SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Memo to the Planning Commission
HEARING DATE: DECEMBER 1, 2011

Continued from the November 3, 2011 Hearing
Date: November 21, 2011
Case No.: 2010.0801D, 2010.0858D and 2010.0860D

Project Address: 183, 187 and 191 Brewster Street

Permit Application: 2006.09.25.3191, 3192 and 3193

Zoning: RH-1 (Residential House, One-Family)
Bernal Heights Special Use District
40-X Height and Bulk District

Block/Lot: 5577/009, 010 and 011

Project Sponsor:  Jane Viltman for 183 Brewster Street
139 Casitas Avenue
San Francisco, CA 94127
AND

Alice Barkley for 187 and 191 Brewster Street
121 Spear Street, Suite 200
San Francisco, CA 94105

Staff Contact: Corey Teague — (415) 575-9081
corey.teague@sfgov.org

Recommendation: Do not take DR and approve the projects as proposed.

BACKGROUND

The Planning Commission continued this project on November 3 at the joint request of the two Project
Sponsors and several neighbors to allow time for additional discussion. The DR Requestor also agreed to
the continuance. The public hearing was never opened and the Planning Commission did not hear any
comments from the Project Sponsors, DR Requestors, or the public regarding the case.

CURRENT PROPOSAL

The proposal is to construct three single-family homes on vacant, down-sloping adjacent lots. Each
building will be two stories at the street and step down the lot in the rear for a total of four stories at the
rear. The homes range from 2,165 square feet to 2,231 square feet of usable floor area, and each home
includes a single curb cut and two-car garage.

The Project Sponsors and neighbors continue to discuss the project. However, the proposal has not
changed as of the date of this memo.
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Memo to Planning Commission Case No.s 2010.0801D, 2010.0858D and 2010.0860D
Hearing Date: December 1, 2011 183, 187 and 191 Brewster Street

BASIS FOR RECOMMENDATION

= The proposed homes that are located in appropriate zoning districts and are consistent with the
Planning Code, Residential Design Guidelines, and General Plan.

= The Bernal Heights SUD already restricts the mass and height of residential buildings beyond the
typical Planning Code controls (i.e. 30-foot height limit and mass reduction requirement). The
proposed buidlings meet these height and massing requirements.

= Planning Staff consulted with other City departments to address concerns expressed by the DR
Requestor.

= There are no exceptional or extraordinary circumstances associated with the projects.

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

Attachments:
Original Case Packet from November 314, 2011 Hearing
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SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Discretionary Review

Full Analysis
HEARING DATE NOVEMBER 3, 2011

Date: October 27, 2011

Case No.: 2010.0801D, 2010.0858D and 2010.0860D

Project Address: 183,187 and 191 Brewster Street

Permit Application: 2006.09.25.3191, 3192 and 3193

Zoning: RH-1 (Residential House, One-Family)
Bernal Heights Special Use District
40-X Height and Bulk District

Block/Lot: 5577/009, 010 and 011

Project Sponsor:  Jane Viltman for 183 Brewster Street

139 Casitas Avenue

San Francisco, CA 94127

AND

Alice Barkley for 187 and 191 Brewster Street
121 Spear Street, Suite 200

San Francisco, CA 94105

Staff Contact: Corey Teague — (415) 575-9081
corey.teague@sfgov.org
Recommendation: Do not take DR and approve the projects as proposed.
PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The proposal is to construct three single-family homes on vacant, down-sloping adjacent lots. Each
building will be two stories at the street and step down the lot in the rear for a total of four stories at the
rear. The homes range from 2,165 square feet to 2,231 square feet of usable floor area, and each home
includes a single curb cut and two-car garage.

SITE DESCRIPTION AND PRESENT USE

The project site consists of three vacant lots on the east side of Brewster Street. Lots 10 and 11 are 25 feet
wide and 70 feet deep, resulting in an area of 1,750 square feet each. Lot 9 is of similar shape, except that
the southeast corner is “clipped,” which reduces the lot size to approximately 1,703 square feet. Each lot
is down-sloping, with a front-to-rear elevation difference of 25 to 30 feet.

SURROUNDING PROPERTIES AND NEIGHBORHOOD

The surrounding neighborhood is strictly residential. The building heights in the area range from one to
four stories on the west side of Brewster Street, and two stories on the east side of Brewster Street. Due to
the steep grade, a staircase on Joy Street connects Holladay Avenue and Brewster Street, providing access
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Discretionary Review — Full Analysis CASE NO. 2010.0801D, 2010.0858D and 2010.0860D
October 27, 2011 183, 187 and 191 Brewster Street

to homes with frontage on that block of Joy Street. Streets in the vicinity are generally narrow and
winding.

BUILDING PERMIT APPLICATION NOTIFICATION

REQUIRED
TYPE PERIOD NOTIFICATION DATES DR FILE DATE DR HEARING DATE | FILING TO HEARING TIME
31'1 30 days August 1,2010 - | September 1, November 3, 1 year, 63 days
Notice September 2, 2010 2010 2010

HEARING NOTIFICATION

REQUIRED ACTUAL
TYPE REQUIRED NOTICE DATE ACTUAL NOTICE DATE
PERIOD PERIOD
Posted Notice 10 days October 24, 2011 October 21, 2011 13 days
Mailed Notice 10 days October 24, 2011 October 21, 2011 13 days
PUBLIC COMMENT
SUPPORT OPPOSED NO POSITION

Adjacent neighbor(s)
Other neighbors on the
block or directly across
the street
Neighborhood groups 1 (DR Requestor)

These projects initially began in 2006, and at various points garnered concern from various nearby
residents and groups. However, the Department received no comments from residents, owners, or
groups in the neighborhood specifically related to the requests for Discretionary Review.

DR REQUESTOR
Terry Milne, representing the Bernal Heights East Slope Design Review Board (BHESDRB). The
BHESDRSB is a recognized neighborhood organization.

DR REQUESTOR’S CONCERNS AND PROPOSED ALTERNATIVES

Issue #1: The development site is a unique location with steep slopes, narrow and winding streets, and
insufficient infrastructure. The project has been reduced over time, but the full original project should be
reviewed together for its cumulative impact and affordable housing requirements.
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Discretionary Review — Full Analysis CASE NO. 2010.0801D, 2010.0858D and 2010.0860D
October 27, 2011 183, 187 and 191 Brewster Street

Issue #2: This project will remove on-street parking on the only side of Brewster Street in that area that
permits parking that is needed and used by residents of the adjacent block of Joy Street, which does not
have vehicular access.

Issue #3: There is concern about adequate access for emergency vehicles and the potential for soil
movement.

Issue #4: The project should meet the design comments of the BHESDRB and the infrastructure
requirements of the Interim Controls passed by the Board of Supervisors for this area, which have now
lapsed.

Reference the Discretionary Review Application for additional information. While the DR Requestor filed
three separate applications, they are each identical. The Discretionary Review Application is an attached
document.

PROJECT SPONSOR’S RESPONSE

The Project Sponsors feel that issues regarding infrastructure and emergency access have been resolved
through working with the appropriate public agencies. They also feel that the removal of on-street
parking on Brewster Street has been minimized to the extent possible, and that the height and massing of
the buildings are appropriate and reasonable.

There are two project sponsors representing the three lots. Alice Barkley represents Lot 009 (191 Brewster
Street) and Lot 010 (187 Brewster Street). Jane Viltman represents Lot 011 (183 Brewster Street). Reference
the two separate Responses to Discretionary Review for additional information. The Responses to
Discretionary Review are attached documents.

PROJECT ANALYSIS

Responses to DR Requestor’s Concerns:

Issue #1: The project site has adequate access to water and sewer lines. Pressure testing conducted as part
of the environmental review shows that the site has adequate water pressure for fire protection. The
geotechnical analysis conducted as part of the environmental review included lots 8, 12 and 13, which
was beyond the boundaries of the project site (lots 9, 10 and 11). The analysis determined that the project
site was suitable for development as long as specific design and construction recommendations were
incorporated, and these recommendations will be used. Additionally, the Department of Building
Inspection will provide additional recommendations and requirements related to the steepness of the lots
as part of its review.

In March 2007, the Department of Public Works confirmed that there was adequate sewer capacity for the
Brewster Street lots because a new 12 inch line had been installed in 1997.

While a portion of the environmental review actually looked at a larger area than the three-lot project site,
it does not review development that is not proposed. Similarly, the affordable housing requirements of
Planning Code Section 415 are triggered by developments that create five or more new dwelling units.
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Discretionary Review — Full Analysis CASE NO. 2010.0801D, 2010.0858D and 2010.0860D
October 27, 2011 183, 187 and 191 Brewster Street

The proposal only creates three new dwelling units. However, the proposed development will be
appropriately taken into consideration, in terms of environmental review and affordable housing, should
the adjacent lots be proposed for development in the near future.

Issue #2: The Bernal Heights Special Use District requires at least two off-street parking spaces for each of
the proposed homes. As such, a single curb cut is required to access each home’s garage. The two on-
street parking spaces created by the proposed curb cuts are approximately 15 feet and 18 feet, providing
enough room for compact-to-standard cars, and minimizing the impact of the proposal. For reference, a
2012 Toyota Prius is 14 feet 8 inches in length, and a 2012 Subaru Outback is 15 feet 9 inches in length.
The only alternatives to providing individual curb cuts to the new homes are to obtain a variance to
provide no parking for the homes, or to not develop the property.

Issue #3: The Planning Department consulted with the Fire Department to ensure there was adequate
access for fire trucks and other emergency vehicles. The Fire Department had no issue with the current
access, and reserves the right to propose parking “red zones” within the curves of narrow streets to help
ensure emergency access. The soil movement issue is covered by the geotechnical analysis previously
referenced.

Issue #4: Each proposed home is only two stories and steps down as it gets further from the street to
match the topography of the lot. The Residential Design Team (RDT) reviewed each home design with
the knowledge of the BHESDRB’s comments. The RDT made minor comments that the Project Sponsor
addressed appropriately. As such, the current plans are consistent with the Residential Design
Guidelines.

The most recent comments from the BHESDRB were issued on January 22, 2007. The following is a list of
their concerns and associated Department responses:

1. New curb cuts will impact the limited on-street parking on Brewster Street. Parking spaces left
between curb cuts should be at least 18 feet long and conform to Department of Public Works
minimum standards.

See the response to Issue #2 above. Additionally, neither the Department of Public Works nor the
Municipal Transportation Agency provides minimum requirements for non-metered on-street parking
spaces. Metered spaces range from 18 feet to 22 feet because they need to serve a variety of vehicle lengths
and they must have enough space for vehicles to maneuver in and out of the space when other vehicles
occupy adjacent spaces. Non-metered street spaces between two curb cuts do not have the same
maneuvering constraints because the curb cuts provide the needed maneuvering area at both ends of the
space.

2. Adequate landscaping is needed in front of the homes to improve the pedestrian experience and
better delineate the transition from public to private space.

The homes are each proposed to be built up to the front property line, leaving no front setback. However,
each home includes appropriate planter boxes and a street tree.
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Discretionary Review — Full Analysis CASE NO. 2010.0801D, 2010.0858D and 2010.0860D
October 27, 2011 183, 187 and 191 Brewster Street

3. The proposed firewalls (“fin” walls) should be reduced or eliminated to the extent possible to
reduce the impacts on neighbors’ views.

Each home includes only the required fire walls required by the Building Code and/or Fire Code.

4. Ensure the masses of each building conform to the Bernal Heights mass reduction requirements.
Each home meets the height and mass limits of the Bernal Heights SUD.

5. Side yards of 4-to-5 feet should be included per the Bernal Heights East Slope Design Guidelines.

The Bernal Heights SUD already restricts the mass and height of residential buildings beyond the typical
Planning Code controls (i.e. 30-foot height limit and mass reduction requirement). The project site is
additionally constrained by steep slopes, resulting in more floor area being deveoted to internal stairs.
Adding side setbacks would create an additional constraint while providing only limited benefit because the
majority of the building mass will not be seen from the street.

6. Lot 009 faces an undeveloped, substandard lot. Therefore, the facade materials and design should
consider that the fagade may be visible for many years. Additionally, materials and colors should
be provided to aid the design review.

The proposed facades consist of cement plaster and wood siding bays. These materials are appropriate for
the area, regardless of their visibility.

The Board of Supervisors passed interim controls for the area surrounding the project site that required
Conditional Use Authorization with appropriate findings for any new construction. The interim controls
became effective October 22, 2007 and expired on April 14, 2009. No new interim or permanent controls
for this area have been enacted since. Additionally, many of the issues included in the interim controls
(i.e. emergency access, water pressure, soil movement) have already been addressed.

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW

The Department has determined that the proposed project is exempt from environmental review,
pursuant to CEQA Guideline Section 15303(a).

RESIDENTIAL DESIGN TEAM REVIEW

The Residential Design Team (RDT) had only minor comments for the projects at its initial review, which
concerned fenestration, bays, and entryways. The Project Sponsor addressed all of the RDT comments at
that time. RDT had no additional comments upon reviewing the projects after the DR was filed.

Under the Commission’s pending DR Reform Legislation, these projects would be referred to the
Commission, as this project involves new construction on a vacant lot.
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Discretionary Review — Full Analysis CASE NO. 2010.0801D, 2010.0858D and 2010.0860D
October 27, 2011 183, 187 and 191 Brewster Street

BASIS FOR RECOMMENDATION

=  The proposed homes that are located in appropriate zoning districts and are consistent with the
Planning Code, Residential Design Guidelines, and General Plan.

=  The Bernal Heights SUD already restricts the mass and height of residential buildings beyond the
typical Planning Code controls (i.e. 30-foot height limit and mass reduction requirement). The
proposed buidlings meet these height and massing requirements.

= Planning Staff consulted with other City departments to address concerns expressed by the DR
Requestor.

= There are no exceptional or extraordinary circumstances associated with the projects.

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

Attachments:

Block Book Map

Sanborn Map

Zoning Map

Aerial Photographs

Categorical Exemption from CEQA

Section 311 Notice

DR Application

Letter from BHESDRB

Response to DR Application from Jane Viltman dated October 24, 2011
Response to DR Application from Alice Barkley dated October 26, 2011
Reduced Plans

3-D Representations
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Discretionary Review — Full Analysis CASE NO. 2010.0801D, 2010.0858D and 2010.0860D
October 27, 2011 183, 187 and 191 Brewster Street

Design Review Checklist

NEIGHBORHOOD CHARACTER (PAGES 7-10)

QUESTION

The visual character is: (check one)
Defined X
Mixed

Comments: Development on the west side of Brewster Street is consistently three stories, with some
homes having fourth-story additions that are set back. The east side of Brewster Street, where the project
site is located, is down-sloping and undeveloped. The nearby pedestrian-only block of Joy Street is
consistently two to three stories.

SITE DESIGN (PAGES 11 - 21)

QUESTION YES | NO | N/A

Topography (page 11)

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

Is the building placed on its site so it responds to its position on the block and to
the placement of surrounding buildings?

Front Setback (pages 12 - 15)

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

In areas with varied front setbacks, is the building designed to act as transition
between adjacent buildings and to unify the overall streetscape?

Does the building provide landscaping in the front setback? X

Side Spacing (page 15)

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

Rear Yard (pages 16 - 17)

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

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

Views (page 18)

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

Special Building Locations (pages 19 - 21)

Is greater visual emphasis provided for corner buildings? X

Is the building facade designed to enhance and complement adjacent public
spaces?

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

Comments: The proposed homes are appropriately massed and step down with the sloping
topography of the development site. There are no other buildings on the east side of Brewster Street on
this block.
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Discretionary Review — Full Analysis

CASE NO. 2010.0801D, 2010.0858D and 2010.0860D

October 27, 2011 183, 187 and 191 Brewster Street

BUILDING SCALE AND FORM (PAGES 23 - 30)

QUESTION YES | NO | N/A
Building Scale (pages 23 - 27)
Is the building’s height and depth compatible with the existing building scale at X
the street?
Is the building’s height and depth compatible with the existing building scale at X
the mid-block open space?
Building Form (pages 28 - 30)
Is the building’s form compatible with that of surrounding buildings? X
Is the building’s facade width compatible with those found on surrounding X
buildings?
Are the building’s proportions compatible with those found on surrounding X
buildings?
Is the building’s roofline compatible with those found on surrounding buildings? X
Comments: The proposed homes are only two stories at the street, and then step down to the rear to

follow the down-sloping topography. The existing buildings across the street are consistently three

stories or higher. There are no other buildings on the east side of Brewster Street on this block to provide

additional reference.

ARCHITECTURAL FEATURES (PAGES 31 - 41)

QUESTION

YES

NO

N/A

Building Entrances (pages 31 - 33)

Does the building entrance enhance the connection between the public realm of
the street and sidewalk and the private realm of the building?

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

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

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

Bay Windows (page 34)

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

Garages (pages 34 - 37)

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

Are the design and placement of the garage entrance and door compatible with
the building and the surrounding area?

Is the width of the garage entrance minimized?

Is the placement of the curb cut coordinated to maximize on-street parking?

XX X X

Rooftop Architectural Features (pages 38 - 41)

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

SAN FRANCISCO
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Discretionary Review — Full Analysis

CASE NO. 2010.0801D, 2010.0858D and 2010.0860D

October 27, 2011 183, 187 and 191 Brewster Street

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

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

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

Comments: The architectural features of the proposed homes enhance the
design while being consistent with the general character of the street.

BUILDING DETAILS (PAGES 43 - 48)

appropriately modern

QUESTION YES | NO | N/A
Architectural Details (pages 43 - 44)
Are the placement and scale of architectural details compatible with the building X
and the surrounding area?
Windows (pages 44 - 46)
Do the windows contribute to the architectural character of the building and the X
neighborhood?
Are the proportion and size of the windows related to that of existing buildings in X
the neighborhood?
Are the window features designed to be compatible with the building’s X
architectural character, as well as other buildings in the neighborhood?
Are the window materials compatible with those found on surrounding buildings, X
especially on facades visible from the street?
Exterior Materials (pages 47 - 48)
Are the type, finish and quality of the building’s materials compatible with those X
used in the surrounding area?
Are the building’s exposed walls covered and finished with quality materials that X
are compatible with the front facade and adjacent buildings?
Are the building’s materials properly detailed and appropriately applied? X
Comments: The building details of the proposed homes enhance the appropriately modern design
while being consistent with the general character of the street.
CT: G:\Documents\D\2010\183-191 Brewster St\ Full Analysis.doc
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Parcel Map
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Discretionary Review Hearing

Case Number 2010.0801D, 2010.0858D, and 2010.0860D
Three Single-Family Homes
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Sanborn Map*
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*The Sanborn Maps in San Francisco have not been updated since 1998, and this map may not accurately reflect existing conditions.
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Aerial Photo

SUBJECT PROPERTY

Discretionary Review Hearing

Case Number 2010.0801D, 2010.0858D, and 2010.0860D
Three Single-Family Homes

SAN FRANCISCO 183, 187 and 191 Brewster Street
PLANNING DEPARTMENT



Aerial Photo

SUBJECT PROPERTY

Discretionary Review Hearing

Case Number 2010.0801D, 2010.0858D, and 2010.0860D
Three Single-Family Homes

SAN FRANCISCO 183, 187 and 191 Brewster Street
PLANNING DEPARTMENT



Zoning Map
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SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Certificate of Determination

EXEMPTION FROM ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW

1650 Mission St.
Suite 400

San Francisco,
CA 94103-2479

Case No.: 2011.0357E
Project Title: 191, 193, and 195 Brewster Street Reception:
Zoning: RH-1 (Residential, House Districts, One-Family) Use District 415.558.6378
40-X Height and Bulk District Fax:
Block/Lot: 557/009, 010 & 011 415.558.6409
Lot Size: Each lot is approximately 1,750 square feet (sf) for a total Planning
of 5,250 sf i Information:
Project Sponsor Justin Allamano 415.558.6377
(916) 213-0615
Staff Contact: Rachel Schuett — (415) 575-9030
rachel.schuett@sfgov.org
PROJECT DESCRIPTION:

The project block (Block 5577) is bounded by Brewster Street, Joy Street, Holladay Street, and Esmeralda
Avenue in the Bernal Heights neighborhood. The project site is located on the east side of Brewster Street
between Esmeralda Avenue and Joy Street. The project site is vacant and has never been developed.

(Continued on next page)

EXEMPT STATUS:
Categorical Exemption Class 3 (State Guidelines, Section 15303(a)).

REMARKS:

Please see next page.

DETERMINATION:

I de-hereby certify that the above determination has been made pursuant to State and Local requirements.

]jgte /

BILL WYCKO é
Environmental Review Officer

cc:  Justin Allamano, Project Sponsor V. Byrd, Bulletin Board and Master Decision File
R. Schuett, Planning Dept. Exemption/Exclusion File
C. Teague, SE Quadrant Sue Hestor
Supervisor David Campos, District 9

www.sfplanning.org



PROJECT DESCRIPTION (CONTINUED):

The proposed project is the development of three single-family homes, one on each lot. From the
Brewster Street frontage, the three proposed single-family dwellings would be two stories with heights
of 18 feet to approximately 22 feet. The houses would step down the hill with three additional below
street level floors with decks at the rear of each unit. Each new single-family dwelling would be 2,166 to

7 721) emiaro foot with a twao car
2,231" square feet with a two car
In addition, the existing guard rail and retaining wall along the western property line of Lots 9, 10 and
11 would be demolished to provide driveway access, and replaced with a concrete retaining wall that
would provide back drainage.

REMARKS:

The project site lots are downward-sloping, with a difference in elevation from the front to the rear
property line of 25 feet to over 30 feet. Lots 10 and 11 each measure 25 feet wide by 70 feet deep, or 1,750
square feet (sf).> Lot 9 is not a rectangular lot; its common property line (northern property line) with
Lot 10 is 70 feet deep, and the western property line (street frontage) is 25 feet wide. The southern
property line is 54.8 feet deep, then angles to intersect the rear property line (eastern property line),
which is 18.86 feet wide.

The height of the buildings in the neighborhood range from one to four stories on the west side of
Brewster Street and two stories on the east side of Brewster Street. Esmeralda Avenue between Brewster
and Holladay Streets is an unimproved paper street, providing no access for pedestrians or vehicles.
Due to the steep grade, a staircase on Joy Street connects Holladay Avenue and Brewster Street,
providing access to the homes with frontage on Joy Street. Streets in the vicinity are generally narrow
and winding.

Archeological Resources: The proposed dwellings would step down the hill on a series of slabs on
grade, which would require grading and excavation; the buildings would be supported on a drilled pier
and grade beam foundation. The slabs on grade would be supported by at least two feet of engineered
fill. The piers would extend at least 22 feet below grade or at least 10 feet into approved bedrock
material. The Department reviewed the project for impacts to archeological resources and determined
that no CEQA significant archeological resources would be affected, specifically prehistoric and known
archeological resources.’>  Therefore, the proposed project may be found to be exempt from
environmental review if other criteria are satisfied.

Geotechnical: The project site has an average slope of approximately 39 percent. The San Francisco
General Plan Community Safety Element contains maps that show areas of the City subject to geologic

! The square footage is exclusive of garages.

? Planning Code Section 121(e)(2) states that in RH-1 zoning use districts the minimum lot area shall be 2,500 square
feet, except that the minimum lot area for any lot having its street frontage entirely within 125 feet of the intersection
of two streets that intersect at an angle of not more than 135 degrees shall be 1,750 square feet.

¥MEA Preliminary Archeological Review Checklist for 191-195 Brewster Street, May 3, 2011. This document is on
file and available for public review by appointment at the Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, 4th Floor, as
part of Case File No. 2011.0357E.
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hazards. This map indicates areas in which one or more geologic hazards exist. The project site is located
in an area subject to slight to moderate ground shaking from earthquakes along the San Andreas (Map
2) and Northern Hayward (Map 3) Faults and other faults in the San Francisco Bay Area. The project site
is not located in an area of liquefaction potential (Map 4). The project site is located in an area subject to
potential landslide hazard (Map 5), a Seismic Hazards Study Zone (SHSZ) designated by the California
Division of Mines and Geology.

The project sponsor has provided four geotechnical investigation reports prepared by
California-licensed geotechnical engineers that are on file with the Planning Department and available
for public review as part of the project file. The initial geotechnical investigation reports were prepared
for Lots 9 and 11.*> The third geotechnical investigation was prepared for Lots 8 through 13, including
the project site lots (9, 10 and 11).” The fourth geotechnical investigation was a supplemental
geotechnical engineering study to list and locate landslides mentioned in the prior three studies.® For
the remainder of the geology discussion, the term “site” refers to the overall site studied which includes
Lots 8 through 13, except where noted otherwise.

The site slopes to the south at variable inclinations due to natural topography, and, to a lesser extent, to
past earthwork. The site grade declines steeply to the south at 1.2:1 to 2.4:1 declinations (horizontal to
vertical). No major landslides have been mapped on the site, although there is evidence of sloughing,
erosion, and soil creep.

According to the San Francisco Seismic Safety Investigation Report (John A. Blume and Associates, May
1974) the site lies within a zone of potential landslide hazard. The United States Geological Survey
(U.S.G.S.) has mapped several small to medium landslides in the vicinity. However, as mentioned
previously, none have occurred on the site. During construction of the proposed project, hazards
resulting from slope instability will be reduced through adherence to recommendations on earthwork
operations, as incorporated into the project. Incorporation of modern engineered retaining walls into
the project design is expected to virtually eliminate the potential for slope instability or landsliding due
to project construction.’

4 Foundation Investigation Proposed Residence at 191 Brewster Street, San Francisco California, prepared by Harold
Lewis & Associates Geotechnical Consultants, June 29, 2006. A copy of this report is available for review at the San
Francisco Planning Department as part of Case File No. 2011.0357E.

*> Foundation Investigation Proposed Residence at 183 Brewster Street, San Francisco California, prepared by Harold
Lewis & Associates Geotechnical Consultants, June 27, 2006. A copy of this report is available for review at the San
Francisco Planning Department as part of Case File No. 2011.0357E.

¢ It should be noted that 183 Brewster Street is Block 5577, Lot 11, also known as 195 Brewster Street.

7 Foundation Investigation for Six Proposed Residences on Brewster Street (Lots 8 through 13, Block 5577), San
Francisco California, prepared by Harold Lewis & Associates Geotechnical Consultants, May 2006. A copy of this
report is available for review at the San Francisco Planning Department as part of Case File No. 2011.0357E.

¥ Foundation Investigation Proposed Residential Buildings on Brewster Street, Lots 9, 10 & 11 in Block 5577, San
Francisco California, prepared by Harold Lewis & Associates Geotechnical Consultants, November 17, 2010. A copy
of this report is available for review at the San Francisco Planning Department as part of Case File No. 2011.0357E.

° Foundation Investigation for Six Proposed Residences on Brewster Street (Lots 8 through 13, Block 5577), San
Francisco California, prepared by Harold Lewis & Associates Geotechnical Consultants, May 2006. A copy of this
report is available for review at the San Francisco Planning Department as part of Case File No. 2011.0357E.

SAN FRANCISCO 3
PLANNING DEPARTMENT



A supplemental report'® was prepared to list and locate the landslides discussed in the prior
geotechnical investigations. As noted above, and in the prior geotechnical studies, the site lies in a zone
of potential landslide hazard. Not only has the U.S.G.S. mapped several small to medium size
landslides within the neighborhood, the City and County of San Francisco Department of Public Works,
Bureau of Engineering has also mapped several small to medium sized landslides within this
neighborhood. Some or all of these landslides may be attributed to the presence of non-engineered fill
in the vicinity.

Ultimately, the site was found suitable for development with the incorporation of design and
construction recommendations included in the report into the project design.

These recommendations include, but are not limited to: site preparation and grading; seismic design;
appropriate foundation; retaining walls; slab-on-grade floors; site drainage; installation of surface
drainage facilities; and maintenance. In addition, excavation and retaining wall construction should be
performed during the dry months (May through October) to avoid problems that may occur during the
wet season, particularly after periods of prolonged rainfall.

The project sponsor has incorporated the following recommendations into the final building plans:
drilled, cast-in-place, reinforced concrete friction piers of at least 18 inches in diameter, tied together
with grade beams which span between piers (in accordance with structural requirements), and
extending at least 22 feet below the bottom of grade beams, or 10 feet into approved bedrock materials,
whichever is deeper, to support proposed structures;? reinforcement of piers with at least four No. 4
bars over their entire length; removal of any groundwater encountered during pier shaft drilling;
placement of a moisture barrier beneath any slabs-on-grade; the use of fully backdrained retaining walls,
supported on pier foundations; installation of at least one concrete-lined surface drainage ditch
(minimum 2-foot width and 1-foot depth) across the southern property line, sloped toward catch basins,
with the collected water transported through closed pipes to suitable discharge facilities, possibly the
street right-of-ways to the east and west corner of the site; planting of exposed slopes to minimize
erosion and surface sloughing; temporary covering of disturbed slopes with jute mesh (or equivalent),
and heavy planting with a variety of plants and a permanent variety of ground cover requiring minimal
watering; provision of positive surface drainage adjacent to buildings to direct water away from
foundations to suitable discharge facilities; and rainwater collected on roofs should be transported
through gutters, downspouts, and closed pipes to approved discharge facilities."”

19 Eoundation Investigation Proposed Residential Buildings on Brewster Street, Lots 9, 10 & 11 in Block 5577, San
Francisco California, prepared by Harold Lewis & Associates Geotechnical Consultants, November 17, 2010. A copy
of this report is available for review at the San Francisco Planning Department as part of Case File No. 2011.0357E.
' Foundation Investigation Proposed Residential Buildings on Brewster Street, Lots 9, 10 & 11 in Block 5577, San
Francisco California, prepared by Harold Lewis & Associates Geotechnical Consultants, November 17, 2010. A copy
of this report is available for review at the San Francisco Planning Department as part of Case File No. 2011.0357E.
2 The actual lengths of the piers can be determined using an allowable skin friction value of 600 pounds per square
foot for dead plus live loads with a one-third increase for all loads including wind or seismic. These values can be
used starting at a depth of 10 feet below the grade beams. These values should be used to determine the required
penetration into approved bedrock materials; field adjustments to final pier depths should be expected.

1 Foundation Investigation for Six Proposed Residences on Brewster Street (Lots 8 through 13, Block 5577), San
Francisco California, prepared by Harold Lewis & Associates Geotechnical Consultants, May 2006. A copy of this
report is available for review at the San Francisco Planning Department as part of Case File No. 2011.0357E.
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The final building plans would also be reviewed by the Department of Building Inspection (DBI), prior
to issuance of a building permit. In reviewing building plans, the DBI refers to a variety of information
sources to determine existing hazards and verify appropriate building design. Sources reviewed include
maps of Special Geologic Study Areas and known landslide areas in San Francisco as well as the
building inspectors' working knowledge of areas of special geologic concern. The above-referenced
geotechnical investigations would be available for use by the DBI during its review of building permits
for the site. Also, DBI could require that additional site-specific soils report(s) be prepared in
conjunction with permit applications, as needed. In light of the above, the project could not result in a
significant environmental effect with respect to geotechnical matters.

Fire Protection: On August 17, 2009, the San Francisco Fire Department, Division of Fire Prevention and
Investigation issued guidelines for fire clearance for new one and two unit residential buildings. The
guidelines require a preliminary San Francisco Fire Department review to assure apparatus access and
water supplies are sufficient per the 2007 California Fire Code. On December 1, 2010, the project
sponsor requested, and on December 22, 2010, the San Francisco Fire Department provided flow data
(based on a field flow test) for Lots 9, 10, and 11. The field flow test yielded a static and residual
pressure of 81 and 54 pounds per square inch (psi), respectively, and a flow of 1,100 gallons per minute
(gpm) from the 6 inch water main. These fire flow statistics were supplied to M.K. Engineering,
Incorporated. On February 24, 2011, M.K. Engineering, Inc. provided fire flow calculations for Lots 9,
10, and 11. The calculations indicated that the minimum fire flow requirement (1,500 gpm), together
with the estimated fire sprinkler demand (87 gpm), yields a water demand of 1,587 gpm during a fire-
fighting situation.  The available water flow at the site is 1,708 gpm, exceeding the 1,587 gpm
requirement. As a result, the available water flow at the site is adequate for the proposed project. As
such, the proposed project may be found to be exempt from environmental review if other criteria are
satisfied.

