurate or erroneous, or evidence that is not credible, shall not constitute substantial evidence. 
Substantial evidence shall include facts, reasonable assumption predicated upon facts, and expert opinion 
supported by facts.” Neither letter provides documentation to substantiate that the site is currently 
unsafe for pedestrians or would become unsafe for pedestrians as a result of the project. Furthermore, the 
opinions expressed in these two letters do not appear to be that of an expert transportation planner or 
engineer.  

As stated in the Original Appeal Response, there is nothing unusual about the project site that could 
result in significant pedestrian safety impacts. At the location of the proposed driveway, there is a stop 
sign to the west and a pedestrian crossing to the east. The project’s proposal for a three vehicle parking 
garage would result in a low volume of vehicles entering and exiting Telegraph Hill Boulevard. In 
addition, the stop sign and pedestrian cross walk at this location would ensure that vehicles entering the 
driveway will be traveling at slow speeds and aware of crossing pedestrians. Furthermore, the garage 
would be set back from the property line and has been designed to allow cars to face the street when 
exiting, allowing drivers and pedestrians greater visibility of one another when cars exit the garage. Thus, 
there is no potential for significant traffic hazard effects as a result of the proposed project. 

The Appellant provides no evidence that construction truck trips may result in traffic impacts. As 
explained in the CEQA Determination and the Original Appeal response, the proposed project’s 
construction activities would be coordinated with the San Francisco Department of Public Works (DPW), 
the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency, and the Transportation Advisory Staff Committee to 
ensure that construction activities are conducted in a manner that maintains circulation on public rights-
of-way, to the maximum extent feasible, while also ensuring the public’s safety. Inconveniences for those 
accessing Coit Tower, such as vehicle delay caused during temporary lane closures or to allow 
construction vehicles adequate movement, would not be considered a significant impact on the 
environment because of the temporary and intermittent nature of any delays during the construction 
period.  
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Issue 6:  Appellant states that the proposed project would significantly alter views from Coit 
Tower/Pioneer Park, asserting that those views are part of the historic context of Coit Tower/ Pioneer 
Park.  

Response 6:  The proposed project would not significantly affect the historic context of Coit 
Tower/Pioneer Park. 

For the reasons explained in the Original Appeal Response, aesthetic impacts of qualified urban infill 
projects are not significant effects on the environment in accordance with Public Resources Code Section 
21099. This response addresses the assertion that the project would negatively affect the historic context 
of Coit Tower and Pioneer Park such that a significant impact would occur. The Appellant includes a 
letter from Architectural Historian and Preservation Planner Katherine T. Petrin. This letter opines that 
the project will impact the overall historic context of Coit Tower and Pioneer Park, without providing any 
evidence. As discussed in Issue 1 (Original Appeal Response), the Planning Department’s Historic 
Preservation Staff reviewed the proposed project and Historic Resource Evaluation2 prepared for the 
project and determined that the project would not directly or indirectly involve any historic resources 
and would not cause a significant adverse impact upon a historic resource as defined by CEQA.3 

Coit Tower was designated Landmark 165 in 1983. The final case report for the Landmarking action notes 
that Coit Tower is “significant as a powerful visual landmark” and a “preeminent landmark for San 
Francisco and the Bay Area” (see Attachment B). The Appellant includes Exhibit 15 “Comparison of 
current view and view with Project from Financial District, Nob Hill, Chinatown, and Russian Hill.” This 
exhibit shows views to Coit Tower with and without the proposed project. As demonstrated in those 
visual renderings, the proposed project would be similar in height to the building directly east of the 
project site and Coit Tower would continue to be visually prominent from this viewpoint. Coit Tower 
would remain a visually prominent landmark primarily as a result of the low zoning height limits (40 
feet) and the fact that Coit Tower is surrounded by Pioneer Park, a composite of 50 lots donated to the 
City for use as a public park. Furthermore, the disputed view is located within the public right-of-way 
overlooking the subject parcel. This view is neither to nor from the Telegraph Hill Historic District nor 
the boundaries of Coit Tower. Rather, this view is from Pioneer Park, the land of which was donated to 
the City to protect Coit Tower and serve as a buffer between Coit Tower and surrounding development. 
Pioneer Park’s elevation above surrounding developed land protects and preserves views to and from 
Coit Tower. The subject parcel is outside of Pioneer Park and would be similar in height to surrounding 
developed parcels. As further shown in the Appellant’s Exhibit 13, the disputed view was partially 
blocked up until 1995 when the existing buildings on the site were demolished.  

