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Dear President Breed and Members of the Board:

This report presents facts and professional evaluation of the subject project with respect to
CEQA"and City design and construction requirements and the consistent failure of the developers
to comply with them. Included are results of field observations and attachments of documents
and photographs related to the developer’s failure to comply with C&CSF’s geotechnical
engineering standards, and review of plans both approved, suspended, and reinstated that have
been submitted to C&CSF’s Planning (“Planning™) and Building (“DBI”’) Departments.

I. Introduction

The subject Project is planned to interfere with the well being of the historical Ernest Coxhead
residence, designed and built to be the master architect’s own home in 1892-1893 at 2421 Green
Street. The historical provenance of the Coxhead House has been memorialized in every major
book on American Architecture.

The Coxhead House has been declared by the State Historian to be “clearly eligible” for
placement in the National Park Service’s Register of Historic Places with the nomination
accepted for final editing to avoid copyright infringement. San Francisco Administrative Code
§31.08(e)3 covers eligibility as an alternative to the District being specified as historic;. The
nomination does not have to be completed with placement in the Register to acheive historic
status. The entire nomination and declaration of eligibility has been provided to Planning and
additional information is being presented to the Board of Supervisors for the appeal of -
Planning’s improper grant of a Categorical Exemption under CEQA.

The subject’s interference with the historical Coxhead House takes the form of two major
environmental impacts: (1) the Project’s new massive envelope will obliterate of views to and
from the Coxhead House, and (2) the new excavation to enlarge a 1954 underground garage to
house four cars will undermine the historical brick wythe foundation of 2421 Green which have
not been accounted for in the permit documents required by C&CSF geotechnical regulations.
Both impacts will cause serious irreparable damage to the historical integrity of 2421 Green.
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I1. No Categorical Exemption is Available for Activity

CEQA does not allow the 5/16/17 Categorical Exemption Determination (Attachment A) for the
project. The Coxhead House, with zero setback to the project, is the environment to the west of
the project. CEQA, for the following activity and historical resources, provides the following:

14 Cal Code Regs §15300.2[c]: “Significant Effect. A categorical exemption shall not be
used for an activity where there is a reasonable possibility that the activity will have a
significant effect on the environment due to unusual circumstances.”

14 Cal Code Regs §15300.2[f]: “Historical Resources. A categorical exemption shall not be
used for a project which may cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a
historical resource.”

Further, the project’s alterations to 2417 Green will also cause a substantial adverse change to the
historical significance of 2421 Green by physical alteration to the project’s envelope by design, and
damages to its immediate surroundings due to poor engineering, with construction now underway.

14 Cal Code Regs §15064.5[b][1]: “Substantial adverse change in the significance of an

historical resource means physical demolition, destruction, relocation, or alteration of the
resource or its immediate surroundings such that the significance of an historical resource
would be materially impaired.” (Attachment B)

ITI. Project’s Architect Depicts Changes Affecting Coxhead House’s East Elevation

According to official City records, 2417 Green was constructed in 1908, about 15 years
following the building of the Coxhead House. In 1956 a garage was added to the eastern portion
of 2417 that had no effect on 2421 Green. Although 2417 Green is not a significant historical
resource, it did not conflict with the significance of the Coxhead House for more than 100 years.

The architectural drawings for the project, prepared by Dumican Mosey (Notification Set,
4/18/17), show new plans that are drastically modified from the existing plans, that enlarge the
west elevation of 2417 Green to block views to and from the east side of the Coxhead house
which will, if constructed, materially impair the significance of the historic resource. The 2417
Green project results in a floor area increase of about 1,000 square feet; the architect deliberately
chose not to use grid lines on the plans to obscure the increases, so they are not readily apparent.

The enlargement of the 2417 Green project’s four story envelope on the building’s south side may
be seen in plan view by comparing the “Existing” floor plans with “Proposed” floor plans. For
clarity in illustrating the planned increases in extent from the “Existing” floor plans, the “Proposed”
floor plans are annotated with red lines where the southern edges of the “Existing” floor plans
would be if they were superimposed on the “Proposed” (Attachment C).

The 2417 Green architectural sidewall elevations that are said to show a comparison between
“Existing” and “Proposed” floor plans again suffer from lack of grid lines plus superposition of
demolition areas (instead of creating separate drawings from the CAD files). Areas of 2417 Green
enlargement that affect the historic Coxhead House are highlighted in yellow (Attachment D).
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The architects (and Planning) failed to recognize the historical significance of the Coxhead house
and the project’s material impairment upon the significance of the historic resource.

IV. CatEx Determination Failed to Identify Historic Resource and its Location

The 5/10/17 CatEx Determination by the Planning Department, prepared without any solicitation from
the owner of the Coxhead House, failed to recognize the immediately adjacent historic resource
(unchecked box in Step 3 that required Step 5 “Advanced Historical Review” which was ignored by
leaving it blank) and its location in a City mapped landslide zone (unchecked box in Step 2) per DBI
map (see Attachment I). Among other defects, the Determination states: “Project will follow
recommendations of the 1/12/17 Divis Consulting preliminary geotechnical report” when that
document contained no relevant geotechnical data and no recommendations pertinent to the brick
foundations of the immediately adjacent historic resource required by the 2016 SFBC. However, there
is something informative in the Determination, that the 1/12/17 Divis boilerplate document has one
piece of area specific information, which is showing the project site on a portion of the DBI landslide
map. And, the developer represented to DBI that Divis published a geotechnical investigation report
on 4/8/17 (date before the Determination) for both P/A 2017.0511.6316 (suspended and reinstated
under P/A 2017.1004.0114) when according to C&CSF no such report exists (see Attachment F).

The CatEx Determination (Attachment A), prepared by Planning’s Shelley Caltagirone and Jean
Poling, also includes a completed Preservation Team Review form which relies on a report by Tim
Kelley. None of these people are licensed architects and they are obviously unfamiliar with
CEQA’s historic resource provisions so it is understandable that they do not know what they are
talking about when they refer to the project as not being designed by a “master architect” or not
designed in the “First Bay Tradition” when the forefather of the Bay Tradition was Ernest Coxhead
who designed and built his own home contiguous with the project. There is no architect trained in
the Bay Area who does not know of the significance of the Coxhead House at 2421 Green. The
preservation mess, soils report mix-up, and the failure to check the box in Step 2 demonstrates a
lack of knowledge by Planning of architectural and geotechnical issues, particularly those related to
undermining of the Coxhead House foundations, that resulted in their improper CatEx Determination.

V. No Topographic and Boundary Survey Has Been Performed

An instrumented land survey by licensed professionals is absolutely essential for projects built on
hillsides that are immediately adjacent to existing structures owned by others. When a project is
proposed to be built on a hillside common property line, spot elevations of the foundations of
adjacent structures are surveyed and shown on a map prepared by a licensed land surveyor or a civil
engineer (as required by the 2016 SFBC) that was licensed before 1/1/1982 and before number
33,965 (B&P Code §6731[g]); such professionals also have the right-of-entry; Civil Code §846.5.

Nevertheless, the project’s engineer (Christopher Durkin, licensed on 1/26/2007 number 71,064),
prepared drawings for construction showing excavations on the 2417 Green property up to the zero
setback property line with the Coxhead House foundation without any land survey information
whatsoever and without a geotechnical investigation submitted to the City by the owner/contractor
Patrick Durkin. Furthermore, without land survey data being known, it would be impossible for the
owner to provide the protection required by 2016 SFBC §3307 and written notice of excavation to
the adjacent landowner required by Civil Code §832 as contained in 2016 SFBC §3307 as well as
basic compliance with 2016 SFBC §1803.5.7 “Excavation near foundations” (Attachment E).
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VI. There is No Geotechnical Data to Justify a Foundation Permit

Planning, in their 5/16/17 CatEx Determination (Attachment A) refers to recommendations contained in a
“preliminary geotechnical report” by Christian Divis on 1/12/17, which is the first of two documents Divis
prepared for the project. There is no report of geotechnical investigation as required by regulations although the
developer (based on the engineers) represented to DBI that there was such a report having a date of 4/6/17. The
1/12/17 document is a compilation of word processing boilerplates and Internet print-outs, it has no information
derived from a true investigation of the site which is required by C&CSF regulations. The “recommendation”
for using soldier piles to underpin foundations that Planning believes should be followed is totally absurd for use
with two brick foundation buildings touching on a common property line; it isa boilerplate for design of drilled
shoring along an intended open excavation. The second document prepared by Divis is a letter dated 5/10/17
where Divis reassures DBI (even though there is no report of geotechnical investigation) that he has reviewed the
drawings and they relevant to the project, where (although he does not seem to know) excavating in dune sand
under brick building foundations constructed on a steep slope 125 years ago is, to say the least, problematical.

Personal experience (Karp 2009a) with the Casebolt House (San Francisco Landmark 51) at 2727 Pierce,
property also contiguous with both 2417 and 2421 Green, is that grouting is not feasible due to the large
percentage of soil material finer than 200 sieve. The option for the intended 2417 Green project is to
work on the adjacent property (reinforcing bars are shown drilled into 2421 Green, see Attachments G &
J). which requires written permission and a permit obtained by the neighboring owner that is very
unlikely to ever happen. P/A 2017.0511.6316 included the improper 5/10/17 review letter but a permit
was issued for foundation replacement on the property line even though no report of geotechnical
investigation was ever turned into C&CSF as required by regulations (see Attachments E, F & J). The
5/10/17 letter by Divis is a breach of the standard-of-care for geotechnical engineers in California, it is
negligent and misleading because the drawings are incompetent and if he actually looked at them he
should be aware of their deficiencies (see Attachment I) and if Divis cannot see that, he should not be
licensed. After suspension due to a NOV, P/A 2017.1002.0114 was filed for reinstatement using the
same 5/10/17 letter from Divis referring to a non-existent report in title only, there are no shoring and
underpinning specifications, no drawings, and no details (for particulars. see Attachment I). The Divis
signed documents are grouped together so the gap that should be filled by the regulation geotechnical
investigation report can be seen to be missing between the boilerplates and the approval letter, with the
last document being the relevant page from DBI’s Soil Report Index showing nothing for Block 560 - Lot
28 (or Lot 27) (Attachment F).

VII. Project’s Civil Engineer Failed to Properly Represent Neighboring Foundations

Following the issuance of the 4/18/17 Dumican Mosey drawings showing the blocking of a portion of
the historic Coxhead House, without shoring/underpinning/foundation specifications or details, on
5/11/17 the ownetr/contractor of 2417 Green, Patrick Durkin, filed Permit Application 2017.0511.6316
with the project description being “replace deteriorated basement wall”, construction valuation
$100,000. The construction work shown on the drawings was piecemealed from the entire project as
shown on the architectural drawings showing the entire project

Review of Christopher Durkin’s drawings, dated 4/15 and 5/5/17, reveals that it is CAD adapted from the
Dumican Mosey architectural drawings with specifications taken from a “Mercury Engineering” drawing
(for an unrelated project). Neither the architect’s drawings nor the Engineer’s drawings have any survey data
showing the actual depth and structural composition of the Coxhead House foundations and alarmingly no
foundation details have been developed and provided, obviously because the demolition and construction is
planned to be on a trial and error basis, to the extreme detriment of the contiguous historic resource.
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Having been involved with shoring and underpinning design and construction in San Francisco since the
1950s, it is obvious to me that the 5/5/17 drawings (i.e. Sheet S4.1) were faked to show the foundations for
the contiguous 2421 Green extending much deeper into the ground than the garage expansion at 2417 Green.

Considering that the new garage expansion is at the same level as the existing garage at 2417 Green,
and the 2417 garage level’s elevation is easterly and steeply downhill from 2421 Green, it is not
possible that the existing foundations of 2421 extend as deep as shown. Inspections and photographs
by the under- signed (Civil Code §846.5) along the property line (Attachment G) reveal that the brick
foundations of the Coxhead are tall and not anywhere as deep as shown on the 5/5/17 drawings.

In 1893 the height and depth faked on the drawings would never have been accomplished for tall brick
foundations. Three Permit Applications (Attachment H) are involved with a back and forth process
between suspension for NOV’s and reinstatement which occurred basically due to the improper CatEx
Determination which give the developer permission to do anything he wanted. Without the data from
an instrumented ground and foundation survey (and the “exploration” results from P/A 2017.0428.3654
if there are any), the drawings submitted with P/A 2017.0511.6316 and P/A 2017.1002.0114 could only
have been faked just as they appear because there is no land survey or geotechnical investigation (see
annotated excerpts from the permit drawings, Attachment I).

The notes and specifications drawing (S1.0) was apparently part of drawings prepared by Mercury
Engineering whose name was not fully removed indicating their improper use and poor project coordination.
There is on file, as part of the drawing submittal, a “plan review” letter dated 5/10/17 prepared by engineer
Christian Divis, which states compliance with a report he prepared on 4/6/17. The City does not have any
investigation report because none was filed and there is no chance that it would contain anything useful
because the date noted by Divis was 5 days before the exploration permit (2017.0411.3654) was issued. Sheet
S1.0, which has a note referring to a mythical 4/6/17 report, does not have any specifications for underpinning
and shoring or any other protection for the adjoining properties as required by law (see Attachments E & J).

P/A 2017.0511.6316 was for the purpose of forging ahead with the horizontal expansion shown on the
architectural plans without proper CEQA review, piecemealing the foundation away from the intended
2417 Green envelope expansion using “repair of a deteriorated foundation” as an excuse. SFDBI Permit
Tracking (see Attachment H) shows the documents submitted with P/A 2017.0511.6316 did not officially
pass though Planning and engineering; foundation detailing was deferred to the future by the use of a note
on Sheet S4.1 and rubber stamp affixed by the DBI (see notes below for Sheet S2.1).

VIII. The Engineering Drawings are Totally Deficient in Data and Design

The following (Attachment I) are summaries specific to the 4/10 and 5/5/17 Durkin drawings submitted
to DBI with P/A 2017.0511.6316 (and 2017.1002.0114, see Attachment H) that are missing data and
engineering necessary by convention, and compliance with regulations adopted to protect neighboring
properties from catastrophic collapse or damages from loss of lateral and subjacent support due to
undermining of supporting foundations while excavating.

Sheet S1.0: Cover sheet, notes, standard details. Notes 22, 23 and 24 discuss excavations and
protection of property and attribute responsibility to contractor. Sheet by Mercury Engineering
was/is for another project, Sheet has no foundation underpinning and shoring specifications.

Sheet S1.1: Miscellaneous details and Special Inspection sheet filled out by contractor. Provides
for “geo-engineering”.
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Sheet S2.0: Schematic site plan. No topographical lines of equal contour, no spot elevations, no
reference to a topographical survey ever having been performed.