Air Quality: The California Air Resources Board (CARB) established its statewide air toxics program in
the early 1980s. CARB created California’s program in response to the Toxic Air Contaminant
Identification and Control Act (AB 1807, Tanner 1983) to reduce exposure to air toxics. CARB identifies
244 substances as Toxic Air Contaminants (TACs) that are known or suspected to be emitted in
California and have potential adverse health effects. Public health research consistently demonstrates
that pollutant levels are significantly higher near freeways and busy roadways. Human health studies
demonstrate that children living within 100 to 200 meters of freeways or busy roadways have poor lung
function and more respiratory disease; both chronic and acute health effects may result from exposure to
TACs. In 2005, CARB issued guidance on preventing roadway related air quality conflicts, suggesting
localities “avoid siting new sensitive land uses within 500 feet of a freeway [or other] urban roads with
volumes of more than 100,000 vehicles/day.”’* However, there are no existing federal or state
regulations to protect sensitive land uses from roadway air pollutants.

The San Francisco Department of Public Health (DPH) has issued guidance for the identification and
assessment of potential air quality hazards and methods for assessing the associated health risks.'

14 California Air Resources Board, 2005 Air Quality and Land Use Handbook: A Community Health Perspective,
http://www.arb.ca.gov/ch/landuse.htm, accessed September 8, 2008.

15 San Francisco Department of Public Health, Assessment and Mitigation of Air Pollutant Health Effects from Intra-
urban Roadways: Guidance for Land Use Planning and Environmental Review, May 6, 2008,
htt'p://www.sfdph.org/phes/publicaﬁons/Mitigating_Roadway_AQLU_Conﬂcits.pdf, accessed September 8, 2009.

SAN FRANCISCO 5
PLANNING DEPARTMENT



Consistent with CARB guidance, DPH has identified that a potential public health hazard for sensitive
land uses exists when such uses are located within a 150-meter (approximately 500-foot) radius of any
boundary of a project site that experiences 100,000 vehicles per day. To this end, San Francisco added
Article 38 of the San Francisco Health Code, approved November 25, 2008, which requires that, for new
residential projects of ten or more units located in proximity to high-traffic roadways, as mapped by
DPH, an Air Quality Assessment be prepared to determine whether residents would be exposed to
potentially unhealthful levels of PM2s. Through air quality modeling, an assessment is conducted to
determine if the annual average concentration of PM:s5 from the roadway sources would exceed a
concentration of 0.2 micrograms per cubic meter (annual average).' If this standard is exceeded, the
project sponsor must install a filtered air supply system, with high-efficiency filters, designed to remove
at least 80 percent of ambient PM2;s from habitable areas of residential units.

The project site, at 191-195 Brewster Street is located within the Potential Roadway Exposure Zone, as
mapped by DPH. Pursuant to Article 38 of the San Francisco Health Code, the project sponsor requested
an Air Quality Assessment from DPH to determine the potential level of exposure at the site.'” The Air
Quality Assessment concluded that the PMzs concentration on the Brewster Street lots is less than 0.2
micrograms per cubic meter, and no filtration is indicated." The proposed project is in compliance with
Article 38 of the San Francisco Health Code and therefore, the project would not resuit in a significant
impact from exposure of sensitive receptors to high concentrations of roadway-related pollutants.

Exempt Status:

CEQA State Guidelines Section 15303(a), or Class 3, provides an exemption from environmental review
for the construction of up to three single-family residences in an urbanized area. The proposed project
includes construction of three new, single-family residences within an urbanized area of San Francisco.
Therefore, the proposed construction of three new single-family residences is exempt from
environmental review under Class 3.

16 According to DPH, this threshold, or action level, of 0.2 micrograms per cubic meter represents about 8 — 10
percent of the range of ambient PMzs concentrations in San Francisco based on monitoring data, and is based on
epidemiological research that indicates that such a concentration can result in approximately 0.28 percent increase in
non-injury mortality, or an increased mortality at a rate of approximately 20 “excess deaths” per year per one
million population in San Francisco. “Excess deaths” (also referred to as premature mortality) refer to deaths that
occur sooner that otherwise expected, absent the specific condition under evaluation; in this case, exposure to PMzs.
(San Francisco Department of Public Health, Occupational and Environmental Health Section, Program on Health,
Equity, and Sustainability, “ Assessment and Mitigation of Air Pollutant Health Effects from Intra-urban Roadways:
Guidance for Land Use Planning and Environmental Review, May 6, 2008. Twenty excess deaths per million based
on San Francisco’s non-injury, non-homicide, non-suicide mortality rate of approximately 714 per 100,000.

Although San Francisco’s population is less than one million, the presentation of excess deaths is commonly given
as a rate per million population.)

7 1t should be noted that the Air Quality Assessment was requested for a prior application which included
residential development on properties on Brewster Street, Joy Street, and Holladay Avenue.

'® Letter from Thomas H. Rivard, MS, REHS, Senior Environmental Health Specialist, San Francisco City and
County, Department of Public Health, to Kelton Finney, P.E., Senior Project Manager, Santos & Urrutia Structural
Engineers, Inc. September 26, 2009.
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Conclusion:

CEQA State Guidelines Section 15300.2 states that a categorical exemption shall not be used for an
activity where there is a reasonable possibility that the activity will have a significant effect on the
environment due to unusual circumstances. There are no unusual circumstances surrounding the
current proposal that would suggest a reasonable possibility of a significant effect. The proposed project
would have no significant environmental effects. Under the above-cited classifications, the proposed
project is appropriately exempt from environmental review.
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PLANNING DEPARTMENT

1650 Mission Street Suite 400 San Francisco. CA 84103

NOTICE OF BUILDING PERMIT APPLICATION (SECTION 311)

On September 25, 2006, the Applicant named below filed Building Permit Application No. 2006.09.25.3191,
2006.09.25.3193, and 2006.09.25.3195 (New Construction of Three Buildings) with the City and County of San Francisco.

' CONTACT INFORMATION PROJECT SITE INFORMATION

Applicant: David Sternberg Project Address: 191, 193, and 195 Brewster Street
Address: 1331 Harrison Street Cross Streets: Esmeralda Ave and Joy St
City, State: San Francisco, CA 94103 Assessor's Block /Lot No.: 5577/009, 010, and 011

| Telephone: (415) 882-9783 ext. 11 i Zoning Districts: RH-1740-X |

Under San Francisco Planning Code Section 311, you, as a property owner or resident within 150 feet of this proposed project,
are being notified of this Building Permit Application. You are not obligated to take any action. For more information
regardiﬁg the proposed work, or to express concerns about the project, please contact the Applicant above or the Planner
named below as soon as possible. If your concerns are unresolved, you can request the Planning Commission to use its
discretionary powers to review this application at a public hearing. Applications requesting a Discretionary Review hearing
must be filed during the 30-day review period, prior to the close of business on the Expiration Date shown below, or the next
business day if that date is on a week-end or a legal holiday. If no Requests for Discretionary Review are filed, this project will
be approved by the Planning Department after the Expiration Date.

PROJECT SCOPE

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

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

[ 1 HORIZ. EXTENSION (FRONT) [ 1 HORIZ. EXTENSION (SIDE) [ 1 HORIZ. EXTENSION (REAR) t
~ PROJECT FEATURES (FOR EACH BLDG) EXISTING CONDITION ~~ PROPOSED CONDITION I

FRONT SETBACK ... Vacant .....cccccoriiiccie e None

SIDE SETBACKS ... Vacant......ccocovieiiciienieee e None

BUILDING DEPTH (Lowest Floor)..............cocccocinieii . Vacant .....ccocovirie e +/- 45 feet 6 inches

REAR YARD ...t Vacant ..o +/- 24 feet 6 inches

HEIGHT OF BUILDINGS (from front curb)........................ Vacant.......ccocoiiciivinniieeee e from +/- 16 feet to +/- 20 feet

NUMBER OF STORIES (front) .........cc...cooviiiiiiian Vacant.......ccocooiiiicnreiiee e 2

NUMBER OF STORIES (rear) ..........ccccooimiiiiii Vacant.......ccoooooiiioiieie 4

NUMBER OF OFF-STREET PARKING SPACES ............. Vacant ... 2

NUMBER OF DWELLING UNITS ..o Vacant........cooocoiiiinnn e 1 (each bldg)

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The proposal is to construct three new single-family homes on down sloping adjacent lots. Each building will be two stories at
* the street and step down the lot in the rear for a total of four stories at the rear.

PLANNER’S NAME: Corey Teague
PHONE NUMBER: (415) 575-9081 DATE OF THIS NOTICE: S>/’2/ (O

EMAIL: corey.teague@sfgov.org EXPIRATION DATE: 7// //D




APPLICATION REQUESTING DISCRETIONARY REVIEW ("D.R.")

This application is for projects where there are exceptional and extraordinary circumstances
that justify further consideration, even though the project already meets requirements of the
Planning Code, City General Plan and Priority Policies of the Planning Code.

acedt | Tecr] Miag ,Chare Berm tergis o
5 D.R. Applicant's Name£AS ("\)Qb@'ﬁ‘j”?ed(ﬁdcﬂmd Telephone No.(‘-“5>o?g5' ¥978

\
D.R. Applicant's Address AR | ?d {'\fo'ﬁ( STree

_Number & Street (Apt. #)
ga,m Yrenaséod  CA %}4 1D
City Zip Code

D.R. Applicant's telephone number (for Planning Department to contact):&[lf)&%‘g77g
If you are acting as the agent for another person(s) in making this request please indicate the name
and address of that person(s) (if applicable):

Name Telephone No:
Address

Number & Street (Apt. #)

City Zip Code

Address of the property that you are requesting the Commission consider under the Discretionary
Review: \‘0\ | VYCewsSTer STReeT

Name.and phone number of the property owner who is doing the project on which you are requesting
DR:SoOw e Vtmen <o Sod (& Steun becg ({15 €X2 -9752

Building Permit Agplication Number of the project for which you are requesting

DR.:D2OO{ 53193

Where is your property located in relation to the permit applicant's property?
We oce o nerghabelud acody of eekecied (esidels owd

V(BRI 0W s Y8 ¥ Side bavnd ok acedss from fhe St

A. ACTIONS PRIOR TO A DISCRETIONARY REVIEW REQUEST
Citizens should make very effort to resolve disputes before requesting D.R. Listed below are a
variety of ways and resources to help this happen.

1. Have you discussed this project with the permit applicant? @ G no G
2. Did you discuss the project with the Planning Department permit review planner? @ G no G

3. Did you participate in outside mediation on this case? = Community Board G other G G

RECEIVED
1 SEP 0 1 2010

10.0801D  Mésumgs:



fyou have discussed the project with the applicant, planning staff or gone thorough mediation,

|
please summarize the results, including any changes that were made to the proposed project
so far.
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DISCRETIONARY REVIEW REQUEST

What are the reasons for requesting Discretionary Review? The project meets the minimum
standards of the lanning Code. What are the exceptional and extraordinary circumstances
that justify Discretionary Review of the project? How does the project conflict with the City's
General Plan or the Planning Code's Priority Policies?
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If you believe your property, the property of others or the neighborhood would be adversely
affected, please state who would be affected, and how:
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made would respond to the exceptional and extraordinary circumstances and reduce the
adverse effects noted above (in question B1)?
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Please write (in ink) or type your answers on this form. Please feel free to attach additional sheets to
this form to continue with any additional information that does not fit on this form.

CHECKLIST FOR APPLICANT:

Indicate which of the following are included with this Application:

REQUIRED:

G Check made payable to Planning Department (see current fee schedule).

G Address list for nearby property owners, in label format, plus photocopy of labels.
G Letter of authorization for representative/agent of D.R. applicant (if applicable).
G Photocopy of this completed application.

OPTIONAL:

G Photographs that illustrate your concerns.
G  Covenants or Deed Restrictions.
G Other ltems (specify).

File this objection in person at the Planning Information Center. If you have questions about
this form, please contact Information Center Staff from 8 a.m. to 5 p.m., Monday to Friday.

Plan to attend the Planning Commission public hearing which must be scheduled after the
close of the public notification period for the permit.

Signed / ) / % A'ola
Applica ate

N:\applicat\drapp.doc



ATTACHMENT #1
Additional applicants to receive notice:

Paul Boden
20 Joy Street
San Francisco, Ca. 94110

Sue Hestor

870 Market street #1128
San Francisco, Ca. 94102
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OCT 26 2011

~ el Jiey
East Slope Designh Review Board

Terry Milne; external secretary + 321 Rutledge « San Francisc;o 94110 - [285-8978)

October 21, 2011

Planning Commission Re: 2010.0810D
Dept. of City Planning 2010.0858D
1650 Mission Street 2010.0860D
San Francisco, Calif. 94103 183, 187, 191 Brewster St

Block/lot: 5577-9+10+11

Dear Planning Commission:

The East Slope Design Review Board requested a Discretionary
Review of this project for the following reasons:
[1 Exceptional and extraordinary circumstances exist because of
the unique location on an extremely steep hill with very narrow and
winding street access and inadequate infrastructure.
[1 An early proposal by one owner for the twelve vacant lots on
the parcel was for nine houses. CEQA should be applied to a parcel
this large, even if the project before you is now piece-mealed down
to three houses.
[1 The impact on neigborhood character by the bulk of the
buildings which will be five stories high on the east side, towering
over other houses on the block.

[1 The removal of street parking on Brewster Street affects
houses on the block which have no street for parking.
[1 The insufficient infrastructure that makes emergency vehicle

access a life-safety issue. And the proven insufficient hydrant
water pressure that was apparently not upgraded when other street
work was done several years ago. The City street construction
project was resticted to only serving the existing houses, thus the
narrow (2l-feet wide) street. '

Thank you for your consideration.

Cordially,

Bernal Heights ESDRB



ALICE SUET YEE BARKLEY
121 Spear Street, Suite 200
San Francisco, CA 94105

VIA MESSENGER

October 26, 2011

Ms. Christina Olague

President, Planning Commission
1650 Mission Street, 4" Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103

Subject: Discretionary Review (Case Number 2010.0801D)
187 and 191 Brewster Street, San Francisco, CA

Dear Ms. Olague:

Our office represents Ronan Concanon (“Project Sponsor”), who purchased two vacant
lots located at 187 and 191 Brewster Street, (Assessor’s Block 5577, Lots 10 and 9 respectively,
herein “Site”) from Salvio Street LLC (“Salvio™) with proposed plans prepared by
Sternberg/Benjamin Architects. The proposed project is to construct a single family home on
each lot (“Project”). The East Slope Design Review Committee (DR requestor) filed a request
for discretionary review on September 1, 2010.  On or about June 28, 2011, the Planning
Department issued a Categorical Exemption for the Project.! For the reasons set forth below, the
discretionary review request is without merit and should be denied.

PROJECT SITE
The Project block (Block 5577) is bounded by Brewster Street, Joy Street, Holladay
Street and Esmeralda Avenue. The Site consisting of Lots 9 and 10 is located on the east side of
Brewster Street between Esmeralda Avenue and Joy Street in a 40-X height and bulk District.
The Site is vacant and has never been developed.

These down-sloping lots have a difference of between 27’ to over 30’ in elevation from
the front to rear property line. Lot 10 measures 25> wide by 70° (or 1,750 sf). The 25’ wide Lot
9 is not -rectangular; the common property line between Lots 9 and 10 is 70° deep and the east

i The issued Categorical Exemption also included the adjacent lot (Lot 11).
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property line of Lot 9 is 54.80° deep then angles to intersect the rear property line, which is
18.86” wide. See Site Plan Sheet A0.00, Lot 10 Sheet A2.04 and Lot 9 Sheet 2.04 attached to the
case report for topographic survey.

The height of the buildings in the neighborhood range from one to four stories on the
west side of Brewster Street and two stories on the east side of Brewster Street. Esmeralda
Avenue between Brewster and Holladay Streets is unimproved. Due to the steep grade, a
staircase on Joy Street connects Holladay Avenue and Brewster Street and provides pedestrian
access to the homes on Joy Street. Brewster Street is a 40° wide right-of-way. See aerial
photograph and Sheet P0.02 of the site plan showing all the proposed building by the project
sponsor and a proposed building by Salvio in the Case Report. Additional site photographs are
attached hereto as Exhibit 1.

Project Description

The Project is the development of two single-family homes, one on each of the lots
identified above. From the Brewster Street frontage, the 2,213 sfto 2,231 usable sf (exclusive of
garages) proposed homes will be two-stories in height varying from 18’ to 19’ from the Street.
The homes step down the hill with three additional below street level floors with decks.

The street level, designated as third floor on the plans, contains the entrance lobby and a
two-car garage. The level above, designated as fourth floor on the plans, is the master bedroom
suite or a family room with a deck. The first below street level, designated as second floor on
the plans, contains the kitchen, living/dining room, a half bath and a deck that serves as the main
outdoor usable open space for the home. The second below grade level, designated as the first
floor, has two bedrooms with a shared bath. The lowest below grade level, designated as
basement on the plans, will be the family room/guest room or the master bedroom. -

The decks will provide 170 st and 238 of private usable open space for Lot 10 and lot 9
respectively in addition to the rear yard exceeding the Planning Code requirement. Both homes
will have rear yards exceeding the Planning Code requirements. See proposed site plans, floor
plans, elevations and sections of the proposed buildings attached to the case report.

As can be seen from the street elevations, the street facades of the homes on lots 9 and 10
are articulated with varying planes and materials. At street level, the garage door and entrance to
the Lot 10 building are set back. The fourth floor incorporates a bay window and a deck at the
rear. See Sheet A3.01 for Lot 10 in the case report. For Lot 9, the entrance to the building is set
back from the garage plane, and the fourth floor has a bay window facing the street and a large
deck in the rear. The rear facades of these buildings step up the hill and incorporate side set
backs. A three-dimensional rendering looking up hill is at the end of the graphics attached to the
case report. The rear facades of the buildings on Lots 9 and 10 are different to create interest
from Holladay Street below. P
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BRIEF HISTORY OF PLANNING DEPARTMENT REVIEW PROCESS

Permit Applications

In 2006, Salvio, who then owned all ten vacant lots located on Block 5577 submitted a
permit application to construct single family homes on lots 2, 9, 10, 11, and 13.2 In late 2006,/
believing that Salvio would develop all ten vacant lots, the Brewster/Joy Neighborhood
Committee of the Bernal Height East Slope published the “Bernal Heights East Slope
Development Pressure Briefing Package (‘Briefing Package).™ A copy of the Briefing Package
is in the file of the Planning Department. In 2009, Salvio withdrew the applications for lots 2
and 13 and sold Lots 9 and 10 to the Project Sponsor with the proposed plans.

Environmental Review

Environmental review applications were submitted for each of proposed homes submitted in
2008 with incorrect information. The architect worked with the Planning Department to ensure
that the massing reduction requirements for the Bernal Height projects are complied with. Brett
Bollinger, the planner assigned to review the environment review applications informed the
project sponsor that a new Environmental Exemption (EE) Application for the site and the
adjacent lot 11 must be submitted. A new environmental review application was submitted on
March 29, 2011 after obtaining updated geotechnical information, water pressure information-
and verification that there is sufficient water pressure to serve the fire sprinkler system of the
three homes. A categorical exemption was issued on June 28, 2011. A copy of the issued
categorical exemption is attached hereto as Exhibit 2.

Consultation With The Neighbors

On April 18, 2007, Rueben and Junius, who was Salvio’s attorney, responded to the
concerns of the Joy Street neighbors and addressed the following issues:

Size and character of the proposed homes

Street environment

On-Street Parking

Fire Access and Firefighting Infrastructure

Sewer Capacity

Garbage and mailboxes ~

2 Application numbers 2006092531908, 2006092531928, 200609253 1928, 20060925319328,
2006092531938, and 2006092531948

’ This belief is based partially on permit applications (application numbers 92116568 for Lot 1, 9211667S
for lot 4, 92116588 for lot 5, and 9211660S for Lot 6) that were filed in 1993. However, the permit application for
lot 1 was withdrawn on February, 2009 and the other applications were cancelled on September 29, 1997. No
permit was ever submitted for Lot 8.
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e Shadow and Wind
e Tree Removal
s FErosion
e Housing Demographics

The April 18, 2007 letter concluded that the neighbors’ concerns were unwarranted
especially since the homes had been redesigned. A copy of Mr. Junius response is in the files of
the Planning Department.

ISSUES RAISED BY DR REQUESTORS

The DR requestor raised the following issues:

1. The Project Site is extremely steep and surrounded by narrow and windy streets with
insufficient infrastructure; -

2. The Joy Street residents will adversely affect

e on-street parking;

e emergency vehicle access;

e soil movement;

e green space; and

o the existing infrastructure.

3. The issues raised in the Briefing Package have not been satisfactorily addressed and the
impacts of development of all of the lots should be examined.

RESPONSES TO ISSUES RAISED

1. The Project site is served by adequate public services. ~

The neighbors have questioned whether there are adequate public utilities in the area to
support the Project, in particular, insufficient water pressure and sewer capacity.

Water Pressure, Fire Department and Fire Protection

The Project Sponsors requested Fire Clearance information from the San Francisco Fire
Department (SFFD) for (1) fire flow calculations; (2) apparatus access, and (3) hydrant
locations. A fire hydrant is located at 188 Brewster Street, directly across from the Site.
The Fire Department’s water flow information shows 81 psi static pressure, 54 psi
residual pressure, and the water flow is 1,100 gpm. The water main is 6” in diameter.
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Both of the single-family homes will have fire sprinkler and smoke alarm systems and
will be constructed to meet current fire-safety Code requirements.

Using the water flow information provided by SFFD, the Project Sponsors retained M.K.
Engineering Inc, mechanical engineers to perform a Fire Flow Calculation to ascertain if
the available water flow is sufficient to support the fire sprinkler system for the proposed
homes. MK Engineering determined that the available water flow is sufficient for the fire
sprinkler systems for the proposed home. A copy of the request to and response from
SFFD regarding water flow information, and the fire flow calculation are attached hereto
as Exhibit 3. On January 16, 2008, SFFD’s Fire Marshal confirms in writing that the fire
hydrant water pressure in the Bernal Heights Neighborhood is in compliance with Code
and is sufficient for fire suppression activities.

Security

Additionally, these homes will be pre-wired with a monitored security alarm system that
can be connected by the future occupant(s).

Sewer

On March 21, 2007, the Hydraulic Engineering Division of the Department of Public
Works (“DPW?) informed the Planning Department in writing that a new 12” sewer line
was installed in or about 1997 when Brewster Street was realigned and that the system
has sufficient capacity to service the five homes proposed by Salvio. DPW also
suggested that the developer may want to construct a new “private” sewer on the back of
the lots that would flow to Holladay Avenue or to facilitate pumping fixtures built below
the Brewster Street level. This letter further clarified that the problem at 18 Joy Street”
was due to root intrusion into the sewer line that had since been repaired by DPW in
December 2005. Although the proposed homes will have no impact on the Brewster or
Joy Street sewers, the proposed homes will be connected to the sewer lines in Holladay
Avenue; this approach was confirmed in the March 21, 2007 letter. A copy of the March
21, 2007 DPW letter regarding sewer line and capacity is attached hereto as Exhibit 4.
Based on the map in the Briefing Package prepared by the neighbors, no new homes have
been constructed in the immediate project vicinity since 2007. A map showing new
homes in the area developed since the 1980’s from the Briefing Package is attached
hereto as Exhibit 5.

2. The Project will not adversely affect the neighbors on Joy Street or Brewster Street

On-street parking

The project sponsor acknowledges that on-street parking is available only on the east side
of Brewster Street. The curb cuts to the two-car garages have been so located to preserve
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two of the three off-street parking spaces. The elimination of one space in front of the
two proposed homes will not significantly affect the availability of on-street parking.

Emergency vehicle access

Emergency vehicle access will be no different from the existing conditions. The
proposed homes will have fire sprinkler system which will be much safer in the event of a
fire than the older homes in the area. -~

Soil movement

Geotechnical Investigation Reports dated June, 2006 (“Reports”) were prepared by
Harold Lewis & Associates for lots 9 and 10. Seven (7) borings were drilled on the block
with the boring depths for Lots 9 and 10 to 20°. Free groundwater was not encountered.
The Site is not within a liquefaction potential zone and the underlying soil encountered in
the boring is not subject to liquefaction. Similarly, there is a low risk for damage from
seismically induced lateral spreading and no earth materials subject to seismic
deglsiﬁcation are on the Site. See page 5 of Reports which is attached hereto as Exhibit
6.

The neighbors expressed concerns that the Project Site is located in a mapped landslide
area. As part of new environmental review application submitted in 2010, the Project
Sponsors requested and Harold Lewis & Associates prepare a supplemental geotechnical/
engineering studies to list and locate the areas with previous landslides mapped by the
U.S.G.S. Six areas with previous landslides were discussed in the supplement studies.
These slides occurred between 1941 and about 1961 and none of them are near the Site.
A copy of the Supplement Geotechnical Investigation study is attached hereto as Exhibit
7. Therefore, the neighbors’ claim about soil movement is unwarranted.

Green Space

The green space referred to by the DR requestor is either private property or the
unimproved portion of the Elsmeralda Avenue off Holladay Street. The project site is
extremely steep making it not viable as recreational open space. Currently the neighbors,
especially those on Joy Street walk their dogs on the lots at the bottom of the hill where
the slope is gentler. If the neighbors wish to preserve the remainder of the undeveloped
lots as pubic open space, they should work with the Recreation and Park Department to
purchase these lots with Proposition J funds. Finally, some neighbors expressed their
desire to preserve the grove of Eucalyptus trees. The Project will not require the cutting~
of any of the Eucalyptus trees.

4

While Harold Lewis & Associates prepared one report for each lot to be submitted with each building

permit application to the Department of Building Inspection, both report are identical.
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Existing infrastructure

Based on the above discussion, the proposed project will have no adverse effect on nor
will it overburden the existing infrastructure, including but not limited to emergency
vehicle access, sewer and/or water pressure.

Since Brewster Street is narrow and the site is steep, the project sponsor proposes to stage
the construction from Holladay Street and the unimproved portion of Esmeralda Avenue.
Prior to start of construction, the project sponsor will meet with TASA to go over the
construction staging plan. -

THE PROJECT IS CONSISTENT WITH PLANNING CODE SECTION 101.1(B)

1) That existing neighborhood-serving retail uses be preserved and enhanced and future
opportunities for resident employment in and ownership of such businesses enhanced.

Retails uses are not permitted in an RH-1 zoning district. Therefore, the Section
101.1(b)(1) polices are not applicable.

2) That existing housing and neighborhood character be conserved and protected in order
to preserve the cultural and economic diversity of our neighborhoods.

The Project has been designed to be compatible with the neighborhood character as
discussed above. The new homes will add to the cultural and economic diversity of the
neighborhood by bringing new residents to the area. The Project, therefore, is consistent with~
the policies of Section 101.1(b)(2).

3) That the City’s supply of affordable housing be preserved and enhanced.

The Site is vacant and the Project will add two 3 three-bedroom family size units to the
City’s housing stock. The Project, therefore, is consistent with the policies of Section
101.1(b)(7).

4) That commuter traffic not impede Muni transit service or overburden our streets or
neighborhood parking.

The Project will generate about 5 daily person trips during the PM peak period, and will
not detrimentally add to commute traffic, nor overburden City streets. There are no MUNI stops
in front of the site. Vehicles entering or exiting the Site will not interfere with Muni Transit
services. There will be 2 off-street parking spaces for each of the proposed homes meeting the
Project demand and will not be overburden neighborhood on-street parking. The Project,
therefore, is consistent with the policies of Section 101.1(b)(4).
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5) That a diverse economic base be maintained by protecting our industrial and service
sectors from displacement due to commercial office development, and that Juture opportunities
Jor resident employment and ownership in these sectors be enhanced.

The Site is located in an RH-1 zoning district where industrial and service sector uses are
not permitted. The Site is vacant and no existing uses will be displaced. Therefore, the policies
of Section 101.1(b)(5) are not applicable.

6) That the City achieve the greatest possible preparedness to protect against injury and
loss of life in an earthquake.

The Project buildings will comply with current fire and seismic safety standards and will
be consistence with the policies of Section 101.1(b)(6).

7) That landmarks and historic buildings be preserved.
This vacant site is not in a historic or conservation district. Development of the Site will
have no effect on any designated landmarks or rated historic buildings. The Project, therefore, is

consistent with the policies of Section 101.1(b)(7).

8) That our parks and open space and their access to sunlight and vistas be protected from
development.

The Site is a down sloping site. There are no public parks or recreation centers down hill
from the proposed homes. Therefore, the Project will not cast any new shadow on any parks
under the jurisdiction of the Recreation and Park Department.

CONCLUSION

Based on the foregoing, all of the claims presented in the discretionary review request
have been carefully investigated and proven to be without merit. Therefore, Project Sponsor
respectfully submits that the Commission should deny the discretionary review request and”
approve the Project. Please contact me if you have any questions. :

Very truly yours,

Alice Suet Yee Barkl /

Enclosure: Exhibits 1 through 7
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cc: Commissioner Michael Antonini
Commissioner Gwyneth Border
Commissioner Rodney Fong
Commissioner Ron Miguel
Commissioner Kathrin Moore
Commissioner Hisashi Sugaya
Scott Sanchez
Corey Teague
David Sternberg
Ronan Concanon
Terry Milne (321 Rutledge Street, SF CA 94110)
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Exhibit 1

Exhibit 2

Exhibit 3

Exhibit 4

Exhibit 5

Exhibit 6

Exhibit 7

TABLE OF EXHIBITS

Photographs of site and site vicinity.

Categorical Exemption Issued For the Project

Water flow information and the fire flow calculation

March 21, 2007 Letter from DPW regarding sewer line and capacity

Map showing new development in the area since the 1980°s from the Briefing
Package

Geotechnical Investigation Reports dated June, 2006 (“Reports™) prepared by
Harold Lewis & Associates for lots 9 and 10.

Supplement Geotechnical Investigation studies
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SAN FRANCISCO

~ PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Certifi cate of Determmatlon

EXEMPTION FROM ENVIRONMENTAL REVI EW oy phosian St
San Francisco,
Case No.: - 2011.0357E e
Project Title: -191, 193, and 195 Brewster Street Reception: v
Zoning: RH-1 (Residential, House Districts, One—Faxmly) Use District '+ 415:558.6378
40-X Height and Bulk District Fax: o
Block/Lot: - 557/009, 010 & 011 415.558.6409
.. Lot Size: Each lot is approx1mately 1, 750 square feet (sf) for a total - Planning. '
S of 5,250 sf Information:
" Project Sponsor  Justin Allamano 415.558.6377

(916) 213-0615 P
~Rachel Schuett - (415) 575- 9030
rachel. schuett@sfgov org

Staff Coﬁtaet;' |

PROJECT DESCRIPTION:

~ The project block (Block 5577) is bounded by Brewster Sl-reet Joy Street, Holladay Street, and Esmeralda
Avenue in the Bernal Heights neighborhiood. The project site is located on the east side of Brewster Street -
between Esmeralda Avenue and Joy Street. The project site is vacant and has never been developed.

(Continued on next page) -

EXEMPT STATUS:

Categoncal Exemphon Class 3 (State Gu1delmes Section 15303(3))

REMARKS

Please see next page

DET ERMINATION . : : : :

I derherehy certify that the above determination has been made pursuant to State and Local reqmrernents

Z . = %e 025920//
BILLWYCKO =

‘Environmental Review Officer -

‘cc Justin Allamano, Project Sponsor - V. Byrd, Bulletin Board and. Master Deaswn File
R. Schuett, Planning Dept. ' " Exemption/Exclusion File
C. Teague, SE Quadrant. T ;’ Sue Hestor
Supervisor Davxd Campos, sttnct 9 . -

‘ www.sfp!anning’.org



- PROJECT DESCRIPTION (CONTINUED):

The proposed project is the development of three siﬁgle-family homes, one on each lot. From "the
Brewster Street frontage the three proposed single-family dwellings would be two stories with he1ghts
of 18 feet to approximately 22 feet. The houses would step down the hill with three additional below
street level floors with-decks at the rear of each unit. Each new single-family dwellmg would be 2,166 to
2,231 square feet with a two car garage.