Neither the Appellant nor Ms. Petrin provides any evidence or rationale as to how the project could affect 
the historic context of Coit Tower and Pioneer Park. On the contrary, the visual renderings provided by 
the Appellant clearly demonstrate that Coit Tower would continue to be a visually prominent landmark.  

                                                
2 Page & Turnbull, 115 Telegraph Hill Boulevard Historic Resource Evaluation, San Francisco, California. February 19, 2014. 
A copy of this document is available for public review at the San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission 
Street, Suite 400, as part of Case File No. 2013.1375E. 
3 Hilyard, Gretchen, Preservation Team Review Form for 115 Telegraph Hill Boulevard.  May 1, 2014. A copy of this 
document is available for public review at the San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, as 
part of Case File No. 2013.1375E. 
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CONCLUSION 
No substantial evidence supporting a fair argument that a significant environmental effect may occur as a 
result of the project has been presented that would warrant preparation of further environmental review. 
The Department has found that the proposed project is consistent with the cited exemption. The 
Appellant has not provided any substantial evidence or expert opinion supported by substantial evidence 
to refute the conclusions of the Department.   

For the reasons stated above, in the Original Appeal Response, and in the September 3, 2014 CEQA 
Categorical Exemption Determination, the CEQA Determination complies with the requirements of 
CEQA and the Project is appropriately exempt from environmental review pursuant to the cited 
exemption. The Department therefore recommends that the Board uphold the CEQA Categorical 
Exemption Determination and deny the appeal of the CEQA Determination. 
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FILE NO. 0802:13'1

AMENDMENT OF THE WHOLE - 10/20/08

ORDINANCE NO. :<5"3'-Cf({

1 [Building Code - Slope Protection Act.]

2

3 Ordinance amending the San Francisco Building Code by adding Sections 106A.4.1.4

4 et seq. to establish the Slope Protection Act and create procedures that require the

5 Structural Advisory Committee to review and make recommendations on specified

6 permit applications for all property that fall within certain mapped areas of within the

7 City that exceeds an average slope of 25% grade, and to require mandatory denial of

8 the permit by the Building Official under specified circumstances; amending Section

9 105A.6.2 to specify the composition of the Structural Advisory Committee for permit

10 applications subject to within the Slope Protection Act area when the Building Official

11 authorizes establishment of such a CommiUeQ; amending Building Code Section

12 106A.3.2 to require that the applicant for certain permit applications subject to the

13 Slope Protection Act provide substantial documentation that there exists sufficient

14 infrastructure to support the proposed residential development and that the proposed

15 emergency access routes meet standards in effect at the time of the application;

16 amending Building Code Section 1701A.5 to require special inspections throughout the

17 construction process for sites subject to the Slope Protection Act.

Be it ordained by the People of the City and County of San Francisco:

Section 1. The San Francisco Building Code is hereby amended by adding Sections

18

19

20

21

22

Note: Additions are single-underline italics Times New Roman;
deletions are strikethrough itaiics Times ll/e'll Roman.
Board amendment additions are double underlined.
Board amendment deletions are strikethrough normal.

23 106A.4.1.4 et seq. to read as follows:

24 l06A.4.1.4. The Slope Protection Act. ThisSection ofthe San Francisco Building Codeshall

25 be known as the Slope Protection Act.

Supervisor Peskin
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1 106A.4.1.4.1 Creation. The Slope Protection Act shall apply to all property within San

2 Francisco that falls within certain mapped areas of the City exceeds an average slope of 26%

3 ~' except those properties already subject to the Edgehill Mountain Slope Protection Area or the

4 Northwest Mt. Sutro Slope Protection Area. For purposes ofthis Section "property"shall mean a legal

5 lot o(record. Heightened review o(certain permit applications, as provided in this section, shall be

6 given to all property subject to this Act.

7 106A.4.1.4.2 Purpose. Because landslides, earth movement, ground shaking and subsidence

8 are likely to occur on or near steeply sloped properties and within other defined areas causing

9 severe damage and destruction to public and private improvements, the Board o(Supervisors finds that

10 the public health, safety and welfare is best protected ifthe Building Official causes permit applications

11 fOr the construction o(new buildings or structures and certain other construction work on property

12 subject to the Slope Protection Act to undergo additional review be peer reviewed for structural

13 integrity and effect on hillside slope stability. The requirements for projects subject to the Slope

14 Protection Act are in addition to all other applicable laws and regulations, including any and all

15 requirements (or environmental review under the California Environmental Ouality Act; compliance

16 with the requirements contained herein does not excuse a project sponsor trom compliance with any

17 other applicable laws and regulations.