Sheet S2.1: Apparéntly recognizing the potential for undermining neighboring foundations and
the required protection under 2016 SFBC §3307, DBI has affixed a rubber stamp on Sheet S2.1
which reads as follows:

“Where underpinning of adjacent property is necessary, complete details
must be approved by the department of building inspection before
excavation begins. Notify adjoining property owner in writing of proposed
excavation as required by law - Sec. 832 Civil code, State of California.
All underpinning to be supervised by Registered civil engineer including
temporary shoring and sequence of operation.”

Sheet S2.2: Shows (in plan) most of building area being excavated for new garage
(enlargement of about three times of what now exists), and called “Basement”. See
comments below for Sheet S4.0.

Sheet S4.0: Shows longitudinal sections, not oriented on drawing looking north or south
or by conventional grid lines but from Sheet S2.2 sections appear to be looking south.
Shows most of the ground below the 2417 building excavated below the existing garage.
Evaluation: This drawing essentially depicts, if the viewer recognizes the depth of the
adjacent buildings are faked, that the project will relieve lateral and subjacent support for
2421 Green unless the existing foundations for 2421 are drastically changed.

Tall brick foundations on property lines across steep slopes are unstable and very difficult
to underpin which means extensive shoring, removing the brick, and replacing the brick
with reinforced concrete. This could trigger code requirements for complete seismic and
energy retrofit of the building. This would destroy the valuable original construction of
historical 2421 Green even before blocking the east wall of 2421 Green. The alternative
is to conceal the damages from the owner of the Coxhead House.

Sheet S4.1: Shows three transverse sections through 2417 and partially through the
neighboring buildings that are not oriented (“looking north” or “looking south”) but their
orientation can be determined from the plans and the elevation (north) that shows the slope
of Green Street and the location of the existing garage. Totally lacking in detailing of
underpinning and shoring of the foundations of the Coxhead House required by 2016 SFBC
§3307, 1803.5.7. The following discusses the three specific sections shown on Sheet S4.1:

(Existing) Transverse Section, 1/84.1:

Shows narrow existing garage foundation for 2421 on the opposite side (west)
extending downward to the bottom of the garage without any elevations or details
(working depth not identified. Shows a brick foundation on 2417 (at the property
line) extending down to about midpoint of the garage height. The brick foundation
shown on the property line has no basis for being there. There are no references to
underpinning details.
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(New) Transverse Section, 2/5S4.1:
Shows new garage, widened from existing, no new or old width dimension, height
7'-5" (lower than existing). [garage wall that is being removed is not deteriorated, it
is relatively new (personal observation) and permit record indicates it was built in
1954. P/A refers to deteriorated basement wall but that wall whatever its condition
is much higher than its replacement. Evaluation: The section also shows a new
retaining wall and footing along property line with 2421 that will, without
underpinning and shoring, impair lateral and subjacent support to 2421 if it exists
and is removed. Furthermove, this drawing shows reinforcing bars from the new
wall cross the property line and go into the 2421 Green building.

(New) Landscaping Site Wall [section], 3/S4.1:

Shows extensive excavation and new construction along property line of 2421.
Although not oriented by reference on the Sheet, the section is cut on S2.1 as looking
north (switch from other transverse sections on Sheet S4.1 which are looking south).

Untitled Sheet: A “plan review letter” dated 5/10/17, having false information that appears
to have influenced the plan checker for P/A 2017.0511.6316 having a date for a report that
does not exist (see Attachment F). It is a departure from the engineering standard-of-care
for any engineer to bless drawings and falsify information that will affect adjacent property
owners without site specific geotechnical data, a land survey map, and foundation details.

Annotated portions of the drawings (Attachment J) depicting the conditions noted above were part
of the submittal that was permitted under P/A 2017.0511.6316 that followed CatEx, which was
suspended but reinstated with P/A 2017.1002.0114 after removal of a small portion of new wall at
the southwest corner of 2417 Green (deceptively, not the part that actually extended 2417 Green
which would undermine 2421 Green as that foundation is misrepresented). Obviously the wall can
be extended upward later. It is very important to note that to solve a Notice of Violation (NOV)
for the concrete wall that is shown on the architectural drawings to be outside (North-South) the
original footprint of 2417 Green was supposed to be removed from the project; but what engineer
Durkin did to resolve the NOV was to modify a portion of the drawing, Section 3 on Sheet S4.1,
with P/A 2017.1002.0114 (Attachments E & I), and cross out only the concrete wall easterly and
away from the property line and leave its and the other foundation to be constructed against the
brick foundation of 2421, without any evidence that the foundation is lower (that is actually as
shown in external photos and Sheet S4.1 to be higher (see Attachment G). This is a deception sold
to DBI as the wall remaining against 2421 can be used directly to horizontally and vertically
enlarge the envelope of 2417 Green or the deleted wall can be extended upward after the brick is
undermined. Although demolition and excavation have commenced, none of the detailing required
by the rubber stamp on Sheet S2.1 (and required by 2016 SFBC §103.5.7) has been filed with DBI
and it is important to note that with P/A 2017.1002.0114 there were still no foundation information
and details included. On-site subsurface and surface drainage is always noted as being “by others”.

IX. Coxhead Foundation will Lose Lateral & Subjacent Support by the Project

Proceeding without existing foundation information and details for new construction using a trial
and error procedure will result in undermining of the brick foundations of 2421 Green because it
can be seen in the field that the new foundations for 2417 will be below the bottom of the existing
foundation of the Coxhead House (photos, Attachment G).
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The soils of Block 560 are generally dirty dune sand of varying depths (Karp 2009, Herzog 1997,
Trans Pacific 1987). Dune sand relieved of confinement runs suddenly and can cause structural
collapse rapidly if not carefully shored. Chemical grouting is now prohibited in California and
cement intrusion grouting will not work due to the high percentage of fines in the sand. There are
no elevations, details, or procedures on the Durkin drawings to prevent ground failure, contrary to
law (Attachment I).

X. The City has Standards for Geotechnical Investigations required by Regulations.

Coupled with the failure of Planning to recognize the historic resource and to secure a proper
investigation of the architectural and engineering aspects of the 2417 Green project site, instead of
causing the developer to address well known site specific data and maps produced by agencies of
the City & County of San Francisco (Attachment J), Planning enabled the developer with a faulty
CatEx Determination and then approving drawings allowing damages to an historic resource. Note
documentation, such as 2016 SFBC §3307 “Protection of Adjoining Property” incorporating Civil
Code §832 (duty to maintain lateral and subjacent support) and §1803.5.7 “Excavation near
foundations.” Besides those regulations (Attachment E), DBI’s “Geotechnical Report
Requirements” (for permits), and the Ordinance, San Francisco’s 2008 Slope Protection Act which
includes maps such as URS/Blume’s map “Landslide Locations-San Francisco Seismic Safety
Investigation-Geologic Evaluation”; “Figure 4”, which although old, has been modernized for
clarity into a wall poster at the second floor of SFDBI (as noted in DBI’s “Geotechnical Report
Requirements™) showing the project site is within zones marked “Areas of Potential Landslide
Hazard” (City mapped zones of instabilities).

It is irrelevant what is supposed to be or what will be in a future slope protection map that may or may
not be required to be followed. First, to a practicing geotechnical engineer all information must be
considered so all landslide maps are valuable as they will lead to further investigation and second, the
Slope Protection Act is a C&CSF ordinance that cannot be changed without action by the Board of
Supervisors. For those who argue for self serving purposes that there is no official SPA in effect at this
instant so no consideration of slope protection is necessary, SFDBI engineers and design professionals
who work in San Francisco are well aware that posted on the wall on the 2™ floor of 1660 Mission Street,
the Plan Review Station of SFDBI, as information available for everyone, are color enlargements of both
the 1974 URS/Blume map and its 1987 successor which shows every block and lot in the City (part of
Attachment I) as well as the 2008 Seismic Hazard map (which covers landsliding and liquefaction
potentials due to earthquakes) and they are all noted in the C&CSF “Geotechnical Report Requirements
(later part of Attachment J). Planning should have recognized that the 1/12/17 “preliminary” report they
refer to in their 5/16/17 CatEx Determination was just word processing boilerplates with the singular
exception (which should have triggered a warning to the engineer about a lack of shoring and
underpinning on the drawings) that a portion of the 1987 DBI map showing the site was in a mapped
landslide area was included (Attachments E & J).

XI. The Project’s Engineers have Breached their Duty to the Public
Drawings Divis supposedly reviewed have no specifications/for shoring and underpinning. By law,
bedrock support has to be determined by exploration. It has been 7% months since the permit was

issued and the owner/developer and his engineers have not complied with the laws concerning a
demolition permit and protection of adjoining property. They have provided incompetent drawings
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and have proceeded in a manner where several Notice of Violations have been issued.

An EIR must be ordered which will force the owner/developer to comply with CEQA to preserve
the historic resource without damages. For the EIR, the owner/developer will have to commission a
a boundary and topographical land survey and a proper geotechnical investigation to determine
ground characteristics, the positions of the neighboring foundations, depth to bedrock, and other
data required by San Francisco regulations.

XII. The Project’s Developer has Circumvented City Regulations

The City adheres to constantly revised but strict geotechnical report requirements (Attachment J)
which were ignored by the developer and his engineers and served to enable Planning to ignore the
statutory regulations and skip over what is supposed to be performance for the public good. First, at
the prodding of the developer, Planning issued a faulty CatEx Determination and second, Planning
approved every single drawing that was put before the department no matter how damaging to the
uphill neighbor was shown.

After neglecting to research the historic surroundings to the 2417 Green project, Planning failed
miserably, apparently because of misrepresentation provided or undue influence, to request and secure
the most fundamental technical information necessary to properly assess the geotechnical engineering
aspects of the project. A proper report of geotechnical engineering investigation would absolutely be
required for any excavation and grading project where there will be excavations into a very steep slope
under a 125 year old building with brick foundations within a mapped landslide area. The 1/12/17

- compilation of boilerplates and Internet print-outs (with only a specious “plan review letter” after that
with nothing in between), the compilation did not include even a schematic site plan showing the
proximity of the buildings, even without topography and let alone anywhere close to compliance with
regulations (Attachment J). Planning, even without recognizing the historic resource in the immediate
surroundings of 2417 Green, shirked their duty by not insisting on a geotechnical investigation report
that minimally followed the regulations (Attachments E & J) before issuing their CatEx
Determination.

XIII. The Architectural and Engineering Drawings are Deficient in Data and Design

The defect summaries (Attachment I) specific to the 4/10 and 5/5/17 Durkin drawings purportedly
showing engineering for the site and building substructure submitted to the City with P/A
2017.0511.6316 (and then 2017.1002.0114 reinstating 6316) could be enlarged to fill a book of how to
deceptively, and improperly, design the critical portion of a project, where the buildings have zero
setback from a common property line, without even considering the uphill building is an historic
resource (essentially the job of Planning before the project gets to the building department). Most
cities have trained architects and planners on staff that would instantly recognize the historic
importance of the Coxhead House. The fact that the architectural drawings were intentionally
deceptive (no grid lines, no orientation of compass direction on elevations and sections, incomplete
superposition of an illustration of the new building envelope upon the neighbor’s building, ignoring
the importance of the Coxhead House, failure to insist on a land survey and proper geotechnical
investigation, depicting deep foundations for 2421 Green without any evidence, omitting a site plan
showing spot elevations and other topography and drainage) is no excuse for the Durkins submitting
universally deceptive and faulty civil engineering documents for building permits. Fundamentally, all

" that is needed to know is that the drawings (e.g Detail 3, Sheet S4.1) show a critical new foundation on
2417 Green that crosses the property line to be anchored in the 125 year old brick foundation of the
Coxhead House (Attachments G & I). For construction, the architectural drawings were superceded by
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the engineering drawings which are incompetent for evaluating potential damage to others.

The intent of the Slope Protection Act (Attachment J) and data exists for the public at DBI (e.g last
page of Attachment F) and all of it is important to consider by all geotechnical engineers; it is grossly
incompetent to issue a plan review letter (5/10/17) enabling the building department to gloss over City
regulations. In Planning’s CatEx Determination, the 1/12/17 Divis compilation was referenced on
5/16/17 without regard to the fact that nothing serious about the project was in the compilation but
should have been because the City’s report requirements stress site specific slope and grading
information as does the Slope Protection Act. Planning intimated in their CatEx Determination that
the project site was investigated when it was not. Planning ignored their own map, which is posted in
Planning’s lobby, showing slopes more than 20%.

It is incomprehensible why Planning regarded the boilerplates and Internet print-outs as being the
geotechnical investigation report required for mapped potential landslide area (which map was in the
1/12/17 document) and issued the CatEx Determination without question. For the purpose of CEQA
and DBI, the 1/12/17 report is grossly superficial and defective and that should have been noticed by
Planning, but they enabled DBI so the regulations fell by the wayside. It is also incomprehensible why
Planning (Christopher May) approved the first set of drawings (P/A 2017.0511.6316) and then
approved the second set of drawings (P/A 2017.1002.0114) to reinstate the previous P/A when the
changes made to the drawings had nothing significant to do with curtailing the horizontal extension of
the building and increasing the envelope to block air and light from 2421 Green (Attachments G & J).

In Planning’s CatEx Determination, nobody licensed as a design professional gave references for the
Determination (that there was “no possibility” of environmental impact) that was granted after a superficial
inquiry by staff. Planning should have known the compilation report did not approach minimum ASCE
Standards for site investigations (ASCE 1976) and of course DBI’s report requirements (Attachment J)
which are primarily directed to excavations and grading of slopes and foundations in slopes, and they do not
meet standards set forth in the California Building Code as adopted to be the San Francisco Building Code
tri-annually by C&CSF. Notably, the 2016 CBC/SFBC introduces (the bar in the margin indicates the
regulation was adopted since 2013) a new separate section, §1803.5.7 entitled “Excavation near
foundations.” (Part of Attachment E) which is so important to this matter that it must be quoted.

§1803.5.7. “Excavation near foundations. Where excavation will reduce
support from any foundation, a registered design professional shall prepare an
assessment of the structure as determined from examination of the structure,
the review of available design documents and, if necessary, excavation of test
pits. The registered design professional shall determine the requirements for
underpinning and protection and prepare site-specific plans, details and sequence
of work for submission. Such support shall be provided by underpinning,
sheeting and bracing, or by other means accaptable to the building official.”