In addition, the existing guard rail and retammg Wall alohg the western property line of Lots 9, 10 and
11 would be demolished to provide driveway access, and replaced ‘with a concrete retaining wall that

o Would prov1de back drainage. -

| BEMAR‘KS:

The project site lots are down‘war'd»smping, with a difference in elevation from the front to the Tear.

property line of 25 feet to over 30 feet. Lots 10 and 11 each measure 25 feet wide by 70 feet deep, or 1,750
‘square feet (sf).> Lot 9 is not a rectangular lot; its commion property line (northern property lire) with
Lot 10 is 70 feet deep, and the western property line (street frontage) is 25 feet wide. The southem
-property line is 54.8 feet deep, then angles to intersect the rear. property line (eastern property line),

which is 18.86 feet W1de

- The height of the buildings in the neighborhood range from one to four stories on the west side of - -
Brewster Street and two stories on the east side of Brewster Street. Esmeralda Avenue between Brewster

and Holladay Streets is an unimproved paper street, providing no access for pedestrians or vehides.

~ Due to the steep grade, a staircase on Joy Street connects. Holladay Avenue and Brewster Street,

_ providing access to the homes with frontage on on Street. Streets in the vicinity are generally narrow
and winding. '

E Archeological Resources: The proposed dwelhngs Wou]d step down the hill on'a series of slabs on
- grade, which would require grading and excavation; the buildings would be supported on a drilled pier

and grade beam foundation. The slabs on grade would be supported by at least two feet of engineered

fill. The piers would extend at least 22 feet below grade or at least 10 feet into approved bedrock
material. The Department reviewed the project for impacts to archeological resources and determined
that no CEQA significant archeological resources would be affected, specifically prehistoric and known
archeologxcal resources.’. Therefore, the proposed pro]ect ‘may be fou.nd to be exempt from
envu'onmenta] review if other criteria are satisfied.

Geotechnical: The project site has an average slope of approximately 39 percent. The San Francisco
.General Plan Community Safety Element contains maps that show areas of the City subject to geologic

1 The square footage is exclusive of garages.

Planmng Code Section 121(e)(2) states that in RH-1 zoning use districts the minimum lot area sha]l be 2,500 square
feet, except that the minimum lot area for any lot having its street frontage entirely within 125 feet of the intersection
of two streets that intersect at an angle of not more than 135 degrees shall be 1,750 square feet.

- *MEA Preliminary Archeological Review Checklist for 191-195 Brewster Street, May 3, 2011. This document ison .
file and available for pubhc review by appomiment at the Planmng Department 1650 M_\ssxon Street, 4th Floor,
part of Case File No. 2011, 035713 '
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hazards. This map indicates areas in which one or more geologic hazards exist. The pl‘O]ECt site is located
in an area subject to slight to moderate ground shaking from earthquakes along the San Andreas (Map
2) and Northern Hayward (Map 3) Faults and other faults in the San Francisco Bay Area. The project site
- is not located in an area of liquefaction potential (Map 4). The project site is located in an area subject to
potential landslide hazard (Map 5); a Seismic Hazards Study Zone (SHSZ) designated by the California
Division of Mines and Geology.
The project sponsor - has provided four geotechnical investigation reports prepared by
California-licensed geotechnical engineers that are. on file with the Planning Department and available
for public review as part of the project file. The initial geotechnical investigation reports were prepared
for Lots ¢ and 11.%*¢ The third geotechmcal investigation was prepared for Lots 8 through 13, including
the project site lots (9, 10 and 11)." The fourth geotechnical ‘investigation was a supplemental

geotechnical engineering study to list and locate landslides mentioned in the prior three studies.® For .

the remainder of the geology discussion, the term “site” refers to the overall site studied which includes
Lots B through 13, except where noted otherwxse, '

Thesite slopes to the south at variable mclmahons due to natural topography, and, toa lesser extent, to
past earthwork. The site grade declines steeply to the south at 1.2:1 to 2.4:1 declinations (horizontal to-
vertical). No major landshdes have been mapped on the site, although there is evidence of sloughmg,

erosion, and soil creep. :

According to the San Francisco Seismic Safety Investigation Report (John A. Blume and Associates, May
1974) the site lies within a zone of potential landslide hazard. The United States Geological Survey
(U.5.G.5.) has mapped several small to medium landslides. in the vicinity. However, as mentioned
previously, none have occurred on the site. During construction of the proposed project, hazards
resulting from slope mstablhty will be reduced through adherence to recommendations on earthwork
operations, as incorporated into the project. Incorporation of modern engineered retaining walls into
the project design is expected to vxrtually eliminate the potenhal for slope mstablhty or landshdlng duev
to pro]ect constructlon : .

*Foundation Investigation Proposed Remdence at 191 Brewster Street San Francxsco Ca]ﬁorma, prepared by Harold -
Lewis & Associates Geotechnical Consultants, June 29, 2006. A copy of this report is available for review at the San
Francisco Planning Department as part of Case File No. 2011.0357E.
* Foundation Investigation Proposed Residence at 183 Brewster Street, San Franasco Cahfonua, prepared by Harold
Lewis & Assodiates Geotechnical Consultants, June 27, 2006. A copy-of this- report is.available for review at. the San
Francisco Planning Depdrtment as part of Case File No. 2011.0357E.
¢ It should be noted that 183 Brewster Street is Block 5577, Lot 11, also kriown as 195 Brewster Street v
" Foundation Investigation for Six Proposed Residences on Brewster Street (Lots 8 through 13, Block 5577),- San
' Frandisco California, prepared by Harold Lewis & Associates Geotechnical Consultants, May 2006. A copy of this’
- report is available for review at the San Francisco Planning Department as ‘part of Case File No. 2011.0357E.
8 Foundation Investigation Proposed Residential Buildings on Brewster Street, Lots 9,10 & 111 in Block 5577, San -
Francisco California, prepared: by Harold T.ewis & Associates Geotechnical Consultants, November 17, 2010. A copy
of this report is available for review at the San Franmsco Planning Department as part of Case File No. 2011.0357E.
? Foundation Investigation for Six Proposed Residences on Brewster Street (Lots 8 through 13, Block 5577), San
Francisco California, prepared by Harold Lewis & Associates Geotechnical Consultants,  May 2006. A copy of this
report is avaxlable for review at the San Franc1sco Plahning Depariment as part of Case File No. 2011 0357E.
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A supplemental report'® was prepared to list and locate the landshdes dxscussed in the prior
* geotechnical investigations. As notéd above, and in the prior geotechnical studies, the site lies in .a zone.
of potential landslide hazard. Not only has the U.S.G.S. mapped several small to medium size
landslides within the nelghborhood the City and County of San Francisco Department of Public Works,
Bureau. of Engineering has also mapped several small to medium sized landslides within this -
neighborhood. Some or all of these landslides may be attributed to the presence of non-engmeered ﬁll
in'the viginity. ' '

Ultimately, the site was.found suitable for development mth the mcorporahon of . de31gn and
_ construction recommendabons mcluded in the report mto the project des1gn

" These recommendations mclude but are not limited to: site preparation and grading; seismic design;
appropriate foundation; tetaining walls; slab—on—grade floors; site drainage; installation of surface
drainage facilities; and maintenance. - In addition, excavatlon and retaining wall construction should be
performed during the dry months (May through October) to avoid problems that may occur during the

. wet seasorny, partxcularly after penods of prolonged ramfall 1 o

The project sponsor has mcorporated the following recommendations mto the final bullchng plans:
drilled, cast-in-place, reinforced concrete friction piers of at least 18 inches in diameter; tied together
‘with. grade beams’ whlch“span “betweenpiers- (in accordance- with structural - requtrements), and
“extending at least 22 feet below the bottom of grade beams, or 10 feet into approved bedrock materials,
“whichever is deeper, to support proposed structures;'? reinforcement of piers with:at least four No. 4
bars over their entire length; removal of any groundwater encountered during pier shaft dnllmg,
placement of a moisture barrier beneath any slabs-on-grade; the use of fully backdrained retaining walls,
supported on pier. foundations; installation of at least one concrete-lined surface drainage ditch
- (minimum 2-foot width and 1- foot depth) across the southern property line, sloped toward catch basins,
- with the collected water transported through ‘closed: pipes to suitable discharge facilities, possibly the
_stréet right-of-ways to the east and west corner. of the site; planting of exposed slopes to minimize
erosion and surface sloughmg, temporary covering of disturbed slopes with jute mesh (or equivalent),
_ and heavy planhng with a variety of plants and a permanent variety of ground cover requiring minimal
watering; provision of positive surface drainage adjacent to buildings to direct water away from
. foundations to suitable discharge facilities; and rainwater collected on roofs should be. transported
through gutters, downspouts and closed pipes to approved dJscharge facilities.”* :

10 Foundanon Investxgauon Proposed Re51dent1a1 Buﬂdmgs onBrewster Street, Lots 9, 10 &1lin Block 5577, San
Francisco California, prepared by Harold Lewis & Associates Geotechnical Consultants, November 17, 2010. A copy
of this reportis available for review at the San Francisco Planning Department as part of Case File No. 2011.0357E.

1 Foundation Investigation Proposed Residential Buildings on Brewster Street, Lots 9, 10 & 11 i in Block 5577, San
Francisco California, prepared by Harold Lewis & Associates Geotechmcal Consultants, November 17, 2010. A copy
of this report is available for review at the San Francisco Planning Department as part of Case File No. 2011.0357E.
12The actual lengths of the piers can be determined using an allowable skin friction value of 600 pounds persquare
foot for dead plus live loads with a one-third increase for.all loads mcludmg wind or seismic. These values can be
used starting at a depth of 10 feet below the grade beams. These values should be uséd to determine the reqmred
. penetration into approved bedrock materials; field adjustments to final pier depths should be expected.

¥ Foundation Investigation for Six Proposed Residences on Brewster Street (Lots 8 through 13, Block 5577), San
Frandsco California, prepared by Harold Lewis & Associates Geotechnical Consultants, May 2006. A copy of this
report is available for review at the San Francisco Planmng Department as part of Case File No. 2011. 0357E
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A The final buﬂdmg plans would also be reviewed. by the Department of Building: Inspechon (DBI) prior
to issuance of a. building permit. In reviewing building plans, the DBI refers to a variety of information

sources to determine existing hazards and verify appropriate building demgm Sources reviewed include .

maps of Special Geologic Study, Areas and known landslide areas in San Francisco as well as the
. building mspectors working knowledge of areas of special geologic concemn. The above-referenced
 geotechnical investigations would be available for use by the DBI during its review of building permits
for the 'site. Also, DBI could require that additional site-specific soils -report(s) be prepared in
conjunction with. pemut applications, as needed In'light of the above, the pro]ect could not result in a
- significant enwronmental effect W1th respect to geotechrucal matters.

Fire Protection: On August 17, 2009, the’ San Franmsco Fire Department Division of Fire Preventxon and
Investigation issued guidelines for fire clearance for new one and two unit residential buildings. The.
guidelines require a preliminary San Francisco Fire Department review to assure apparatus access and
water supplies are sufficient per the 2007 California Fire Code. On December 1, 2010, the project
sponsor requested, and on December 22, 2010, the San Francisco Fire Department provided flow 'data
(based on a field flow test) for Lots 9, 10, and 11. The field flow test yielded a static and residual
pressure of 81 and 54 pounds per’ square inch (psi), respectively, and a flow of 1,100 gallons per minute
(gpm) from the: 6 inch water main. These fire flow statistics were supphed to MK. Engineering,
.. Incorporated. On February 24, 2011, MK. Engmeenng, Inc. provided fire flow calculations for Lots 9,
10, and 11. The calculatlons indicated that the minimum fire flow requirement (1,500 gpm), together
with the estimated fire sprinkler demand (87 gpm), yields a water demand of 1,587 gpm during a fire-
fighting situation.  The availablé water flow at the site is 1,708 gpm, exceeding the 1,587 gpm -
requirement. As a result, the available water flow at the site is adequate for the proposed project. "As
such, the proposed pro]ect may be found to-be exempt from environmental review if other. cntena are
satxsfled ‘

Adr Quahty The California Air Resources Board (CARB) established its statewmle air toxics program in f

the early 1980s. CARB created California’s program in response to the Toxic Air Contaminant L

Idennflcatxon and Control Act (AB 1807, Tannier 1983) to reduce exposure to air toxics. CARB identifies
244 substances as Toxic Air Contaminants (TACs) that are known or suspected to be emitted in’
California. and have potentlal adverse health effects. Public health research consistently demonstrates
- that pollutant levels are significantly higher near freeways and busy roadways. Human health studies
demonstrate that children living within 100 o 200 meters of freeways or busy roadways have poor lung
function and more respiratory disease; both chronic and acute health effects may result from: exposure to

. TAGCs. In, 2005, CARB issued guidance on preventing roadway related air quality conflicts, suggesting

Iocahtxes “avoid siting new sensitive land uses within 500 feet of a freeway [or other] urban roads with
volumes of more than 100, 000 vehicles/day.”** However, there are no emshng federal or state’ )
Aregulatlons to protect sensitive land uses from roadway air pollutants ‘

The San Francisco Department of Public Health (DPH) has issued guidance for the identification and
assessment of potential air quality hazards and methods for assessing the associated health risks.'®

i

4 California Air Resources Board, 2005 Air Quality and Land Use Handbook: A Commumty Health Perspectzve,

~ http://www.arb.ca.gov/ch/landuse.htm, accessed September 8, 2008.
15 San Francisco Department of Public Health, Assessment and Mitigation of Air Pollutant Health Effechs from Intra-
urban Roadways: Guidance for Land Use Planning and Environmental Review, May 6, 2008,

' http //www sfdph. org/phes/pubhcahons/Mihgatmg_Roadway_AQLU Conﬂcnts pdf accessed September 8 2009
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Consistent with CARB guidance, DPH has identified that a potential public health hazard for sensitive

land uses exists when such uses are located within a 150-meter (approximately 500-foot) radius of any
boundary of a project site that expeﬂences 100,000 vehicles per day. To.this end, San Francisco added

. Article 38 of the San Francisco Health Code, approved November 25, 2008, which requires that, for new

residential projects of ten or more units located in proximity to high-traffic roadways, as mapped by
DPH, an Air Quality Assessment be prepared to determine whether residents would be exposed to
potentially unhealthful levels of PM2s. Through air quality modeling, an assessment is conducted to
determine if the annual average concentration of PMzs from the roadway sources would- exceed a

~ concentration of 0.2 micrograms per cubic meter (annual average).'® If this standard is exceeded, the
- project sponsor must install a filtered air supply system, with high-efficiency filters, designed to remove
" at 1east 80 percent of ambient PMzs from habitable areas of residential units.

The pI’O]ECt s1te, at 191-195 Brewster. Street is located within the Potential léoadway Exposure Zone, as
mapped by DPH.- Pursuant to' Article 38 of the San Francisco Health Code, the project sponsor requested
an Air Quality Assessment from DPH to determine the potential level of exposure at the site.” The Air
Quality Assessment concluded that the PMas concentration on the Brewster Street-lots is less than 0.2
micrograms per cubic meter, and no filtration is indicated.'® The proposed project is in compliance with
Article 38 of the San Francisco Health Code and therefore, the project would not result in a significant
unpact from exposure of sensitive receptors to hlgh concentrations of roadway—related pollutants

et S e o n s e e m e P T [

Exempt Status:

.CEQA State Gﬁidelines Section 15303(a), or Class 3, provides an exemption from environmental review
for the construction of up to three single-family residences in an urbanized area. The proposed project

includes construction of three new, single-family residences within an urbanized area of San Francisco.

Therefore, the proposed construction of three new smgle—fan:uly residences’ is exempt from
envirorunental review under Class 3. . :

16 According to DPH, this threshold, or action level, of 0.2 micrograms per cubic meter represents about 8 ~ 10
percent of the range of ambient PMzs concentrations in San Francisco based on monitoring data, and is based on
epidemiological research that indicates that such a concentration. can result in approximately 0.28 percent increase in
non-injury mortality; or.an increased mortality at-a rate of approxlmately 20 “excess deaths” per year per one
million population in San Francisco. “Excess deaths” (also referred to.as premature mortality) refer to deaths that
oceur sooner that otherwise expected, absent the specific condition under evaluation; in this case, exposure to PM:,S
(San Francisco Department of Public Heaith, Occupational and Environmental Health Section, Program on Health,

" Equity, and Sustainability, “ Assessment and Mmgahon of Air Pollutant Health Effects from Intra-urban Roadways:

Guidance for Land Use Planning and Environmental Review, May 6, 2008. Twenty excess deaths per million based )

on San Francisco’s non-injury, non-homicide, non-suicide mortality rate of approximately 714 per 100, 000. _
Although San Francisco’s population is less than one million, the presentatxon of excess deaths is commonly given
as a rate per million- population.) '

'7 It should be noted that the Air Quality Assessment was requested for a prior application which mcluded |

-residential development on properties on Brewster Street, Joy Street, and Holladay Avenue.
¥ Letter from Thomas H. Rivard, MS, REHS, Senior Environmental Health Spedialist, San Francisco City and

- County, Department of Public Health, to Kelton aney, P.E, Semor Project Manager, Santos & Urrutia Structural
Engmeers Inc. September 26, 2009.

SAN ERANGISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT



Condlusion:

CEQA State Guidelines Section 15300.2 states that a categorical exemption shall not be used for an -
activity where there is a reasonable possibility that the activity will have a significant effect on the-
environment due to unusual circumstances. There are no unusual circumstances surrounding the
current proposal that would suggest a reasonable ‘possibility of a significant effect. The proposed project
would have no significant environunental effects. Under the above-cited cIassxﬁcations, the proposed
project is appropriately exempt from envxronmental review.

SAN FRANCISCD R o S ) 7
PLANNING DEPARTMENT S~ ' : .
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M M. K. ENGINEERING INC ‘ . “ M.K. ENGINEERING INC.
Machartcul/E: : Y | ' PROFESSIONAL MECHANICAL
Professional gineering C ’?/n/mﬂ‘ 18:54 1680 RaE era2 ! ENGINEERING CONSULTANTS
: 3450 3rd STREET,
FIRE FLOW CALCULATION I  BAN¥RANCISCO FIKE DEPARTMERT ; 8LDG 4, SUTTE B.
! NUREA OF #13% PREVENTION : SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94124
Date: February 24, 2011 mnmmm‘g;\mMW : TEL:415) 282-3100
1. Project: Brewster Street, Block #5577, Lot #9,

San Francisco, CA
2. Building Type: V
Occupancy: R-3, U
Number of Stories: 4 Staries
3, Total Fire Area: 2,213.62 f*

4. Fire flow requirement:

Per 2007 CFC, Section B105.2 Table B 105.1
1,500 gpm x 0.25 (25%) = 375 gpm

R

Adjusted minimum fire flow: 1,500 gpm @ 20 psi
(Per 2007 CFC Section B 105.2, if the fire flow is less than 1500 gpm, use 1500 gpm)

b) Estimated fire sprinkler demand:
1) Fire sprinkler:
0.1 gpnV/ft* x 217.5 % x 4 heads = 87 ypm
Total demand of fire sprinkler: 87 gpm @ 20 psi

[3

<

Reguired fire flow at hydrant: Sumofa &b
1,587 gpm @ 20 psi

5. Available water flow at this site:
Static Pressure: 81 psi, Residual Pressure: 54 psi and Flow: 1,100 gpm

Available Q = 1,100[(81 201" 181 -54)"-"]: 1,708 gpm@ 20 psi

Caleutated by: (s
Moon H. Kang
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M M. K. ENGINEERING INC.
Professional Mechanical/Eng c:

2

FIRE FLOW CALC 10N
Date: March 1, 2011

1. Project: Brewster Street, Block #5577, Lot #10,

San Francisco, CA.
2. Building Type: V

Oceupancy: R-3, U

Number of Stories: 4 Stories
3. Total Fire Area: 2,213.62 f

4. Fire flow requirement:

8) Per 2010 CFC, Section B105.1
1,000 gpm x 0.5 (50%) = 500 gpm

b) Estimated fire sprinkler demand:
1) Fire sprinkler:
0.1 gpm/f x 217.5 A% x 4 heads = 87 gpm
Total demand of fire sprinkler: 87 gpm (@) 20 psi

¢) Required fire flow at hiydrant: Sumofa & b
587 gpm @ 20 pai

5. Available water flow at this site:
Static Pressure: 81 psi, Residual Pressure: 54 psi and Flow: 1,100 gpm

Available 0 = 1,100}81~20)°* /(81-54)** | 1,708 gpm@ 20 psi

3450 3rd Street, Suite 48 « San Francisco, CA 94124 - Tel (415) 282-3100 Fax: (415) 282-3101 + www.mkengrs.com
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M . M. K. ENGINEERING INC.
T

JEngineearing C.

FIRE FLOW CALCULATION

Date: March 1, 2011

1. Project: Brewster Street, Block #5577, Lo1 #11,
San Francisco, CA

2. Building Type: V

Occupancy: R-3, U

Number of Stories: 4 Stories
3. Total Fire Area: 2,165.50 f*

4. Fire flow requirement:

a) Per 2010 CFC, Section B105.1
1,000 gpm x 0.5 (50%) = 500 gpm

b) Estimated fire sprinkler demand:
1) Fire sprinkler:
0.1 gpm/f? x 217.5 % 4 heads = 87 gpm
Total demand of fire sprinkler: 87 gpm @ 20 psi

©) Required fire flow at hydrant: Sumofa & b
587 gpm @ 20 psi

5. Available water flow at this site:
Static Pressure: 81 psi, Residual Pregsure: 54 psi and Flow: 1,100 gpm

Available Q= 1,100}(81-20)" (81~ 54)* | 1,708 gpm@ 20 psi

Calculated by:

Moon H. Kang’

3450 3rd Street, Suite 4B + San Franciaco, CA 84124 + Tel: (415) 282-3100 Fax: (415) 282-3101 + www.mkengrs.com
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~sigachments: As Noted.

MarA

L2067 7

“15; 554-8318

Cl’tyi and County of San Francisco T : —
P 5: © FAX{415] 554-3308 '
,:J,_Q;f(’:;, : VE httgfiveone.sfdpur com
il 2
= 3
o ,; Hydraulic Engmeermg
{M 1880 blissian Street, 2™ Fizor
fa;i;:;":‘sgm ’:}BYU' San Francisco, CA S4102
re (YT
. Ken Sin, Section Manager
Marzh 21, 2007
Bemal Height—
Brewester £ Joy Streets
T33B
Planzizig Depl.

1666 Missioa Sweet, Suite SO0
San Francisco, CaA 941 03-2424

Atention: M3, Kimberly Durandet
Ladies and Gentiernen:

This is in addition to tha letier dated Febreary 9, 2007 (eopy attached) reganding project area on Brewster Stzeet
Derween Joy Steet and Esmeralda Avenue. .

Subject developer has preseated us with a plan showing the constuction of a “Private™ driveway and sswer
system. Sewers firor the back of these lots will Sow ints a proposcd 127 dismeter sewer and be connected w 2n
existing menhole on the existing 187 diameter sevsr nming along Holladay Aveaue.

. This roject will heive no fipact to the sewers om Brewster Sweet or to Joy Street since there s no side sewer

conpectian w these sewers.
\

The problem z¢ 18 Joy-Street was dueto reot mtrusxon into the sewer line ana was repznred ¥ DPW-BSSR cn
Da.c_ubcr 2003.

As m aswe zrc cc»nocm% proposed seumge J:rom ‘this projbctmll bave no meact 1o thf: existing 18" diamzter
sewer on Holladay Avenue.

If lhaxe arg any further qutsnom, plme wiite fo theDepa.rEm:nt of Public ‘i't orks, Buresu of F.nﬁ:meenno
H:drauLc Sacunn, 1680 Mission Sizeet, 2nd Floor, San’ Izazz..lsw CA 4105 orcall {-1-13} 554-8318.

a.

- Veary u'uly\c-m's,

' H"drmﬂzc Secuon -

.o

- T ’;.'.‘F%l %G THE QLul ar G—L‘Fz S.-,f\‘ -ﬂm@asoo
H.a S daas:adad \:\x\.._as cowntes i feammak, c.asfar'e."se."r..s m Copin| mmmarwenf (7 pannessiip kidh Ko catrondy
C..z.a i Sevuiex . STT rcr;wo FEI L Contingoys Improvemeny




City and County of San Francisco

<y
o Gavin Nawsom, Vaya
Fred Abadi, Director

—
~t
i .

>
=

" Plemning Dept

1650 Mission Street, Scite 300
Saz Fraccisco, CA 94103-2424

Attention: ©Ms. Kimberly Durandet

Ladies end Gentlemen:

(415) 5548318
T FAX {418) 554-8308
\/g hte/Aaean sidpvr.com

Hydranlic Engmeenng
1830 Missian Stest, 27 Flaor
San Francisco, CA 94703

Ken Sin, Sactior: Managsr

February 9, 2007

-3
Lo
195
e o]

This is (1 reply to vour facstmile of February 6, 2007 veganding the project arze on Brewwster Strest berween Joyw
TRy TO Y 3 ! X

Sizeet and Esmeralda Avense.

The answers 1O vour questions are as follows:

Brewster Street was realigned about 10 vears 2go and new sewers were installed at that time,
Hydraulic Section had not been informed of this vroposal by the buresu of Street Use and Mapping vet.
" This system can handle the development of the proposad project.. Instalfations of fixtures befow streat

L.
2
3.
grade will have w be pumped cp to meet a graviiy systen
4. The City doss aot have any plans for fubure imroveaents in this area.
<

For futire conditions and capecity, the devi eloper may want {o constrect a new sewer (“Private™ on the

back of the property to facilitale pumping fixtures buh helow sttee* grades.

Enclosad, for your information; are as follows:

a. General Area Sewer sz

b. Plans 61395 and 61396

If there are any fizrther questions, please write o the Depaz:mem of Public Works, Bureau of Enginsering,
Hydzavlic Section, 1680 Mission Stréet, Znd Floar, San Francisse, CA 941{3’-‘ or call (413 $54-8318.

28AM

2007 7

nachmcnts* I\oted

Mar. 21,

Customer 3, " sice

Very truly yours,

sztbzm l'_ec -
Hydmuhc Sec&mn

’ LHAROVING T’aE Cum_."YOF LnFE o &1.'. .—amust:o‘ o
'ea'a dedl:z‘e*‘&:ct"n..n.‘a.‘sm“\ﬂ"tﬁd eamyo a.ms(sa'vm sod’ s:mam's.mgmm-w i pErSISHE K9 SORIUANY.

Teamwors [- © ot Coutiwwons fwproevemens



Exhibit 5



C.:'W\De_ 2000 R (Df‘c‘aPog@J Jew%[oPmemT"’
- (CIﬁDB %Z Ogclel,x"‘r?c,v\a\,t /aTg owneo} LY S anne ('arv\)DavL,
o 19 %0 S



Exhibit 6



, - .
{
‘1“ . . . o {‘

HAROLD LEWIS & ASSOCIATES
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FOUNDATION INVESTiGATION

PROPOSED RESIDENCE AT
191 BREWSTER STREET

| ~ SAN FRANC'ISCO, CALIFORNIA

2418 Sixteenth Ave. * San Franciscd, 94116 * 415\ 665-9678




HAROLD LEWIS & ASSOCIATES ...
GEOTECHNICAL CONSULTANTS

2418 Sixteenth Ave. * San Francisco, 94116 * 415\665-9678

June 29, 2006
Project SF~-06-606-6

Salvio Street LLC.
139 Casitas Avenue
San Francisco, Ca. 94127

RE: Foundation Investigation
Proposed Residential Building
191 Brewster Street
San Francisco, California

Gentlemen:

In accordance with your request, we have performed a foundation
investigation for the proposed residential building to be located
at 191 Brewster Street, in San Francisco, California. The
accompanying report presents the results of our investigation and
engineering analyses, which were based on widely spaced
exploratory borings. As a result, variations between the
anticipated and actual soil conditions may be found in localized
areas during construction.

Based on our studies, it is our opinion that the site is suitable
for the proposed construction. The following discussions and
recommendations satisfy the intent of California Building Code
Section 1806.5.6. The conclusions and recommendations presented
in this report are contingent upon our office being retained to
review the final design plans and specifications, and to observe
the earthwork and foundation aspect of the construction.

We refer you to the text of the report for a detailed discussion
of our findings, conclusions and recommendations.

————]

e
\‘_4___ <
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FOUNDATION INVESTIGATION

FOR:

PROPOSED RESIDENCE AT

191 BREWSTER STREET

(LOT 09 IN BLOCK 5577)
SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA

TO:

SALVIO STREET LLC.
139 CASITAS AVENUE
SAN FRANCISCO, CA. 94127

JUNE, 2006
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FOUNDATION INVESTIGATION
FOR
PROPOSED RESIDENTIAL BUILDING
191 BREWSTER STREET
SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA

INTRODUCITON

In this report, we present the results of our foundation
investigation for the proposed residential building to be
located at 191 Brewster Street, (Lot 9 in Block 5577)
approximately 22-feet north of the intersection with Esmeralda
Avenue, in San Francisco, California, as shown on the attached
Site Plan, Figure 2. The purpose of this investigation was to
evaluate the subsurface materials at the site and to provide
recommendations concerning the soil and foundation engineering
aspects of the proposed residential development.

PROPOSED CONSTRUCTION

Although we have not seen the final plans, it is our
understanding that the proposed building will be a two- to
five-story wood-frame structure with a street level garage and
entrance area. The upper level living areas, street level
garage space and foyer area will be supported on structural
wood floors. Slabs-on-grade may be employed in lower level
living space. Building loads are expected to be typical for
the proposed type of construction.

Since the building will be constructed over the downward
sloping hillside, earthwork operations at the site will consist
of minor excavations that will notch into the hillside for
portions of the lower levels and limited grading to establish a
building pad and to provide surface drainage gradients.
Retaining walls may be required along the driveway and around
the rear and sides of the dwelling. Due to relatively deep
deposits of fill and natural soils that uncomfortably overlie a
steeply sloping bedrock surface, excavations will also be

HAROLD LEWIS & ASSOCIATES
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required for the drilled friction piers that we have
recommended for foundation support of the proposed residence.

SCOPE

The scope of our work, which was outlined in our letter dated
January 1, 2006, included a site reconnaissance by the
undersigned, review of data from subsurface exploration and
laboratory testing preformed by our office on the lot and on
nearby lots several years ago, engineering analyses of the
field and laboratory data, and the preparation of this report
which includes soil engineering recommendations for the
proposed residence.

The scope of our services did not include an environmental
assessment or investigation for the presence of hazardous or
toxic materials in the soil, groundwater or air, on, below or
around the site. In addition, our scope of work did not
include an evaluation of nor investigation for the presence or
absence of Wet Lands.

SITE INVESTIGATION

An initial site reconnaissance was performed by our office on
August 26, 1985, our most recent site reconnaissance was
performed on May 1, 2006. More detailed site reconnaissance
and our subsurface exploration were performed by the
undersigned engineer on August 30, 1985 and September 3, 1985.
Two exploratory borings were drilled with a trailer-mounted
continuous-flight auger rig near the front of the proposed
dwelling at accessible locations on the adjacent lots to the
north and south. Five additional exploratory borings were
drilled at accessible locations on nearby lots with both
trailer-mounted and portable-power continuous-flight auger
rigs. The adjacent boring was drilled into weathered bedrock
materials, extending to a depth of 20-feet. The nearby
borings, which ranged from 9- to 20-feet in depth, also were
drilled into weathered bedrock materials. The approximate
locations of these exploratory borings are shown on the Site
Plan, Figure 2. Logs of the adjacent boring and nearby
borings along with details regarding our field and laboratory
investigations are included in Appendix A.