18 106A.4.1.4.3 Scope. Properties are subject to these requirements where any portion of

19 the property lies within the areas of "Earthquake-Induced Landslide" in the Seismic Hazard

20 Zone Map. released by California Department of Conservation. Division of Mines and

21 Geology. dated November 17. 2000. or amendments thereto: or within the "Landslide Hazard

22 Areas" mapped as "Landslide Locations" in Figure 4 of the San Francisco Seismic Safety

23 Investigation report prepared by URS/John A. Blume &Associates. Engineers. June 1974. or

24 any successor map thereto.

25
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1 Proposed construction work that is subject to these requirements includes the

2 construction of new buildings or structures having over 1000 square feet of new projected roof

3 area and horizontal or vertical additions having over 1000 square feet of new projected roof

4 area. In addition. these requirements shall apply to the following activity or activities. if. in the

5 opinion of the Director. the proposed work may have a substantial impact on the slope stability

6 of any property: shoring. underpinning. excavation or retaining wall work: grading. including

7 excavation or fill. of over fifty (50) cubic yards of earth materials: or any other construction

8 activity.

9 I06A.4.1.4. 4.~ Mandatorv submittal of reports and geotechnical engineering review-by

10 Structural Advisory Committee and otOOr City officials. All permit applications submitted to the

11 Central Rermit Bureau Department of Building Inspection ror construction of new bltH{I~

12 structures subject to the Slope Protection Act shall be submitted to include reportls) prepared and

13 signed by both a licensed geologist and a licensed geotechnical engineer identifying areas of

14 potential slope instability. defining potential risks of development due to geological and

15 geotechnical factors. and drawing conclusions and making recommendations regarding the

16 proposed development. These reports 8flG-shall undergo design review reviewetlktflB

17 Structural Advisory Committee, as defined by Building Code Seotion 105A.6 a Iiconsed

18 geotechnical engineer. Such design review shall verify that appropriate geological and

19 geotechnical issues have been considered and that appropriate slope instability mitigation

20 strategies, including drainage plans if required, have been proposed. No permits as speoified

21 above for properties subject to the Slope Protection Act shall be issued unless and until the

22 Building Offioial has oonsulted with and reoeived a written oommunioation from

23 representatives of tho Department of Planning, Department of PublioWorks and ~ire

24 Department, eaoh of whom has mado a visit to the site for whioh the project is proposed, and

25
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1 106A.4.1.4.6e Regulations to implement the Slope Protection Act. The Building Official is

2 hereby authorized to adopt rules. regulations. administrative bulletins. or other written guidelines to

3 assist the Department in implementing this Section. including. but not limited to. requirements for

4 applicants to demonstrate that a project site is not subject to the Slope Protection Act.

5 Section 2. The San Francisco Building Code is hereby amended by amending Section

6 105A.6.2, to read as follows:

7 105A.6.2 Members. For consideration of each building with such special features, the

8 Structural Advisory Committee shall consist of members who are knowledgeable in the

9 structural engineering and construction issues presented by those special features. Members

10 shall be selected from a list of qualified engineers submitted by the Structural Engineers

11 Association of Northern California and approved by the Building Official. One member shall be

12 selected by the Building Official, one member shall be selected by the owner, and the third

13 member shall be selected jointly. Compensation of the Structural Advisory Committee

14 members shall be by the owner. However, when the project for which Committee review is

15 required is located in the Edgehill Mountain Slope Protection Area as defined by BUilding

16 Code Section 106AA.1.2 or the Northwest Mt. Sutro Slope Protection Area as defined by

17 Building Code Section 106AA.1.3 or is located in subject to Committee review pursuant to the

18 Slope Protection Afea-Act. as defined in Building Code Section 106A.4.1.4.5, (a) the Committee

19 shall consist of a structural engineer, a geologist and a geotechnical engineer; (b) the

20 Committee shall consult with an architect, who shall be a voting member of the Committee; (c)

21 the selection of the Committee members shall be as follows: one member shall be selected

22 jointly by the Building Official and the Director of Public Works, one member shall be selected

23 solely by the Building Official and one member and the consulting architect shall be selected

24 jointly by the Building Official and the owner from recommendations made by interested
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1 persons, including but not limited to residents of the neighborhood surrounding the project

2 location; and (d) to the extent feasible, the Committee members should be selected from a list