There is no site plan in the 1/12/17 compilation adopted by Planning. There was no geotechnical
investigation. There are no diagrams and observation/test results of rock and soil in the permit
documents. Steepness of the site is not addressed and there is nothing about existing foundation
depths on the common property line and ground characteristics such as density and grain size and
groundwater. The drawings have ridiculous notes on them e.g. “drainage by others”; like who other
than the construction permit holder, Planning? There are no recommendations for design and
construction of foundation protection for the historic resource relevant to the brick foundations and
in-situ dune sand. Why would Planning approve the drawings, and do that multiple times? '
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The exemption for an activity specifically does not apply if the activity may have an impact on an
environmental resource of “hazardous or critical concern where designated by, precisely mapped, and
officially adopted pursuant to law by federal, state, or local agencies.” 14 Cal Code Regs §15300.2(a)
(Attachment B). The regulations prohibit approval without compliance with them (Attachment J).

Locations in potential landslide areas (as the site is situated) are usually especially meaningful for
geotechnical engineers where landsliding is likely to occur in steep slopes that are proposed for
excavation and grading. Competent engineers recognize the very real potential loss of lateral and
subjacent support on hillsides for land above, and, as change in groundwater regime accompanies
excavation, as being critical. Geotechnical maps are as precise as can exist under standards for such
engineering, and as the area marked for potential landslides has been on the maps for more than 40
years makes the point of CEQA being particularly applicable for the subject project.

XIV. CEQA Prohibits “Piecemeal” Projects Resulting in Cumulative Effects

Planning’s CatEx Determination circumvents cumulative and compound evidence of requirements
for an environmental review for this project, and presentation of the project (and handling by
SFPD) which is obviously a CEQA prohibited “piecemeal” approach, 14 Cal Code Regs
§15303(a), to a project that is intended to follow the architectural drawings that show, even though
they are deceptive to the casual viewer, extension of the envelope of 2417 Green to block air and
light and view to and from the Coxhead House. Planning has no qualified staff to opine on the
integration of architectural and engineering aspects of the project (there are no licensed architects
or engineers or other licensed design professionals such as land surveyors on staff). Licensure, not
fancy in-house titles to give importance and supplement wages, is evidence of qualification under
California’s Business & Professions Code.

XV. The City Must Order an EIR

This report is based on evidence contained in the records of San Francisco’s City Planning
Department that has been either ignored, misinterpreted, or misunderstood. The record, considered
in its entirety, contains substantial evidence to support a fair argument that the project may have a
significant effect on the environment that can only be avoided by scaling back the 2417 project to
eliminate any encroachment into the air space along the east elevation of the Coxhead House.

The initial permit for construction, issued 2 days after Planning’s Categorical Exemption
Determination”, was based on drawings that did not contain designs based on the regulations
codified and required by the City & County of San Francisco. One of the reasons the drawings
were approved for construction is that Planning pre-approved the architectural design and then
approved the engineering drawings for 2417 Green, by signing rubber stamp imprints on the
drawings, that authority based on a faulty Categorical Exemption Determination which effectively
removed any environmental review of the surroundings, particularly the Coxhead House which
Planning gave no recognition, which happened to be a contiguous and uphill historical resource.
Those regulations are for the purpose of protecting neighboring properties; they were garnered
from a history of more than 100 years of problematical property line construction projects.

This project requires an environmental review of the 2417 Green project. An EIR will report on
the planned architectural interference with the appearance and function of the historic resource, and
the EIR will report on the engineering defects in preserving and protecting the the historic resource.

LAWRENCE B. KARP CONSULTING ENGINEER



Board of Supervisors RE: 2417 Green - Pending Damages to Historical Resource, 1/9/18  Page 12 of 21

XVI. Summary & Conclusion

In my professional opinion, gathered by over 50 years involvement in geotechnical (soil and
foundation) engineering in San Francisco, if the subject project is implemented without a proper
and complete environmental review, which only an independent EIR under CEQA can provide,
there is a severe potential for significant environmental impact to result from the project which
will be cumulative.

The potential exists during construction of foundations for the underground garage and basement
for 2417 Green and the cumulative impacts of altering and enlarging the building envelope of
2417 Green to obstruct views to and from the contiguous resource, the Coxhead House at 2417
Green and to irreparably undermine and damage the foundations of this historic resource.

If development of 2417 Green were to proceed, it must be scaled back and adjusted to be _
compliant with the neighborhood consistent with recognition by the City of the historical value of
the Coxhead House. A full, competent engineering design, based on the C&CSF regulations,
must be completed to be reviewed by experts within an Environmental Impact Report ordered by
the Board of Supervisors.
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List of Attachments

A. CEQA Categorical Exemption Determination with Preservation Team Review Form
(annotated with highlights of questionable entries)

B. CEQA (14 Cal Codes Regs §15300.2[c & f]) re: Categorical Exemptions prohibited for
projects with significant environmental effects and historic resources, CEQA (14 Cal Codes
Regs §15064.5[b][1]) re: Alteration to historical resource or to immediate surroundings
such that the significance of an historical resource would be materially impaired, and
California Office of Historic Preservation re: CEQA: “Historical resources are considered
part of the environment and are subject to review under CEQA.”

s Architectural drawings for “Existing” and “Proposed” floor plans for 2417 Green, with
“Proposed” plans annotated with red lines showing the extent of the horizontal additions
that block views to and from the Coxhead House.

I Architectural drawings for “Existing” and “Proposed” sidewall elevations for 2417 Green,
with “Proposed” plans annotated with yellow highlighting showing the locations where the
“proposed” increase in the 2417 Green envelope encroaches into the “Existing” views to
and from the Coxhead House and showing where the brick foundations of the Coxhead
House are in peril from the 2417 construction.

E. Sections from the 2016 City & County of San Francisco Building Code: §3307 “Protection
of Adjoining Property” incorporating Civil Code §832 (duty to maintain lateral and
subjacent support) and §1803.5.7 “Excavation near foundations.” (Registered design
professional must assess structure and prepare site specific plans for underpinning and
protection plans and details with sequencing for submission to the building department.)

F. All paperwork generated by Christian Divis: 1/12/17 “Preliminary” report (boilerplates and
Internet print-outs) that Planning depended upon for their 5/16/17 CatEx Determination,
5/10/17 plan review letter, and page from DBI Soil Report Index showing no Divis report
of geotechnical investigation on file with the City (P/A submissions state there is a 4/8/17
report of geotechnical investigation but there are no indications on the drawings of
underpinning and shoring as required by SFBC §1803.5.7.

G. Photographs of Coxhead House brick foundations, excavation past the brick foundation for
2417 Green, and enlargement from a 5/5/17 drawing, Sheet S4.1, for 2417 Green showing
new foundation for 2417 Green used to extend the building horizontally has been modified
to show, supposedly, the wall is being deleted, but the wall against the neighbor, and
actually below the foundation of the Coxhead House, is left in place to extend the building
later. This deception, under P/A 2017.1002.0114, satisfied Planning and DBI

H. 2417 Green’s Permit Applications to DBI: 2017.0411.3654 (exploratory excavations),

2017.0511.6316 and 2017.1002.0114 (based on 4/10 and 5/5/17 drawings submitted with
applications which have been suspended and reinstated).
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1. Excerpts of drawings by Engineer Durkin the owner/developer Durkin submitted for permit.
The drawings do not have any specifications or details for protecting, underpinning and
shoring or bracing the neighbor’s building as required by 2016 SFBC §3307 “Protection of
Adjoining Property” incorporating Civil Code §832 (duty to maintain lateral and subjacent
support) and §1803.5.7 “Excavation near foundations.” A detail shown on Sheet S4.1
shows a proposed foundation for 2417 Green encroaching into the neighboring property by
being anchored past the property line. '

J. DBTI’s “Geotechnical Report Requirements”, includes SBBC’s Slope Protection Act which
refers to maps such as the original URS/Blume’s map “Landslide Locations-San Francisco
Seismic Safety Investigation-Geologic Evaluation, Figure 4” (and “successor maps™), which
although aged, has been modernized for clarity into a wall poster at the second floor of
SFDBI (as noted in the report requirements”), color coded “Blue: Outline of Slide Areas and
Red: Areas of Potential Landslide Hazard” showing the project site is within a “Potential
Landslide Hazard Area” (City mapped zones of instabilities); and C&CSF 1987 map
showing all blocks and lots color coded “red” for landslide areas
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2371 Broadway, San Francisco CA” [Block 582-Lot 17], letter-report prepared for James & Lisa Zanze, Job 206016, 13 pages.

Karp, Lawrence B. - Consulting Geotechnical Engineer, May 20, 20064, “Seismic Upgrade: Foundation & Underpinning,
3020-22 Buchanan Street, San Francisco CA” [Block 531-Lot 34], letter-report prepared for Puri/Punian, Job 206017, 13 pgs.

Karp, Lawrence B. - Consulting Geotechnical Engineer, August 11, 2006¢; “Substructure Replacement, 2517-2519 Gough
Street, San Francisco CA” [Block 553-Lot 5], letter-report prepared for Franciscan Trust ( Howard Zeprun), Job 206044, 17

pages.

Karp, Lawrence B. - Consulting Geotechnical Engineer, September 24, 2006f; “Retaining Walls & Hardscape, Casa Vallejo.
2290 Vallejo Street, San Francisco CA”, letter-report prepared for Moroso Construction, Job 205033, 21 pages.

Karp, Lawrence B. - Consulting Geotechnical Engineer, July 21, 2007a; “Substructure Support at Driveway - 268
Lombard/1710 Kearny, San Francisco CA”, letter prepared for Jeff England & Associates, Job 20821, 2 pages.

Karp, Lawrence B. - Consulting Geotechnical Engineer, October 30, 20075; “Seismic Upgrade & Renovation: Foundation &
New Retaining Wall, 2537 Greenwich St., San Francisco CA” [Block 994-Lot 22], report prepared for David Bilsker, Job 207022,
16 pgs.

Karp, Lawrence B. - Consulting Geotechnical Engineer, July 17, 2008a; “Rock Fall Hazard, Green Street [Block 134] Between
Montgomery & Sansome Streets, San Francisco CA”, letter-report prepared for the City & County of San Francisco, Job 20823, 6

pages. :

Karp, Lawrence B. - Consulting Geotechnical Engineer, October 15, 20085; “Subdrainage Facilities, 2290 Vallejo St.,
San Francisco CA” [Block 0567-Lot 015], plans and specifications prepared for Connie McCole, Job 20900, 4 sheets.

Karp, Lawrence B. - Consulting Geotechnical Engineer, September 23, 20094; “Investigation & Design, Repair of
Retaining Walls, Bea Residence, 2727 Pierce Street, San Francisco CA” [Block 0560-Lot 05], design-report prepared for
Carlos & Louise Bea, Job 207038, 28 pages.

'Karp, Lawrence B. - Consulting Geotechnical Engineer, November 12, 20095; “New Catchment Fence for 1045
Sansome, San Francisco CA” [Block 0134-Lot 032], design drawing prepared for the Abbott Corp., Job 20918, 1 sheet.

Karp, Lawrence B. - Consulting Geotechnical Engineer, January 13, 2010; “New Fence Barrier, Permit Application
2009.01116.1305, 229V Green Street, San Francisco CA” [Block 0134-Lot 032], Job 21007, 1 page.

Karp, Lawrence B. - Consulting Geotechnical Engineer, April 18, 2011a; “Retaining Walls, Investigation &
Recommendations, 2841 Divisadero Street, San Francisco CA” [Block 0951-Lot 004], report prepared for Richard &
Gretchen Evans, Job No. 21109, 15 pages.

Karp, Lawrence B. - Consulting Geotechnical Engineer, April 27, 2011b; “Voluntary Partial Seismic Retrofit,
Foundation & Substructure, Investigation & Recommendations, 2175 Green Street, San Francisco CA” design report
prepared for Courtney Clarkson [Block 557-Lot 17], Job 21111, 23 pages/sheets.

Karp, Lawrence B. - Consulting Geotechnical Engineer, June 7, 2011c¢; “Retaining Walls, Investigation &
Recommendations, 2841 Divisadero Street, San Francisco CA” [Block 0951-Lot 004], report prepared for Richard &
Gretchen Evans, Job 21109, 16 pages.

Karp, Lawrence B. - Consulting Geotechnical Engineer, August 12, 20114, “Ultra Fine Grouting of Sand, 2881 Vallejo
Street, San Francisco CA” [Block 0958-Lot 015], letter-report prepared for Thinh Le, Job 21131, 2 pages.

LAWRENCE B. KARP CONSULTING ENGINEER



Board of Supervisors RE: 2417 Green - Pending Damages to Historical Resource, 1/9/18 Page 20 of 21

Karp, Lawrence B. - Consulting Geotechnical Engineer, October 3, 2011e; “Proposed Subdivision, 1171V Sansome
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SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

‘CEQA Categorical Exemption Determination

PROPERTY INFORMATION/PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Project Address Block/Lot(s)
2417 Green Street 0560/028
Case No. Permit No. Plans Dated
2017-002545ENV 2/10/2017
Addition/ DDemoliﬁon DNew DProject Modification
Alteration (requires HRER if over 45 years old) Construction (GO TO STEP 7)

Project description for Planning Department approval.

Alterations to an existing four-story-over-basement single-family residence with one vehicle parking space. Excavate
to add two vehicle parking spaces. Three-story rear addition. Facade alterations and foundation replacement. Lower
existing building.

STEP 1: EXEMPTION CLASS

TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

*Note: If neither class applies, an Environmental Evaluation Application is required.”

Class 1 - Existing Facilities. Interior and exterior alterations; additions under 10,000 sq. ft.

L]

Class 3 — New Construction/ Conversion of Small Structures. Up to three (3) new single-family
residences or six (6) dwelling units in one building; commercial/office structures; utility extensions.; .;
change of use under 10,000 sq. ft. if principally permitted or with a CU. Change of use under 10,000
sq. ft. if principally permitted or with a CU.

[]

Class___

STEP 2: CEQA IMPACTS
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

If any box is checked below, an Environmental Evaluation Application is required.

[

Air Quality: Would the project add new sensitive receptors (specifically, schools, day care facilities,
hospitals, residential dwellings, and senior-care facilities) within an Air Pollution Exposure Zone?
Does the project have the potential to emit substantial pollutant concentrations (e.g., backup diesel
generators, heavy industry, diesel trucks)? Exceptions: do not check box if the applicant presents
documentation of enrollment in the San Francisco Department of Public Health (DPH) Article 38 program and
the project would not have the potential to emit substantial pollutant concentrations. (refer to EP _ArcMap >
CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Air Pollutant Exposure Zone)

Hazardous Materials: If the project site is located on the Maher map or is suspected of containing
hazardous materials (based on a previous use such as gas station, auto repair, dry cleaners, or heavy
manufacturing, or a site with underground storage tanks): Would the project involve 50 cubic yards
or more of soil disturbance - or a change of use from industrial to residential? If yes, this box must be
checked and the project applicant must submit an Environmental Application with a Phase I
Environmental Site Assessment. Exceptions: do not check box if the applicant presents documentation of

enrollment in the San Francisco Department of Public Health (DPH) Maher program, a DPH waiver from the
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Maher program, or other documentation from Environmental Planning staff that hazardous material effects
would be less than significant (refer to EP_ArcMap > Maher layer).