HAROLD LEWIS & ASSOCIATES
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A. SITE FEATURES

The undeveloped site would be rectangular in shape, with
overall plan dimensions of approximately 25- by 70-feet,
except for a 6- by 15-feet right triangle that has been
removed from the southeastern corner of the plot (see Figure
2). The property is bounded on the north, south and east by
vacant land. The lot fronts on Brewster Street, which
parallels the western property line.

Topography of the general area and of the site slopes downward
to the east at variable inclinations due to natural geologic
evolution and, to a lesser degree, the past earthwork
operations associated with the intermittent development of this
older residential neighborhood. Generally, site grades decline
steeply eastward at 1.2:1 to 2.4:1 declinations (horizontal to
vertical) that continue to the eastern property line.

During our reconnaissance of the site, we did not observe any
areas of major instability and no major slides have been mapped
on the property. However, we did observed indications of
sloughing, erosion and "creep" type downhill movement of the
surface soils at random locations across the steep slopes.
Similar "creep" type movement of the surface soils were also
observed on the adjacent properties to the north, east and
south.

Surface vegetation on the lot consisted of a moderate to very
heavy growth of wild berry vines, weeds and thick brush. There
were also light to moderate amounts of natural debris scattered
over the property.

B. SUBSURFACE CONDITIONS

The U.S5.G.S. "Geologic Map of the San Francisco South
Quadrangle", indicates that the site is located in a complex
geologic area. The property appears to be underlain by
Greenstone bedrock materials near geologic contacts with
Sandstone, Shale and Radiolarian Chert bedrock materials.
These rock types belong to the Franciscan Formation. The
Greenstone rock materials generally consist of greenish-gray
aphanitic to medium grained altered volcanic rocks;
predominantly basalt. When in contact with Chert, the
Greenstone is commonly highly weathered and often altered with
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clayey seams on the bedding plans. The mapped bedrock
materials were observed on massive outcropping/cut slopes to
the west of the site along Brewster Street.

Exploratory Borings 1 and 2, which were drilled on adjacent
lots to the south and north at an accessible locations near
the front portion of the proposed building, encountered
roughly 5%- and 8-feet of fill, respectively. The fill, which
consisted of stiff gravely sandy clay, was underlain by hard
and stiff sandy silty clay with variable amounts of rock
fragments that extended to depths of about 8% and 13-feet.
These clayey slope debris type materials were followed by very
weathered, fractured and decomposed Greenstone bedrock
materials that extended to the maximum depth explored, 20-feet

Exploratory Boring 3, which were drilled on nearby Lot 13
located to the north, encountered roughly 7.5-feet of fill.
The fill, which consisted of medium dense gravely clayey sand,
was underlain by hard sandy silty clay with variable amounts
of rock fragments that extended to a depth of about 8.5-feet.
These clayey slope debris type materials were followed by very
weathered, fractured and decomposed Greenstone and Shale
bedrock materials that extended to the maximum depth explored,
20-feet.

Exploratory Boring 4 through 7, which was drilled at
accessible locations on adjacent and nearby lots further down-
slope to the northeast of the property, encountered
approximately 3- to 8-~feet of stiff to hard sandy and silty
clay with variable amounts of rock fragments. This layer of
surface overburden soil were directly underlain by weathered
and fractured Greenstone bedrock materials that extended to
the depths explored, 9- to 12-feet.

Please note that the drilling resistance encountered in the
borings indicated that the bedrock materials graded less
weathered and more competent with depth.

Free groundwater was not observed in our borings and probably
exists at depths somewhat greater than those explored.
However, based on the hillside location of the property and
our experience in the general area of the site, it is our
opinion that groundwater seepage may be encountered at the
site, in the required excavations and behind retaining walls,
particularly after prolonged rains in the wet season.

HAROLD LEWIS & ASSOCIATES
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We wish to point out that the exploration at the subject site
was extended to the maximum depth possible (practical refusal)
with the trailer-mounted continuous-flight auger-rig used. 1In
our opinion the information obtained from our adjacent
exploratory borings combined with subsurface information from
the nearby exploratory borings and additional data in our
files from investigations we have performed in the nearby lots
within the neighborhood to the north along Joy Street and to
the west along Brewster Street and from geologic maps is of
sufficient detail and extent to provide soil and foundation
engineering design recommendations for the proposed structure.
Therefore, deeper and more extensive exploration at the site
was not warranted.

GEOLOGIC HAZARDS

Geologic hazards that are not a problem at this site include but
not limited to; (1) liquefaction and surface subsidence, (2)
expansive and shirking soils, (3) inundation due to reservoir
failure, (4) submersion from tsunami wave, (5) volcanic eruption
and (6) flooding. Seismicity, landsliding, soil erosion and
earthquake hazards are discussed below.

According to the San Francisco Seismic Safety Investigation
Report (John A. Blume and Associates, May, 1974) the site, as
well as other buildings in the area, lie in a zone of
potential landslide hazard. Although, over the years, the
U.5.G.S. has mapped several small to medium size landslides
within the neighborhood, none have occurred on the site.

During construction, any hazard resulting from slope instability
will be mitigated by close adherence to our recommendations on
earthwork operations. Since modern engineered retaining walls
will support all changes in grade resulting from the
construction, our analyses indicates that a potential for slope
instability or landsliding due to the proposed construction
should not exist.

All exposed soil slopes are subject to varying degrees of
erosion from wind scour and surface water runoff, the slopes
at the site are not an exception. The quantity of soil
subject to eroded is difficult to predict because of a number
of variables, which include the declination of the hillside,
composition of the surface soils, direction and velocity of
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the wind, the quantity and concentration of the surface water
runoff, the past history of the slope and human activity. We
wish to note that the quantity of soil eroded from a gentle to
moderate slope will normally decrease over time, as the easily
transported soil particles are moved early in the life of the
slope, to generally achieve a steady-state condition where
erosion is limited to soil particles freshly migrated onto the
slope from other areas and soil particles derived from
weathering and decomposition of on-site materials. For steep
slopes the initial stages of erosion are rapid and extensive
and are usually accompanied by sloughing and even sliding,
which eventually result over time in a less steep slope and a
decrease in the rate of earth contouring.

We estimate that the slopes at the site are over 50-years old
(possible much older) and as such have been subject to several
seasons of greater than normal rainfall; most recently the two
back-to-back “once in a hundred years” rain storms of 1981 and
1982 then again in the near record breaking rains of 2005-
2006. Ergo the slopes at the site have reached or are
approaching a steady-state of erosion with regard to direct
normal precipitation.

However, construction activities at the site are expected to
disturb the surface soils at the site increasing the potential
for greater than normal erosion. Standard methods of soil
erosion control should be employed at the site during and for
a couple of years after the construction of the building; this
should include, but should not be limited to, appropriately
located silt-fencing and hay bales, temporary rainwater
diversion ditches with collection and settling basins,
planting of both suitable short and long term vegetation and
on steep slopes permanent surface water runoff control
facilities. We discuss recommended surface water runoff
control facilities and vegetation below in Item A, "Site
Preparation, Earthwork Operations and Surface Drainage™

SEISMICITY

As with the rest of the San Francisco Bay Area, the site is As
with the rest of the San Francisco Bay Area, the site is
considered to be in one of the most seismically active regions
of the United States. The nearest active faults are the
northwest-trending San Andreas and Hayward Faults, which are
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mapped approximately 7 miles southwest and 11.5 miles
northeast of the site, respectively. Other faults in the
general vicinity of lesser or unknown activity are the
northwest-trending City College and San Bruno Faults, which
are mapped about 2.3 and 5 miles southwest of the site,
respectively.

Although research on earthquake prediction has greatly
increased in recent years, seismologists have not yet reached
the point where they can accurately predict when and where an
earthquake will occur. Nevertheless, on the basis of current
technology, it is reasonable to assume that the proposed
building will be subjected to at least one moderate to severe
earthquake.

Furthermore, a magnitude 6.7 or lager earthquake with an
epicenter much closer to San Francisco than that of the 1989
Loma Prieta earthquake is presently predicted, by the U.S.G.S.
to have a 62 percent probability of occurrence by the year
2032. During such an earthquake, the danger from fault offset
through the site is remote; however, strong shaking of the site
with an intensity greater than that of the Loma Prieta
earthquake and for a longer duration is likely to occur.

NEAR-SOURCE SEISMIC COEFFICIENTS

The 1997 Uniform Building Code incorporates a near-source
factor for calculation of the design base shear and response
spectra within UBC Seismic Zone 4. This factor accounts for
the high ground motion and structural damage that have been
observed within a few kilometers of historical earthquake
ruptures.

We have determined the following parameters to assist the

Structural Engineer in their analyses. The subject site is
located within 6.2-kilometers of the San Andreas Fault.

HAROLD LEWIS & ASSOCIATES
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NEAR~-SOURCE SEISMIC COEFFICIENTS

SEISMIC ZONE| SEISMIC SOURCE SOIL PROFILE | NEAR-SOURCE | NEAR-SOURCE
TYPE TYPE ROCK* FACTOR N, FACTOR N,

4 A Ss 1.15 1.50

* Average soil properties for the top 100-feet of soil profile.

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Based on our field and office studies, it is our opinion that
from a soil and foundation engineering standpoint, the site is
suitable for the proposed construction, provided that the
recommendations presented in this report are incorporated into
the design and construction of the proposed residence. The
following recommendations and discussions presented above and
below satisfy the intent of California Building Code Section
1806-5-6.

Since the site is located in steeply sloping terrain that is
blanketed by variable depths of both fill materials and natural
clayey soils, we recommend that the proposed building be
supported on drilled, cast-in-place friction piers that are
extended through these overburden soils into the underlying
weathered bedrock materials. The piers must be reinforced with
extra steel to resist potential downward "creep" type movement
of the surface materials and should be tied together with grade
beams

Our analyses also indicate that in order to provide adequate
support for any slabs-on-grade, the upper 2-feet of the
supporting subgrade must be over-excavated and recompacted.

Since the site is located on a steep hillside, within a natural
drainage basin, heavy surface rain water runoff should be
expected and planed for. In addition, erosion of the surface
soils at the site must be carefully controlled, as discussed
above. Concentrated water should not be allowed to flow across
any slopes as erosion or weakening of surface soils could
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occur. We recommend that all areas of the site that are
disturbed by the construction be heavily planted with
appropriate ground cover. You should consult with a landscape
architect regarding the replanting of the property.

Detailed soil and foundation engineering recommendations are
presented in the subsequent sections of this report. All
conclusions and recommendations presented in this report are
contingent upon Harold Lewis and Associates being retained to;
(1) review the final grading and foundation plans prior to
construction, (2) observe and test the over-excavated and
recompacted of surface soils under the slabs-on-grade, (3)
observe the installation of the pier foundations, (4)-observe
the installation of drains behind the retaining walls and (5)
observe the installation of recommended surface drainage
facilities.

A. SITE PREPARATION, EARTHWORK OPERATIONS AND SURFACE
DRAINAGE

The area of the proposed building should be cleared of all
obstructions including all existing natural debris. In
conjunction with the clearing operations, the area of the
proposed improvements should be stripped of all surface
vegetation. All the cleared and stripped materials should be
removed from the site. Any holes resulting from the removal of
underground obstructions that extend below finished grades
should be backfilled with approved materials that are compacted
to the requirements presented below.

After the site is properly cleared, the excavation operations
can be performed, any required fill may be placed and the
foundation can be installed. We recommend that all slabs-on-
grade be supported on at least 2-feet of engineered fill
materials, select existing on-site materials that are over-—
excavated and recompacted or imported fill materials.

The exposed subgrade at the bottom of all required excavations
should be inspected by a representative of our office. Any
detrimental materials exposed at the subgrade level (such as
soils containing rubble or appreciable organics) should be
removed to depths specified by our field representative and
replaced with fill compacted to the requirements given below.

HAROLD LEWIS & ASSOCIATES
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The exposed subgrade in areas to receive fill should be
scarified, moisture-conditioned, and compacted to the
requirements given below. All on-site soils having an organic
content of less then 3 percent by volume are suitable for use
as fill. Any imported fill material used at the site should be
a non-expansive material with a plasticity index of 12 or less.
All structural fill materials placed at the site should not
contain rocks or lumps greater than 6-inches in greatest
dimension with not more than 15 percent larger than 2%-inches.

All structural fill placed at the site should be compacted with
light equipment to at least 90 percent relative compaction by
mechanical means only, as determined by ASTM Test Designation
D1337-70. The upper 6-inches of subgrade soil under slabs-on-
grade should, however, be compacted to at least 95 percent
relative compaction. The fill materials should be placed in
lifts not exceeding 8-inches in uncompacted thickness.

During the excavations operations, temporary slopes should
have a maximum vertical face of 4-feet with temporary cut
slopes above the vertical face having a maximum inclination of
1:1 (horizontal to vertical) in approved clayey materials. If
poor quality materials or seepage are encountered in the
excavations the temporary slopes will have to be appropriately
flattened. Conversely, if very competent materials are
exposed during the excavation operations the inclination of
the temporary slopes may be increased. The materials exposed
in the excavations should be evaluated by a representative
from our office during the initial stages of the excavation
operations.

We recommend that any new cut and fill slopes at the site have
a maximum inclination of 2:1. Where any cut and fill slopes
are exposed and where existing slopes are left at their
present inclinations, minor erosion and surface sloughing
could occur, thus requiring periodic maintenance of the
slopes.

We recommend that all unsupported fill place on the site be
keyed and benched into competent materials; such fill should
be thoroughly compacted to the face of the slopes by
continually track-rolling the slopes as fill is being placed
or by overfilling the slopes by 1- to 2-feet and then cutting
back the slopes after the filling operations are completed.

HAROLD LEWIS & ASSOCIATES
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Concentrated water should not be allowed to flow across any
slopes as erosion or weakening of surface soils could occur.
Control of surface water runoff on the rear slope to the east
of the proposed building will require the construction of a
concrete lined surface ditch near the eastern boundary to
intercept rainwater runoff during periods of heavy
precipitation.

We recommend that at least one concrete lined surface drainage
ditch be constructed across the natural slope near the eastern
property line. This surface drainage ditches will control the
quantity and velocity of surface water runoff and prevent
inundation of the adjacent down-slope lots. The exact
location of this drainage facility should be determined in the
field by a representative from our office at the time of
construction. Please note, that natural colored concrete,
such as tan or brown, will eliminate or minimize the visual
impact of the recommended ditch on the hillside.

The surface drainage ditch should be constructed of reinforced
concrete and have a minimum width of 2-feet and a minimum
depth of 1-foot. We recommend that the concrete be at least
3-inches in thickness and be reinforced with at least three #3
bars; one bar along each edge and one bar along the bottom of
the ditch. The ditch should be sloped to drain toward catch
basins and the collected water should be transported through
closed pipes to suitable discharge facilities; possible the
street right-of-way to the north of the site. The ditch and
catch basins will require periodic cleaning and maintenance to
function properly.

We recommend that all exposed slopes be appropriately planted
to minimize the potential for erosion and surface sloughing.
We recommend that all new cut and/or fill slopes and any
existing slopes that are disturbed during the construction
operations be covered with jute mesh (or the equivalent) and
heavily planted with both a fast growing variety of plant and
with a permanent variety of ground cover. The slopes should
be planted as soon as possible after the installation of
foundations to minimize the potential for erosion and surface
sloughing. Site irrigation should not be done in an
uncontrolled or unreasonable fashion, but only as required for
plant survival. It would be desirable to utilize native plant
verities requiring minimal watering. You should consult with
a landscape architect.
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Positive surface drainage should be provided adjacent to the
building to direct surface water runoff away from foundations
to suitable discharge facilities. We recommend that rainwater
collected on the roof of the building be transported through
gutters, down spouts and closed pipes to approved discharge
facilities. Specific surface and subsurface drainage
requirements for retaining walls are presented below under
Item D, "Retaining Walls".

B. PIER FOUNDATIONS

We recommend that the proposed building be supported on
drilled, cast-in-place, straight-shaft piers that are designed
to develop their load-carrying capacity through friction
between the sides of the piers and the surrounding subsurface
bedrock materials. Friction piers should have a minimum
diameter of 18 inches. The spacing of the piers should be
determined by the Designer, but in no case shall the center-to-
center spacing of the piers be closer than three diameters.
All piers should extend to a minimum depth of 22-feet below
the bottom of grade beams or at least 10-feet into approved
bedrock materials, which ever is deeper. The actual lengths
of the piers can be determined using an allowable skin
friction value of 600 pounds per square foot for dead plus
live loads with a one-third increase for all loads including
wind or seismic. These values can be used starting at a depth
of 10-feet below the grade beams. These values should be used
to determine the required penetration into approved bedrock
materials; field adjustment to final pier depths should be

expected.

All drilled piers must be designed to account for potential
"creep" type movement of the overburden soils (both fill and
natural) and the weathered upper portion of the bedrock
materials that will underlie the building, we recommend that
the piers be designed to resist an uniform lateral pressure of
400 pounds per square foot acting against twice the projected
diameter of the piers to a depth of 10-feet below the grade
beams.

Lateral loads on the piers may be resisted by passive pressures
acting against the sides of the piers. We recommend a passive
pressure equal to an equivalent fluid weighing 400 pounds per

square foot per foot of depth to a maximum value of 3000 pounds
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per square foot. This value can be assumed to be acting
against 1) times the diameter of the individual pier shafts
starting at a depth of 10-feet below the grade beams.

We wish to emphasize that fill materials overlie the competent
natural soils that the piers will be extended into.

Therefore, as a result of these surface conditions, caving of
loose/soft soils should be anticipated during the drilling of
the piers; this may require the use of temporary steel casing
during the installation of the piers.

Concrete should be pumped into each hole as soon as practical
after the drilling of the hole is completed. The concreting
operations in each pier should be carefully performed so that
the concrete fills all of the excavated hole. Where caving
soils are present, the casing should be slowly withdrawn so
that the concrete never loses contract with the inside of the
casing. If the casing is withdrawn ahead of the concrete, the
loose soils could flow into the hole creating a discontinuity
in the completed pier; such discontinuities would most likely
result in detrimental post-construction settlements.

Even though the piers will be designed to develop their
capacity through friction, their bottoms should be dry and
reasonably free of loose cuttings and fall-in prior to
installing reinforcing steel and placing concrete. Any water
encountered on the pier excavations must be pumped from the
holes prior to placing steel and concrete; alternatively,
concrete could be placed underwater using tremie methods.

We recommend that all piers be reinforced with at least four
No. 4 bars over their entire length. 1In addition, we recommend
that the piers be tied together with grade beams that extend
between the piers. The grade beams should be designed to span
between the piers in accordance with structural requirements.
The steel from the piers should extend sufficient distance into
the grade beams to develop its full strength in bond.

Since all foundations will extended into competent bedrock
materials and will be tied together, post-construction
differential settlements across the residence should be
negligible.
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C. SLABS-ON-GRADE

We recommend that any slabs-on-grade be supported on at least
2-feet of engineered fill (over-excavated and recompacted
existing fill and/or compacted new fill) as discussed above
under Item A, "Site Preparation, Earthwork Operations and
Surface Drainage". Slab reinforcing should be provided in
accordance with the anticipated use and loading of the slabs.
Prior to final construction of the slabs, the supporting
surface should be compacted to provide a smooth, firm surface
for slab support.

In any slab area where minor floor wetness would be
undesirable, 6-inches of free-draining gravel should be placed
beneath the floor slabs to serve as a capillary break between
the subgrade material and the slab. An impermeable membrane
should be placed over the gravel and the membrane should be
covered with 2-inches of sand to protect it during
construction. The recommended sand and gravel should not be
considered as part of the required 2-feet of engineered fill
required beneath the slabs-on-grade.

D. RETAINING WALLS

All retaining walls constructed at the site must be designed
to resist lateral earth pressures and any additional lateral
pressures that may be caused by surcharge loads applied at the
ground surface behind the walls.

We recommend that unrestrained walls with a level surface or
with a sloping surface flatter than 4:1 be designed to resist
an equivalent fluid pressure of 45 pounds per cubic foot.
Where the sloping surface is at an inclination of 1.8:1
(average existing grade) the unrestrained walls should be
designed to resist an equivalent fluid pressure of 75 pounds
per cubic foot. For walls with a sloping surface at an
inclination between 4:1 and 1.8:1, a straight line
interpolation between the 45 and 75 pounds per cubic foot may
be used.

We recommend that restrained walls be designed to resist the
equivalent pressures given above plus an additional uniform
lateral pressure of 8H pounds per square foot where H = height
of backfill above the top of the wall footing in feet. If the
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designer determines that there are surcharge loads on any of
the walls, they should be designed for an additional uniform
lateral pressure equal to one-third or one-half of the
anticipated surcharge load depending on whether the wall is
unrestrained or restrained.

The above pressures assume that sufficient drainage will be
provided behind the walls to prevent the build-up of
hydrostatic pressures from surface and subsurface water
infiltration. Adequate drainage may be provided by a subdrain
system consisting of either permeable material and weep holes
spaced at a maximum of 4-foot on centers or 4-inch diameter
perforated pipes bedded in permeable material. The permeable
material should consist of either, a well-graded mixture of
sand and gravel, which is approved by our office, or clean
gravel that is wrapped with a synthetic filter fabric. For
either system, the permeable material placed behind the walls
should be at least 1-foot in width and should extend to within
2-feet of finished grade. The upper 2-feet of backfill should
consist of compacted on-site materials. Weep holes should
drain to suitable inlets and subdrain pipes should be connected
to a system of closed pipes that lead to the city storm
drainage facilities. Any building walls should be
appropriately waterproofed, preferably by Bituthan Panels, or
an approved foundation waterproofing system (such as one of the
many bentonite clay products) may be used.

Lined surface ditches should be provided behind any retaining
walls that will have exposed sloping surfaces draining toward
them. These ditches, which will collect runoff water from the
slopes, should be sloped to drain to suitable discharge
facilities. The top of the walls should extend to at least 1-
foot above the ditch.

The retaining walls should be supported on pier foundations

designed in accordance with the recommendations presented
previously under Item B, "Pier Foundations".
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LIMITATIONS

Our services consist of professional opinions, conclusions and
recommendations made in accordance with generally accepted
geotechnical engineering principles and practices. This
warranty is in lieu of all other warranties either expressed or
implied.

The design parameters presented in this report are based on
the described project and are intended only for the purpose,
site location and development indicated. Significant changes
in the proposed development, site conditions and/or subsurface
conditions should be brought to the attention of our office;
updated and/or supplemental recommendations will be prepared
as required. Unanticipated soils and geologic conditions are
commonly encountered during earthwork, which cannot be fully
determined by limited subsurface investigations. Such
conditions may require supplemental studies. In addition, our
office can not be responsible for the interpretations made by
others regarding the recommendations in this report.

If you have any questions regarding this report, please call
us. We would appreciate at least 48 hours notice for our
required observations during construction.

Very truly yours,

Harold L. Lewis
C.E. 33799

HLL/Pen IV

Enclosures:

Figure 1 - Site Plan

Appendix A - Field and Laboratory Investigations

Figure A-1 - Key to Exploratory Boring Logs
Exploratory Boring Logs 1 through 7

Copies:
Addressee (4)
Santos & Urrutia, Inc. - Structural Engineers (1)
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APPENDIX A - FIELD AND LABORATORYQINVESTIGATIONS

FIELD INVESTIGATION

Our field investigation consisted of detailed site
reconnaissance and subsurface exploration performed by the
undersigned on August 30, 1985 and September 3, 1985. Two
exploratory borings were drilled with a trailer-mounted
continuous-flight auger rig near the western boundary of the
proposed dwelling at accessible locations on adjacent lots to
the south and north. Five additional exploratory borings were
drilled at accessible locations on nearby lots with both
trailer-mounted and portable-power continuous-flight auger
rigs. The adjacent boring was drilled into weathered bedrock
materials and extended to a depth of 20-feet. The nearby
borings, which ranged from 9- to 20-feet in depth, also were
drilled into weathered bedrock materials. The approximate
locations of these exploratory borings are shown on the Site
Plan, Figure 2.

The materials encountered in our borings were continuously
logged in the field by the undersigned. Logs of the borings,
as well as a key to the classification of the soils
encountered in the borings (Figure A-1) are included as part
of this appendix.

Representative disturbed and undisturbed soil samples were
obtained from the exploratory borings at selected depths
appropriate to the soil investigation. The disturbed samples
were obtained using a split spoon sampler. The undisturbed
samples were obtained with a Modified California Sampler. The
type of sample shown on the boring logs is designated as
follows:

Split Spoon Sample
(2-Inch 0.D.)

Modified California Sample
(2-Inch I.D.)

The Standard Penetration Resistance blow counts were obtained
with the split spoon sampler by dropping a 140-pound hammer
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through a 30-inch free fall. This hammer was also used to
obtain samples with the Modified California Sampler. The
samplers were driven 18-inches and the number of blows were
recorded for each 6-inches of penetration. The blows per foot
recorded on the boring logs represent the accumulated number
of blows that were required to drive the sampler the last 12-
inches or the number of inches indicated where the sampler did
not penetrate the full 18-inches.

The ground surface elevation at the boring locations were
estimated from a "Preliminary Site Survey" dated 4/21/06
prepared by Martin M. Ron - Land Surveyors. Base for the
contour elevations was San Francisco Datum.

The boring logs show our interpretations of the subsurface
conditions on the dates and at the locations indicated and it
is not warranted that they are representative of the
subsurface conditions at other locations and times. Also, the
transitions between the material types and their consistencies
represents the approximate boundaries; the actual transitions
are gradual.

LABORATORY INVESTIGATION

The laboratory testing program was directed toward a
quantitative and qualitative evaluation of the physical and
mechanical properties of the materials underlying the site.

The natural water content was determined on 22 samples of the
material recovered from the borings; these water contents are
recorded on the boring log at the appropriate sample depths.

Dry density determinations were made on 8 samples of the
materials recovered from the borings; the results of these
tests are presented on the logs of the borings at the
appropriate sample depths.

The shear strength was evaluated on 2 samples of the
subsurface materials underlying the site utilizing hand-
operated penetrometer and torvane shear devices. The results
of these tests are shown on the boring logs at the
appropriate sample depths and are designated (P) and (T) for
penetrometer and torvane, respectively.

HAROLD LEWIS & ASSOCIATES



PRIMARY DIVISIONS GROUP SECONDARY  DIVISIONS
SYMBOL
CLEAN Well graded gravels, gravel-sand mixtures. little or no
z GRAVELS GRAVELS GW finas.
N xT o MORE THAN HALF (LESS THAN GP Poorly graded gravels or gravel-sand mixtures, littie or
5 £8 OF COARSE 5% FINES) no fines.
»no2 o FRACTION IS GRAVEL GM Silty gravels gravel-sand-silt mixtures non-plastic fines.
8 5% LARGER THAN WITH
d Z 5 NO. 4 SIEVE FINES GC | Cla | i-sand-clay mi lastic fi
< . 4 6 . vey gravels gravel-sand-clay mixtures, plastic tines
- I
4~ Y
% I - Z SANDS gkiﬁ)’é SW Weil graded sands, gravelly sands, little or no fines.
w232 ORE THAN HALF (LESS THAN
o 12 MORE SP | Poorly graded sand fl ds, litt] f
£ = 5% FINES) oorly graded sands or gravelly sands, little or no fines.
8 o 5 OF COARSE
O g w FRACTION 1S SANDS SM Silty sands. sand-silt mixtures, non-plastic fines
g - SMALLER THAN WITH
NO. 4 SIEVE FINES SC Clayey sands, sand-clay mixtures, plastic fines.
w Inorganic silts and very fine sands, rock flour, sity or
- (_50 SILTS AND CLAYS ML clayey fine sands or ciayey silts with slight plastiéity.
= oy V . :
Inorganic clays of low to medium plasticity, gravell
8 Y g g LIQuib LIMIT 1S cL clays, sandy clays. silty clays, lean clay! 9 Y
< = LESS THAN 50% .
B v S T 0 oL Organic silts and organic silty clays of low plasticity.
Z Z Yo -
< o - - )
inorganic silts, micaceous of digtomaceous fine sand
é g 3 g SILTS AND CLAYS MH sg)hy soiis, elastic silts v or
&) @
£ ow = LIQUID LIMIT 1S CH Inorganic clays of high piasticity. fat clays.
w S fz z
Z s d
o 3 EE GREATER THAN 50% OH Organic clays of medium to high plasticity organic silts.
HIGHLY ORGANIC SOILS Pt Peat and other highly organic soils

DEFINITION - OF TERMS

U.S. STANDARD SERIES SIEVE

CLEAR SQUARE SIEVE OPENINGS

200 40 10 4 3./4" 3" 124
SAND GRAVEL ;
SILTS AND CLAYS COBBLES | BOULDERS
FINE MEDIUM COARSE FINE COARSE .
GRAIN SIZES
SANDS AND GRAVELS| BLOWS/FOOT ' SILTS AND CLAYS | STRENGTH® |BLOWS/FOOT'

VERY LOOSE 0- 4 VERY SOFT 0 - 1/4 0 - 2

LOOSE 4 -10 SOFT /4 - 1/2 2 - 4

FIRM V2 - 4 - 8

MEDIUM DENSE 10 - 30 STIFF 1 -2 8 - 16

DENSE X0 - 50 VERY S1IFF 2 - 4 1 - 32

VERY DENSE OVER 50 HARD OVER 4 QOVER 32

RELATIVE DENSITY

CONSISTENCY

fNurnber of blows of 140 pound hammer falling 30 inches to drive a 2 1nch 0D (=3.8 inch 1.D)

split spoon (ASTM D-~1586).

Unconfined compressive strength in tons/sq. ft as determined by laboratoiy testing or approximated
by the standard penetration test (ASTM D-1586), pockét penetrometer. 10rvane, or visual ohservation

KEY TO EXPLORATORY BORING LOGS

Unified

Soil Classification System (ASTM D-2487)
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DRILLRIG (Continuous Fight Auger

SURFACE ELEVATION See Note 1

LOGGED BY H.L

DEPTH TO GROUNDWATER Goe Note 2

BORING DIAMETER ¢ _Tpches

DATE DRILLED g

DESCRIPTION AND CLASSIFICATION DEPTH | & égE ¢§ AP -
~1 eeen | § gﬁg Eé §§§ $I%
DESCRIPTION AND REMARKS COLOR | CONSIST. 1§Y°;‘é b gg; '§ s~ 55'
Silty Sandy Gravel (FILL) Brown | Medium | GP | -~
| Dense -
Sandy Silty Clay with Gravel and Brown { Stiff | CL : "
Rock Fragments i ]
~ 18|21 |15 | 108
L -
(FILL) A > 7]
Sandy Silty Clay with minor Rock |Tan Hard CL -
Fragments A Brown = =
— i —I & 129
' Very Weathered and Fractured Light - - ] 9" 11
Greenstone Bedrock Materials Brown ™ -
— 10 ™7
NOTES: B n
(1) Topographic data was not available. — -
(2) The boring was dry at the time of - -
drilling and was backfilled - - 60
immediately (see text of report’ n - il 11 {130
for discussion of groundwater). 15—
(3) The stratification lines represent | _
the approximate boundaries between B _
the material types; actual
transitions are gradual. -
N ] 56 13
20

BOTTOM _OF BORING = 20 FEET
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DESCRIPTION AND CLASSIFICATION oEpTH | & §§§ E z
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SoIL ¥al | X% ue €=
DESCRIPTION AND REMARKS COLOR | CONSIST. | 200t b3 iz § a c
Gravelly Sandy Clay Red Stiff CL |- -
Brown = -
o -] 14 | 14
— 5
— -
(FILL) T I
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B 7 (P
Very Weathered and Fractured Light - - T 1
- —I 84 112 [132.
Greenstone Bedrock Materials Brown - - _ 12
NOTES: L~ 15 —
(1) Topographic data was not available. ~ -
(2) The boring was dry at the time of B -
drilling and was backfilled — -
immediately (see text of report » -
for discussion of groundwater). L .
(3) The stratification lines represent B
the approximate boundaries between
the material types; actual e R
transitions are gradual. B 20—
BOTTOM OF BORING = 20 FEET
EXPLORATORY BORING LOG
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DRILLRIG Continuous Flight Auger SURFACE ELEVATION See Note 1 | LOGGEDBY [ T,
DEPTH TO GROUNDWATER See Note 2 BORING DIAMETER 6—Inches DATE DRILLED - §-3-85
DESCRIPTION AND CLASSIFICATION DEPTH | & BeE 2| » z
iS5 | W5 [ >»35 | Tec
soi | EE7 £15ak $5 | 8E% |3ge
DESCRIPTION AND REMARKS COLOR | CONSIST. TYPE 3 ﬁ'é‘é § 8 s
Gravelly Clayey ~Sand with Rock Red Medium |CL [~ —
Fragments Brown | Dense - -
- - 25 |12
— 5
+(FILL) - -]
Sandy Silty Clay with Rock Tan Hard CL - -
Fragments Brown . -
- - 58 113 111
10 —
Weathered and Fractured Shale Tan — - T 7
Bedrock Materials ~ -
i 76
NOTES: = - o 11
(1) Topographic data was not available. —15 — '
(2) The boring was dry at the time of B -
drilling and was backfilled - A
immediately (see text of report N B
for discussion of groundwater). R i
(3) The stratification lines represent
the approximate boundaries between B T
the material types; actual ~ =
transitions are gradual. ~ 80 11
20
R BOTTOM OF BORING = 20 FEET
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ORILLRIG Coptinuous Flight Aupeyr | SURFACEELEVATION gee

Note 1 | LOGGEDBY g 7

DEPTH TO GROUNDWATER See Note 2 BORING DIAMETER

6-1
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DATE DRILLED 9-3-85

—— S puy ; —
DESCRIPTION AND CLASSIFICATION pepTH | & |2 gE P - -
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SOIL wal | 3% g €=
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i R
- -
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| 1] a"

BOTTOM OF BORING = 9 FEET
NOTES:

(1) Topographic data was not available at the time of our field work.