3 submitted by the Structural Engineers Association of Northern California

4 Section 3. The San Francisco Building Code is hereby amended by amending Section

5 106A.3.2, to read as follows:

6 106A.3.2 Submittal documents. Plans, specifications, engineering calculations,

7 diagrams, soil investigation reports, special inspection and structural observation programs

8 and other data shall constitute the submittal documents for a permit. When such plans are not

9 prepared by an architect or an engineer, the Building Official may require the applicant

10 submitting such plans or other data to demonstrate that state law does not require that the

11 plans be prepared by a licensed architect or engineer. The Building Official may require plans,

12 computations and specifications to be prepared and designed by an engineer or architect

13 licensed by the state to practice as such even if not required by State law. Materials submitted

14 by a licensed architect or engineer must be signed and sealed with an original signature on

15 the first sheet of each set of documents, and facsimile stamps plus the required registration

16 seal of the architect or engineer on the balance of the sheets.

17 Two complete sets of plans and specifications and three copies of the soil investigation

18 report (when required) shall be submitted. Additional complete sets of plans and specifications

19 may be required for special permit processing services that may be offered by the City and

20 County of San Francisco.

21 EXCEPTIONS:

22 1. The requirements for plans or specifications may be waived by the

23 Building Official, provided that the nature and extent of the proposed construction can be

24 clearly described in writing, and such a description is filed with the application.
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1 2. In addition to all other requirements of this Section 106A.3.2, the following

2 requirements shall apply to,:Mapplications for construction of new buildings or structures,

3 and to alterations that involve a substantial increase in the building envelope of an existing

4 building or structure, within the Edgehill Mountain Slope Protection Area, created by Building

5 Code Section 106A.4.1.2, and within the Northwest Mt. Sutro Slope Protection Area, created

6 by Section 106A.4.1.3 and (b) application (or construction of new buildings or struotures on

7 property subject to the Slope Protection Act created by Building Code Section 106A.4.1.4:

8 The Building Official may not waive the requirements for submittal documents set forth

9 in this Section 106A.3.2.

10 Submittal documents shall substantiate that the building or structure will comply with

11 applicable codes and regulations.

12 Submittal documents shall include (1) plans prepared by a State-licensed architect or

13 engineer and (2) a construction/staging plan establishing that the proposed construction will

14 not compromise the health, safety or welfare of neighboring property owners. Submittal

15 documents shall demonstrate to the satisfaction of the Building Official, based on consultation

16 with and written communications from appropriate City officials, including the Director of the

17 Department of Public Works, that there is sufficient infrastructure (including utilities and

18 streets) to support the proposed residential development and that the proposed emergency

19 vehicle access routes comply with the standards in use by the Fire Department or similar

20 agency in effect at the time the application is submitted.

21 Section 4. The San Francisco Building Code is hereby amended by amending Section

22 1701A.5, to read as follows:

23 1701A.5 Types of Work. Except as provided in Section 1701 A.1, the types of work

24 listed below shall be inspected by a special inspector.
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1 1. Concrete. During the taking of test specimens and placing of reinforced

2 concrete. See Item 12 for shotcrete.

3 EXCEPTIONS:

4 1. Concrete for foundations conforming to minimum requirements of Table

5 18-I-C or for Group R, Division 3, or Group M, Division 1 Occupancies, provided the building

6 official finds that a special hazard does not exist.

7 2. For foundation concrete, other than cast-in-place drilled piles or caissons,

8 where the structural design is based on an Fe no greater than 2,500 pounds per square inch

9 (psi) (17.2 MPa). This exception shall not apply to foundations serving as retaining walls of

10 soil over 5 feet (1829 mm) in height measured from the base of the foundation.

11 Section 1701.5. Revise this item as follows:

12 15. Special cases. Work which, in the opinion of the Building Official, involves

13 unusual hazards or conditions such as underpinning, shoring, removal of hazardous materials

14 and new construction methods not covered.by this code.

15 Section 1701 A.5. Add the following items:

16 17. Exterior facing. During fastening of all exterior veneer and ornamentation

17 facing units constructed of concrete, masonry, stone or similar materials, and all curtain walls

18 weighing more than 15 pounds per square foot (73.39 kg/m2) of wall.

19 EXCEPTIONS:

20 1. Veneers weighing less than 5 pounds per square foot (24.46 kg/m)

21 located less than 15 feet (4.57 m) above grade.