Transportation: Does the project create six (6) or more net new parking épaces or residential units?
Does the project have the potential to adversely affect transit, pedestrian and/or bicycle safety
(hazards) or the adequacy of nearby transit, pedestrian and/or bicycle facilities?

]

Archeological Resources: Would the project result in soil disturbance/modification greater than two
(2) feet below grade in an archeological sensitive area or eight (8) feet in 2 non-archeological sensitive
area? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Archeological Sensitive Area)

N

Subdivision/Lot Line Adjustment: Does the project site involve a subdivision or lot line adjustment
on a lot with a slope average of 20% or more? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers >

Topography)

[

Slope = or > 20%: Does the project involve any of the following: (1) square footage expansion greater
than 1,000 sq. ft. outside of the existing building footprint, (2) excavation of 50 cubic yards or more of
soil, (3) new construction? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Topography) 1f box is
checked, a geotechnical report is required.

N

Seismic: Landslide Zone: Does the project involve any of the following: (1) square footage expansion
greater than 1,000 sq. ft. outside of the existing building footprint, (2) excavation of 50 cubic yards or
more of soil, (3) new construction? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Seismic Hazard
Zones) If box is checked, a geotechnical report is required.

[]

Seismic: Liquefaction Zone: Does the project involve any of the following: (1) square footage

I:I expansion greater than 1,000 sq. ft. outside of the existing building footprint, (2) excavation of 50
cubic yards or more of soil, (3) new construction? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers >

Seismic Hazard Zones) If box is checked, a geotechnical report will likely be required.

If no boxes are checked above, GO TO STEP 3. If one or more boxes are checked above, an Environmental
Evaluation Application is required, unless reviewed by an Environmental Planner.

D Project can proceed with categorical exemption review. The project does not trigger any of the
CEQA impacts listed above. .

Comments and Planner Signature (optional): Jean Poling  Siemsirienrore

No archeological effects. Sponsor enrolled in DPH Maher program. Project will follow
recommendations of 1/12/17 Divis Consulting preliminary geotechnical report.

STEP 3: PROPERTY STATUS - HISTORIC RESOURCE
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

PROPERTY IS ONE OF THE FOLLOWING: (refer to Parcel Information Map)

[] Category A: Known Historical Resource. GO TO STEP 5.

_ Category B: Potential Historical Resource (over 45 years of age). GO TO STEP 4.

Category C: Not a Historical Resource or Not Age Eligible (under 45 years of age). GO TO STEP 6.
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PLANNING DEPARTMENT
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STEP 4: PROPOSED WORK CHECKLIST
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

Check all that apply to the project.

1. Change of use and new construction. Tenant improvements not included.

2. Regular maintenance or repair to correct or repair deterioration, decay, or damage to building.

3. Window replacement that meets the Department’s Window Replacement Standards. Does not include
storefront window alterations.

4. Garage work. A new opening that meets the Guidelines for Adding Garages and Curb Cuts, and/or
replacement of a garage door in an existing opening that meets the Residential Design Guidelines.

5. Deck, terrace construction, or fences not visible from any immediately adjacent public right-of-way.

6. Mechanical equipment installation that is not visible from any immediately adjacent public right-of-
way.

7. Dormer installation that meets the requirements for exemption from public notification under Zoning
Administrator Bulletin No. 3: Dormer Windows.

O (00004 Ba0a

8. Addition(s) that are not visible from any immediately adjacent public right-of-way for 150 feet in each
direction; does not extend vertically beyond the floor level of the top story of the structure or is only a
single story in height; does not have a footprint that is more than 50% larger than that of the original
building; and does not cause the removal of architectural significant roofing features.

Note: Project Planner must check box below before proceeding.

L

=

Project is not listed. GO TO STEP 5.

Ll

Project does not conform to the scopes of work. GO TO STEP 5.

Project involves four or more work descriptions. GO TO STEP 5.

L

Project involves less than four work descriptions. GO TO STEP 6.

STEP 5: CEQA IMPACTS — ADVANCED HISTORICAL REVIEW

TO BE COMPLETED BY PRESERVATION PLANNER

Check all that apply to the project.

1. Project involves a known historical resource (CEQA Category A) as determined by Step 3 and
conforms entirely to proposed work checklist in Step 4.

2. Interior alterations to publicly accessible spaces.

3. Window replacement of original/historic windows that are not “in-kind” but are consistent with
existing historic character.

4. Facade/storefront alterations that do not remove, alter, or obscure character-defining features.

5. Raising the building in a manner that does not remove, alter, or obscure character-defining
features,

6. Restoration based upon documented evidence of a building’s historic condition, such as historic
photographs, plans, physical evidence, or similar buildings.

OO0 ogoQa

7. Addition(s), including mechanical equipment that are minimally visible from a public right-of-way
and meet the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation.

8. Other work consistent with the Secretary of the Interior Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties

D (specify or add comments):
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9. Other work that would not materially impair a historic district (specify or add comments):

(Requires approval by Senior Preservation Planner/Preservation Coordinator)

10. Reclassification of property status. (Requires approval by Senior Preservation Planner/Preservation

Coordinator)

[[] Reclassify to Category A Reclassify to Category C
a. Per HRER dated: 51917 (attach HRER)
b. Other (specify):

Note: If ANY box in STEP 5 above is checked, a Preservation Planner MUST check one box below.

D Further environmental review required. Based on the information provided, the project requires an
Environmental Evaluation Application to be submitted. GO TO STEP 6.

Project can proceed with categorical exemption review. The project has been reviewed by the
Preservation Planner and can proceed with categorical exemption review. GO TO STEP 6.

Comments (optional):

Preservation Planner Signature: Shelley Caltagirone o e e oreg

STEP 6: CATEGORICAL EXEMPTION DETERMINATION
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

D Further environmental review required. Proposed project does not meet scopes of work in either (check
all that apply):

[] step2-CEQA Impacts
D Step 5 — Advanced Historical Review

STOP! Must file an Environmental Evaluation Application.

No further environmental review is required. The project is categorically exempt under CEQA.

Planner Name: Shelley Caltagirone Signature:
Project Approval Action: . S h e I I ey Digi'tally signed
by Shelley

Building Permit C altag"’ ga:t’agzig)1n7805 N
ate: .05.

If Discretionary Review before the Planning Commission is requested, 5 : TaTa
the Discretionary Review hearing is the Approval Action for the O n e 13:44:01 -07°00

-| project.
Once signed or stamped and dated, this document constitutes a categorical exemption pursuant to CEQA Guidelines and Chapter 31
of the Administrative Code.

In accordance with Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code, an appeal of an exemption determination can only be filed
within 30 days of the project receiving the first approval action.
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SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

PRESERVATION TEAM REVIEW FORM

' Preservation Team Meeting Date: l I Date of Form Completion ! 5/4/2017 J
PROJECT INFORMATION:
Planner: Address:
Shelley Caltagirone 2417 Green Street
Block/Lot: Cross Streets:
0560/028 Pierce and Scott Streets
CEQA Category: Art. 10/11: BPA/Case No.:
B8 2017.002545ENV
PURPOSE OF REVIEW: PROJECT DESCRIPTION:
(¢ CEQA " Article 10/11 ] (" Preliminary/PIC (e Alteration I (" Demo/New Construction

DATE OF PLANS UNDER REVIEW: [ 2/10/17 [

PROJECT ISSUES:

X | Is the subject Property an eligible historic resource?

[7] | If so, are the proposed changes a significant impact?

Additional Notes:

Submitted: Historic Resource Evaluation report prepared by Tim Kelley Consulting, April
2017

Proposed Project: Expansion of garage; 3 story horizontal rear addition; alterations to
front facade and roof; excavation and foundation replacement; lowering building; and
interior remodel. The project appears to be a de facto demolition per PC Section 1005(f).

| PRESERVATION TEAM REVIEW:

Category: CA cs | 6c

Individual Historic District/Context

Property is individually eligible for inclusion in a
California Register under one or more of the
following Criteria:

Property is in an eligible California Register
Historic District/Context under one or more of
the following Criteria:

Criterion 1 - Event: C Yes (& No Criterion 1 - Event: " Yes (¢ No
Criterion 2 -Persons: (" Yes (& No Criterion 2 -Persons: (" Yes (& No
Criterion 3 - Architecture: (" Yes (@ No Criterion 3 - Architecture:  Yes (# No
Criterion 4 - Info. Potential: C Yes (& No Criterion 4 - Info. Potential: (" Yes (& No

Period of Significance: Period of Significance:

(" Contributor (" Non-Contributor

1650 Mission St.
Suite 400

San Francisco,
CA 94103-2479

Reception:
415.558.6378

Fax:
415.558.6409

Planning
Information:
415.558.6377



Complies with the Secretary's Standards/Art 10/Art 11: - " Yes (" No & N/A
CEQA Material Impairment to the individual historic resource: " Yes @ No
CEQA Material Impairment to the historic district: C Yes (¢ No
‘Requires Design‘Revisions: C Yes (¢ No
Defer to Residential Design Team: C Yes @ No

PRESERVATION TEAM COMMENTS:

The building at 2417 Green Street was built circa 1905 and was first owned by Lonella H.
Smith. Louis B. Floan was to contractor for the building, but no architect was identified.
The property is located on the south side of the street between Pierce and Scott Street in
the Pacific Heights neighborhood. It is a rectangular plan, three-story-over-basement,
wood-frame, single-family residence with a side-facing gable roof and shingle and brick
cladding. The building has been altered, including the insertion of a garage with concrete
cladding, replacement of the front entry porch, and replacement of the upper floor
windows. The building retains some characteristics of the First Bay Tradition style,
including the simple wall surface, wood singles, and small scale ornamentation.

Based on the information provided in the Historic Resource Evaluation report prepared by
Tim Kelley Consulting (December 2016), the Department finds that the subject property
does not appear to be eligible for inclusion on the California Register either as an
individual historic resource or as a contributor to a historic district. There is no information
provided by the Project Sponsor's reports or located in the San Francisco Planning
Department’s background files to indicate that the property was associated with events
that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns of local or regional history
or the cultural heritage of California or the United States. No significant historical figures
are associated with the property. Lastly, the property does not significantly embody the
distinctive characteristics of the First Bay Tradition style; it is not the work of a master
architect; and, it does not possess high artistic values. Furthermore, the property is not
located within a California Register-eligible historic district. The consultant found no
cohesive collection of buildings in the immediate area that would indicate a possible
district. The nearest historic district is the Pacific Heights Historic District, which captures
buildings to the south and west of the subject building. 2417 Green Street would not
contribute to this district since the subject building and its immediate neighbors to the
east are not associated with the architectural significance of the district. The district is
characterized by large, formal, detached dwellings, typically designed by master architects
and displaying a high level of architectural detailing and materials. The subject building is
builder-designed and displays a relatively vernacular style. While the properties to the west
of 2417 Green Street may be eligible for inclusion in the district, the subject building does
not contribute to the Pacific Heights Historic District. The proposed project would have no
adverse impact to historic resources as the subject building is not a historic resource and is
not located within a historic district.

| Signature of'a Senior Preservation Planner / Preservation Caordinator: = |Date:

-
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1/4/2018 Title 14

The California Environmental Quality Act

Title 14. California Code of Regulations
Chapter 3. Guidelines for Implementation of the
California Environmental Quality Act

Article 19. Categorical Exemptions

Sections 15300 to 15333

15300. Categorical Exemptions

Section 21084 of the Public Resources Code requires these Guidelines to include a list of classes of
projects which have been determined not to have a significant effect on the environment and which
shall, therefore, be exempt from the provisions of CEQA.

In response to that mandate, the Secretary for Resources has found that the following classes of
projects listed in this article do not have a significant effect on the environment, and they are declared
to be categorically exempt from the requirement for the preparation of environmental documents.

Note: Authority cited: Section 21083, Public Resources Code; Reference: Section 21084, Public
Resources Code.

15300.1. Relation to Ministerial Projects

Section 21080 of the Public Resources Code exempts from the application of CEQA those projects
over which public agencies exercise only ministerial authority. Since ministerial projects are already
exempt, categorical exemptions should be applied only where a project is not ministerial under a
public agency's statutes and ordinances. The inclusion of activities which may be ministerial within
the classes and examples contained in this article shall not be construed as a finding by the Secretary
for Resources that such an activity is discretionary.

Note: Authority cited: Section 21083, Public Resources Code; Reference: Section 21084, Public
Resources Code.

15300.2. Exceptions

(a) Location. Classes 3, 4, 5, 6, and 11 are qualified by consideration of where the project is to be
located -- a project that is ordinarily insignificant in its impact on the environment may in a
particularly sensitive environment be significant. Therefore, these classes are considered to apply all
instances, except where the project may impact on an environmental resource of hazardous or critical
concern where designated, precisely mapped, and officially adopted pursuant to law by federal, state,
or local agencies.

(b) Cumulative Impact. All exemptions for these classes are inapplicable when the cumulative impact
of successive projects of the same type in the same place, over time is significant.

(c) Significant Effect. A categorical exemption shall not be used for an activity where there is a
reasonable possibility that the activity will have a significant effect on the environment due to unusual
circumstances.

(d) Scenic Highways. A categorical exemption shall not be used for a project which may result in
damage to scenic resources, including but not limited to, trees, historic buildings, rock outcroppings,

http://www.resources.ca.gov/ceqa/guidelines/art19.html 1/16



1/4/2018 Title 14

or similar resources, within a highway officially designated as a state scenic highway. This does not
apply to improvements which are required as mitigation by an adopted negative declaration or
certified EIR.

(e) Hazardous Waste Sites. A categorical exemption shall not be used for a project located on a site
which is included on any list compiled pursuant to Section 65962.5 of the Government Code.

(f) Historical Resources. A categorical exemption shall not be used for a project which may cause a
substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource.