(2) The boring was dry at the time of drilling and was backfilled
immediately (see text of report for discussion of groundwater).

(3) The stratification lines represent the approximate boundaries
between the material types; actual transitions are gradual.
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between the material types; actual transitions are gradual,
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between the material type
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immediately (see text of report for discussion of groundwater).
(3) The stratification lines represent the approximate boundaries

of our field work.
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g; actual transitions are gradual.
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pRILL ARG  Continuous Flight Auger SURFACE ELEVATION See Note 1 LOGGEDBY [, L.
6-Inches DATE DRILLED Q-3-85

BORING DIAMETER

DEPTH TO GROUNDWATER See Note 2
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(1) Topographic data was not available at the time of our field work.

(2) The boring was dry at the time of drilling and was backfilled
immediately (see text of report for discussion of groundwater).

(3) The stratification lines represent the approximate boundaries
between the material types; actual transitions are gradual.
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HAROLD LEWIS & ASSOCIATES ... .
GEOTECHNICAL CONSULTANTS

2418 Sixteenth Ave. * San Francisco, 94116 * 415\665-9678

May 16, 2006
Project SF-06-606-3

T. N. Financial Corporation
401 Taraval Street - 1% Floor
San Francisco, Ca. 94116

Attn: Ms. Jane Viltman

RE: Foundation Investigation
Six Proposed Residential
Buildings on Brewster Street
San Francisco, California

Dear Ms. Viltman:

In accordance with your request, we have performed a foundation
investigation for the six proposed residences to be located on

Brewster Street, in San Francisco, California. The accompanying
report presents the results of our investigation and engineering
analyses, which were based on widely spaced exploratory borings.
As a result, variations between the anticipated and actual soil
conditions may be found in localized areas during construction.

Based on our studies, it is our opinion that the site is suitable
for the proposed construction. The conclusions and
recommendations presented in this report are contingent upon our
office being retained to review the final design plans and
specifications, and to observe the earthwork and foundation
aspect of the construction.

We refer you to the text of the report for a detailed discussion
of our findings, conclusj g d recommendations.

._ \ .,,. uly yours,

’d:__.b
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FOR:
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TO:

T. N. FINANCIAL CORPORATION
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SAN FRANCISCO, CA. 94116

ATTN: MS. JANE VILTMAN
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FOUNDATION INVESTIGATION
FOR
SIX PROPOSED RESIDENTIAL BUILDING
ON BREWSTER STREET
SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA

INTRODUCITON

In this report, we present the results of our foundation
investigation for the six proposed residential buildings to be
located on the eastern side of Brewster Street, (Lots 8
through 13 in Block 5577) situated between the intersections
with Esmeralda Avenue and Joy Street, in San Francisco,
California, as shown on the attached Site Plan, Figure 2. The
purpose of this investigation was to evaluate the subsurface
materials at the site and to provide recommendations
concerning the soil and foundation engineering aspects of the
proposed residential development.

PROPOSED CONSTRUCTION

Although we have not seen the final plans, it is our
understanding that the proposed buildings will be two- to
three-story wood-frame structures with street level garages
and entrance areas. The upper and lower level living areas,
street level garage space and foyer areas will be supported on
structural wood floors. Building loads are expected to be
typical for the proposed type of construction.

Since the buildings will be constructed over the downward
sloping hillside, earthwork operations at the site will consist
of limited grading to establish building pads and to provide
surface drainage gradients. Low retaining walls may be
required along the driveway and garage areas and around the
front of the dwellings. Due to relatively deep deposits of
fill and natural soils that uncomfortably overlie a steeply
sloping bedrock surface, excavations will also be required for
the drilled friction piers that we have recommended for
foundation support of the.proposed residences.

HAROLD LEWIS & ASSOCIATES
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SCOPE

The scope of our work, which was outlined in our letter dated
January 1, 2006, included a site reconnaissance by the
undersigned, review of data from subsurface exploration and
laboratory testing preformed by our office on these lots
several years ago, engineering analyses of the field and
laboratory data, and the preparation of this report which
includes soil engineering recommendations for the six proposed
residences.

The scope of our services did not include an environmental
assessment or investigation for the presence of hazardous or
toxic materials in the soil, groundwater or air, on, below or
around the site. In addition, our scope of work did not
include an evaluation of nor investigation for the presence or
absence of Wet Lands.

SITE INVESTIGATION

An initial site reconnaissance was performed by our office on
August 26, 1985, our most recent site reconnaissance was
performed on May 1, 2006. More detailed site reconnaissance
and our subsurface exploration were performed by the
undersigned engineer on August 30, 1985 and September 3, 1985.
Seven exploratory borings were drilled with both trailer-
mounted and portable-power continuous-flight auger rigs at
accessible locations near the front and rear of the proposed
dwellings. The borings were drilled into weathered bedrock
materials at depths ranging from 9- to 20-feet at the
approximate locations shown on the Site Plan. Logs of our
borings and details regarding our field and laboratory
investigations are included in Appendix A.

A. SITE FEATURES

The undeveloped site, which consists of six contiguous lots,
is irregular in shape with overall plan dimensions of
approximately 147 by 70 by 118 by 59 feet (see Figure 2). The
property is bounded on the west and east by undeveloped
portions of Esmeralda Avenue and Joy Street, respectively.

The site is defined on the south by vacant land. The lots

HAROLD LEWIS & ASSOCIATES
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front on Brewster Street, which parallels the northern
property line.

Topography of the general area and of the site slopes downward
to the south at variable inclinations due to natural geologic
evolution and, to a lesser degree, the past earthwork
operations associated with the intermittent development of this
older residential neighborhood. Generally, site grades decline
steeply southward at 1.2:1 to 2.4:1 declinations (horizontal to
vertical) that continue to the southern property line.

During our reconnaissance of the site, we did not observe any
areas of major instability and no major slides have been mapped
on the property. However, we did observed indications of
sloughing, erosion and "creep" type downhill movement of the
surface soils at random locations across the steep slopes.
Similar "creep" type movement of the surface soils were also
observed on the adjacent properties to the east and west.

Surface vegetation on the lots consisted of a moderate to very
heavy growth of wild berry vines, weeds and thick brush. There
were also light to moderate amounts of natural debris scattered
over the property.

B. SUBSURFACE CONDITIONS

The U.5.G.S. "Geologic Map of the San Francisco South
Quadrangle”, indicates that the site is located in a complex
geclogic area. The property appears to be underlain by
Greenstone bedrock materials near geologic contacts with
Sandstone, Shale and Radiolarian Chert bedrock materials.
These rock types belong to the Franciscan Formation. The
Greenstone rock materials generally consist of greenish-gray
aphanitic to medium grained altered volcanic rocks;
predominantly basalt. When in contact with Chert, the
Greenstone is commonly highly weathered and often altered with
clayey seams on the bedding plans. The mapped bedrock
materials were observed on massive outcropping/cut slopes to
the north of the site.

Exploratory Borings 1, 2 and 3, which were drilled on Lots 8,
10 and 13 at accessible locations near the front portions of
the proposed buildings, encountered roughly 5.5-, 8- and 7.5-
feet of fill, respectively. The fill, which consisted of

HAROLD LEWIS & ASSOCIATES
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stiff gravely sandy clay and medium dense clayey sands, was
underlain by hard sandy silty clay with variable amounts of
rock fragments that extended to depths of about 8.5-, 13- and
11.5-feet, respectively. These clayey slope debris type
materials were followed by very weathered, fractured and
decomposed Greenstone and Shale bedrock materials that
extended to the maximum depth explored, 20-feet in each
boring.

Exploratory Boring 4 through 7, which was drilled at
accessible locations on adjacent and nearby lots further down-
slope to the south of the property, encountered approximately
3- to 8-feet of stiff to hard sandy and silty clay with
variable amounts of rock fragments. This layer of surface
overburden soil were directly underlain by weathered and
fractured Greenstone bedrock materials that extended to the
depths explored, 9- to 12-feet.

Please note that the drilling resistance encountered in the
borings indicated that the bedrock materials graded less
weathered and more competent with depth.

Free groundwater was not observed in our borings and probably
exists at depths somewhat greater than those explored.
However, based on the hillside location of the lots and our
experience in the general area of the site, it is our opinion
that groundwater seepage may be encountered at the site, in
the required excavations and behind retaining walls,
particularly after prolonged rains in the wet season.

We wish to point out that the exploration at the subject site
was extended to the maximum depth possible (practical refusal)
with the trailer-mounted continuous-flight auger rig and the
portable power-auger equipment used. In our opinion the
~information obtained from our exploratory borings combined
with subsurface information; in our files from investigations
we have performed in the neighborhood, on nearby lots to the
north and east and geologic maps is of sufficient detail and
extent to provide soil and foundation engineering design
recommendations for the proposed structures. Therefore,
deeper and more extensive exploration at the site was not
warranted.

HAROLD LEWIS & ASSOCIATES
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GEOLOGIC HAZARDS

Geologic hazards that are not a problem at this site include but
not limited to; (1) liguefaction and surface subsidence, (2)
expansive and shirking soils, (3) inundation due to reservoir
failure, (4) submersion from tsunami wave, (5) volcanic eruption
and (6) flooding. Seismicity, landsliding and earthquake
hazards are discussed below.

According to the San Francisco Seismic Safety Investigation
Report (John A. Blume and Associates, May, 1974) the site, as
well as other buildings in the area, lie in a zone of
potential landslide hazard. Although, over the years, the
U.S5.G.S. has mapped several small to medium size landslides
within the neighborhood, none have occurred on the site.

During construction, any hazard resulting from slope instability
will be mitigated by close adherence to our recommendations on
earthwork operations. Since modern engineered retaining walls
will support all changes in grade resulting from the
construction, our analyses indicates that a potential for slope
instability or landsliding-due to the proposed construction
should not exist.

SEISMICITY

As with the rest of the San Francisco Bay Area, the site is As
with the rest of the San Francisco Bay Area, the site is
considered to be in one of the most seismically active regions
of the United States. The nearest active faults are the
northwest-trending San Andreas and Hayward Faults, which are
mapped approximately 7 miles southwest and 11.5 miles
northeast of the site, respectively. Other faults in the
general vicinity of lesser or unknown activity are the
northwest-trending City College and San Bruno Faults, which
are mapped about 2.3 and 5 miles southwest of the site,
respectively.

Although research on earthquake prediction has greatly
increased in recent years, seismologists have not yet reached
the point where they can accurately predict when and where an
earthquake will occur. Nevertheless, on the basis of current
technology, it is reasonable to assume that the proposed
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buildings will be subjected to at least one moderate to severe
earthquake.

Furthermore, a magnitude 6.7 or lager earthquake with an
epicenter much closer to San Francisco than that of the 1989
Loma Prieta earthquake is presently predicted, by the U.S.G.s.,
to have a 62 percent probability of occurrence by the year
2032. During such an earthquake, the danger from fault offset
through the site is remote; however, strong shaking of the site
with an intensity greater than that of the Loma Prieta
earthquake and for a longer duration is likely to occur.

NEAR-SOURCE SEISMIC COEFFICIENTS

The 1997 Uniform Building Code incorporates a near-source
factor for calculation of the design base shear and response
spectra within UBC Seismic Zone 4. This factor accounts for
the high ground motion and structural damage that have been
observed within a few kilometers of historical earthquake
ruptures.

We have determined the foilowing parameters to assist the

Structural Engineer in their analyses. The subject site is
located within 6.2-kilometers of the San Andreas Fault.

NEAR-SOURCE SEISMIC COEFFICIENTS

SEISMIC ZONE| SEISMIC SOURCE SOIL PROFILE | NEAR-SOURCE | NEAR-SOURCE
TYPE TYPE ROCK* FACTOR N, FACTOR N,

4 . A Ss 1.15 1.50

* Average soll properties for the top 100-feet of soil profile.

HAROLD LEWIS & ASSOCIATES
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CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Based on our field and office studies, it is our opinion that
from a soil and foundation engineering standpoint, the site is
suitable for the proposed construction, provided that the
recommendations presented in this report are incorporated into
the design and construction of the six proposed residences.

Since the site is located in steeply sloping terrain that is
blanketed by variable depths of both fill materials and natural
clayey soils, we recommend that the proposed buildings be
supported on drilled, cast-in-place friction piers that are
extended through these overburden soils into the underlying
weathered bedrock materials. The piers must be reinforced with
extra steel to resist potential downward "creep" type movement
of the surface materials and should be tied together with grade
beams

Our analyses also indicate that in order to provide adequate
support for any slabs-on-grade, the upper 2 feet of the
supporting subgrade must be over-excavated and recompacted.

Since the site is located on a steep hillside, within a natural
drainage basin, heavy surface rain water runoff should be
expected and planed for. 1In addition, erosion of the surface
soils at the site must be carefully controlled. Concentrated
water should not be allowed to flow across any slopes as
erosion or weakening of surface soils could occur. We
recommend that all areas of the site that are disturbed by the
construction be heavily planted with appropriate ground cover.
You should consult with a landscape architect regarding the
replanting of the property.

Detailed soil and foundation engineering recommendations are
presented in the subsequent sections of this report. All
conclusions and recommendations presented in this report are
contingent upon Harold Lewis and Associates being retained to;
(1) review the final grading and foundation plans prior to
construction, (2) observe and test the over-excavated and
recompacted of surface soils under the slabs-on-grade, (3)
observe the installation of the pier foundations and (4)
observe the installation of drains behind the retaining walls.

HAROLD LEWIS & ASSOCIATES
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A. SITE PREPARATION, EARTHWORK OPERATIONS AND SURFACE
DRAINAGE

The area of the proposed buildings should be cleared of all
obstructions including all existing natural debris. In
conjunction with the clearing operations, the area of the
proposed improvements should be stripped of all surface
vegetation. All the cleared and stripped materials should be
removed from the site. Any holes resulting from the removal of
underground obstructions that extend below finished grades
should be backfilled with approved materials that are compacted
to the requirements presented below.

After the site is properly cleared, the excavation operations
can be performed, any required fill may be placed and the
foundation can be installed. We recommend that any slabs-on-
grade be supported on at least 2 feet of engineered fill
materials, existing on-site materials that are over-excavated
and recompacted or imported fill materials.

The exposed subgrade at the bottom of all required excavations
should be inspected by a representative of our office. Any
detrimental materials exposed at the subgrade level (such as
soils containing rubble or appreciable organics) should be
removed to depths specified by our field representative and
replaced with fill compacted to the requirements given below.

The exposed subgrade in areas to receive fill should be
scarified, moisture-conditioned, and compacted to the
requirements given below. K All on-site soils having an organic
content of less then 3 percent by volume are suitable for use
as fill. Any imported fill material used at the site should be
a non-expansive material with a plasticity index of 12 or less.
All structural fill materials placed at the site should not
contain rocks or lumps greater than 6-inches in greatest
dimension with not more than 15 percent larger than 2.5 inches.

All structural fill placed at the site should be compacted with
light equipment to at least 90 percent relative compaction by
mechanical means only, as determined by ASTM Test Designation
D1337-70. The upper 6-inches of subgrade soil under slabs-on-
grade should, however, be compacted to at least 95 percent
relative compaction. The fill materials should be placed in
lifts not exceeding 8-inches in uncompacted thickness.

HAROLD LEWIS & ASSOCIATES
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During the excavations operations, temporary slopes should
have a maximum vertical face of 4-feet with temporary cut
slopes above the vertical face having a maximum inclination of
1:1 (horizontal to vertical) in approved clayey materials. If
poor quality materials or seepage are encountered in the
excavations the temporary slopes will have to be appropriately
flattened. Conversely, if very competent materials are
exposed during the excavation operations the inclination of
the temporary slopes may be increased. The materials exposed
in the excavations should be evaluated by a representative
from our office during the initial stages of the excavation
operations.

We recommend that any new cut and fill slopes at the site have
a maximum inclination of 2:1. Where any cut and fill slopes
are exposed and where existing slopes are left at their
present inclinations, minor erosion and surface sloughing
could occur, thus requiring periodic maintenance of the
slopes.

We recommend that all unsupported fill place on the site be
keyed and benched into competent materials; such fill should
be thoroughly compacted td the face of the slopes by
continually track-rolling the slopes as fill is being placed
or by overfilling the slopes by 1 to 2 feet and then cutting
back the slopes after the filling operations are completed.

Concentrated water should not be allowed to flow across any
slopes as erosion or weakening of surface soils could occur.
Control of surface water runoff on the rear slope to the south
of the proposed buildings will require the construction of a
lined surface ditch near the southern boundary to intercept
rainwater runoff during periods of heavy precipitation.

We recommend that at least one concrete lined surface drainage
ditch be constructed across the natural slope near the
southern property line. This surface drainage ditches will
control the quantity and velocity of surface water runoff and
prevent inundation of the adjacent down-slope lots. The exact
location of this drainage facility should be determined in the
field by a representative from our office at the time of
construction. Please note, that natural colored concrete,
such as tan or brown, will eliminate or minimize the wvisual
impact of the recommended ditch on the hillside.

HAROLD LEWIS & ASSOCIATES
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The surface drainage ditch should be constructed of reinforced
concrete and have a minimum width of 2-feet and a minimum
depth of 1-foot. We recommend that the concrete be at least
3-inches in thickness and be reinforced with at least three #3
bars; one bar along each edge and one bar along the bottom of
the ditch. The ditch should be sloped to drain toward catch
basins and the collected water should be transported through
closed pipes to suitable discharge facilities; possible the
street right-of-ways to the east and west corner of the site.

We recommend that all exposed slopes be appropriately planted
to minimize the potential for erosion and surface sloughing.
We recommend that all new cut and/or fill slopes and any
existing slopes that are disturbed during the construction
operations be covered with jute mesh (or the equivalent) and
heavily planted with both a fast growing variety of plant and
with a permanent variety of ground cover. The slopes should
be planted as soon as possible after the installation of
foundations to minimize the potential for erosion and surface
sloughing. Site irrigation should not be done in an
uncontrolled or unreasonable fashion, but only as required for
plant survival. It would be desirable to utilize native plant
verities requiring minimal watering. You should consult with
a landscape architect.

Positive surface drainage should be provided adjacent to the
buildings to direct surface water runoff away from foundations
to suitable discharge facilities. We recommend that rainwater
collected on the roofs of the buildings be transported through
gutters, down spouts and closed pipes to approved discharge
facilities. Specific surface and subsurface drainage
requirements for retaining walls are presented below under
Item D, "Retaining Walls".

B. PIER FOUNDATIONS

We recommend that the proposed buildings be supported on
drilled, cast-in-place, straight-shaft piers that are designed
to develop their load-carrying capacity through friction
between the sides of the piers and the surrounding subsurface
bedrock materials. Friction piers should have a minimum
diameter of 18 inches. The spacing of the piers should be
determined by the Designer, but in no case shall the center-to-
center spacing of the piers be closer than three diameters.

HAROLD LEWIS & ASSOCIATES
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All piers should extend to a minimum depth of 22 feet below
the bottom of grade beams or at least 10 feet into approved
bedrock materials, which ever is deeper. The actual lengths
of the piers can be determined using an allowable skin
friction value of 600 pounds per square foot for dead plus
live loads with a one-third increase for all loads including
wind or seismic. These values can be used starting at a depth
of 10 feet below the grade beams. These values should be used
to determine the required penetration into approved bedrock
materials; field adjustment to final pier depths should be

expected.

All drilled piers must be designed to account for potential
"creep" type movement of the overburden soils (both fill and
natural) and the weathered upper portion of the bedrock
materials that will underlie the buildings, we recommend that
the piers be designed to resist an uniform lateral pressure of
400 pounds per square foot acting against twice the projected
diameter of the piers to a depth of 10 feet below the grade
beams.

Lateral loads on the piers may be resisted by passive pressures
acting against the sides 6f the piers. We recommend a passive
pressure equal to an equivalent fluid weighing 400 pounds per
square foot per foot of depth to a maximum value of 3000 pounds
per square foot. This value can be assumed to be acting
against 1! times the diameter of the individual pier shafts
starting at a depth of 10 feet below the grade beams.

We wish to emphasize that fill materials overlie the competent
natural soils that the piérs will be extended into.

Therefore, as a result of these surface conditions, caving of
soft soils should be anticipated during the drilling of the
piers; this may require the use of temporary steel casing
during the installation of the piers.

Concrete should be pumped into each hole as soon as practical
after the drilling of the hole is completed. The concreting
operations in each pier should be carefully performed so that
the concrete fills all of the excavated hole. Where caving
soils are present, the casing should be slowly withdrawn so
that the concrete never loses contract with the inside of the
casing. If the casing is withdrawn ahead of the concrete, the
loose soils could flow into the hole creating a discontinuity

HAROLD LEWIS & ASSOCIATES
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in the completed pier; such discontinuities would most likely
result in detrimental post-construction settlements.

Even though the piers will be designed to develop their
capacity through friction, their bottoms should be dry and
reasonably free of loose cuttings and fall-in prior to
installing reinforcing steel and placing concrete. Any water
encountered on the pier excavations must be pumped from the
holes prior to placing steel and concrete; alternatively,
concrete could be placed underwater using tremie methods.

We recommend that all piers be reinforced with at least four
No. 4 bars over their entire length. In addition, we recommend
that the piers be tied together with grade beams that extend
between the piers. The grade beams should be designed to span
between the piers in accordance with structural requirements.
The steel from the piers should extend sufficient distance into
the grade beams to develop its full strength in bond.

Since all foundations will extended into competent bedrock
materials and will be tied together, post-construction
differential settlements across the residences should be
negligible.

C. SLABS-ON-GRADE

We recommend that any slabs-on-grade be supported on at least
2 feet of engineered fill (over-excavated and recompacted
existing fill and/or compacted new fill) as discussed above
under Item A, "Site Preparation, Earthwork Operations and
Surface Drainage ". Slab-reinforcing should be provided in
accordance with the anticipated use and loading of the slabs.
Prior to final construction of the slabs, the supporting
surface should be compacted to provide a smooth, firm surface
for slab support.

In any slab area where minor floor wetness would be
undesirable, 6 inches of free-draining gravel should be placed
beneath the floor slabs to serve as a capillary break between
the subgrade material and the slab. An impermeable membrane
should be placed over the gravel and the membrane should be
covered with 2 inches of sand to protect it during
construction. The recommended sand and gravel should not be

HAROLD LEWIS & ASSOCIATES
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considered as part of the required 2 feet of engineered fill
required beneath the slabs-on-grade.

D. RETAINING WALLS

All retaining walls constructed at the site must be designed
to resist lateral earth pressures and any additional lateral
pressures that may be caused by surcharge loads applied at the
ground surface behind the walls.

We recommend that unrestrained walls with a level surface or
with a sloping surface flatter than 4:1 be designed to resist
an equivalent fluid pressure of 45 pounds per cubic foot.
Where the sloping surface is at an inclination of 1.8:1
(average existing grade) the unrestrained walls should be
designed to resist an equivalent fluid pressure of 75 pounds
per cubic foot. For walls with a sloping surface at an
inclination between 4:1 and 1.8:1, a straight line
interpolation between the 45 and 75 pounds per cubic foot may
be used.

We recommend that restrained walls be designed to resist the
equivalent pressures given above plus an additional uniform
lateral pressure of 8H pounds per square foot where H = height
of backfill above the top of the wall footing in feet. If the
designer determines that there are surcharge loads on any of
the walls, they should be designed for an additional uniform
lateral pressure equal to one-third or one-half of the
anticipated surcharge load depending on whether the wall is
unrestrained or restrained.

The above pressures assume that sufficient drainage will be
provided behind the walls to prevent the build-up of
hydrostatic pressures from surface and subsurface water
infiltration. Adequate drainage may be provided by a subdrain
system consisting of either permeable material and weep holes
spaced at a maximum of 4-foot on centers or 4-inch diameter
perforated pipes bedded in permeable material. The permeable
material should consist of either, a well-graded mixture of
sand and gravel, which is approved by our office, or clean
gravel that is wrapped with a synthetic filter fabric. For
either system, the permeable material placed behind the walls
should be at least 1-foot in width and should extend to within
2-feet of finished grade. The upper 2Z2-feet of backfill should
consist of compacted on-site materials. Weep holes should
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drain to suitable inlets and subdrain pipes should be connected
to a system of closed pipes that lead to the city storm
drainage facilities. Any building walls should be
appropriately waterproofed, preferably by Bituthan Panels, or
an approved foundation waterproofing system (such as one of the
many bentonite clay products) may be used.

Lined surface ditches should be provided behind any retaining
walls that will have exposed sloping surfaces draining toward
them. These ditches, which will collect runoff water from the
slopes, should be sloped to drain to suitable discharge
facilities. The top of the walls should extend to at least 1-
foot above the ditch.

The retaining walls should be supported on pier foundations

designed in accordance with the recommendations presented
previously under Item B, "Pier Foundations".

HAROLD LEWIS & ASSOCIATES
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LIMITATIONS

Our services consist of professional opinions, conclusions and
recommendations made in accordance with generally accepted
geotechnical engineering principles and practices. This
warranty is in lieu of all other warranties either expressed or
implied.

The design parameters presented in this report are based on
the described project and are intended only for the purpose,
site location and development indicated. Significant changes
in the proposed development, site conditions and/or subsurface
conditions should be brought to the attention of our office;
updated and/or supplemental recommendations will be prepared
as required. Unanticipated soils and geologic conditions are
commonly encountered during earthwork, which cannot be fully
determined by limited subsurface investigations. Such
conditions may require supplemental studies. In addition, our
office can not be responsible for the interpretations made by
others regarding the recommendations in this report.

If you have any questions regarding this report, please call

us. We would appreciate at least 48 hours notice for our
required observations during construction.

Very truly yours,

HLL/Pen IV

Enclosures:

Figure 1 - Site Plan

Appendix A - Field and Laboratory Investigations

Figure A-1 - Key to Exploratory Boring Logs
Exploratory Boring Logs 1 through 7

Copies:
Addressee (4)
Santos & Urrutia, Inc. - Structural Engineers (1)
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APPENDIX A - FIELD AND LABORATORY INVESTIGATIONS

FIELD INVESTIGATION

Our field investigation consisted of detailed site
reconnaissance and subsurface exploration performed by the
undersigned on August 30, 1985 and September 3, 1985. Seven
exploratory borings were drilled with both trailer-mounted and
portable-power continuous-flight auger rigs at an accessible
locations near the front and rear of the proposed residences.
The borings were drilled to depths ranging from 9- to 20-feet
at the approximate locations shown on the Site Plan, Figure 2.

The materials encountered in our borings were continuously
logged in the field by the undersigned. Logs of the borings,
as well as a key to the classification of the soils
encountered in the borings (Figure A-1) are included as part
of this appendix.

Representative disturbed and undisturbed soil samples were
obtained from the exploratory borings at selected depths
appropriate to the soil investigation. The disturbed samples
were obtained using a split spoon sampler. The undisturbed
samples were obtained with a Modified California Sampler. The
type of sample shown on the boring logs is designated as
follows:

Split Spoon Sample
(2-Inch 0.D.)

Modified California Sample
(2-Inch I.D.)

The Standard Penetration Resistance blow counts were obtained
with the split spoon sampler by dropping a 140-pound hammer
through a 30-inch free fall. This hammer was also used to
obtain samples with the Modified California Sampler. The
samplers were driven 18-inches and the number of blows were
recorded for each 6-inches of penetration. The blows per foot
recorded on the boring logs represent the accumulated number
of blows that were required to drive the sampler the last 12-
inches or the number of inches indicated where the sampler did
not penetrate the full 18-inches.
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inches or the number of inches indicated where the sampler did
not penetrate the full 18-inches.

The ground surface elevation at the boring locaticns were
estimated from a "Preliminary Site Survey" dated 4/21/06
prepared by Martin M. Ron - Land Surveyors. Base for the
contour elevations was San Francisco Datum.

The boring logs show our interpretations of the subsurface
conditions on the date and at the locations indicated and it
is not warranted that they are representatlve of the
subsurface conditions at other locations and times. Also, the
transitions between the material types and their consistencies
represents the approximate boundaries; the actual transitions
are gradual.

LABORATORY INVESTIGATION

The laboratory testing program was directed toward a
quantitative and qualitative evaluation of the physical and
mechanical properties of the materials underlying the site.

The natural water content was determined on 22 samples of the
material recovered from the borings; these water contents are
recorded on the boring log at the appropriate sample depths.

Dry density determinations were made on 8 samples of the
materials recovered from the borings; the results of these
tests are presented on the logs of the borings at the
appropriate sample depths.

The shear strength was evaluated on 2 samples of the
subsurface materials underlying the site utilizing hand-
operated penetrometer and torvane shear devices. The results
of these tests are shown on the boring logs at the
appropriate sample depths and are designated (P) and (T) for
penetrometer and torvane, respectively.