22

23

2. Anchored veneer located less than 10 feet (3.048 m) above grade.

18. Demolition. Demolition of buildings more than two stories or 25 feet (7.62

24 m) in height. See Section 3303.9 for demolition requirements.
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1

2

3

EXCEPTION: Type V buildings.

19. Retrofit of unreinforced masonry bearing wall buildings.

19.1 During the testing of mortar quality and performance of masonry shear

4 tests in accordance with Section 1614C when required by Sections 1606C.3.3 and 1607C.2.

5 19.2 During repointing operations in accordance with Section 1616C when

6 required by Sections 1606C.3.3.7 and 1607C.1.

7 19.3 During the installation of new shear bolts when required by the exception

8 to Section 1607Co4.

9 1904 Prior to the placement of the bolt and grout or adhesive for embedded

10 bolts as required by Section 1607Co4.

11 19.5 During the prequalification tests in accordance with Section 1615C.3 as

12 permitted by Footnote 8 to Table 16C-E.

13 20. Bolts installed in existing masonry or concrete. Except for through bolts

14 with plate washers conforming to Table 16C-E, bolts that are newly installed in existing

15 masonry or concrete shall be tested in accordance with Section 1615C. The number and type

16 of tests required shall be the same as required by Section 1607C.

17 21. Shear walls and floor systems used as shear diaphragms. All

18 connections, including nailing, tiedowns, framing clips, bolts and straps, for those parts of a

19 lateral force resisting system utilizing the following components:

20 21.1 Plywood diaphragms, where shear values exceed 2/3 the values in

21 Tables 23-II-H and 23-11-1-1.

22 21.2 Double sheathed shear walls, in all cases.

23 21.3 Plywood shear walls, wherever nailing or hardware are not visible to the

24 district inspector at the time of cover-up inspection.
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1 If nailing is not visible to the inspector at the called inspection, or if the special

2 inspector has not inspected the work prior to the concealment, all work concealing such

3 nailing shall be removed in order to permit a complete inspection.

4 21.4 Gypsum wallboard shearwalls where shear values exceed one-half of the

5 values permitted by Footnote 1 of Table 25A-1.

6 21.5 Fiberboard shearwalls where shear values exceed one-half of the values

7 in Table 23-II-J.

8 21.6 Particle-board diaphragms, where shear values exceed one-half of the

9 values in Table 23-1-1-2.

10 22. Construction of a new building or struGltlFe-Gn property subject to the Slope

11 Protection Act. created by Section l06A.4.1.4: or construction ora new building or structure, or

12 alterations that involve a substantial increase in the envelope of an existing building or

13 structure within the Edgehill Mountain Slope Protection Area, created by Building Code

14 Section 106A.4.1.2, orthe Northwest Mt. Sutro Slope Protection Area, created by Building

15 Code Section 106A.4.1.3; provided, however, that, until the special inspection reports required

16 by Building Code Section 1701A.3 are submitted to and approved by the Department, the

17 phase of construction subsequent to the phase or element for which the report was completed

18 cannot commence.

19

20

21

22

23

24
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Date Passed:
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Ordinance amending the San Francisco Building Code by adding Sections 106A.4.1 .4 et seq. to
establish the Slope Protection Act and create procedures to review and make recommendations on
specified permit applications for all property that fall within certain mapped areas of the City, and to
require mandatory denial of the permit by the Building Official under specified circumstances;
amending Section 105A.6.2 to specify the composition of the Structural Advisory Committee for permit
applications within the Slope Protection Act area when the Building Official authorizes establishment
of such a Committee; amending Building Code Section 106A.3.2 to require that the applicant for
certain permit applications SUbject to the Slope Protection Act provide substantial documentation that
there exists sufficient infrastructure to support the proposed residential development and that the
proposed emergency access routes meet standards in effect at the time of the application; amending
BUilding Code Section 1701A.5 to require special inspections throughout the construction process for
sites subject to the Slope Protection Act.
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I hereby certIfy that the foregoing Ordinance
was FINALLY PASSED on November 4,
2008 by the Board of Supervisors of the City
and County of San Fraucisco.

Angela Cal villo
Clerk of the Board

Mayor Gavin Newsom

Date: November 17, 2008

I hereby certify that the foregoing ordinance, not being signed by the Mayor within the time iimit as
set forth in Section 3.103 of the Charter, became effective without his approval in accordance with
the provision of said Section 3.103 of the Charter.
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Ordinance Establishing the Little Hitchcock Coit Tower as a Landmark  

Pursuant to Article 10 of the City Planning Code 
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