Note: Authority cited: Section 21083, Public Resources Code; References: Sections 21084 and
21084.1, Public Resources Code; Wildlife Alive v. Chickering (1977) 18 Cal.3d 190; League for
Protection of Oakland's Architectural and Historic Resources v. City of Oakland (1997) 52
Cal.App.4th 896; Citizens for Responsible Development in West Hollywood v. City of West Hollywood
(1995) 39 Cal.App.4th 925; City of Pasadena v. State of California (1993) 14 Cal.App.4th 810;
Association for the Protection etc. Values v. City of Ukiah (1991) 2 Cal.App.4th 720; and Baird v.
County of Contra Costa (1995) 32 Cal.App.4th 1464

Discussion: In McQueen v. Mid-Peninsula Regional Open Space (1988) 202 Cal. App. 3d 1136, the
court reiterated that categorical exemptions are construed strictly, shall not be unreasonably expanded
beyond their terms, and may not be used where there is substantial evidence that there are unusual
circumstances (including future activities) resulting in (or which might reasonably result in)
significant impacts which threaten the environment,

Public Resources Code Section 21084 provides several additional exceptions to the use of categorical
exemptions. Pursuant to that statute, none of the following may qualify as a categorical exemption: (1)
a project which may result in damage to scenic resources, including but not limited to, trees, historic
buildings, rock outcroppings, or similar resources within a scenic highway (this does not apply to
improvements which are required as mitigation for a project for which a negative declaration or EIR
has previously been adopted or certified; (2) a project located on a site included on any list compiled
pursuant to Government Code section 65962.5 (hazardous and toxic waste sites, etc.); and (3) a project
which may cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource.

15300.3. Revisions to List of Categorical Exemptions

A public agency may, at any time, request that a new class of categorical exemptions be added, or an
existing one amended or deleted. This request must be made in writing to the Office of Planning and
Research and shall contain detailed information to support the request. The granting of such request
shall be by amendment to these Guidelines.

Note: Authority cited: Section 21083, Public Resources Code; Reference: Section 21084, Public
Resources Code.

15300.4. Application By Public Agencies

Each public agency shall, in the course of establishing its own procedures, list those specific activities
which fall within each of the exempt classes, subject to the qualification that these lists must be
consistent with both the letter and the intent expressed in the classes. Public agencies may omit from
their implementing procedures classes and examples that do not apply to their activities, but they may
not require EIRs for projects described in the classes and examples in this article except under the
provisions of Section 15300.2.

Note: Authority cited: Section 21083, Public Resources Code; Reference: Section 21084, Public
Resources Code.

15301. Existing Facilities
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14 CCR § 15064.5

§ 15064.5. Determining the Significance of Impacts to Archaeological and Historical Resources.

(a) For purposes of this section, the term “historical resources” shall include the following:

(1) A resource listed in, or determined to be eligible by the State Historical Resources Commission, for listing in the California
Register of Historical Resources (Pub. Res. Code §5024.1, Title 14 CCR, Section 4850 et seq.).

(2) A resource included in a local register of historical resources, as defined in section 5020.1(k) of the Public Resources Code
or identified as significant in an historical resource survey meeting the requirements section 5024.1(g) of the Public Resources
Code, shall be presumed to be historically or culturally significant. Public agencies must treat any such resource as significant
unless the preponderance of evidence demonstrates that it is not historically or culturally significant.

(3) Any object, building, structure, site, area, place, record, or manuscript which a lead agency determines to be historically
significant or significant in the architectural, engineering, scientific, economic, agricultural, educational, social, political, military,
or cultural annals of California may be considered to be an historical resource, provided the lead agency's determination is
supported by substantial evidence in light of the whole record. Generally, a resource shall be considered by the lead agency to
be “historically significant” if the resource meets the criteria for listing on the California Register of Historical Resources (Pub.
Res. Code, § 5024.1, Title 14 CCR, Section 4852) including the following:

(A) Is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns of California's history and cultural
heritage;

(B) Is associated with the lives of persons important in our past;

(C) Embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region, or method of construction, or represents the work of an
important creative individual, or possesses high artistic values; or

(D) Has yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history.

(4) The fact that a resource is not listed in, or determined to be eligible for listing in the California Register of Historical
Resources, not included in a local register of historical resources (pursuant to section 5020.1(k) of the Public Resources Code),
or identified in an historical resources survey (meeting the criteria in section 5024.1(g) of the Public Resources Code) does not
preclude a lead agency from determining that the resource may be an historical resource as defined in Public Resources Code
sections 5020.1(j) or 5024.1.

(b) A project with an effect that may cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an historical resource is a project that
may have a significant effect on the environment.

(1) Substantial adverse change in the significance of an historical resource means physical demolition, destruction, relocation, or
alteration of the resource or its immediate surroundings such that the significance of an historical resource would be materially
impaired. '

(2) The significance of an historical resource is materially impaired when a project:

(A) Demolishes or materially alters in an adverse manner those physical characteristics of an historical resource that convey its
historical significance and that justify its inclusion in, or eligibility for, inclusion in the California Register of Historical Resources;
or

(B) Demolishes or materially alters in an adverse manner those physical characteristics that account for its inclusion in a local
register of historical resources pursuant to section 5020.1(k) of the Public Resources Code or its identification in an historical
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resources survey meeting the requirements of section 5024.1(g) of the Public Resources Code, unless the public agency
reviewing the effects of the project establishes by a preponderance of evidence that the resource is not historically or culturally
significant; or

(C) Demolishes or materially alters in an adverse manner those physical characteristics of a historical resource that convey its
historical significance and that justify its eligibility for inclusion in the California Register of Historical Resources as determined
by a lead agency for purposes of CEQA.

(3) Generally, a project that follows the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties with
Guidelines for Preserving, Rehabilitating, Restoring, and Reconstructing Historic Buildings or the Secretary of the Interior's
Standards for Rehabilitation and Guidelines for Rehabilitating Historic Buildings (1995), Weeks and Grimmer, shall be
considered as mitigated to a level of less than a significant impact on the historical resource.

(4) A lead agency shall identify potentially feasible measures to mitigate significant adverse changes in the significance of an
historical resource. The lead agency shall ensure that any adopted measures to mitigate or avoid significant adverse changes
are fully enforceable through permit conditions, agreements, or other measures.

(5) When a project will affect state-owned historical resources, as described in Public Resources Code Section 5024, and the
lead agency is a state agency, the lead agency shall consult with the State Historic Preservation Officer as provided in Public
Resources Code Section 5024.5. Consultation should be coordinated in a timely fashion with the preparation of environmental
documents.

(c) CEQA applies to effects on archaeological sites.

(1) When a project will impact an archaeological site, a lead agency shall first determine whether the site is an historical
resource, as defined in subdivision (a).

(2) If a lead agency determines that the archaeological site is an historical resource, it shall refer to the provisions of Section
21084.1 of the Public Resources Code, and this section, Section 15126.4 of the Guidelines, and the limits contained in Section
21083.2 of the Public Resources Code do not apply.

(3) If an archaeological site does not meet the criteria defined in subdivision (a), but does meet the definition of a unique
archeological resource in Section 21083.2 of the Public Resources Code, the site shall be treated in accordance with the
provisions of section 21083.2. The time and cost limitations described in Public Resources Code Section 21083.2 (c-f) do not
apply to surveys and site evaluation activities intended to de- termine whether the project location contains unique
archaeological resources. '

(4) If an archaeological resource is neither a unique archaeological nor an historical resource, the effects of the project on those
resources shall not be considered a significant effect on the environment. It shall be sufficient that both the resource and the
effect on it are noted in the Initial Study or EIR, if one is prepared to address impacts on other resources, but they need not be
considered further in the CEQA process.

(d) When an initial study identifies the existence of, or the probable likelihood, of Native American human remains within the project,
a lead agency shall work with the appropriate Native Americans as identified by the Native American Heritage Commission as
provided in Public Resources Code section 5097.98. The applicant may develop an agreement for treating or disposing of, with
appropriate dignity, the human remains and any items associated with Native American burials with the appropriate Native
Americans as identified by the Native American Heritage Commission.” Action implementing such an agreement is exempt from:

(1) The general prohibition on disinterring, disturbing, or removing human remains from any location other than a dedicated
cemetery (Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5).

(2) The requirements of CEQA and the Coastal Act.

(e) In the event of the accidental discovery or recognition of any human remains in any location other than a dedicated cemetery, the
following steps should be taken:

(1) There shall be no further excavation or disturbance of the site or any nearby area reasonably suspected to overlie adjacent
human remains until:

(A) The coroner of the county in which the remains are discovered must be contacted to determine that no investigation of the
cause of death is required, and

(B) If the coroner determines the remains to be Native American:
1. The coroner shall contact the Native American Heritage Commission within 24 hours.

2. The Native American Heritage Commission shall identify the person or persons it believes to be the most likely
descended from the deceased Native American.

3. The most likely descendent may make recommendations to the landowner or the person responsible for the
excavation work, for means of treating or disposing of, with appropriate dignity, the human remains and any associated
grave goods as provided in Public Resources Code section 5097.98, or
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(2) Where the following conditions occur, the landowner or his authorized representative shall rebury the Native American
human remains and associated grave goods with appropriate dignity on the property in a location not subject to further
subsurface disturbance.

(A) The Native American Heritage Commission is unable to identify a most likely descendent or the most likely descendent failed
to make a recommendation within 24 hours after being notified by the commission.

(B) The descendant identified fails to make a recommendation; or

(C) The landowner or his authorized representative rejects the recommendation of the descendant, and the mediation by-the
Native American Heritage Commission fails to provide measures acceptable to the landowner.

(f) As part of the objectives, criteria, and procedures required by Section 21082 of the Public Resources Code, a lead agency should
make provisions for historical or unique archaeological resources accidentally discovered during construction. These provisions
should include an immediate evaluation of the find by a qualified archaeologist. If the find is determined to be an historical or unique
archaeological resource, contingency funding and a time allotment sufficient to allow for implementation of avoidance measures or
appropriate mitigation should be available. Work could continue on other parts of the building site while historical or unique
archaeological resource mitigation takes place.

Note: Authority cited: Section 21083, Public Resources Code. Reference: Sections 21083.2, 21084 and 21084.1, Public Resources
Code; and Citizens for Responsible Development in West Hollywood v. City of West Hollywood (1995) 39 Cal.App.4th 490.

HISTORY
1. New section filed 10-26-98; operative 10-26-98 pursuant to Public Resources Code section 21087 (Register 98, No. 44).

2. Change without regulatory effect amending subsections (c)(1), (c)(3), (d) and (e)(1)(B)2.-3. and amendingNote filed 10-6-2005
pursuant to section 100, title 1, California Code of Regulations (Register 2005, No. 40).

This database is current through 12/22/17 Register 2017, No. 51
14 CCR § 15064.5, 14 CA ADC § 15064.5

END OF DOCUMENT ‘ ® 2018 Thamson Reuters. No claim 1o original U.S. Government Works.
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California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)

CEQA Basics

documenttoc&transitionType=Default&contextData=(sc.Default))has a number of functions; two major
functions are described here. One is to provide decision makers with information about the environmental impacts of projects prior to granting approval. The second is to
allow the public to comment on the impacts of projects in their community. Through the comment process, citizens can help projects avoid and minimize impacts by
developing project alternatives and mitigation measures.

Just because significant environmental impacts are identified, CEQA does not require that projects be denied. That decision to approve or deny is left to elected officials or
appointed decision makers. It is important for concerned citizens to participate in the CEQA comment process if they want to play a role. Without public participation, decision
makers will find it difficult determining what a tolerable or intolerable environmental impact looks like in their community.

Local governments with a permit approval (cities, counties, special districts) are referred to in CEQA as “Lead Agencies” and are tasked under CEQA with carrying out the
environmental impact analysis. Once a lead agency has acted, the citizen or other entity must turn to the courts to determine the adequacy of the CEQA document.

Historical resources (buildings, structures, or archeological resources) are considered part of the environment and are subject to review under CEQA. Please contact the OHP if
you have questions about how to participate in the CEQA process or how to identify and evaluate historical resources during an environmental impact analysis.

CEQA is encoded in Sections 21000 et seq of the Public Resources Code (PRC) with Guidelines for implementation codified in the California Code of Regulations (CCR), Title 14

Chapter 3, Sections 15000 et seq (http://resources.ca.gov/ceqa/guidelines/art1.html)., requires state and local public agencies to identify the environmental impacts of

proposed discretionary activities or projects, determine if the impacts will be significant, and identify alternatives and mitigation measures that will substantially reduce or
eliminate significant impacts to the environment. State owned properties are subject to the provisions of Public Resources Code Section 5024 and 5024.5

(../../pages/1071 files/public%20resources%20code%205024.pdf).

Historical resources are considered part of the environment and a project that may cause a substantial adverse effect on the significance of a historical resource is a project
that may have a significant effect on the environment. The definition of "historical resources" is contained in Section 15064.5 of the CEQA Guidelines.

Public Resources Code Section 21083.2-21084.1 (../../pages/1054/files/public%20resources%20code.pdf)

Public Resources Code Section 5024 (../../pages/1071/files/public%20resources%20code%205024.pdf)
CEQA Process Flowchart (../../pages/1071/files/ceqa flow chart.pdf)

AB52 Tribal Cultural Resources and CEQA

Advisory-AB-52-and-Tribal-Cultural-Resources-in-CEQA.pdf)

Office of Planning and Research - Tribal Cultural Resources and CEQA (https://www.opr.ca.gov/s ab52.php)
CEQA Appendix G Checklist with AB 52 Changes (http://opr.ca.gov/docs/Appendix & AB 52 Update 2016.pdf)
Native American Heritage Commission - The Basics of Protecting Tribal Cultural Resources Under AB 52 (http://nahc.ca.gov/2017/04/the-basics-of-protecting-tribal-

http://ohp.parks.ca.gov/?page_id=21721 113
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When does CEQA apply? (?page id=21723)

What is the CEQA review process and who initiates it (?page id=23622)?

What is the California Register and what does it have to do with CEQA? (?page id=21724)
Are archeological sites part of the California Register? (?page id=21725)

t is substanti verse change to a historical resource? (?page id= 6

How can substantial adverse change be avoided or mitigated? (?page id=21727)

What are exemptions under CEQA and how are they used? (?page id=2172

What are local CEQA Guidelines? (?page id=21729)

Who ensures CEQA is being followed properly? (?page id=21730)

How should a citizen approach advocating for historical resources under CEQA? (?page id=21731)

What information is useful to have when contacting OHP about a CEQA project? (?page _id=21732)

This information is intended to merely illustrate the process outlined in CEQA statute and guidelines relative to historical and cultural resources. These materials on CEQA and
other laws are offered by the State Office of Historic Preservation for informational purposes only. This information does not have the force of law or regulation and should
not be cited in legal briefs as the authority for any proposition. In the case of discrepancies between the information provided on this website and the CEQA statute or
guidelines, the language of the CEQA statute and Guidelines (PRC Section 21000 et seq. and 14 CCR Section 15000 et seq.) is controlling. Information contained in this site does
not offer nor constitute legal advice. You should contact an attorney for technical guidance on current legal requirements.