HAROLD LEWIS & ASSOCIATES
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2 GRAVELS GRAVELS GwW finos.
T o MORE THAN HALF (LESS THAN Poorly graded gravels or gravel-sand mixtures, little or
i GP &
35 58 OF COARSE 5% FINES) no fines.
w g o FRACTION IS GRAVEL GM Silty gravels grave!-sand-silt mixtures non-plastic fines.
2 5w LARGER THAN WITH
< w .:‘E 7] NO. 4 SIEVE FINES GC Clayey gravels. gravel-sand~-clay mixtures, plastic fines
.
< - W
(% T « ; SANDS gkﬁﬁ; Sw Well graded sands, gravelly sands, little or no fines.
w ZH Y (LESS THAN
;) P g MORE THAN HALF Sp Poorl ded .
& T 5% FINES) oorly graded sands or gravelly sands. little or no fines.
8 =< OF COARSE
O @ FRACTION IS SANDS SM Silty sands. sand-silt mixtures, non-plastic fines
g SMALLER THAN WITH T
NO. 4 SIEVE FINES SC Clayey sands, sand-clay mixtures, plastic tines.
w Inorganic silts and very fine sands, rock f]
< « % SILTS AND CLAYS ML clayey fine sands oryclayey silts with sngﬁ:”';;aaf;':‘aén?'.
S o5 tnorganic clays of low to medium plasticit
8 w § ‘é" LIQUID LIMIT (S cL clays, sanziy clays, silty clays, Ié)an c'laly\s'i aravelly
< = LE THA
8 I v w Ss N 50% oL Organic silts and organic silty clays of jow plasticity.
Z Z Lo
<= S - - -
[ c sitts, micaceous or diat [o] 5 f é
§ g 2 g SILTS AND CLAYS MH norg?tr;: so:ls> erirz!).stlc s”;w 1atomaceous fine sandy or
o o
w g fond ; LIQUID LIMIT IS CH Inorganic clays of high plasticity, fat clays.
z 3349
i 2 = GREATER THAN 50% OH Organic clays of medium 1o high plasticity organic silts
HIGHLY ORGANIC S0ILS Pt Peat and other highly organic sorls.
DEFINITION OF TERMS
U.S. STANDARD SERIES SIEVE CLEAR SQUARE SIEVE QPENINGS
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VERY LOOSE 0 - 4 VERY SOFT 0 - 1/4 0 -2
T /4 - -
LOCSE 4 -10 SOF 2 2 4
FIRM V2 -1 4 - 8
MEDIUM DENSE 10 - 30 STIFF 1 -2 8 - 16
DENSE 30 - 50 VERY S1IFF 2 - 4 6 - 32
VERY DENSE QVER 50 HARD OVER 4 OVER 32
RELATIVE DENSITY CONSISTENCY

*Number of blows of 140 pound hammer falling 30 inches to drive a 2 mch O.D (1-3.8 inch 1.D)
split spoon (ASTM D-1586).
Unconfined compressive strength in tons/sq. f1 as determined by laboratoiy testing or approximated
by the standard penetration test (ASTM D~ 1586), pocket penetrometer. torvane, or visual ohservation

KEY TO EXPLORATORY BORING LOGS
Unified Soil Classification System (ASTM D-2487)

HAROLD LEWIS & ASSOCIATES Proposed'Résidences on Brewster Street

GEOTECHNICAL CONSULTANTS  San Francisco, California
PROJECT NO DATE Figure A-l
SF-06-606-3 |May, 2006




—

DRILLRIG  Continuous Fight Auger

SURFACE ELEVATION 135 Feet

LOGGED BY

H.L.

DEPTH TO GROUNDWATER S.- Note 2

DATE DRILLED g

DESCRIPTION AND CLASSIFICATION DEPTH g §§§ §§ S
(FEET) Eof| <8 | 322 |38
DESCRIPTION AND REMARKS COLOR | CONsIsT. | 0L ) ggg ’é s €
Silty Sandy Gravel . (FILL) Brown { Medium| GP | —
.. Dense N
Sandy Silty Clay with Gravel and Brown | stiff | CL : :
Rock Fragments K |
- B2t |15 | 108
(FILL) A T
Sandy Silty Clay with minor Rock |Tan Hard CL I N
Fragments Brown - -
— ) —I = 129
" .
' Very Weathered and Fractured Light | ~— - T ] 9 11
Greenstone Bedrock Materials Brown ~ ]
’ —10 =
NOTES: B T
(1) See Figure 1 for elevation datum. ~ T
(2) The boring was dry at the time of - -
drilling and was backfilled ‘ e - 60
immediately (see text of report n - o 11 1130
for discussion of groundwater). [ 15— '
(3) The stratification lines represent | N
the approximate boundaries between B _
the material types; actual
transitions are gradual. B 7
N _ 56 13
- -1
20

Harold Lewis & Associates
Geotechnical Consultants

BOTTQM OF BORING = 20 FEET
EXPLORATORY BORING LOG

Proposed Residences on Brewster Street

San Francisce, California
PROJECT NO. DATE BORING
SF-06-606-3 I Mav. 2006 NO.




DRILLRIG coprinuous Flight Auger

SURFACE ELEVATION 141 Feet

LOGGEDBY .1,

DEPTH TO GROUNDWATER te 2 BORING DIAMETER  ¢_Tnches DATE DRILLED Q-3-85
DESCRIPTION AND CLASSIFICATION peptH | € §§§ E‘"g S
(FEET) ; £5 < g2 SIg
DESCRIPTION AND REMARKS COLOR | consisT. | SOIL 3 §§§ ’§ TS aES
Gravelly Sandy Clay Red Stiff CL b -
Brown -~ ~
= -3 14 14
— 5
(FILL) T L
Sandy Silty Clay with Rock Dark Stiff | Cl-} -
Fragments Brown - 18| 15| 18] 106 | 2.0
B N (P)
Very Weathered and Fractured Light - - I "
- - 84 112|132
Greenstone Bedrock Materials Brown L - _ 12
NOTES: — 15—
(1) See Figure 1 for elevation datum. - -
(2) The boring was dry at the time of - -
drilling and was backfilled = -
immediately (see text of report B -
for discussion of groundwater). [_ .
(3) The stratification lines represent B
the approximate boundaries between | | 37 12
the material types; actual
transitions are gradual. B 20"

BOTTOM OF BORING = 20 FEET

Harold Lewis & Associates
Geotechnical Consultants

EXPLORATORY BORING LOG

Proposed Residences on Brewster Street

~San Francisco, California
PROJECT NO. DATE BORING
SF-06-606-3 | May, 2006 NO.




DRILLRIG (Continuous Fllght Auger SURFACE ELEVATION 156 Feet LOGGED BY H.L.

DEPTH TO GROUNDWATER See Note 2 BORING DIAMETER 6-Inches DATE DRILLED - 9_3_85
DESCRIPTION AND CLASSIFICATION pEPTH | & §§E .:‘3 x =
s o > G & < @c
(FEET) ; bﬂg <d | ExP | wEQ
| w W= =
DESCRIPTION AND REMARKS COLOR | CONsisT. |SOIL 3 ég‘é ’é 8 5g
Gravelly Clayey "Sand with Rock Red Medium {CL } -
Fragments Brown | Dense - -
o - 25 |12
— 5
+(FILL) — ]
Sandy Silty Clay with Rock Tan Hard CL -
Fragments Brown . u
~ = 58 113 111
10 =
Weathered and Fractured Shale Tan — - T 7
- -
Bedrock Materials = =
i 76
NOTES: - A D | B
(1) See Figure 1 for elevation datum. — 15 —
(2) The boring was dry at the time of B -
drilling and was backfilled B _
immediately (see text of report B _
for discussion of groundwater). 5 ]
(3) The stratification lines represent
the approximate boundaries between 3 -
the material types; actual ~ -
transitions are gradual. - 80 11
20

BOTTOM OF BORING = 20 FEET
EXPLORATORY BORING LOG

Harold Lewis & Associates . proposed Residences on Brewster Street
Geotechnical Consultants San Francisco, California
PROJECT NO. DATE BORING

SF-06-606-3 | May, 2006 NO



SURFACE ELEVATION 85 Feet | LOGGEDBY y 1
6-Inches DATE DRILLED - 9-3-85

PRILLRIG continyous Flight Auger
DEPTH TO GROUNDWATER See Note 2

BORING DIAMETER

Eur 2
DESCRIPTION AND CLASSIFICATION DEPTH | & ;gg = Yl e EL
ceen | § [25F 52 | E25 |28
- - S Wox
DESCRIPTION AND REMARKS COLOR | cowsisT. | SOIL 3 §§§ *é s 3 -
Sandy Silty Clay with Rock Light | Stiff {CL f =
Fragments Brown — -
Hard - - 49 110
Very Weathered and Fractured Light —— - L
Greenstone Bedrock Materials Brown R N
e 5
- 60 111
[l &

BOTTOM OF BORING = 9 FEET

NOTES:

(1) The ground surface elevation at the boring location were
estimated from contour elevation lines shown on a
"Preliminary Site Survey" dated 4/21/06 prepared by
Martin M. Ron - Land Surveyors. Base for the contour
elevations was San Francisco Datum.

(2) The boring was dry at the time of drilling and was
backfilled immediately (see text of report for
discussion of groundwater).

(3) The stratification lines represent the approximate
boundaries between the material types; actual transitions
are gradual.

(4) The boring was terminated at shallow depth since
practical refusal was encountered in bedrock materials
with the portable power-auger equipment used.

EXPLORATORY BORING LOG

Harold Lewis & Associates Proposed Residences on Brewster Street
Geotechnical Consultants - San Francisco, California
PROJECT NO. DATE BORING

SF-06-606-3 | May, 2006 NO.



DEPTH TO GROUNDWATER BORING DIAMETER 3-Inches DATE DRILLED - 8-30-85
—_— e ol T .mﬂ.M_m.m....”_?;ﬁ:—_3&~___m_«m_w
DEPTH | & 525 1o - -
‘ soi| "EET : ggg gé Bfe géi
DESCRIPTION AND REMARKS COLOR | CONSIST. | 300t 3 $88 § o 5
Sandy Silty Clay with Rock Brown Stiff CL L -
Fragments . B 7
Very B 7
Red Stiff - 44 113 | 110 2.5
Brown = 7 (T)
B N 4.5
— 5 ()
Hard o
- i s2 | a2
Very Weathered and Fractured Light E— - r N
Greenstone Bedrock Materials - |Brown » -
—10 -
- 428 | 11
= ] 12”
| ——— e
BOTTOM OF BORING = 12 FEET
NOTES:
(1) The ground surface elevation at the boring location were
estimated from contour elevation lines shown on a
"Preliminary Site Survey" dated 4/21/06 prepared by
Martin M. Ron - Land Surveyors. Base for the contour
elevations was San Francisco Datum.
(2) The boring was dry at the time of drilling and was
backfilled immediately (see text of report for
discussion of groundwater).
(3) The stratification lines represent the approximate
boundaries between the material types; actual transitions
are gradual.
(4) The boring was terminated at shallow depth since
practical refusal was encountered in bedrock materials
with the portable power-auger equipment used.
EXPLORATORY BORING LOG
Harold Lewis & Associates Proposed Residences on Brewster Street
Geotechnical Consultants San Francisco, California
PROJECT NO. DATE BORING
SF-06-606-3 |May, 2006 NO.




DRILLRIG Portable Power Auger SURFACE ELEVATION 109 Feet | LOGGEDBY [ p,.
DATE DRILLED 8-30-85

DEPTH TO GROUNDWATER See Note 2 BORING DIAMETER

BfInches

TR —
DESCRIPTION AND CLASSIFICATION oerri | & |23 |2 | & | E_
reen | § |E2F ) 53 (528 | 528
SOIL wa E 8= T =
DESCRIPTION AND REMARKS COLOR CONSIST. TYPE 3 é# g § e =
Sandy Silty Clay with Rock Light | Stiff |CL | —
Fragments Brown n -
Hard -]
-~ -1

B N 59 113 ] 112

— 5 —

Very Weathered and Fractured Light — -k -
Greenstone Bedrock Materials Brown _
- - 48
i ] iih 11
. - 32 14

BOTTOM OF BORING = 10% FEET

NOTES :
(1) The ground surface elevation at the boring location were

estimated from contour elevation lines shown on a
"Preliminary Site Survey" dated 4/21/06 prepared by
Martin M. Ron - Land Surveyors. Base for the contour
elevations was San Francisco Datum.

(2) The boring was dry at the time of drilling and was
backfilled immediately (see text of report for
discussion of groundwater). :

(3) The stratification lines represent the approximate
boundaries between the material types; actual transitions
are gradual.

(4) The boring was terminated at shallow depth since
practical refusal was encountered in bedrock materials
with the portable power-auger equipment used.

gon
EXPLORATORY BORING LOG
Harold Lewis & Associates Proposed Residences on Brewster Street
Geotechnical Consultants San Francisco, California
PROJECT NO. DATE BORING
SF-06-606-3 | May, 2006 NO.




priLLRIG  Continuous Flight Auger | SURFACE ELEVATION 123 Feet LOGGEDBY H.1,.

DEPTH TO GROUNDWATER See Note 2 BORING DIAMETER 6-Inches DATE DRILLED 9385

— e ettt e T T————

DESCRIPTION AND CLASSIFICATION oeptH | & | i‘s €= R -

E|ECg Bz 225 | 285

{FEET) 53§ sE |88 | fas

DESCRIPTION AND REMARKS COLOR | consisT. |30 i £8g (%2 S s

Sandy Silty Clay with Rock Light | Stiff |CL [ 7
Fragmnets Brown u ]

B ; 39 | 13

Very Weathered and Fractured LIght —— - -
Greenstone bedrock Materials Brown L~ 5

BOTTOM OF BORING = 103 FEET

NOTES:

(1) The ground surface elevation at the boring location were
estimated from contour elevation lines shown on a

"Preliminary Site Survey" dated 4/21/06 prepared by
Martin M. Ron - Land Surveyors. Base for the contour
elevations was San Francisco Datum.

(2) The boring was dry at the time of drilling and was
backfilled immediately (see text of report for
discussion of groundwater).

(3) The stratification lines represent the approximate
boundaries between the material types; actual transitions
are gradual.

(4) The boring was terminated at shallow depth since
practical refusal was encountered in bedrock materials
with the portable power-auger equipment used.

EXPLORATORY BORING LOG

Harold Lewis &Associates Proposed Residences on Brewster Street
Geotechnical Consultants San Francisco, California

SF-06-606-3 | May, 2006 NO.
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HAROLD LEWIS & ASSOCIATES wo......
GEOTECHNICAL CONSULTANTS

2418 Sixteenth Ave. * San Francisco, 94116 * 415\665-9678

November 17, 2010
Project SF-06-606-X

T. N. Financial Corporation
830 Taraval Street - Suite 200
San Francisco, Ca. 924116

Attn: Ms. Jane Viltman

RE: Foundation Investigation
Proposed Residential
Buildings on Brewster Street
Lots 9, 10 & 11 in Block 5577.
San Francisco, California

Dear Ms. Viltman:

In accordance with your request, we have performed
supplemental geotechnical engineering studies to list and
locate the landslides discussed in our Foundation
Investigation Reports, which were prepared for the development
of the subject sites on Brewster Street, Lots 9, 10, and 11,
in Block 5577.

Our office performed detailed foundation investigations for the
subject sites and the results of our work were presented in our
June 27, June 28 and June 29, 2006 Foundation Investigation
Reports.

GEOLOGIC HAZARDS

In the section of our reports titled “Geologic Hazards”, we
noted that “According to the San Francisco Seismic Safety
Investigation Report (John A. Blume and Associates, May, 1974)
the site, as well as other buildings in the area, lie in a
zone of potential landslide hazard. Although, over the years,
the U.S.G.S. has mapped several small to medium size
landslides within the neighborhood, none have occurred on the
site”. Not only has the U.S.G.S. has mapped several small to
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medium size landslides within the neighborhood, the City and
County of San Francisco, Department of Public Works, Bureau of
Engineering has also mapped several small to medium size
landslides within this neighborhood. However, as stated above
none have occurred con (or near) the site.

Below, we date, describe the locations and attempt to discern
the possible causes of these landslides and credit the sources
of our data.

1) 1941, June. The largest nearby landslide, which was small
for a landslide, is located roughly 850-feet south of the
subject site and occurred on Powhattan Avenue at the
intersection with Holladay Avenue just below the present day
intersection with Franconia Street. This section of Holladay
Avenue exists on paper only. The slide, which had dimensions
of about 80-feet wide and 70-feet long with a depth of about
15-feet, appears to have been caused by a large unshored
excavation on the steep slope below Holladay Avenue above
Bayshore Boulevard. Source A & B

2) 1941, March. Two larger but farther away slides occurred
on the steep slope below Holladay Avenue and above Bayshore
Boulevard. They were located approximately 1,250 feet
northeast of the site, which is about 200 feet south of the
intersection of Holladay Avenue and York Street. The upper
slide had dimensions of about 140-feet wide and 80-feet in
length, the depth was not stated but the head scarp (top of
the slide) extend into the Holladay Avenue sidewalk area. The
second landslide, which occurred on the slope directly below
the first slide, was located above Bayshore Boulevard and had
a width of about 240-feet and a length of 50-feet. A sketch
of this slide had the appearance of two smaller side-by side
slides. This slide occurred on a section of the slope that
had been over-steepened by past excavations into the toe of
the slope to developed building sites off of Bayshore
Boulevard. The winter of 1940-1941 must have been a very. wet
rainy season because a great many landslides occurred within
San Francisco that winter and on into the summer. We wish to
note that very heavy rains will destabilize marginal slopes
that will stand during dryer years. Source B

3) A very small undated slide occurred on the southeast flank
of Bernal Heights Park approximately 1,100-feet southwest of
the site. Source A

4) 1955, August. A small landslide on Mullen Avenue between
Alabama Street and Peralta Street approximately 1250 feet

HAROLD LEWIS & ASSOCIATES
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northwest of the site. We have not been able to uncovered any
details on this slide. Source B

5) 1961, January. A small slide occurred on the old steep
buff (very steep cut slope) above #1 Prospect Avenue, about
3,000 feet to the west. This slide, which happened during the
rainy season, occurred in weathered and fractured Greenstone
bedrock materials that were excavated in the late 19" Century.
Based on our experience with this type of bedrock material, it
is our opinion that the slide was probably more like a
moderate size rock fall/debris flow of limited depth.

6) The largest landslide in this neighborhood is located a
little over a mile away, 6,200-feet to the southwest. The
slide occurred on the old fill slopes west of Benton Avenue and
extended about 600-feet into Saint Mary’s park and had a width
of roughly 175-feet. Again details on this slide have been
hard to find, but borings drilled by the undersign engineer
thirty years ago at the top of the slope below Benton Avenue
found about 25-feet of debris laden loosely dumped fill; at the
toe of the slope the fill was still about 9-feet deep. It our
opinion that the slide occurred in similar deep non-engineered
deposits of fill materials and probably during a very wet rainy
season. This slide is not shown on our “Landslides in the
Neighborhood” plan, Figure 2, due to the scale of the plan.
Source A.

Source A - “Preliminary Geologic Map of the San Francisco
South Quadrangle" by M. G. Bonilla, 1971.

Source B - City and Country of San Francisco, Department of
Public Works - Bureau of Engineering, Numerical and
Alphabetical Index”, of Landslide Maps, earliest
map dated 1941. And “Map of the City and Country
of San Francisco, Department of Public Works -
Bureau of Engineering”, dated 1978.

CONCLUSIONS

As stated above, none of the landslides listed have occurred
on or near the site, but have occurred within the
neighborhood. Please note that most of the landslides that
have occurred in this neighborhood (1) happened during the
rainy season and (2) resulted from excavation operations that
did not have proper engineering oversight. The City of San
Francisco will require Special Inspection during the general

HAROLD LEWIS & ASSOCIATES
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excavation operations at the site. The observations listed on
page 9 of our reports should be performed by an engineer from
our office in order to write the letter covering the Soil
Engineering aspects of the new construction, as required by
the San Francisco Building Code, Special Inspections Code
Rulings 75-15 and 1701.

As discussed on page 5 of our reports, “during construction, any
hazard resulting from slope instability will be mitigated by
close adherence to our recommendations on the earthwork
operations”. We recommend that the excavation and retaining
wall construction be performed during the dry months of the year
(May through October) to avoid potential problems that can occur
during the wet season, particularly after periods of prolonged
rainfall.

It is our opinion that construction of buildings on the slope
below Brewster Avenue will increase the overall stability of
the slope by installing retaining walls and concrete piers
that will provide physical support for these unretained
slopes. Slope stability will also be increased by removal and
control of rain water, subsurface and surface water flow on
the lots.

Although we have not seen the finial plans, the building will
be constructed over the downward sloping hillside and it is
probable that the earthwork operations at the site will
consist of minor excavations, which may notch into the slope
for portions of the lower levels of the buildings. These
excavation and by extension the slopes above the cuts will be
supported by engineered retaining walls; drilled reinforced
concrete pier foundations will support the walls. The piers
will be reinforced with extra steel to resist potential
downward "creep" type movement of the surface soil on the
slope and will be tied together with grade beams

Since modern engineered retaining walls will support all changes
in grade resulting from the construction, our analyses indicates
that a potential for slope instability or landsliding due to the
proposed construction should not exist.

HAROLD LEWIS & ASSOCIATES
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LIMITATIONS

Our supplemental services consist of professional opinions,
conclusions and recommendations made in accordance with
generally accepted geotechnical engineering principles and
practices. This warranty is in lieu of all other warranties
either expressed or implied.

If you have any questions regarding this letter, please call
us.

Very truly yours,

W\ HARQLD LEWIS & ASSOCIATES

4'3=Harold L. Lewis™

" C.E. 33799

Enclosures:
Figure 1 - Site Plan
Figure 2 - Landslides in the Neighborhood

HAROLD LEWIS & ASSOCIATES
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Responses to D.R.

Property at: 191 Brewster Street, 187 Brewster Street, 183 Brewster Street.
Application No: 2006.09.25.3191; 2006.09.25.3193 & 2006.09.25.3195

The following is the response of Salvio Strect LLC, to the Bernal Heights East Slope
Design Review Committee’s Request for Discretionary review. The application for
Discretionary Review was prepared by Terry Milne.

The instructions in San Francisco’s Discretionary Review Application requite that the
applicant be as “specific as possible in describing issues of concern.” It has been difficult
to prepare responses to the application because Mr. Milne has ignored these instructions.
He makes broad statements about the existence of “exceptional and extraordinary

circumstances,” “infrastructure issues,” and “impact to the neighbors” without identifying
any specific issues or problems.

As a preliminary matter, it should be pointed out that Mr. Milne makes a false statement
in paragraph a (4).

Mr. Milne states: “Developer brought us a much grander scale development proposal for
9 (nine) house to be built on this block (5575) in 2006.”

This statement is completely untrue. The original permit application submitted to the
City Planning Department on September 26, 2006 was for the construction of 5 single
family homes on lots 2, 9, 10, 11 and 13, respectively. The current application is for 3
homes on lots 9, 10 and 11. There was no proposal, application or any discussion with
BHESDRB about construction of 9 homes. The subject lots were purchased at the
beginning of 2006. Due to the fact that the lots were not properly subdivided or legally
surveyed at the time of purchase they could only be sold and bought as one parcel. The
existence of additional vacant lots allowed Mr. Milne to make up numbers that are not
supported by any documentation.

Response to Paragraph B (1);

Mr. Milne states that “Exceptional and extraordinary circumstances exist,” and further
states that there exists “insufficient infrastructure.” What are the exceptional and
extraordinary circumstances that he is referring to? What are the infrastructure issues? It
is impossible to properly respond to this request as it is completely lacking in any
specifics.

Mr. Milne goes on to state that the proposed project “appears to be an attempt to
circumvent notice, C.E.Q.A and affordability requirements. The developer has complied
with all notice requirements to date, and intends to comply with all future notice



requirements. As for affordability requirements they were addressed during the permit
application and review process. If Mr. Milne has any specific examples of violations or
attempts to circumvent the law, he should state what they are.

Response to Paragraph B (2):

Mr. Milne states that, “outstanding issues of emergency vehicle access, soil movement,
green space and infrastructure will impact all residents.”

With respect to emergency vehicle access, Mr. Milne intentionally ignores a very critical
fact: this project will actually provide a benefit to the neighborhood. The three homes
when built will widen Brewster Street by 11 feet and 6 inches. Thus, giving emergency
vehicles a wider street from which to access the neighborhood. (Exhibit1).

With respect to claims of alleged soils movement: there are soils reports, explanations
and professional comments from Geotechnical Consultants Harold Lewis Associates.
Those reports conclude that the site is suitable for the proposed project. It also concludes
that the new construction will actually help stabilize the area. The developer is not aware
of any technical reports that contradict the conclusions of Harold Lewis Associates. The
Bernal Heights East Slope Design Review Committee has submitted no reports of their
own, and no one among them has the knowledge or expertise to give any opinions on the
soil conditions in the neighborhood.

Response to Paragraph B (3):

Once again, Mr. Milne makes broad statements about “neighborhood infrastructure
issues” and “exception and extraordinary circumstances” without providing any specifics.

If Mr. Milne’s concerns regarding infrastructure are in connection with neighborhood
sewer capacity; this issue was raised and addressed back in 2007. According to the San
Francisco Department of Public Works, the sewer system in this neighborhood went
through a complete upgrade in 1997, (February 9, 2007 letter from Nathan Lee of
Hydraulic Section of DPW). Also an additional letter dated match 21, 2007 from the
Department of Public Works, specifically addressing the proposed construction and

stated that the project would have “no impact to the sewers on Brewster or Joy Street.”
(Exhibit2).

As for the detailed recommendations from BHESDRB, (January 22/2007 letter), once
again, Mr. Milne ignores critical facts. Project sponsor had answered and addressed
multiple letters and recommendations from BHESDRB. The facts are as follows:

August 7, 20006

Project sponsor and David Sternberg of Sternberg Benjamin Architects first met with
BHESDRB to discuss the project. A set of drawings was left with the board for review
and comments.



August 28,2006

A second meeting with the neighbors and BHESDRB board to discuss the project took
place. In response to the neighbors’ request Dave Sternberg sent additional maps and
drawings to the board.(Exhibit 3)

October 08, 2006
On this date, BHESDRB sends a letter of recommendations to Sternberg Benjamin
Architects (Exhibit4)

November 20, 2006

A third meeting with Board and neighbors. Dave Sternberg makes another presentation
With revised drawings and responses incorporating the changes requested by
BHESDRB’s October 8, letter. More recommendations and requests for more changes
are made by the board at this meeting.

December 11, 2006
Project Architect prepares yet another set of revised plans and responses,

Incorporating comments and recommendations made by BHESDRB from the November
20, 2006 meeting. (Exhibit 5)

January 22, 2007
Once again BHESDRB sends another letter of recommendations, opinions and request
For more changes. (Exhibit 6).

Soon after their January 22, 2007 letter, BHESDRB reversed course entirely and jssued a
statement saying they would not support the project.

Salvio Street LL.C by Jane Viltman.
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EXHIBIT 2
(415) 554-8318 -

FAX (415) 554-8308 .
hitp:/fwww.sfdpw.com

. ,{ ', L
./~ - Gity and County of San Francisco

Hydraulic Engineering
1680 Mission Street, 2™ Flaor

Gavin Newsom, Mayor . ‘ _ San Francis
" Fred Abadi, Directar . _ n Francisco, CA 94103

Ken Sin, Section Manager
February 9, 2007
7.3.3B

Planning Dept. ' :
1660 Mission Street, Suite 500 '
San Francisco, CA 94103-2424 .

Attention: Ms. Kimberly Durandet
Ladies and Gentlemen:

This is in reply to your facsimile of February 6, 2007 regarding the project area on Brewster Street between Joy
Street and Esmeralda Rxgenue.-

The answers to your questions are as follows:

1. Brewster Street was realigned about 10 years ago and new sewers were installed at that time.
2, Hydraulic Section had not been informed of this proposal by the bureau of Street Use and Mapping yet.
3 This system c4n handle the development of the proposed project. Installations of fixtures below street
. grade will have to be pumped up to meet a gravity system. ' - '
4. The City does not have any plans for future improvemerits in this area.
5. For future conditions and capacity, the developer may want to construct anew sewer (“Private™) on the
' back of the property to facilitate pumping fixtures built below strect grades.

Enclosed, for your information, are as follows: -
a. General Arca Sewer Map b. Plans 61395 and 61396

If there are any ﬁ:trther_qﬁestions, please write to the Department of Public Works, Bureau of Engineering,
Hydraulic'Sccﬁon, 1680 Mission Street, 2nd Floor, San Francisco, CA 94103 or call (415) 554-8318.

Very truly youi's,

o

o Nathan Lee o
% o '~ Hydraulic Scction

Aftachments: As Noted.

‘ IMPROVING THE QUALITY OF LIFE IN SAN FRANCISCO” )
We aré dodicated individuals commifted fo feamwork, cusfomer senvice and continuous improveriont in parnership with the community.
' Customer Service Teanmwork Confinunus Imorovament ‘
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EXHIBIT 3

TRANSMITTAL . .

DATE: August 29th, 2006
TO: : Terry Milne
COMPANY: .
ADDRESS; 321 Rutledge Street

San Francisco, CA 94110 ;
FROM: Andrew Meagher &
PROJECT: Bernal Houses jf""’

-

CERTIFIED MAIL CONFIDENTIAL VIA OVERNIGHT MAIL ‘
U.S. MAIL HAND CARRIED VIA FACSIMILE

CONTENTS / COMMENTS:

Enclosed please find:
One, 8 5" x 11" Lot map (previous)

One 8 %" x 11 Lot map (current)

Préviously sent (via hand delivery at 08/28/06 Community mtg): 24" x 36" Site Permit Drawings

for Lot #2, 9, 10, 11 and 13,

1331 HARRISON fi'TREET"SANFRANCISCQ COA

TEL 415.882.9783  FAX A5 BB2. $78¢

WO WY LS

$4103

.‘rr.:'n%u-::rgbrznia;-.'\.:n.r:om
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East Slope Design Review Board

Terry Milne; external secrelary + 321 Rutledge + San Francisco 94110 -« [285-8978)
October 8, 2006 |

Sternberg Benjamin Architects Re: Brewster/Joy

1331 Hatrison Street ' ' Block: 5577/Lot: 2,9, 10, 11 & 13
San Francisco, California 94103

Dear Applicant,

The Bernal Heights East Slope Design Review Boatd held two neighborhood meetings, one on
Monday Avgust 7, 2006 and a second on Monday August 28, 2006, to review the proposed plans for
five new houses on five previously undeveloped lots along Brewster, Joy and Holladay Streets.

Duting the meetings, the neighbors strongly expressed concetns regarding the impact the proposed
hornes will have upon: the already maximized infrastructue ncleding water, sewer and fire water
lines; the limited vehicular and fire truck access; the established environment of plants, trees, wildlife,
and etosion; and the limited street parking. The neighbors requested that the proposed design
preserve the architectural variety and character of the neighbothood with special consideration and

 sensitivity for the Joy Street stairway. In addition, the neighbors raised questions reparding the
contractor’s experience and references, and the impact that the construction timeline and sequencing
(e.g- staging, equipment, parking) will have on the neighbothood.

Upon the Board’s further review of the dra\xdngs, we noted several internal inconsistencies between
plans, elevations and sections that made the review process time consuming and challenging,
Additionally, the calculations for atea and mass reduction ate questionable and in some cases unclear.

For subsequent review(s), the Board requests that the applicant provide coordinated drawings and
clear calcolations. .

After eareful review of the proposal, the Board regrets to inform you that we cannot recommend
that the Department of City Planning approve this project in its cuzrent configuration. The Board
requests that further refinements be made to the design to address the following comments:

* Curb Cuts and Parling: Street parking is valuable and:limited in the immediate
neighborhood, since several adjacent homes do not have on-site parking. The proposed
development of five vacant lots will decrease the cutrent street parking. The Board requests
that the applicant reduce cutb cuts to 9-0” wide in order to comply with the design
guidelines. This allows preater opportunity for steeet parking, In addition, consider ganging
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cueb cuts of adjacent lots (e.g. Lots 9, 10 and 11) along Brewster Street to increase the
opportunity for street parking. The Board realizes that ganging curb cuts may require flip-
flopping the garages and entry elements of some of the homes along Brewster Street,

Landscaping: In general, the Board recommends that the space between the street and the
face of the home be designed with landscape opportunities and pedestrian traffic in mind.
Indicate street trees and sidewalks at each lot, while considering the pedestrian connections
to the neighbothood such as the Joy Steeet stairway. In addition, the Board offers the
following specific design suggestions:

o Lot 2: Minimize the expanse of conctete. It is unclear to the Board why retaining
walls are shown on bath sides of the lot. Perhaps indicating the adjacent existing
home on Lot 3 and the adjacent topography on vacant Lot 1 in plan and elevation
will provide clarity. -

o Lots 9,10, 11, 13: The proposed elevated entry bridge concept for entering these
homes offers little to no opportunity for landscaping. Consider filling-in the entire
width of the lot to a height equivalent to the proposed entry bridges. Now this area
can be utilized with a combination of sidewalks, entry walkways, ddveways, and
landscaping. This also alleviates the potential for trash and debris collecting in the
proposed “moats.” In addition, indicate street trees along Joy Street at Lot 13,

Entry Treatment: The Board appreciates the subtle variations at each entry, but thete is still
too much similarity between the five designs. Consider varety, while creating better
transitions between the street and the front door. For example, recess entry doots at varying
-depths in the facade. In addition, the fin walls in all five designs seem to have no design or
functional value, but pethaps the Boatd could not properly evaluate the fin walls since there
wete several inconsistencies between the plans and elevations. Cootdinated drawings would
be helpful. In addition, the Board offers the following design suggestions:
0 Lot 2: Add an extetior entry stair since the sloped site allows for this design element.
o Lot9, 10, 11: Basically, all three share the same hole-in-the-wall entry design. The
awning, at Lot 10, is appreciated. Continue adding vatiety by recessing doorways at
different depths. Vary matedals, colors, and door and side light designs.
© Lot 13: The opening to Joy Street takes advantage of the site condition. However,
mzke something special of the entry on Brewster Street.

Building Bulk and Massing: Please provide clezr calculations including front, rear and side
yard setbacks for the Board’s evaluation. Specific comiments inchude:

0. Lot 2: Appears to be 130 sq. ft. over the allowable area for 2 home with a two-car .
garage (2,250 sq. ft. maximum).

o Lot 13: Since this is a highly visible corner lot along Brewster and Joy Streets, the
building bulk 2nd massing are extremely important. The current design proposes
three stoties along Brewster Stieet. Consider reducing the height, bulk and mass by
moving the fourth floor (third floor along Brewster Street) to the lowest level of this
five story home. Consequently, this will reduce the presence of the dominant,
mostly blank Joy Street elevation. In addition, it appears the calculations are not
correct due to inconsistencies in the drawings.
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*  Side Yards: The design guidelines indicate a completely open side yard zone measuring 4’-
0” wide and extending a minimum of 5-0” back from the street fagade, which is not’
addressed in the proposed designs. The Board suggests adding side yards at Lots 9, 10 and
11 to break up the solid-wall effect along Brewster Street, while providing additional

architectural articulation. Refer to page 19 of the Bernal Heights East Slope Design
Guidelines for additional information. :

* Roof Treatment: The Board feels flat roofs are used in an appropiiate manner for homes
on such a steep hillside, but consider the appearance of the roof at Lot 2 which is highly
visible from: the uphill lots. Additionally, the roof configuration of Lot 13 is unclear. Clarify
the configuration by providing additional roof information.

* Fagade Elements: Decks appear throughout the five houses. In some cases the decks do
not meet the design guideline of at least 6’0 deep and a minimum of 36 sq. ft, which make
such decks. usable. The Board agtees some of the non-compliant decks are valuable design .
elements that break up the massing, Evaluate the deck designs and use decks that do not
meet the guidelines spatingly. '

0 Lot 13: Since this is a cotner lot, study the continuity between the Brewster and Joy
Street facades. Additionally, consider further refinement of the architectutal
elements such as windows, decks, and materials on the Joy Street elevation to avoid
an unintetesting extetior that does not relate well to the surrounding homes.

0 Most of the proposed homes have fagades that face vacant lots. When designing
these fagades, keep in mind that the vacant lots may or may not be developed in the
future. In particular, note Lots 2 and 9 face substandard lots, which may prolong the

time frame for any future development. The Board recommends further studies of
these fagades.

*  Colors and Materials: The proposed materials of plaster, wood siding with clear coat
finish, and aluminum seem appropriate. Howevet, the metal panels proposed at Lot 13 have
an industrial appearance, which is not contextual with the neighborhood. Consider 2 more
suitable materjal. In addition, the Board is concerned with the appearance of the metal

© standing seam roof indicated 2t Lot 13. Perhaps additional information, as suggested above,
will alleviate the concern. For further review, the Board requests colors and material boards.

The Board wishes to thank the project sponsor for presenting the plaos to the neighborhoed. Since

the Board is not a City agency, it does not have the powet to either approve or disapptove the permit
application.

Cordially,
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TRANSMITTAL

DATE: DECEMBER 11TH, 2006

TO: "TERRY MILNE

COMPANY: :

ADDRESS: 321 RUTLEDGE

FROM: ANDREW MEAGHER :
PROJECT: BERNAL HOUSES LOT 2,9,10,11, AND 13
CERTIFIED MAIL CONFIDENTIAL VIA OVERNIGHT MAIL

U.S. MAIL HAND CARRIED VIA FACSIMILE

CONTENTS / COMMENTS:

Enclosed please find:

1) Letter response to ESDRB letter dated October 8th, 2006

2) Revised Site plan

3) Revised North Elevation Lot 13, depicting fence. :
4) Interim letter response to comments provided at November 20th presentation.

]33]HA‘RRES-ON'STRE'ET. SAN FRANCISCO C A 94103
TEL 415.882.9783  FAX 415,882 9784 www . stornberghbenjaomin.cam
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December 11th, 2006

East Slope Design Review Board
Attention Jeff Saydah, Bernal ESDRB
321 Rutledge '

San Francisco, CA 94110

RE:  Response to ESDRB letter dated October 8th, 2006 for propbsed project on Lot:
2,9,10,11 &13.

Dear Mr. Saydah, and ESDRB members:

Thank you very much for your input and comments regarding the proposed single family
dwellings on Lot: 2,9,10,11 &13. as outlined in your letter dated October 8th 2006. This
letter is a supplement to the preseatation by David Sternberg to the Board, on Monday
November 20th.

We understand there were concerns related not only to the design of the proposed
projects but also the impact the construction process will have on the day to day
functioning of the neighborhood, and the impact on the infrastructure, upon the buildings
completion. Though a contractor has not been retained, the Project Sponsor is committed
to a quality development with experienced trades people, and minimizing any negative
impact on the neighborhood due to the construction process. The Project Sponsor will
review the option of staging from one of the available lots. Furthermore once the Owner
brings on board a civil, mechanical, electrical and plumbing consultant, the issues related
to infrastructure of water, sewer, fire and erosion will also be addressed.

The proposed revisions addressed the issue of preserving the architectural variety and
character of the neighborhood with special consideration to the Joy Street steps.

As the proposed design for each home has been modified to address the Boards
comments, the calculations have also been revised. If there is a question or clarification
needed, or an inconsistency noted by the Board, please do not hesitate to contact Andrew
Meagher or myself from our office and we will provide whatever information is required.

b \ . ’
1231 HARRISOMN -STREET SAN FRANCISECO C A @ 4103

TEL 415.882.9783 FAX 415 882.9786 wwvw slernhergbenjamin.com
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Brewster/ Joy Lot 2,9,10,11, &13,
December 11th, 2006
Page 2of 4 pages

© Per Iyour request we have modified the proposed project in an effort to satisfy your
CORCerns:

* Curbs and parking: . .o ,
1. The curb cut width has been decreased at all five lots, to 9'-0". (Site Plan sheet
A0.02)
2. The curb cuts for lot 9, 10,11 and 13 have been repositioned relative to each other .
' in order to maximize the opportunity for parking in between them. (Site Plan sheet
A0.02) ' ‘

* Landscaping: _

1. New street trees, raised planter beds, and new 6-0" sidewalk areas are indicated
(Site Plan sheet A0.02) _

2. Lot #2 retaining wall at north side of lot has been reduced to allow for a 6'-0" wide
sidewalk, and eliminated at the south side. (Site Plan sheet A0.02) A

3. The bridge concept at the driveway for lot 9,10,11,and 13 has been eliminated and -
in filled, as per your request, to allow for landscaping, street trees and a wider
sidewalk. (Site Plan sheet A0.02) Each home now has one or more 3'-0" wide by 4'-
7" deep raised planter bed. '

4. "Street trees are preliminarily indicated for lot 13 along Joy Street (Site Plan sheet
AQ0.02). Please note exact location pending further analysis of site conditions such as
existing irrigation lines and existing landscaping and neighborhood considerations if
proposed.

* Entry Treatment: _

L. We reviewed the feasibility of providing external entry stairs in lieu of the proposed
interior stair. However given the location of the stair and the slope of the site it is
our opinion that an external stair would not be visible and therefore not significantly
contribute to the street experience. '

2. Per your request we have revised and refined the design of the entry and overall
facade treatment for Lot 9,10,11 and 13 to improve variety. Specifically each home
now has it's own: '

o - Color scheme at cement plaster areas

Setback at entry

Setback at garage door

Front door design and side light

Window treatment in bay window

Garage door design
o Roofline. R

In addition Jot 10 has a balcony at the second floor, and its bay window has a slight

angle in plan. Please note Lot 10 has it's garage door is setback a full 4'-0". Lot 9 and

11, now has the awning treatment that the board noted as a preferred design element

fo be retained. Each is treated slightly differently to maintain variety. Each home

will also have a different exterior li ghting treatment. In particular Lot 11 will have a

chandelier light fixture suspended from the canopy.

O 0 0 0 0



1 j EXHIBIT 5
Brewster/ Joy Lot 2,9,10,11, &13.
December 11th, 2006
Page 3of 4 pages

3. Please see Sheet A3.01 of Lot 13 a10h1tectu1al set for rev1sed elevatlon and
- additional comments below. -

. Bulldmg Bulk and Massing:

1. Lot 2 area of home complies with 2,250 sg, ft maximum. See Sheet A0.00 of Lot 2
architectural drawings for areas. Please note however that Lot 2 has been redesigned
to address concerns stated under "Roof Treatment" and "Facade Elements".

2. Lot 13 has been significantly redesigned to address concerns regarding height, bulk
and massing. Specifically the proposed design follows the Boards recommendation
and relocates the 4th floor to the lowest Ievel. In addition the current top floor is set
back on the north, south and significantly from the east side to minimize it's
presence from the view up Joy Street.

Lot 13 area of home complies with 2,250 sq.ft. maximum, allowing two parkmg
spaces. See Sheet A0.00 of Lot 13 architectural drawmgs for areas.

* Side Yards:
1. Please see individual Unit plans for proposed setbacks.

* Roof Treatment:

1. Per the Boards comment, the roof treatment for Lot 9,and 11 continue to be flat for
the majority of the roof area, as previously proposed. However Lot 10 has been
revised to be a vault, to improve the desire for variety along Brewster, as requested
by the Board, under section "Entry Treatment". In addition this allows for a
clerestory to be introduced further breaking up the bulk and massing.

2. The roof of Lot 2 has been completely redesigned. The proposed design follows the
Boards recommendation and eliminates any conventional flat roof treatment in
favor of a continuous vauit over the main body of the building, with a shed roof /
clerestory treatment at the north portion of the site.

3. Lot 13 now has a "saw tooth" roof design. The previous proposal has been
completely eliminated.

Please note that in each case the revised roof désign is either at the previous height or
lower.

Facade Elements:

1. Lot9,10, and 11 have been redesigned to minimize any deck that does not meet the
6'-0", 36 sq.ft. area rule. However each unit does have one deck that is 3'-6" deep
by 104" wide, with an area of 28 sq.ft. These decks are prov;ded at the garage
level, and though do not comply with the Guidelines, should be a useful amenity to
the occupant, serve to break up the massing, and add visual interest with their
wood finish. We respectfully request that the Board consider these proposed decks.

2.- The continuity between the Brewster Street and Joy -Street facade has been
increased, thru the articulation of the bulk and massing of the exterior walls that

~ define the kitchen, which serve to create a strong corner element. As well, the plan
has been "fllpped" moving the stairs to the south side of the site, allowing for a
more articulated facade treatment of windows and setbacks, along Joy Street
(Sheet A 3.02).



) B
Brewster/ Joy Lot 2,9,10,11, &13.
December 11th, 2006
Page 4of 4 pages

3. The south elevation of Lot 2 has been redesigned, as well as the north elevation of
‘Lot 9, keeping in mind, with the Boards concern, that it may be sometime before
the adjacent vacant lots are developed. Lot 2 utilizes contrasting colors and a
variety of setbacks; with clean simple placement for the cement plaster control
Joints. See color elevations. Lot 9 proposes a detail; introducing a vertical control

EXHIBIT 5

joint that allows the facade color to "wrap" the corner. In addition the profile of the .
buildings edge is considered, and the cement plaster control joints are coordmated

with the buildings transitions.

Color and Materials: '
1. Per the boards recommendation the metal panel proposed for the bay window and
the "butterfly” roof wrapped in standing seam metal, of Lot 13 has been eliminated.
2. A material board is being developed. However color elevations and a perspective
are provided to give further indication of the design intent to provide homes which
-are responsive to the boards desire for varety and appropriateness for the
neighborhood.

We thank the Board and the neighborhood for its diligent review and astute .comments to

help produce a better quality project.

Regards,

David Sternberg
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December 11th, 2006

East Slope Design Review Board
Attention Jeff Saydah, Bernal ESDRB
321 Rutledge |

San Francisco, CA 94110

RE:  Interim response to community .meeting on November 20th, 2006 for proposed
project on Lot: 2,9,10,11 &13.

Dear Mr., Saydah, and ESDRB members:

At our presentation to the Board and the community on November 20th, several new

issues were raised during the meeting. Though we understand these comments may or
~ may not be identified in your formal response to our revised proposal, we did wish to -
address them now to help facilitate your continued review. Specifically:

1. Treatment of fences. Please see attached Sheet A3.02, (11" x 17" color) North
Elevation of Lot 13 for typical proposed design. See also, Sheet A 0.02 for proposed
locations. ‘

2. Retaining wall at north side of Lot 2 at sidewalk area. We have revised the
retaining wall to provide a 6'-0" min clearance at the sidewalk. In addition it will be
detailed to be easily removed should the adjacent lot or sidewalk area be developed.
See Sheet A 0,02. ‘ ‘

3. Landscaping in rear yards. Though a Landscape Consultant has not' yet been
retained, the Project Sponsor is sensifive to-concerns regarding erosion, and the
overall visual impact landscaping can have on the environment, and will work to
ensure that the landscaping is in harmony with the neighborhood, and is
environmentally appropriate,

4. Street parking space at corner of Joy and Brewster Street. Our revised drawing
A0.02 has removed the implied stall previously shown at that corner.

We look forward to our continued dialogue as the.design is developed. If you have any
questions please feel free to contact either Andrew Meagher or myself.

Regards,

David Sternberg

P33 HARRISON STREFRT SAN FRANCISCO CA 94103
TEL 415.882.9783 FAX 415 882 9736 www . slernberghenjamin.com
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East Slope Design Review Board

Terry Milne; external secretary + 321 Rutledge » San Francisco 94110 - [285-8978}

January 22, 2007

Stetnberg Benjamin Architects Re: Brewster/Joy

1331 Harrison Street ' Block: 5577/Lot: 2,9, 10, 11 & 13
San Francisco, California 94103

Dear Applicant,

The Betnal Heights East Slope Design Review Boatd held a neighborhood meeting on Monday,
November 20, 2006 to review the revised, proposed plans for. five new houses on five previously
undeveloped lots along Brewster, Joy and Holladay Streets.

During the meeting and through a separate neighborhood tesponse letter dated December. 10, 2006,
the neighbors sttongly expressed concerns regarding the impact the proposed homes will have upon:
the infrastructure including mail delivery, refuse receptacle locations, and refuse removal; the
established environment of plants, trees, wildlife, and erosion, which may warrant an Envitonmental
Impact Report and an arbotist’s review; and the limited street parking. The neighbors tequested that
the proposed design preserve the architectural vatiety and character of the neighborhood with special
consideration and sensitivity for the Joy Street stairway. The neighbors specifically pointed to the
inappropriately large scale of the massing and floor area for the proposed hotnes in relation to the
neighboring context. Providing story poles for the neighbors” evaluation would help visualize the
proposed massing of the homes. In addition, the neighbors prefer a construction schedule where one
house be built at a time, rather than all five houses built at one time, in order to reduce the
disturbance to the neighborhood.

Upon the Boatd’s futthet review of the revised drawings and response letter from Sternberg
Benjamin Architects dated December 11, 2006, we noted again several internal inconsistencies
between the letter, plans, elevations and sections that made the review process time consuming and
challenging. Additionally, some calculations for area and mass teduction are again questionable and in
some cases unclear. For subsequent review(s), the Board requests that the applicant provide
coordinated drawings and clear calculations.

After careful review of the revised proposal, the Boatd and the neighbors appreciate the improved,
revised design that addresses many of the neighborhood design guidelines and the neighbors’
comments; however, we regret to inform you that we casinot recommend that the Department of
City Planning approve this project in its current configuration. The Boatd requests that further
refinements be made to the design to address the following comnents:
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¢ Cub Cuts and Parking: Strect parking is valuable and limited i the immediate
neighborhood, since several adjacent homes do not have on-site patking. The proposed
development of five vacant lots will decrease the current street parking. Consider either
ganging curb cuts of adjacent lots (e.g. Lots 9, 10 and 1 1) along Brewster Street to increase
the opportunity for street parking or providing 18"-0” between driveways to allow for street
parking. The Boatd realizes that ganging curb cuts may require flip-flopping the garages and
entry elements of some of the homes along Brewster Street. The patking space indicated
between the driveways of Lots 9 and 10 is only 140" long, which is too small to patk a
standard car. Sizes of patking spaces provided should conform to Department of Public
Works minimum standards. :

¢ Landscaping: In genetal, the Boatd recommends that the space between the street and the
face of the home be designed with landscape opportunities and pedestrian traffic in mind.
Indicate street trees and sidewalks at each lot, while considering the pedestrian connections
to the neighborhood such as the Joy Street stairway. In addition, the Boatrd offers the
following specific design suggestions: : o
© Lot 2: Minimize the expanse of concrete and increase the amount of planting atea,
It is unclear to the Board why a retaining wall is shown on the notth side of the lot.
Perhaps indicating the adjacent topography on vacant Lot 1 in plan and elevation
will provide clatity. Altesnatively, consider minor regrading at Lot 1 (also owned by
Project Sponsor) if this could result in elimination of retaining wall.
0 Lots 9,10, 11, 13: Reduce expanse of concrete by extending planting areas to face of
building and establish pedestrian zone near sidewalk. Consequently, a better
delineation will be created between public and ptivate zones along Brewster Street.

* Entry Treatment: The Board appreciates the subtle variations at each entry. Consider this
vatiety when creating better transitions between the street and the front door. In additon,
the fin walls at Lots 2, 9, 10 and 11 seem to have no design or functional value, while
adversely and unnecessarily impacting the view of neighbors when these fin walls extend
above roof level. Pethaps the Board could not propetly evaluate the fin walls sifice there
were several inconsistencies between the plans and elevations. Clarify for the Board the
putpose for the fin walls (e.g. property separation wall) or eliminate from the design. In
addition, the Board offers the following design suggestions:

© Lot 2: As indicated in the last review comments, add an exterior entry stair to
celebrate the unique entry to an upslope site. '

* Building Bulk and Massing: The Boatd is still having trouble verifying the architect’s
calculations of building area, and tequests that the architect provides cleat calculations and
diagtams including front, rear and side yard setbacks for the Boatd’s evaluation. Please note
that areas within the non-buildable area can not be used for mass reduction. Specific
comunents include: ‘ '

© Lot 9: Atea appears to be about 200 sq. ft. over the allowable area.

© Lot 10: Area appears to be about 200 sq. ft. ovet the allowable area. .

© Lot 11: Area appears to be about 300 sq. ft. ovet the allowable area. As noted above,
non-buildable area can not be used for mass reduction.



EXHIBIT

O Lot 13: Area appeats to be about 220 sq. ft. over the allowable arca. Mass reduction”
appears to be about 220 sq. ft. less than the requited area. Clarify with the - ?
Department of City Planning if it is allowable to use the required front yaxd setback
for mass reduction as indicated on sheet A4.01.

* Side Yards: The design guidelines require a completely open side yard zone measuring 4°-0”
wide, extending a minimum of 5’0 back from the street facade and open for the full height
of the building. Refer to page 19 of the Bernal Heights East Slope Design Guidelines for.
additional information. . !

0 Lot 9: For Entry to be counted as Zone 1 side yard, continue the side yard the fall
height of the building, which means eliminating Bath #3 and the roof over it.

o Lot 11: Zone 1 is acceptable, but two of the four additional zones ate not left open.

O - Lot 13: For Entry to be counted as Zone 1 side yard, continue the side yard the full
height of the building, which means eliminating Powder Room on the third floor. In
addition, two of the four additional zones ate not left open in the cutrent design.

¢ Roof Treatment: The Board feels flat roofs ate used in an appropriate manner for homes
on such a steep hillside. The Boatd offers the following design suggestions:
© Lot 2: Simplify the two roof elements and related building massing so the building
height along the north propexty line is reduced.
© Lot 13: Over the garage element, provide a flat roof at the midpoint of the proposed .
pitched roof. The flat roof will provide a lower roof height and create continuity
between the Brewster and Joy Street elevations.

» Fagade Elements: The intent of the guidelines is to maximize the possibilities for diversity
- while striving for harmony between dissimilar pieces on neighboring buildings so that they
fit into a satisfying whole. The Board requests furthet refinement of the following:
© Lot 13: Since this is 2 corner lot, study the continuity between the Brewster and Joy
Street fagades. Additionally, consider further refinement of the ovetly busy
architectural elements on the Joy Street elevation so it relates to the sutrounding
homes. Simplify the Joy Street architectural language to be compatible with the
attractive Brewster Street elevation. The Boatd asks that particular attention be paid
to solid/void relationships on this fagade. Also, the balcony extending over the
property line at the Joy Street steps seems unnecessarily assettive in a zone already
of great concemn to the Joy Street neighbors. The Board recommends that the
project remains within the lot. .
©  Most of the proposed homes have facades that face vacant lots. When designing
these fagades, keep in-mind that the vacant lots may ot may not be developed in the
futute. In particular, note Lots 2 and 9 face substandard lots, which may prolong the
time frame for any future development. The Boatd recommends further studies of
these fagades and selection of materials for these facades with the undetstanding
that they may be visible for many years. ’

¢ Colors and Materials: The Board again requests a colors and materials board.

6
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The Board wishes to thank the project sponsor for presenting the plans to the neighborhood. Since

the Board is not a City agency, it does not have the power to either apptove or disapprove the permit
applcation.
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GENERAL CONDITIONS

CONTRACTORS RESPONSIBILITIES:

1.CONTRACTOR TO PROVIDE ALL WORK AND MATERIALS IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE 2001
UBC AS AMENDED BY ALL STATE AND LOCAL CODES, AND CALIFORNIA ADMINISTRATIVE
CODE, TITLE 24, DISABLED ACCESS COMPLIANCE REGULATIONS.

2.CONTRACTOR SHALL MAKE SITE INSPECTIONS AND BE RESPONSIBLE FOR ALL NEW AND
DEMOLITION WORK, WHETHER DETAILED BY THE SPECIFICATIONS AND DRAWINGS, OR
IMPLIED BY EXISTING CONDITIONS.

3.ANY DISCREPANCIES IN THE CONSTRUCTION DOCUMENTS, AS CONFLICTS WITH ACTUAL
SITE CONDITIONS SHALL BE BROUGHT TO THE ATTENTION OF THE ARCHITECT BEFORE
PROCEEDING WITH THE WORK.

4. CONTRACTOR SHALL PROVIDE ALL TEMPORARY SHORING & UNDERPINNING AS
NECESSARY; WORK TO BE PERFORMED UNDER SEPARATE PERMIT.

5.CONTRACTOR SHALL BE RESPONSIBLE TO COORDINATE AND PROVIDE ALL NECESSARY
TEMPORARY UTILITY HOOK-UPS FOR ALL EQUIPMENT DURING CONSTRUCTION.

6.CONTRACTOR SHALL BE RESPONSIBLE FOR DISCONNECTION / CAPPING OFF OF ALL
EXISTING UTILITIES AND RE-CONNECTION WHERE RE-USE IS POSSIBLE.

7.CONFIRM ALL WINDOW SIZES WITH ACTUAL / EXISTING ROUGH OPENING DIMENSIONS
PRIOR TO ORDERING WINDOWS.

8.SLOPE ALL FLOORS / ROOFS TO DRAIN A MINIMUM OF 1/4" PER 1'-0", UNLESS SPECIFICALLY
NOTED OTHERWISE.

9. CONTRACTOR IS RESPONSIBLE TO PROCURE STATE INDUSTRIAL SAFEY PERMIT FOR ANY
WORK OVER 36' IN HEIGHT, INVOLVING EXCAVATION OVER 5' & AS OTHERWISE REQUIRED.

DRAWINGS:
1DO NOT SCALE DRAWINGS! ALL WRITTEN DIMENSIONS SUPERSEDE SCALED DIMENSIONS.

2.ALL DIMENSIONS ARE TO "FACE OF STUD" UNLESS SPECIFICALLY NOTED OTHERWISE.
EXISTING DIMENSIONS DENOTED BY "(E)" ARE TO "FACE OF EXISTING FINISH" UNLESS
SPECIFICALLY NOTED OTHERWISE. ALL EXISTING DIMENSIONS SHALL BE FIELD VERIFIED
PRIOR TO PROCEEDING WITH THE WORK.

3.LARGE SCALE DRAWINGS TAKE PRECEDENCE OVER SMALL SCALE DRAWINGS. WRITTEN
SPECIFICATIONS TAKE PRECEDENCE OVER ALL DRAWINGS.

4 REFER TO EXTERIOR ELEVATIONS FOR INDICATIONS OF WINDOW OPERATION AND
HANDING.

ASSEMBLIES:
(SEE COVER SHEET LEGEND FOR RATED WALL DESIGNATIONS AND OTHER WALL TYPES)

1.PROVIDE MINIMUM 1-HOUR WALL AND FLOOR / CEILING ASSEMBLY BETWEEN ALL
RESIDENTIAL UNITS. SEE PLANS AND BUILDING SECTIONS FOR DESIGNATIONS; AND
STANDARD DETAILS FOR COMPLETE ASSEMBLY DESCRIPTIONS.

2.PROVIDE MINIMUM 50 STC AND IIC REQUIREMENT AT ALL UNITS AT FLOORS,CEILINGS,
AND WALLS. SEE PLANS AND BUILDING SECTIONS FOR DESIGNATIONS; AND STANDARD
DETAILS FOR ASSEMBLY DESCRIPTIONS.

3.INSULATE ALL ASSEMBLIES BETWEEN HEATED AND UNHEATED AREAS: R-30 AT ROOFS,
R-13 AT WALLS, R-19 AT FLOORS; MINIMUM, UNLESS SPECIFICALLY NOTED OTHERWISE. SEE
TITLE 24, ENERGY COMPLIANCE STATEMENT MANDATORY MEASURES CHECKLIST FOR
SPECIFIC REQUIREMENTS.

4 PROVIDE VENTILATION OF ALL JOIST, STUD AND RAFTER SPACES ENCLOSED BY BUILDING
ASSEMBLIES BETWEEN HEATED AND UNHEATED AREAS INCLUDING:ATTICS, BASEMENTS,
ROOFS, SOFFITS, PARAPET AND RAILING WALLS, ETC.

5.ALL DOORS BETWEEN HEATED AND UNHEATED AREAS SHALL BE PROVIDED WITH
WEATHER-STRIPPING AND THRESHOLDS.

6.ALL PROPERTY LINE WINDOWS (INDICATED ON DRAWINGS BY " ") SHALL BE STEEL SASH
WITH FIXED WIRE GLASS, WITH SPRINKLER HEAD PROTECTION PER S.F. BUILDING CODE
SECTION 503.5.

7.PROVIDE MOISTURE RESISTANT GYPSUM WALL BOARD (MR GWB) ON ALL BATHROOM
WALLS. DO NOT USE A CONTINUOUS VAPOR BARRIER BEHIND MR GWB. PROVIDE 30 POUND
ROOFING FELT BEHIND FINISH SURFACE OF ALL TUB / SHOWER SURROUNDS, LAPPING ALL
SEAMS. DO NOT USE MR GWB ON BATHROOM CEILINGS; USE 5/8" TYPE "X" GWB.

MECHANICAL AND ELECTRICAL:

1. MECHANICAL AND ELECTRICAL WORK SHOWN ON DRAWINGS IS SCHEMATIC IN NATURE:
CONTRACTOR TO CONFIRM FINAL LAYOUT WITH ARCHITECT, PRIOR TO PROCEEDING WITH
THE WORK.

2. ALL WORK TO BE PERFORMED UNDER SEPARATE PERMIT.

3. PARKING GARAGE(S), CORRIDORS AND STAIRS SHALL BE VENTILATED AS REQUIRED PER
CODE.

4. PROVIDE EMERGENCY / EXIT LIGHTING AT ALL EXIT PATHS OF TRAVEL AS REQUIRED PER
CODE.

5. ALL INTERIOR COMMON AREA LIGHT FIXTURES, ETC. SHALL BE PROVIDED WITH
SWITCHING VIA CENTRAL PHOTO-ELECTRIC SENSOR WITH TIMER CLOCK SWITCH OVERRIDE,
UNLESS OTHERWISE SPECIFIED.

6. PARKING GARAGE(S) AND ALL OTHER COMMON AREAS, NOT SERVED BY DAY LIGHTING
WINDOWS, SHALL BE PROVIDED WITH ELECTRIC LIGHTING 24 HOURS PER DAY, UNLESS
SPECIFICALLY NOTED OTHERWISE.

7. STAGGER ALL ELECTRICAL AND MECHANICAL ITEMS IN ALL DEMISING WALLS AND
FLOORS BETWEEN UNITS TO MAINTAIN ASSEMBLY'S ACOUSTICAL RATINGS.
SEE SPECIFICATIONS AND DETAILS FOR SPECIFIC REQUIREMENTS.

8. ALL ELECTRICAL RECEPTACLES IN DAMP LOCATIONS TO BE GROUND FAUL INTERRUPTER
(GFI) AS REQUIRED PER CODE.

WATERPROOFING:

1.ALL SHEET METAL WORK TO BE IN ACCORDANCE WITH CURRENT EDITION OF SM.A.C.N.A.
STANDARDS.

2.PROVIDE GALVANIZED SHEET METAL FLASHING AT ALL WINDOW AND DOOR HEADS:
INSTALL UNDER EXTERIOR SIDING OR CEMENT PLASTER AND BUILDING PAPER, AND OVER
HEAD FRAME OF ALL NEW DOORS AND WINDOWS.

PROVIDE ADDITIONAL FLASHING MEMBRANE PER STANDARD WINDOW FLASHING DETAIL
(SEE DETAIL SHEETS) AROUND ALL WINDOW AND DOOR OPENINGS.

3. PROVIDE GALVANIZED SHEET METAL FLASHING AT ALL ROOF CONDITIONS INCLUDING
BUT NOT LIMITED TO: PERIMETER EDGES, VALLEYS, PARAPET CAPS, WALL / ROOF
INTERSECTIONS, ROOF PENETRATIONS, ETC. SEE DETAIL SHEETS FOR SPECIFIC
REQUIREMENTS.

4 ALL NEW EXTERIOR FINISHES TO BE INSTALLED OVER A MINIMUM MOISTURE BARRIER OF
OF TWO LAYERS OF 15 POUND (GRADE D) BUILDING PAPER.

SCOPE OF WORK

The proposed Project is a new Single Family residence of 2,231.44 sf. Four floors over a
garage/basement

PLANNING DEPARTMENT NOTES

PROJECT LOCATION: 191 Brewster Street, San Francisco, CA.
Assessor's Block 5577, Lot #9. Lot Size: 25'-0" x 70'-0" = 1,750 s f.

ZONING DISTRICT: RH-1, One Family District. Also Bernal Heights Special Use District, Section 242
of the San Francisco Planning Code (SFPC.) and conditions of the Bernal Heights East Slope Building
Guidelines.

PROPOSED BUILDING USE: Single Family Residential building.