CEQA Case Studies

The California Office of Historic Preservation comments on CEQA documents as an authority on historic and cultural resources. The publications below use case studies taken
from environmental documents produced in California to help environmental analysts and lead agencies understand historical and cultural resource identification and
evaluation.

Volume I: How to Identify and Evaluate Historic and Cultural Landscapes
(../../pages/1071/files/ceqa%20significant%20impacts%20cultural%20landscapes%20vi.pdf)

Volume VI: Understanding the 50-year Threshold (../../pages/1071/files/Vl Understanding the 50-year Threshold.pdf)

RELATED PAGES

http://ohp.parks.ca.gov/?page_id=21721 2/3



1/4/2018 California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)

Section 106 - Federal Agency Compliance (/?page id=1071)
American Recovery Act & Section 106 Reviews (/?page id=28035)
he FCC & Section 106 Review (/?page_id=28034)

Staff Contacts

Ron Parsons (mailto:ron.parsons@parks.ca.gov)
State Historian Il

CEQA/Education and Outreach/CLG Coordinator
916-445-7042

Staff Directory

(?page id=1075)

Main Address:

Office of Historic Preservation

1725 23rd Street, Suite 100

Sacramento, CA 95816

(916) 445-7000; fax: (916) 445-7053
calshpo.ohp@parks.ca.gov (mailto:calshpo.ohp@parks.ca.gov)

CEQA LINKS

"CEQA, Where to Start?" (../../pages/1071/files/ceqa.pdf)

California Register of Historical Resources (?page id=2123

Office of Planning & Research/State Cleari ouse (http://opr.ca.gov/

PRC 5024 & 5024.5 - State Agency Compliance (?page id=27964)

Section 106 - Federal Agency Compliance (?page id=1071)

Q Address: 1725 23rd Street, Suite 100, Sacramento, CA 95816
. Public Information Inquiries: (916) 445-7000

¥ Email:

Select Language | ¥
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PROPOSED SAN FRANCISCO BUILDING
CODE AMENDMENTS

2016 Edition

Chapter 1 |
SCOPE AND ADMINISTRATION

Division I
CALIFORNIA ADMINISTRATION

No San Francisco Building Code Amendments.
Division I
SCOPE AND ADMINISTRATION

See Chapter 14 for the Administration provisions of the San Francisco Building Code.

Chapter 1A
SAN FRANCISCO ADMINISTRATION

The City and County of San Francisco adopts the following Chapter 1A for the purpose of
administration of the 2043 2016 San Francisco Building Code. Certain specific administrative and
general code provisions as adopted by various state agencies may be found in Chapter 1, Divisions I
and IT of this code.

SRR e

SECTION 101A — TITLE, SCOPE AND GENERAL

101A.1 " Title. These regulations shall be known as the “2043 2016 San Francisco Building Code,”
may be cited as such and will be referred to herein as “this code.” The 2843 2016 San Francisco
Building Code amends the 2033 2016 California Building Code and the 2843 2016 California
Residential Code which is Part 2 & 2.5 respectively of the 12 parts of the official compilation and
publication of the adoption amendment and repeal of the building regulations to the California
Code of Regulations, Title 24, also referred to as the California Building Standards Code. The
California Building Code and California Residential Code incorporates by adoption the 2042 2015



created by Building Code Section 106A.4.1.3; provided, however, that, until the special inspection
reports required by Building Code Section 1704.2.4 are submitted to and approved by the
Department, the phase of construction subsequent to the phase or element for which the report was
completed cannot commence. '

1705.22  Add the following section:

1705.22 Crane Safety. No owner or other person shall operate, authorize or permit the operation
of a tower crane on a high-rise building structure until a signed Crane Site Safety Plan, Submittal
Form and Crane Safety Compliance Agreement have been accepted by the Building Official.

Chapter 17A
SPECIAL INSPECTIONS AND TESTS

No San Francisco Building Code Amendments

Chapter 18
SOILS AND FOUNDATIONS

No San Francisco Building Code Amendments

Chapter 18A
SOILS AND FOUNDATIONS

No San Francisco Building Code Amendments

Chapter 19
CONCRETE

No San Francisco Building Code Amendments

Chapter 19A
CONCRETE

No San Francisco Building Code Amendments
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3302.4 Fencing. Provide for the enclosing, fencing, and boarding up or by fire watch or other means
of preventing access to the site by unauthorized persons when work is not in progress.

SECTION 3303 - DEMOLITION

3303.1 Add new sections as follows: -

3303.1.1 Buildings other than Type V. The demolition of structures of Types I, II, III and IV
construction greater than two stories or 25 feet (7.62 m) in height shall comply with the
requirements of this section.

The requirements of this section shall also apply to the demolition of post-tensioned and
pre- tensioned concrete structures.

3303.1.2 Required plans. Prior to approval of an application for a demolition permit, two sets of
detailed plans shall be submitted for approval, showing the following:

1. The sequence of operation floor by floor, prepared by a registered civil engineer or licensed
architect.

The location of standpipes.

The location and details of protective canopies.

The location of truck crane during operation.

Any necessary fence or barricade with lights.

Any floor or wall left standing.

The schedule of the days when the demolition will be done, i.e., on weekdays or on Sundays.

o L b

3303.4 Replace this section with the following:

3303.4 Vacant Lot. When a building is demolished, the permittee must remove all debris and
remove all parts of the structure above grade except those parts that are necessary to provide
support for the adjoining property.

3303.8 Add a new section as follows:

3303.8 Special inspection. A registered civil engineer or licensed architect shall supervise the
demolition work in accordance with rules and regulations adopted by the Building Official
pursuant to Section 104A.2.1 to assure the work is proceeding in a safe manner and shall submit
written progress reports to the Department in accordance with Section 1704.2.4.

SRR R T T B T T T S S A R o o P e s T RO S O T RS A s QD S 2 DT

SECTION 3304 — SITE WORK

3304.1 Add a second paragraph as follows:
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The City and County of San Francisco adopts Appendix J for the purpose of regulating
excavation and grading.

3304.1 Add a third paragraph as follows:

Temporary wood shoring and forms. All wood used for temporary shoring, lagging or
forms that will be backfilled against or otherwise left permanently in place below grade shall be
treated wood as defined in Section 2302.

SECTION 3306 — PROTECTION OF PEDESTRIANS

3306.10 Add a section as follows:

3306.10 Chutes. Chutes for the removal of materials and debris shall be provided in all parts of
demolition operations that are more than 20 feet (6.096 m) above the point where the removal of
material is effected. Such chutes shall be completely enclosed. They shall not extend in an unbroken
line for more than 25 feet (7.62 m) vertically but shall be equipped at intervals of 25 feet (7.62 m) or
less with substantial stops or offsets to prevent descending material from attaining dangerous
speeds.

The bottom of each chute shall be equipped with a gate or stop with a suitable means for
closing or regulating the flow of material.

Chutes, floors, stairways and other places affected shall be watered sufficiently to keep
down the dust.

3306.11 Add a section as follows:

3306.11 Falling debris. Wood or other construction materials shall not be allowed to fall in large
pieces onto an upper floor. Bulky materials, such as beams and columns, shall be lowered and not
allowed to fall.

3306.12 Add a section as follows:

3306.12 Structure stability. In buildings of wood frame construction, the supporting structure
shall not be removed until the parts of the structure being supported have been removed.

In buildings with basements, the first floor construction shall not be removed until the
basement walls are braced to prevent overturning, or an analysis acceptable to the Building Official
is submitted which shows the walls to be stable without bracing.

BT

SECTION 3307 —- PROTECTION OF ADJOINING PROPERTY

3307.1 Insert a note at the end of this section as follows:

3307.1 Protection required. Adjoining public and private property shall be protected from damage
during construction, remodeling and demolition work. Protection must be provided for footings,
foundations, party walls, chimneys, skylights, and roofs. Provisions shall be made to control water runoff
and erosion during construction or demolition activities. The person making or causing an excavation to
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be made shall provide written notice to the owners of adjoining buildings advising them that the
excavation is to be made and that the adjoining buildings should be protected. Said notification shall be
delivered not less than 10 days prior to the scheduled starting date of the excavation.

Note: Other requirements for protection of adjacent property of adjacent and depth to
which protection is requested are defined by California Civil Code Section 832, and is reprinted
herein for convenience.

Section 832. Each coterminous owner is entitled to the lateral and subjacent support which
his land receives from the adjoining land, subject to the right of the owner of the adjoining land to
make proper and usual excavations on the same for purposes of construction or improvement,
under the following conditions:

1. Any owner of land or his lessee intending to make or to permit an excavation shall
give reasonable notice to the owner or owners of adjoining lands and of buildings or other
structures, stating the depth to which such excavation is intended to be made, and when the
excavating will begin.

2, In making any excavation, ordinary care and skill shall be used, and reasonable
precautions taken to sustain the adjoining land as such, without regard to any building or other
structure which may be thereon, and there shall be no liability for damage done to any such
building or other structure by reason of the excavation, except as otherwise provided or allowed by
law.

3. If at any time it appears that the excavation is to be of a greater depth than are the
walls or foundations of any adjoining building or other structure, and is to be so close as to
endanger the building or other structure in any way, then the owner of the building or other
structure must be allowed at least 30 days, if he so desires, in which to take measures to protect the
same from any damage, or in which to extend the foundations thereof, and he must be given for the
same purposes reasonable license to enter on the land on which the excavation is to be or is being
made.

4. If the excavation is intended to be or is deeper than the standard depth of
foundations, which depth is defined to be a depth of nine feet below the adjacent curb level, at the
point where the joint property line intersects the curb and if on the land of the coterminous owner
there is any building or other structure the wall or foundation of which goes to standard depth or
deeper then the owner of the land on which the excavation is being made shall, if given the
necessary license to enter on the adjoining land, protect the said adjoining land and any such
building or other structure thereon without cost to the owner thereof, from any damage by reason
of the excavation, and shall be liable to the owner of such property for any such damage, excepting
only for minor settlement cracks in buildings or other structures.

I P e S T A R T AR A S SRS ES P X7 A S S R A R T L T T A D O L T e RS R  T T tl US B0 BB I et 00 SRR

SECTION 3311 — STANDPIPES

5

3311.2 Replace this section and title with the following:

3311.2 Buildings-being-demolished:-Fire Safety During Demolition Where-a-buildingis-being
derolished-and-a-standpipe-existswwithin-such-a-building suebstandpipe-shall- berraintainedin-on-
operable-condition-se-as-teo-be-availeble-foruse-by-the-fire-department—Such-standpipe-shall- be-
dernolished-with-the-buildirg-but-shall-not-be-demelished-rrore-then-one-floor-below-the-floor being
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IMPORTANT NOTICE

Act now to keep your code up-to-date.
The purchase of this code includes a
free subscription for all State-issued
supplements and errata. To receive
these important updates through
2019, you MUST register online
www.iccsafe.org/CAL16

2/{)16 CALIFORNIA
ILDING CODE

CALIFORNIA CODE OF REGULATIONS
TITLE 24;-PART 2, VOLUME 2 OF 2

3 7 ]
Based on the 201 ernational Building Code® \
\

2016 California Historical Building Code, Title 24, Part 8 \\
2016 California Existing|Building Code, Title 24, Part 10
Based on the 2015 International Existing Bwldmg Code®

California Bqulng Standards Commlsswn

Effective January 1, 2017

For Errata and Supplement effective

INTERNATIONAL dates see the History Note Appendix
CODE COUNCIE:




Soils meeting all four of the following provisions shall
be considered expansive, except that tests to show compli-
ance with Items 1, 2 and 3 shall not be required if the test
prescribed in Item 4 is conducted:

1. Plasticity index (PI) of 15 or greater, determined in
accordance with ASTM D4318.

2. More than 10 percent of the soil particles pass a No.
200 sieve (75 um), determined in accordance with
ASTM D422.

3. More than 10 percent of the soil particles are less
than 5 micrometers in size, determined in accor-
dance with ASTM D422.

4. Expansion index greater than 20, determined in
accordance with ASTM D4829.

1803.5.4 Ground-water table. A subsurface soil investi-
gation shall be performed to determine whether the exist-
ing ground-water table is above or within 5 feet (1524
mm) below the elevation of the lowest floor level where
such floor is located below the finished ground level adja-
cent to the foundation.

Exception: A subsurface soil investigation to deter-
mine the location of the ground-water table shall not be
required where waterproofing is provided in accor-
dance with Section 1805.

1803.5.5 Deep foundations. Where deep foundations will
be used, a geotechnical investigation shall be conducted
and shall include all of the following, unless sufficient
data upon which to base the design and installation is oth-
erwise available:

1. Recommended deep foundation types and installed
capacities.

2. Recommended center-to-center spacing of deep
foundation elements.

3. Driving criteria.

4. Installation procedures.

5. Field inspection and reporting procedures (to
include procedures for verification of the installed
bearing capacity where required).

6. Load test requirements.

7. Suitability of deep foundation materials for the
intended environment.

8. Designation of bearing stratum or strata.
9. Reductions for group action, where necessary.

1803.5.6 Rock strata., Where subsurface explorations at
the project site indicate variations in the structure of rock
upon which foundations are to be constructed, a sufficient
number of borings shall be drilled to sufficient depths to
assess the competency of the rock and its load-bearing
capacity.

1803.5.7 Excavation near foundations. Where excava-
tion will reduce support from any foundation, a registered
design professional shall prepare an assessment of the

2016 CALIFORNIA BUILDING CODE

SOILS AND FOUNDATIONS

structure as determined from examination of the structure,
the review of available design documents and, if neces-
sary, excavation of test pits. The registered design profes-
sional shall determine the requirements for underpinning
and protection and prepare site-specific plans, details and
sequence of work for submission. Such support shall be
provided by underpinning, sheeting and bracing, or by
other means acceptable to the building official.

1803.5.8 Compacted fill material. Where shallow foun-
dations will bear on compacted fill material more than 12
inches (305 mm) in depth, a geotechnical investigation
shall be conducted and shall include all of the following:

1. Specifications for the preparation of the site prior to
placement of compacted fill material.

2. Specifications for material to be used as compacted
fill. -

3. Test methods to be used to determine the maximum
dry density and optimum moisture content of the
material to be used as compacted fill.

4. Maximum allowable thickness of each lift of com-
pacted fill material.

5. Field test method for determining the in-place dry
density of the compacted fill.

6. Minimum acceptable in-place dry density expressed
as a percentage of the maximum dry density deter-
mined in accordance with Item 3.

7. Number and frequency of field tests required to
determine compliance with Item 6.

1803.5.9 Controlled low-strength material (CLSM).
Where shallow foundations will bear on controlled low-
strength material (CLSM), a geotechnical investigation
shall be conducted and shall include all of the following:

1. Specifications for the preparation of the site prior to
placement of the CLSM.

2. Specifications for the CLSM.

3. Laboratory or field test method(s) to be used to
determine the compressive strength or bearing
capacity of the CLSM.

4. Test methods for determining the acceptance of the
CLSM in the field.

5. Number and frequency of field tests required to
determine compliance with Item 4.

1803.5.10 Alternate setback and clearance. Where set-
backs or clearafices other than those required in Section
1808.7 are desired, the building official shall be permitted
to require a geotechnical investigation by a registered
design professional to demonstrate that the intent of Sec-
tion 1808.7 would be satisfied. Such an investigation shall
include consideration of material, height of slope, slope
gradient, load intensity and erosion characteristics of slope
material.

1803.5.11 Seismic Design Categories C through F. For
structures assigned to Seismic Design Category C, D, E or
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INTRODUCTION

This letter report presents our preliminary geotechnical conclusions and recommendations for the subject
project. Additional geotechnical studies, including a site specific field investigation, are required prior to
final design.

The subject project is located at 2417 Green Street in San Francisco. The site is located on Block 0560 Lot
028 as mapped by the San Francisco Planning Department as shown on the Site Plan, Figure 1.

PROPOSED IMPROVEMENTS

We understand that plans include: remodeling of the existing residence and expanding the existing
basement.

DATA REVIEW

To develop a preliminary understanding of the geologic conditions at the site, we reviewed the following
documents:

e Blake M.C. et. al. (2000). Geologic Map and Map Database of Parts of Marin, San Francisco, Alameda,
Contra Costa and Sonoma Counties, California. ‘

e (California Geological Survey (2001). State of California Seismic Hazard Zones, City and County of San
Francisco, Official Map.

e JohnA. Blume & Associates, Engineers, (1974). San Francisco Seismic Safety Investigation, June 1974.

SPECIAL STUDIES ZONES

San Francisco Slope Protection Act
The site is located within an area defined by Section 106A.4.1.4 of the 2013 San Francisco Building code
and consequently is located within a special study zone under the Slope Protection Act; Figure 2.

This report provides preliminary conclusions and recommendations regarding geologic hazards at the site.
If a geologic hazard report is required by the San Francisco Department of Building Inspection, we can
provide one upon your request.

State of California Seismic Hazard Zones
The site is not located within a seismic hazard zone as defined by the State of California; Figure 3.

Alquist Priolo Fault Mapping Act
The site is not within an Earthquake Fault Zone, as defined by the Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning
Act and no known active or potentially active faults exist on the site.

GEOLOGIC SETTING

Thessite lies along a northeast-facing slope along the northern side of Russian Hill within the Pacific Heights
District in San Francisco.
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The site is located within the Coast Ranges geomorphic province of California that is characterized by
rugged northwest-trending mountain chains, valleys and ridges. The predominant geologic structure and
these topographic features are controlled by. folds and faults that resulted from the collision of the
Farallon plate and North American plate and subsequent strike-slip faulting along the San Andreas Fault
system. The San Andreas Fault is more than 600 miles long from Point Arena in the north to the Gulf of
California in the south. The Coast Ranges province is bounded on the east by the Great Valley and on the
west by the Pacific Ocean.

The bedrock in the area is mapped as Jurassic- to late Cretaceous-age [~200 — 65 million years ago (Ma)]
Franciscan Complex consisting of sandstone, shale, chert, greenstone and serpentinite. Locally, the
surficial deposits at the site are mapped as Dune Sand.

A geologic map of the site vicinity is presented as Figure 4.

ANTICIPATED SUBSURFACE CONDITIONS

Based on the documents reviewed, we preliminarily conclude the site is underlain by: Dune Sand,
undifferentiated surficial deposits and bedrock.

Undocumented fill may have been placed at the site during prior developments and/or grading activities.

SEISMICITY

"The major active faults in the area are the San Andreas, San Gregorio, Hayward, Rodgers Creek and
Calaveras Faults as shown on Figure 5. The closest major active fault is the San Andreas, which is
approximately 10 kilometers to the west. The most recent major earthquake to affect the Bay Area was
the Loma Prieta Earthquake of 17 October 1989, in the Santa Cruz Mountains with a My, of 6.9,
approximately 98 km from the site.

The U.S. Geological Survey's Working Group on California Earthquake Probabilities (2013) has compiled
the earthquake fault research for the San Francisco Bay area in order to estimate the probability of fault
segment rupture. They have determined that the overall probability of moment magnitude 6.7 or greater
earthquake occurring before 2037 is 72 percent.

The seismicity of the site is governed by the activity of the San Andreas Fault, although ground shaking
from future earthquakes on other faults would also be felt at the site. The intensity of earthquake ground
motion at the site will depend upon the characteristics of the generating fault, distance to the earthquake
epicenter, and magnitude and duration of the earthquake. We judge that strong to violent ground shaking
could occur at the site during a large earthquake on one of the nearby faults.

GEOLOGIC HAZARDS

The project site is in a seismically active region. A preliminary discussion regarding geologic hazards and
their impact on the site follows.
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Ground Shaking

The seismicity of the site is governed by the activity of the San Andreas Fault, although ground shaking
from future earthquakes on other faults would also be felt at the site. The intensity of earthquake ground
motion at the site will depend upon the characteristics of the generating fault, distance to the earthquake
epicenter, and magnitude and duration of the earthquake. We judge that strong to violent ground shaking
could occur at the site during a large earthquake on one of the nearby faults.

Fault Rupture
No active faults are known to exist within the City and County of San Francisco (Blume, 1974). Historically,
ground surface displacements closely follow the trace of geologically young faults.

Slope Stability _
No documented landslides were found to be present at the site; (Blume, 1974). Most of the regional slide
deposits are mapped in ravines and swales and/or generally occur on steeper bedrock slope gradients.

Liquefaction and Associated Hazards

When a saturated, cohesionless soil liquefies, it experiences a temporary loss of shear strength created
by a transient rise in excess pore pressure generated by strong ground motion. Soil susceptible to
liquefaction includes loose to medium dense sand and gravel, low-plasticity silt, and some low-plasticity
clay deposits. Flow failure, lateral spreading, differential settlement, loss of bearing strength, ground
fissures and sand boils are evidence of excess pore pressure generation and liquefaction.

The site is not mapped within a liquefaction seismic hazard zone.

Cyclic Densification

Cyclic densification is the densification of non-saturated sand above the groundwater table due to shaking
and can occur during an earthquake, resulting in settlement of the ground surface and overlying
improvements.

The near surface soils are mapped as Dune Sand. Consequently, loose clean sand may be present at the
site. Cyclic densification may occur at the site where loose clean sands are present and not
removed/improved by the proposed construction.

PRELIMINARY CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Our preliminary geotechnical conclusions and recommendations regarding design and construction are
presented in the remainder of this letter. The conclusions and recommendations presented herein should
be re-evaluated based on either a site-specific field investigation or relevant subsurface information or
both. A final geotechnical report should be prepared by us prior to finalizing the design of the proposSd
improvements.

Undocumented Fill

Undocumented fill may be encountered at the site. Undocumented fill should not be relied upon for
foundation support. Where new concrete flatwork or pavements are proposed, any undocumented fill
should be reworked.
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Groundwater

Groundwater is typically encountered at the interface between geologic contacts, (fill/native, sand/clay
and soil/bedrock). Any excavation on a hillside may encounter groundwater and seasonal springs may be
present even though no evidence of these springs are encountered during construction. Where
groundwater or evidence of groundwater is encountered during construction, we should be notified to
evaluate if additional measures are required to control the flow of groundwater at the site.

The final design should include measures to intercept groundwater where it may impact the proposed
construction. This may include but is not limited to: drainage behind retaining walls, under-slab-drainage,
French drains and area drains to intercept groundwater and surface run-off, and waterproofing. The need
for under-slab-drainage should be evaluated based on the waterproofing design. Where collected,
groundwater should be discharged to a suitable collection point. In San Francisco, intercepted
groundwater is typically re-directed to the combined sewer-storm water system. )

Waterproofing is typically installed where the construction of habitable space is below the ground surface
and waterproofing for basements is generally required by the building code. While we may provide
guidance regarding waterproofing, the design and implementation of any waterproofing system is beyond
the scope of our services. The waterproofing system should be designed and inspected by others.

Site Preparation, Grading and Engineered Fill

The contractor should be familiar with the use of standard compaction equipment and moisture
conditioning of soil. We can provide additional recommendations regarding the placement of engineered
fill and moisture conditioning upon request.

In areas to receive fill or other improvements; flatwork, existing pavements, foundations, abandoned
utilities, vegetation, organic topsoil and other deleterious materials should be removed and disposed of
prior to any grading activities.

Where new fill is required behind retaining walls, adjacent to foundations and below new improvements,
it should be engineered in place.

Engineered fill consists of fill material which has been approved for use by the geotechnical engineer and
placed in a manner as recommended by the geotechnical engineer. Engineered fill may consist of either
on-site soil, select fill (imported to the site) or in some cases lean concrete. Lean concrete and native (on-
site) soils should only be used if specifically approved by the geotechnical engineer.

Engineered fill (soil) should be placed in horizontal layers not exceeding eight inches in loose thickness,
moisture-conditioned to above the optimum moisture content, and compacted to at least 90 percent
relative compaction. The upper six inches of the soil subgrade for flatwork areas should be compacted to
at least 95 percent relative compaction. Fill deeper than five feet should be compacted to at least 95
percent relative compaction.

Select fill should consist of soil that is non-corrosive, free of organic matter, smaller than three inches in
greatest dimension, has a liquid limit less than 40 and a plasticity index less than 12. It is the contractor’s
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responsibility to check that any fill meet the project requirements. Samples may be submitted to the
geotechnical engineer for testing at least three business days prior to use at the site.

Excavation

Excavations that will be deeper than five feet and will be entered by workers should be shored or sloped
in accordance with the Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA) standards (29 CFR Part
1926). The shoring designer should be responsible for the shoring design. The contractor should be
responsible for the construction and safety of temporary slopes and shoring.

Temporary Slopes _
Where space permits, temporary excavation slopes should be no steeper than 2:1 (horizontal:vertical) in

native soils and no steeper that 3:1 in clean sand and undocumented fill. Vertical cuts of less than five
feet may be performed in very stiff to hard native clays and bedrock provided: any adjacent improvement
(i.e. adjacent foundations) are a minimum distance away from the toe of the cut equal to the height of
the cut and these vertical cuts are approved by us. Vertical cuts should not be performed in the Dune
Sand mapped at the site. ' ‘

Shoring
We anticipate that shoring will be required for the proposed improvements. Shoring will likely consist of

soldier pile and lagging cantilever shoring with a maximum retained height of about 10 feet. Permeation
grouting may also be required in conjunction with or used in lieu of lagging to mitigate the potential for
flowing sands through the lagging boards and facilitate excavation. The actual shoring type should be
determined based on future geotechnical studies and the final project plans.

Underpinning
Where adjacent foundations may be impacted by the excavation and the proposed shoring system is not

adequate to reduce potential movements, the adjacent foundations should be underpinned. Hand-dug
underpinning pits extending approximately three feet below the bottom of the proposed excavation are
likely the most economical underpinning for a project of this scope.

Construction Considerations and Monitoring
If the contractor encounters any adjacent foundation not identified on the structural plans, weak soil/rock

or flowing sands during excavation, the excavation should be halted immediately and measures should be
taken to mitigate any potential movement. We should be contacted immediately to provide additional
consultation. We recommend the contractor investigate the location and depth of adjacent foundations
prior finalizing excavation plans. '

During excavation, the shoring system may deform laterally, which could cause the ground surface
adjacent to the shoring walls to settle. The magnitudes of shoring movements and the resulting
settlements are difficult to estimate because they depend on many factors, including the method of
installation and the contractor's skill in the shoring installation. We believe that the movements of a
properly designed and constructed shoring system should be within ordinary accepted limits of less than
one inch. A monitoring program should be established to evaluate the effects of the construction on the
adjacent buildings and surrounding ground.
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The contractor should be responsible for all temporary cuts, slopes and shoring systems used at the site
and should have a competent person on-site who is able to evaluate proposed excavations and
soil/bedrock conditions.

Permanent Slopes

Where the existing slopes are re-graded for the proposed improvements, permanent slopes in soil should
be graded to a maximum inclination of 2:1 (horizontal:vertical). Steeper slopes may be allowed and should
be evaluated on a case-by case basis. Erosion may occur on any slope and maintenance will likely by
required. A landscaping plan can be used to minimize erosion and minor sloughing on slopes with
inclinations of 2:1 or less. To protect against slope erosion, surface runoff should be redirected away from
slopes.

Surface Drainage ,

Positive surface drainage should be provided at the site to direct surface water away from new and
existing foundations as well as the top of retaining walls and slopes. To reduce the potential for water
ponding adjacent to the improvements, we recommend the ground surface within a horizontal distance
of five feet from the improvement slope down and away with a surface gradient of at least two percent
in unpaved areas and one percent in paved areas.

Positive surface drainage should also be provided in crawl spaces, if any, beneath the new improvements.
The crawl space should be covered with at least two inches of concrete (“ratproofing”) sloped to drain at
an inclination of at least one percent to a suitable discharge point. As required, the discharge can be
through one-inch-diameter weepholes through retaining walls and redirected to a suitable collection
point.

Foundations

Foundations should either bear on similar geologic units or should be designed for differential
settlements. We anticipate that foundations will be designed to bear on the Dune Sand (bearing layer)
mapped at the site.

We preliminarily recommend that new foundations consist of either continuous shallow foundations of
individual spread footings interconnected by stiffened grade beams. Localized areas of soft/medium stiff
soil or disturbed bedrock maybe encountered during construction. Weak soil should be over-excavated
and replaced with lean concrete. The extent of the over-excavation required should be evaluated in the
field by us. We should check the bearing layer once foundation subgrade has been achieved and prior to
the placement of re-bar or any other material.

Footings should be a minimum of 18 inches deep or extend at least 12 inches into the bearing layer;
whichever is deeper. Footings should be at least 18 inches wide for continuous footings and 24 inches
wide for isolated spread footings. ’

Where proposed foundations are within seven feet of the top of a slope, they should be deepened such
that there is a minimum of seven feet between the top of the footing and face of slope. Footings adjacent
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to utility trenches (or other footings) should bear below an imaginary 1.5:1 (horizontal:vertical) plane
projected upward from the bottom edge of the utility trench (or adjacent footings).

Shallow foundations designed in accordance with the recommendations presented herein should not
settle more than 1 inch; differential settlements should not exceed more than % inch in 30 feet. Larger,
relatively abrupt differential settlements may occur at the transition between different geologic units.

For the recommended minimum embedment, footings constructed on the bearing layer and observed by
us may be designed for an allowable bearing pressure of 2,000 pounds per square foot (psf) for dead plus
live loads, with a one-third increase for total loads, including wind and/or seismic loads.

Lateral loads on footings can be resisted by a combination of passive resistance acting against the vertical
faces of the footings and friction along the bases of the footings. Passive resistance may be calculated
using lateral pressures corresponding to an equivalent fluid weight of 250 pounds per cubic foot (pcf); the
upper foot should be ignored unless confined by a concrete slab or pavement. Frictional resistance of
concrete poured directly on soil should be computed using a base friction coefficient of 0.35; where
waterproofing or a vapor barrier is used the coefficient should be reduced to 0.20. The passive resistance
and base friction values include a factor of safety of about 1.5 and may be used in combination without
reduction.

Uplift loads may be resisted by the weight of the footing and any overlying soil. If footings are inadequate
to provide the necessary uplift resistance, drilled piers may be used.

Footing excavations should be free of standing water, debris, and disturbed materials prior to placing
concrete. :

Permanent Retaining Walls
Retaining walls may be supported by the foundation system described in the previous section.

Retaining walls that are free to rotate at the top may be designed using an active earth pressure.
Restrained basement walls (no movement allowed at the top of wall) should be designed for at-rest
pressures.

Because the site is in a seismically active area, retaining walls are typically designed to resist pressures
associated with earthquake forces. The structural engineer should determine if a seismic increment
should be included in the design. If a seismic increment is included in the design, we recommend retaining
walls be designed to resist the greater of either the at-rest pressure or active earth pressure plus a seismic
increment. At a minimum, any retaining wall should be designed for a Factor of Safety of at least 1.5.

Where new or existing foundations are located behind retaining walls and an imaginary plane taken from
the bottom of the footing projected at 1.5:1 (horizontal to vertical) downward intersects the retaining
wall, additional surcharge pressures should be included to account for vertical and lateral foundation
loading on the retaining wall.
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Water can accumulate behind the walls from perched groundwater and other sources, such as rainfall,
irrigation, and broken water lines. One acceptable method for back draining the wall is to place a
prefabricated drainage panel against the backside of the wall. The drainage panel would typically extend
down to either: a prefabricated drainage trench, a perforated PVC collector pipe at the base of the wall
or weep holes. Water which drains through the weep holes should not be allowed to pond and should be
diverted to a suitable collection system.

Where walls are not back drained, an additional hydrostatic load of 62.4 pcf should be added to the lateral
pressures indicated above.

Concrete Slab-on-Grade Floors

Subgrade for concrete slab-on-grade floors should consist of undisturbed native soil and/or bedrock or
engineered fill. In general, water vapor transmission through the floor slab should be reduced where
there is potential for finished floor coverings to be adversely affected by moisture. This may be achieved
using waterproofing, a vapor barrier or both.

If a vapor barrier is installed, it should be underlain by a capillary moisture break. A capillary moisture
break consists of at least four inches of clean, free-draining gravel or crushed rock. The vapor barrier
should meet the requirements for Class C vapor. retarders stated in ASTM E1745-97. The vapor retarder
should be placed in accordance with the requirements of ASTM E1643-98. These requirements include
overlapping seams by six inches, taping seams, and sealing penetrations in the vapor retarder. The vapor
retarder should be covered with two inches of sand to aid in curing the concrete and to protect the vapor
retarder during slab construction. The particle size of the gravel/crushed rock and sand should meet the
gradation requirements presented in Table 1.

The sand overlying the membrane should be moist, but not saturated, at the time concrete is placed.
Excess water trapped in the sand could eventually be transmitted as vapor through the slab. If rain is
forecast prior to pouring the slab, the sand should be covered with plastic sheeting to avoid wetting. If
the sand becomes wet, concrete should not be placed until the sand has been dried or replaced.

The presence of a capillary break and vapor barrier may not eliminate all moisture transmission through
the concrete floor slab. As required and before the final floor covering is placed, the contractor should
the moisture emission levels.
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GRADATION REQUIREMENT;‘I\:?)L:(]Z.APILLARY MOISTURE BREAK
Sieve Size Percentage Passing Sieve
Gravel or Crushed Rock

linch : 90-100
3/4 inch 30-100
1/2 inch 5- 2‘5
3/8 inch 0-6

Sand

No. 4 100

No. 200 0-5

Concrete Flatwork and Pavers
Concrete flatwork may be underlain by Class Il aggregate base to reduce the potential for differential
settlement; if desirable we recommend a minimum of 4 or 6 inches of Class Il aggregate base compacted
to 95 percent relative compaction for pedestrian and vehicular traffic, respectively. Area drains may be
used to collect surface run-off.

Where concrete flatwork is constructed on a slope, concrete keys may be required to reduce the potential
for downhill movement of the constructed flatwork.

The velocity of surface runoff may be reduced using permeable pavers, which allow surface water to
infiltrate the pavers; however since the project is located at the top of a slope, we recommend that
infiltration into the underlying soil/rock not be allowed and a subdrain system should be installed below
the pavers to divert the surface water to a suitable collection system.

We should evaluate the soil subgrade prior to placement of the pavers or flatwork. Where weak fill and/or
soil is encountered, it should be replaced with engineered fill. Where wet or dry soil is encountered, it
should be ripped a minimum of six inches and moisture conditioned to near optimum moisture content.

The required thicknesses of the permeable aggregate base and subbase courses and geotextile required
will depend on the infiltration and water storage design requirements, as well as the pedestrian/traffic
loading demand. We can provide additional geotechnical recommendations and/or a review of the final
pavement plans upon your request.
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SEISMIC DESIGN

For design in accordance with the 2013 San Francisco Building Code (SFBC), we preliminarily recommend
Site Class D (stiff soil) be used. Site seismic design factors are presented on Figure 6. The factors presented
should be considered preliminary until checked by your structural engineer.

LIMITATIONS

This preliminary geotechnical study has been conducted in accordance with the standard of care
commonly used as state-of-practice in the profession. No other warranties are either expressed or
implied. A final geotechnical report based on a site specific field study and/or appropriate available on-
site subsurface information should be prepared prior to finalizing any design. Corrosivity of the soil and/or
bedrock is beyond the scope of this report. The recommendations made in this report are intended to
protect the life and safety of occupants within the structure during a major seismic event on a nearby
fault; damage to the structure and other improvements may still occur due to seismic forces on the
proposed improvements. Our recommendations are only valid where the actual field conditions are
observed by us.
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\ Earthquake-Induced Landslides: Areas where previous occurence of landslide movement, or local topographic,
K geological, geotechnical, and subsurface water conditions indicate a potential for permanent ground displacements.
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Approximate scale

Base map:  State of California, Seismic Hazard Zones City and County of San Francisco, Official Map, Released November 17, 2001.

2417 GREEN STREET SEISMIC HAZARD
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Reference:

Approximate scale

Geologic Map and Map Database of Parts of
Marin, San Francisco, Alameda, Contra Costa
and Sonoma Counties, California, prepared by
M.C. Blake Jr., RW. Graymer, and D.L. Jones,
dated 2000
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2|JSGGS Design Maps Summary Report

User-Specified Input

Building Code Reference Document 2012/2015 International Building Code
(which utilizes USGS hazard data available in 2008)

Site Coordinates 37.79547°N, 122.43933°W
Site Soil Classification Site Class D - “Stiff Soil”
Risk Category I/II/III

USGS-Provided Output

Ss
S,

1.500 g -
0.645 g Swi

1.500 g Bes
0.967 g i

1.000g
0.645 g

For information on how the SS and S1 values above have been calculated from probabilistic (risk-targeted) and
deterministic ground motions in the direction of maximum horizontal response, please return to the application and
select the “2009 NEHRP” building code reference document.

MCEq Response Spectrum Design Response Spectrum

Salg)
Saig)

Q.00 + + t t + + t + + + 1 0.00 + + + + + t —+ + -+ {
0.00 0.20 0.40 0.60 0.60 1.00 1.20 1.40 1.60 1.80 2.00 0.00 0.20 0.40 0.60 0.80 1.00 1.20 1.40 1.60 1.80 2.00
Period, T (sec) Period, T (sec)

Although this information is a product of the U.S. Geological Survey, we provide no warranty, expressed or implied, as to the
accuracy of the data contained therein. This tool is not a substitute for technical subject-matter knowledge.

2417 GREEN STREET SEISMIC DESIGN

CONSULTING, INC. San Francisco, California

GEOTECHNICAL ENGINEERING Date 01/12/17 17-120101-01 Figure 6
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APPENDIX A

IMPORTANT INFORMATION REGARDING YOUR GEOTECHNICAL REPORT



Important Information about Your

— feotechni

Geotechnical Services Are Performed for
Specific Purposes, Persons, and Projects
Geotechnical engineers structure their services to meet the specific needs of
their clients. A geotechnical engineering study conducted for a civil engi-
neer may not fulfill the needs of a construction contractor or even another
civil engineer. Because each geotechnical engineering study is unigue, each
geotechnical engineering report is unique, prepared solely for the client. No
one except you should rely on your geotechnical engineering report without

first conferring with the geotechnical engineer who prepared it. And no ane -

— not even you — should apply the report for any purpose or project
except the one originally contemplated.

Read the Full Report

Serious problems have occurred because those relying on a geotechnical
engineering report did not read it all. Do not rely on an executive summary.
Do not read selected elements only.

A Geotechnical Engineering Report Is Based on

A Unigue Set of Project-Specific Factors
Geotechnical engineers consider a number of unique, project-specific fac-
tors when establishing the scope of a study. Typical factors include: the
client's goals, objectives, and risk management preferences; the general
nature of the structure involved, its size, and configuration; the location of
the structure on the site; and other planned or existing site improvements,
such as access roads, parking lots, and underground utilities. Unless the
geotechnical engineer who conducted the study specifically indicates oth-
erwise, do not rely on a geotechnical engineering report that was:

e not prepared for you,

e not prepared for your project,

» ot prepared for the specific site explored, or

e complefed before important project changes were made.

Typical changes that can erode the reliability of an existing geotechnical

engineering report include those that affect:

e the function of the proposed structure, as when it's changed from a
parking garage fo an office building, or from a light industrial plant
to a refrigerated warehouse,

N

Subsurface problems are a principal cause of construction delays, cost overruns, claims, and disputes.

While you cannot eliminate all such risks, you can manage them. The following information is provided to help.

e glevation, configuration, location, orientation, or weight of the
proposed structure,

e composition of the design team, or

e project ownership.

As a general rule, always inform your geotechnical engineer of project
changes—even minor ones—and request an assessment of their impact.
Geotechnical engineers cannof accepi responsibiliy or liabilily for problems
that accur because their reports do not consider developments of which
they were not informed.

Subsurface Conditions Can Change

A geotechnical engineering report is based on conditions that existed at
the time the study was performed. Do nof rely on a geotechnical engineer-
ing report whose adequacy may have been affected by: the passage of
time; by man-made events, such as construction on or adjacent to the site;
or by natural events, such as floods, earthquakes, or groundwater fluctua-
tions. Always contact the geotechnical engineer before applying the report
to determine if it is till reliable. A minor amount of addifional testing or
analysis could prevent major problems.

Most Geotechnical Findings Are Professional
Opinions

Site exploration identifies subsurface conditions only af these points where
subsurface tests are conducted or samples are taken. Geotechnical engi-
neers review field and laboratory data and then apply their professional
judgment to render an opinion about subsurface conditions throughout the
site. Actual subsurface conditions may ditfe—sometimes significantly—
from those indicated in your report. Retaining the geotechnical engineer
who developed your report to provide construction observation is the
most effective method of managing the risks associated with unanticipated
conditions.

A Report's Recommendations Are Nof Final

Do not overrely on the construction recommendations included in your
report. Thase recommendations are nof final, because geotechnical engi-
neers develop them principally from judgment and opinicn. Geotechnical
engineers can finalize their recommendations only by observing actual

J
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| subsurface conditions revealed during construction. The geotechnical

| engineer who developed your report cannot assume responsibility or
liability for the report’s recornmendations if that engineer does not perform
construction observation. '

A Geotechnical Engineering Report Is Subject to
Misinterpretation

Other design team members' misinterpretation of geatechnical engineering
reports has resulted in costly problems. Lower that risk by having your geo-
technical engineer confer with appropriate members of the design team after
submitting the report. Also retain your geotechnical engineer to review perti-
nent elements of the design team's plans and specifications. Contractors can
also misinterpret a geotechnical engineering report. Reduce that risk by
having your geotechnical engineer participate in prebid and preconstruction
conferences, and by providing construction observation.

Do Not Redraw the Engineer's Loys

Geotechnical engineers prepare final boring and festing logs based upon
their interpretation of field logs and laboratory data. To prevent errors or
omissions, the [ogs included in a geotechnical engineering report should
never be redrawn for inclusion in architectural or other design drawings.
Only photographic or electronic reproduction is acceptable, but recognize
that separating logs from the report can elevate risk.

Give Gontractors a Complete Report and
Guidance

Some owners and design professionals mistakenly believe they can make
contractors liable for unanticipated subsurface conditions by limiting what
they provide for bid preparation. To help prevent costly problems, give con-
tractors the complete geotechnical engineering repor, but preface it with a
clearly written letter of transmittal. In that letter, advise contractors that the
report was not prepared for purposes of bid development and that the
report's accuracy is limited; encourage them to confer with the geotechnical
engineer who prepared the report (a modest fee may be required) and/or to
conduct additional study to obtain the specific types of information they
need or prefer. A prebid conference can also be valuable. Be sure contrac-
lors have sufficient time to perform additional study. Only then might you
be in a position fo give contractors the best information available to you,
while requiring them to at least share some of the financial responsibilities
stemming from unanticipated conditions.

Read Responsibility Provisions Closely

Some clients, design professionals, and contractors do not recognize that
geotechnical engineering is far less exact than other engineering disci-
plines. This lack of understanding has created unrealistic expectations that

.

have led fo disappointments, claims, and disputes. To help reduce the risk
of such outcomes, geotechnical engineers commonly include a variety of
explanatory provisions in their reports. Sometimes labeled “limitations"
many of these provisions indicate where geotechnical engineers' responsi-
bilities begin and end, to help others recognize their own r<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>