BUILDING HEIGHT LIMIT: 40-X. Modified to 30'-0" with down hill and uphill stipulations, as stated in
Section 242 of the SFPC. Site is a "downhill" configuration.

SET-BACKS:
Front Setback: None
Side Setback not required in RH-1 zone.

Rear Yard Setback: Per Section 242: 35% of lot Depth. (24'-6")

OUTDOOR OPEN SPACE: 300 sf. private outdoor open space per unit required. 654 sf. provided.
FLOOR AREA RATIO (F.A.R.): Not required for residential in RH-1 zone.6

PARKING REQUIRED: Per Section 242 (4) Two parking spaces required for 1301 to 2250 sf. Useable
Floor Area. Two spaces provided (one standard size, one compact size)

BUILDING AREA CALCULATIONS:

Basement: 462.78 sq.ft.
1st Floor: 564.35 sq.ft.
2nd Floor: 695.03 sq.ft.
Third Floor(Excluding Garage): 182.65 sq.ft.
Fourth Floor: 326.63 sq.ft
TOTAL USABLE AREA : 2,231.44 sq.ft.
Garage: 473.52 sq.ft
TOTAL GROSS AREA : 2,703.96 sq.ft.
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BUILDING DEPARTMENT NOTES

2007 California Building Code with 2007 San Francisco Amendments; 2007 California
Mechanical, Electrical and Plumbing Codes; 2007 San Francisco Fire Code & NFPA-13 (1999
Edition); 1999 Edition NFPA 72; Title 24 Energy Code 2007 Edition; San Francisco Housing
Code 2007 Edition.

Four story building over basement.
CONSTRUCTION TYPE: TYPE V, one-hour wood frame construction .

OCCUPANCY CLASSIFICATION: Group R 3, Single family dwelling with Group U,
Garage.

OCCUPANT LOAD:

One exit required for U Parking Garage use:
Maximum (For U garage) 3000 sq. ft. / 200 sq. ft. per occupant = 15 > 30 occupants. One exit
provided from Garage. (Actual garage = 518.50 sq. ft.)

ALLOWABLE AREA:
R-3: Basic allowable floor area: Unlimited.

U: Maximum area allowed: 3,000 sf. Garage area provided: 518.50 sq.ft.

ACCESSIBILITY:
The building is exempt from disabled access requirements.

FIRE SPRINKLERS:
Automatic Fire Sprinkler System under separate permit.

MISCELLANEOUS:
All water heaters shall be strapped to adjacent wall for lateral force prevention.

All heating units shall be U L listed.
All soffits shall be vented.

All new roofing shall be Class A.
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DPW STREET IMPROVEMENT NOTES

DPW / BSM SITE MEETING REQUIRED; CALL 554-7149 TO ARRANGE APPOINTMENT WITH
INSPECTOR.

OFFICIAL SIDEWALK SLOPE IS 1/5" PER FOOT RISE FROM CURB GRADE TO PROPERTY

LINE. ALL ENTRANCES, BOTH PEDESTRIAN AND VEHICULAR, SHALL MEET SIDEWALK GRADE.

ALL RAMPING SHALL BE INSIDE OF PROPERTY LINE. DRIVEWAYS AND SIDEWALKS MUST
CONFORM TO CITY REQUIREMENTS. FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CALL BUREAU OF STREET
USE & MAPPING @ 554-6060.

ALL ENCROACHMENTS INTO OFFICIAL STREET OR SIDEWALK AREAS MUST BE GRANTED
IN WRITING BY THE DIRECTOR OF PUBLIC WORKS OR BY RESOLUTION OF THE BOARD OF
SUPERVISORS. ALL RAMPING TO BE INSIDE PROPERTY LINE.

SEPARATE PERMIT REQUIRED FROM BUREAU OF STREET USE & MAPPING FOR POTTED
PLANTS & STREET TREES IN SIDEWALK AREAS. FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CALL
554-6700.

DPW / BSM SIGN-OFF REQUIRED ON JOB CARD PRIOR TO DBI FINAL.

ALL WORK IS SUBJECT TO THE CONDITIONS NOTED ON PENDING DPW STREET IMPROVEMENT
PERMIT (WHERE APPLICABLE).

DIRECTORY:

OWNER
Anne Marie Dunne

ARCHITECT

David Sternberg

Sternberg Benjamin Architects
1331 Harrison Street

San Francisco, CA 94103

STRUCTURAL ENGINEER

Rodrigo Santso

Santos and Urrutia

2451 Harrison Street

San Francisco, CA 94110

CIVIL

Martin M. Ron Associates, Inc.
Land Surveyors

859 Harrison Street, Suite 200
San Francisco, California 94107

GEOTECHNICAL NOTES

The information below is taken from "Foundation Investigation Proposed Residence at 191
Brewster Street, S.F., CA." Prepared by Harold Lewis & Associates Geotechnical
Consultants, Project SF-06-606-6, Dated June 29, 2006.

Recommendations for site preparation and grading; seismic design; appropriate foundation;
retaining walls; slab-on-grade floors; site drainage; installation of surface drainage facilities;
and maintenance.

Excavation and retaining wall construction should be performed during the dry months (May
through October) to avoid problems that may occur during the wet season, particularly after

periods of prolonged rainfall.

Drilled, cast-in-place, reinforced concrete friction piers of at least 18 inches in diameter, tied
together with grade beams which span between piers (in accordance with structural
requirements), and extending at least 22 feet below the bottom of grade beams, or 10 feet into
approved bedrock materials, whichever is deeper, to support proposed structures. The actual
lengths of the piers can be determined using an allowable skin friction value of 600 pounds
per square foot for dead plus live loads with a one-third increase for all loads including wind or
seismic. These values can be used starting at a depth of 10 feet below the grade beams.
These values should be used to determine the required penetration into approved bedrock
materials; field adjustments to final pier depths should be expected. reinforcement of piers
with at least four No. 4 bars over their entire length; removal of any groundwater encountered
during pier shaft drilling; placement of a moisture barrier beneath any slabs-on-grade; the use
of fully backdrained retaining walls, supported on pier foundations; installation of at least one
concrete-lined surface drainage ditch (minimum 2-foot width and 1-foot depth) across the
southern property line, sloped toward catch basins, with the collected water transported
through closed pipes to suitable discharge facilities, possibly the street right-of-ways to the
east and west corner of the site;

Planting of exposed slopes to minimize erosion and surface sloughing; temporary covering of
disturbed slopes with jute mesh (or equivalent), and heavy planting with a variety of plants and
a permanent variety of ground cover requiring minimal watering.

Provision of positive surface drainage adjacent to buildings to direct water away from
foundations to suitable discharge facilities; and rainwater collected on roofs should be
transported through gutters, downspouts, and closed pipes to approved discharge facilities.
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GENERAL CONDITIONS

CONTRACTORS RESPONSIBILITIES:

1.CONTRACTOR TO PROVIDE ALL WORK AND MATERIALS IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE 2001
UBC AS AMENDED BY ALL STATE AND LOCAL CODES, AND CALIFORNIA ADMINISTRATIVE
CODE, TITLE 24, DISABLED ACCESS COMPLIANCE REGULATIONS.

2.CONTRACTOR SHALL MAKE SITE INSPECTIONS AND BE RESPONSIBLE FOR ALL NEW AND
DEMOLITION WORK, WHETHER DETAILED BY THE SPECIFICATIONS AND DRAWINGS, OR
IMPLIED BY EXISTING CONDITIONS.

3.ANY DISCREPANCIES IN THE CONSTRUCTION DOCUMENTS, AS CONFLICTS WITH ACTUAL
SITE CONDITIONS SHALL BE BROUGHT TO THE ATTENTION OF THE ARCHITECT BEFORE
PROCEEDING WITH THE WORK.

4. CONTRACTOR SHALL PROVIDE ALL TEMPORARY SHORING & UNDERPINNING AS
NECESSARY; WORK TO BE PERFORMED UNDER SEPARATE PERMIT.

5.CONTRACTOR SHALL BE RESPONSIBLE TO COORDINATE AND PROVIDE ALL NECESSARY
TEMPORARY UTILITY HOOK-UPS FOR ALL EQUIPMENT DURING CONSTRUCTION.

6.CONTRACTOR SHALL BE RESPONSIBLE FOR DISCONNECTION / CAPPING OFF OF ALL
EXISTING UTILITIES AND RE-CONNECTION WHERE RE-USE IS POSSIBLE.

7.CONFIRM ALL WINDOW SIZES WITH ACTUAL / EXISTING ROUGH OPENING DIMENSIONS
PRIOR TO ORDERING WINDOWS.

8.SLOPE ALL FLOORS / ROOFS TO DRAIN A MINIMUM OF 1/4" PER 1'-0", UNLESS SPECIFICALLY
NOTED OTHERWISE.

9. CONTRACTOR IS RESPONSIBLE TO PROCURE STATE INDUSTRIAL SAFEY PERMIT FOR ANY
WORK OVER 36' IN HEIGHT, INVOLVING EXCAVATION OVER 5' & AS OTHERWISE REQUIRED.

DRAWINGS:
1DO NOT SCALE DRAWINGS! ALL WRITTEN DIMENSIONS SUPERSEDE SCALED DIMENSIONS.

2.ALL DIMENSIONS ARE TO "FACE OF STUD" UNLESS SPECIFICALLY NOTED OTHERWISE.
EXISTING DIMENSIONS DENOTED BY "(E)" ARE TO "FACE OF EXISTING FINISH" UNLESS
SPECIFICALLY NOTED OTHERWISE. ALL EXISTING DIMENSIONS SHALL BE FIELD VERIFIED
PRIOR TO PROCEEDING WITH THE WORK.

3.LARGE SCALE DRAWINGS TAKE PRECEDENCE OVER SMALL SCALE DRAWINGS. WRITTEN
SPECIFICATIONS TAKE PRECEDENCE OVER ALL DRAWINGS.

4 REFER TO EXTERIOR ELEVATIONS FOR INDICATIONS OF WINDOW OPERATION AND
HANDING.

ASSEMBLIES:
(SEE COVER SHEET LEGEND FOR RATED WALL DESIGNATIONS AND OTHER WALL TYPES)

1.PROVIDE MINIMUM 1-HOUR WALL AND FLOOR / CEILING ASSEMBLY BETWEEN ALL
RESIDENTIAL UNITS. SEE PLANS AND BUILDING SECTIONS FOR DESIGNATIONS; AND
STANDARD DETAILS FOR COMPLETE ASSEMBLY DESCRIPTIONS.

2.PROVIDE MINIMUM 50 STC AND IIC REQUIREMENT AT ALL UNITS AT FLOORS,CEILINGS,
AND WALLS. SEE PLANS AND BUILDING SECTIONS FOR DESIGNATIONS; AND STANDARD
DETAILS FOR ASSEMBLY DESCRIPTIONS.

3.INSULATE ALL ASSEMBLIES BETWEEN HEATED AND UNHEATED AREAS: R-30 AT ROOFS,
R-13 AT WALLS, R-19 AT FLOORS; MINIMUM, UNLESS SPECIFICALLY NOTED OTHERWISE. SEE
TITLE 24, ENERGY COMPLIANCE STATEMENT MANDATORY MEASURES CHECKLIST FOR
SPECIFIC REQUIREMENTS.

4 PROVIDE VENTILATION OF ALL JOIST, STUD AND RAFTER SPACES ENCLOSED BY BUILDING
ASSEMBLIES BETWEEN HEATED AND UNHEATED AREAS INCLUDING:ATTICS, BASEMENTS,
ROOFS, SOFFITS, PARAPET AND RAILING WALLS, ETC.

5.ALL DOORS BETWEEN HEATED AND UNHEATED AREAS SHALL BE PROVIDED WITH
WEATHER-STRIPPING AND THRESHOLDS.

6.ALL PROPERTY LINE WINDOWS (INDICATED ON DRAWINGS BY " ") SHALL BE STEEL SASH
WITH FIXED WIRE GLASS, WITH SPRINKLER HEAD PROTECTION PER S.F. BUILDING CODE
SECTION 503.5.

7.PROVIDE MOISTURE RESISTANT GYPSUM WALL BOARD (MR GWB) ON ALL BATHROOM
WALLS. DO NOT USE A CONTINUOUS VAPOR BARRIER BEHIND MR GWB. PROVIDE 30 POUND
ROOFING FELT BEHIND FINISH SURFACE OF ALL TUB / SHOWER SURROUNDS, LAPPING ALL
SEAMS. DO NOT USE MR GWB ON BATHROOM CEILINGS; USE 5/8" TYPE "X" GWB.

MECHANICAL AND ELECTRICAL:

1. MECHANICAL AND ELECTRICAL WORK SHOWN ON DRAWINGS IS SCHEMATIC IN NATURE:
CONTRACTOR TO CONFIRM FINAL LAYOUT WITH ARCHITECT, PRIOR TO PROCEEDING WITH
THE WORK.

2. ALL WORK TO BE PERFORMED UNDER SEPARATE PERMIT.

3. PARKING GARAGE(S), CORRIDORS AND STAIRS SHALL BE VENTILATED AS REQUIRED PER
CODE.

4. PROVIDE EMERGENCY / EXIT LIGHTING AT ALL EXIT PATHS OF TRAVEL AS REQUIRED PER
CODE.

5. ALL INTERIOR COMMON AREA LIGHT FIXTURES, ETC. SHALL BE PROVIDED WITH
SWITCHING VIA CENTRAL PHOTO-ELECTRIC SENSOR WITH TIMER CLOCK SWITCH OVERRIDE,
UNLESS OTHERWISE SPECIFIED.

6. PARKING GARAGE(S) AND ALL OTHER COMMON AREAS, NOT SERVED BY DAY LIGHTING
WINDOWS, SHALL BE PROVIDED WITH ELECTRIC LIGHTING 24 HOURS PER DAY, UNLESS
SPECIFICALLY NOTED OTHERWISE.

7. STAGGER ALL ELECTRICAL AND MECHANICAL ITEMS IN ALL DEMISING WALLS AND
FLOORS BETWEEN UNITS TO MAINTAIN ASSEMBLY'S ACOUSTICAL RATINGS.
SEE SPECIFICATIONS AND DETAILS FOR SPECIFIC REQUIREMENTS.

8. ALL ELECTRICAL RECEPTACLES IN DAMP LOCATIONS TO BE GROUND FAUL INTERRUPTER
(GFI) AS REQUIRED PER CODE.

WATERPROOFING:

1.ALL SHEET METAL WORK TO BE IN ACCORDANCE WITH CURRENT EDITION OF SM.A.C.N.A.
STANDARDS.

2.PROVIDE GALVANIZED SHEET METAL FLASHING AT ALL WINDOW AND DOOR HEADS:
INSTALL UNDER EXTERIOR SIDING OR CEMENT PLASTER AND BUILDING PAPER, AND OVER
HEAD FRAME OF ALL NEW DOORS AND WINDOWS.

PROVIDE ADDITIONAL FLASHING MEMBRANE PER STANDARD WINDOW FLASHING DETAIL
(SEE DETAIL SHEETS) AROUND ALL WINDOW AND DOOR OPENINGS.

3. PROVIDE GALVANIZED SHEET METAL FLASHING AT ALL ROOF CONDITIONS INCLUDING
BUT NOT LIMITED TO: PERIMETER EDGES, VALLEYS, PARAPET CAPS, WALL / ROOF
INTERSECTIONS, ROOF PENETRATIONS, ETC. SEE DETAIL SHEETS FOR SPECIFIC
REQUIREMENTS.

4 ALL NEW EXTERIOR FINISHES TO BE INSTALLED OVER A MINIMUM MOISTURE BARRIER OF
OF TWO LAYERS OF 15 POUND (GRADE D) BUILDING PAPER.

SCOPE OF WORK

The proposed Project is a new Single Family residence of 2,213.62 sf. Four floors over a basement.

PLANNING DEPARTMENT NOTES

PROJECT LOCATION: Brewster Street, San Francisco, CA.
Assessor's Block 5577, Lot #10. Lot Size: 25'-0" x 70'-0" = 1750 s.f.

ZONING DISTRICT: RH-1, One Family District. Also Bernal Heights Special Use District, Section 242
of the San Francisco Planning Code (SFPC.) and conditions of the Bernal Heights East Slope Building
Guidelines.

PROPOSED BUILDING USE: Single Family Residential building.

BUILDING HEIGHT LIMIT: 40-X. Modified to 30'-0" with down hill and uphill stipulations, as stated in
Section 242 of the SFPC. Site is a "downhill" configuration.

SET-BACKS:
Front Setback: None
Side Setback not required in RH-1 zone.

Rear Yard Setback: Per Section 242: 35% of lot Depth. (24'-6")

OUTDOOR OPEN SPACE: 300 sf. priavte outdoor open space per unit required. 654 sf. provided.
FLOOR AREA RATIO (F.A.R.): Not required for residential in RH-1 zone.6

PARKING REQUIRED: Per Section 242 (4) Two parking spaces required for 1301 to 2250 sf. Useable
Floor Area. Two spaces provided (one standard size, one compact size)

BUILDING AREA CALCULATIONS:

Basement: 332.52 sq.ft.
1st Floor: 560.35 sq.ft.
2nd Floor: 619.94 sq.ft.
Third Floor(Excluding Garage): 181.69 sq.ft.
Fourth Floor: 519.12 sq.ft
TOTAL USABLE AREA : 2,213.62 sq.ft.
Garage: 495.83 sq.ft
TOTAL GROSS AREA : 2,709.45 sq.ft.
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A 0.02 COMBINED SITE PLAN (FOR REFERENCE)

A 0.03 COMBINED STREET ELEVATION (FOR REFERENCE)
A 0.04 COMBINED REARYARD ELEVATION ( FOR REFERENCE)
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A 201 BASEMENT /FIRST FLOOR PLAN

A 2.02 SECOND / THIRD FLOOR PLAN

A 2.03 FOURTH / ROOF PLAN

A2.04 SITE SURVEY / SITE PLAN

A 3.01 FRONT/ REAR (WEST/ EAST) ELEVATIONS

A 3.02 NORTH ELEVATION

A 3.03 SOUTH ELEVATION

A4.01 BUILDING CROSS SECTION

T-24 TITLE 24

BUILDING DEPARTMENT NOTES

2007 California Building Code with 2007 San Francisco Amendments; 2007 California
Mechanical, Electrical and Plumbing Codes; 2007 San Francisco Fire Code & NFPA-13 (1999
Edition); 1999 Edition NFPA 72; Title 24 Energy Code 2007 Edition; San Francisco Housing
Code 2007 Edition.

Four story building over basement.
CONSTRUCTION TYPE: TYPE V, one-hour wood frame construction .

OCCUPANCY CLASSIFICATION: Group R 3, Single family dwelling with Group U,
Garage.

OCCUPANT LOAD:

One exit required for U Parking Garage use:
Maximum (For U garage) 3000 sq. ft. / 200 sq. ft. per occupant = 15 > 30 occupants. One exit
provided from Garage. (Actual garage = 495.83 sq. ft.)

ALLOWABLE AREA:
R-3: Basic allowable floor area: Unlimited.

U: Maximum area allowed: 3,000 sf. Garage area provided: 495.83 sq.ft.

ACCESSIBILITY:
The building is exempt from disabled access requirements.

FIRE SPRINKLERS:
Automatic Fire Sprinkler System under separate permit.

MISCELLANEOUS:
All water heaters shall be strapped to adjacent wall for lateral force prevention.

All heating units shall be U L listed.
All soffits shall be vented.

All new roofing shall be Class A.
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DPW STREET IMPROVEMENT NOTES

DPW / BSM SITE MEETING REQUIRED; CALL 554-7149 TO ARRANGE APPOINTMENT WITH
INSPECTOR.

OFFICIAL SIDEWALK SLOPE IS 1/5" PER FOOT RISE FROM CURB GRADE TO PROPERTY

LINE. ALL ENTRANCES, BOTH PEDESTRIAN AND VEHICULAR, SHALL MEET SIDEWALK GRADE.

ALL RAMPING SHALL BE INSIDE OF PROPERTY LINE. DRIVEWAYS AND SIDEWALKS MUST
CONFORM TO CITY REQUIREMENTS. FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CALL BUREAU OF STREET
USE & MAPPING @ 554-6060.

ALL ENCROACHMENTS INTO OFFICIAL STREET OR SIDEWALK AREAS MUST BE GRANTED
IN WRITING BY THE DIRECTOR OF PUBLIC WORKS OR BY RESOLUTION OF THE BOARD OF
SUPERVISORS. ALL RAMPING TO BE INSIDE PROPERTY LINE.

SEPARATE PERMIT REQUIRED FROM BUREAU OF STREET USE & MAPPING FOR POTTED
PLANTS & STREET TREES IN SIDEWALK AREAS. FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CALL
554-6700.

DPW / BSM SIGN-OFF REQUIRED ON JOB CARD PRIOR TO DBI FINAL.

ALL WORK IS SUBJECT TO THE CONDITIONS NOTED ON PENDING DPW STREET IMPROVEMENT
PERMIT (WHERE APPLICABLE).

DIRECTORY:

OWNER
Ronan Concanon

ARCHITECT

David Sternberg

Sternberg Benjamin Architects
1331 Harrison Street

San Francisco, CA 94103

STRUCTURAL ENGINEER

Rodrigo Santso

Santos and Urrutia

2451 Harrison Street

San Francisco, CA 94110

CIVIL

Martin M. Ron Associates, Inc.
Land Surveyors

859 Harrison Street, Suite 200
San Francisco, California 94107

GEOTECHNICAL NOTES

The information below is taken from "Foundation Investigation Proposed Residence at 191
Brewster Street, S.F., CA." Prepared by Harold Lewis & Associates Geotechnical
Consultants, Project SF-06-606-6, Dated June 29, 2006.

Recommendations for site preparation and grading; seismic design; appropriate foundation;
retaining walls; slab-on-grade floors; site drainage; installation of surface drainage facilities;
and maintenance.

Excavation and retaining wall construction should be performed during the dry months (May
through October) to avoid problems that may occur during the wet season, particularly after

periods of prolonged rainfall.

Drilled, cast-in-place, reinforced concrete friction piers of at least 18 inches in diameter, tied
together with grade beams which span between piers (in accordance with structural
requirements), and extending at least 22 feet below the bottom of grade beams, or 10 feet into
approved bedrock materials, whichever is deeper, to support proposed structures. The actual
lengths of the piers can be determined using an allowable skin friction value of 600 pounds
per square foot for dead plus live loads with a one-third increase for all loads including wind or
seismic. These values can be used starting at a depth of 10 feet below the grade beams.
These values should be used to determine the required penetration into approved bedrock
materials; field adjustments to final pier depths should be expected. reinforcement of piers
with at least four No. 4 bars over their entire length; removal of any groundwater encountered
during pier shaft drilling; placement of a moisture barrier beneath any slabs-on-grade; the use
of fully backdrained retaining walls, supported on pier foundations; installation of at least one
concrete-lined surface drainage ditch (minimum 2-foot width and 1-foot depth) across the
southern property line, sloped toward catch basins, with the collected water transported
through closed pipes to suitable discharge facilities, possibly the street right-of-ways to the
east and west corner of the site;

Planting of exposed slopes to minimize erosion and surface sloughing; temporary covering of
disturbed slopes with jute mesh (or equivalent), and heavy planting with a variety of plants and
a permanent variety of ground cover requiring minimal watering.

Provision of positive surface drainage adjacent to buildings to direct water away from
foundations to suitable discharge facilities; and rainwater collected on roofs should be
transported through gutters, downspouts, and closed pipes to approved discharge facilities.
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GENERAL CONDITIONS

CONTRACTORS RESPONSIBILITIES:

1.CONTRACTOR TO PROVIDE ALL WORK AND MATERIALS IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE 2001
UBC AS AMENDED BY ALL STATE AND LOCAL CODES, AND CALIFORNIA ADMINISTRATIVE
CODE, TITLE 24, DISABLED ACCESS COMPLIANCE REGULATIONS.

2.CONTRACTOR SHALL MAKE SITE INSPECTIONS AND BE RESPONSIBLE FOR ALL NEW AND
DEMOLITION WORK, WHETHER DETAILED BY THE SPECIFICATIONS AND DRAWINGS, OR
IMPLIED BY EXISTING CONDITIONS.

3.ANY DISCREPANCIES IN THE CONSTRUCTION DOCUMENTS, AS CONFLICTS WITH ACTUAL
SITE CONDITIONS SHALL BE BROUGHT TO THE ATTENTION OF THE ARCHITECT BEFORE
PROCEEDING WITH THE WORK.

4. CONTRACTOR SHALL PROVIDE ALL TEMPORARY SHORING & UNDERPINNING AS
NECESSARY; WORK TO BE PERFORMED UNDER SEPARATE PERMIT.

5.CONTRACTOR SHALL BE RESPONSIBLE TO COORDINATE AND PROVIDE ALL NECESSARY
TEMPORARY UTILITY HOOK-UPS FOR ALL EQUIPMENT DURING CONSTRUCTION.

6.CONTRACTOR SHALL BE RESPONSIBLE FOR DISCONNECTION / CAPPING OFF OF ALL
EXISTING UTILITIES AND RE-CONNECTION WHERE RE-USE IS POSSIBLE.

7.CONFIRM ALL WINDOW SIZES WITH ACTUAL / EXISTING ROUGH OPENING DIMENSIONS
PRIOR TO ORDERING WINDOWS.

8.SLOPE ALL FLOORS / ROOFS TO DRAIN A MINIMUM OF 1/4" PER 1'-0", UNLESS SPECIFICALLY
NOTED OTHERWISE.

9. CONTRACTOR IS RESPONSIBLE TO PROCURE STATE INDUSTRIAL SAFEY PERMIT FOR ANY
WORK OVER 36' IN HEIGHT, INVOLVING EXCAVATION OVER 5' & AS OTHERWISE REQUIRED.

DRAWINGS:
1DO NOT SCALE DRAWINGS! ALL WRITTEN DIMENSIONS SUPERSEDE SCALED DIMENSIONS.

2.ALL DIMENSIONS ARE TO "FACE OF STUD" UNLESS SPECIFICALLY NOTED OTHERWISE.
EXISTING DIMENSIONS DENOTED BY "(E)" ARE TO "FACE OF EXISTING FINISH" UNLESS
SPECIFICALLY NOTED OTHERWISE. ALL EXISTING DIMENSIONS SHALL BE FIELD VERIFIED
PRIOR TO PROCEEDING WITH THE WORK.

3.LARGE SCALE DRAWINGS TAKE PRECEDENCE OVER SMALL SCALE DRAWINGS. WRITTEN
SPECIFICATIONS TAKE PRECEDENCE OVER ALL DRAWINGS.

4 REFER TO EXTERIOR ELEVATIONS FOR INDICATIONS OF WINDOW OPERATION AND
HANDING.

ASSEMBLIES:
(SEE COVER SHEET LEGEND FOR RATED WALL DESIGNATIONS AND OTHER WALL TYPES)

1.PROVIDE MINIMUM 1-HOUR WALL AND FLOOR / CEILING ASSEMBLY BETWEEN ALL
RESIDENTIAL UNITS. SEE PLANS AND BUILDING SECTIONS FOR DESIGNATIONS; AND
STANDARD DETAILS FOR COMPLETE ASSEMBLY DESCRIPTIONS.

2.PROVIDE MINIMUM 50 STC AND IIC REQUIREMENT AT ALL UNITS AT FLOORS,CEILINGS,
AND WALLS. SEE PLANS AND BUILDING SECTIONS FOR DESIGNATIONS; AND STANDARD
DETAILS FOR ASSEMBLY DESCRIPTIONS.

3.INSULATE ALL ASSEMBLIES BETWEEN HEATED AND UNHEATED AREAS: R-30 AT ROOFS,
R-13 AT WALLS, R-19 AT FLOORS; MINIMUM, UNLESS SPECIFICALLY NOTED OTHERWISE. SEE
TITLE 24, ENERGY COMPLIANCE STATEMENT MANDATORY MEASURES CHECKLIST FOR
SPECIFIC REQUIREMENTS.

4 PROVIDE VENTILATION OF ALL JOIST, STUD AND RAFTER SPACES ENCLOSED BY BUILDING
ASSEMBLIES BETWEEN HEATED AND UNHEATED AREAS INCLUDING:ATTICS, BASEMENTS,
ROOFS, SOFFITS, PARAPET AND RAILING WALLS, ETC.

5.ALL DOORS BETWEEN HEATED AND UNHEATED AREAS SHALL BE PROVIDED WITH
WEATHER-STRIPPING AND THRESHOLDS.

6.ALL PROPERTY LINE WINDOWS (INDICATED ON DRAWINGS BY " ") SHALL BE STEEL SASH
WITH FIXED WIRE GLASS, WITH SPRINKLER HEAD PROTECTION PER S.F. BUILDING CODE
SECTION 503.5.

7.PROVIDE MOISTURE RESISTANT GYPSUM WALL BOARD (MR GWB) ON ALL BATHROOM
WALLS. DO NOT USE A CONTINUOUS VAPOR BARRIER BEHIND MR GWB. PROVIDE 30 POUND
ROOFING FELT BEHIND FINISH SURFACE OF ALL TUB / SHOWER SURROUNDS, LAPPING ALL
SEAMS. DO NOT USE MR GWB ON BATHROOM CEILINGS; USE 5/8" TYPE "X" GWB.

MECHANICAL AND ELECTRICAL:

1. MECHANICAL AND ELECTRICAL WORK SHOWN ON DRAWINGS IS SCHEMATIC IN NATURE:
CONTRACTOR TO CONFIRM FINAL LAYOUT WITH ARCHITECT, PRIOR TO PROCEEDING WITH
THE WORK.

2. ALL WORK TO BE PERFORMED UNDER SEPARATE PERMIT.

3. PARKING GARAGE(S), CORRIDORS AND STAIRS SHALL BE VENTILATED AS REQUIRED PER
CODE.

4. PROVIDE EMERGENCY / EXIT LIGHTING AT ALL EXIT PATHS OF TRAVEL AS REQUIRED PER
CODE.

5. ALL INTERIOR COMMON AREA LIGHT FIXTURES, ETC. SHALL BE PROVIDED WITH
SWITCHING VIA CENTRAL PHOTO-ELECTRIC SENSOR WITH TIMER CLOCK SWITCH OVERRIDE,
UNLESS OTHERWISE SPECIFIED.

6. PARKING GARAGE(S) AND ALL OTHER COMMON AREAS, NOT SERVED BY DAY LIGHTING
WINDOWS, SHALL BE PROVIDED WITH ELECTRIC LIGHTING 24 HOURS PER DAY, UNLESS
SPECIFICALLY NOTED OTHERWISE.

7. STAGGER ALL ELECTRICAL AND MECHANICAL ITEMS IN ALL DEMISING WALLS AND
FLOORS BETWEEN UNITS TO MAINTAIN ASSEMBLY'S ACOUSTICAL RATINGS.
SEE SPECIFICATIONS AND DETAILS FOR SPECIFIC REQUIREMENTS.

8. ALL ELECTRICAL RECEPTACLES IN DAMP LOCATIONS TO BE GROUND FAUL INTERRUPTER
(GFI) AS REQUIRED PER CODE.

WATERPROOFING:

1.ALL SHEET METAL WORK TO BE IN ACCORDANCE WITH CURRENT EDITION OF SM.A.C.N.A.
STANDARDS.

2.PROVIDE GALVANIZED SHEET METAL FLASHING AT ALL WINDOW AND DOOR HEADS:
INSTALL UNDER EXTERIOR SIDING OR CEMENT PLASTER AND BUILDING PAPER, AND OVER
HEAD FRAME OF ALL NEW DOORS AND WINDOWS.

PROVIDE ADDITIONAL FLASHING MEMBRANE PER STANDARD WINDOW FLASHING DETAIL
(SEE DETAIL SHEETS) AROUND ALL WINDOW AND DOOR OPENINGS.

3. PROVIDE GALVANIZED SHEET METAL FLASHING AT ALL ROOF CONDITIONS INCLUDING
BUT NOT LIMITED TO: PERIMETER EDGES, VALLEYS, PARAPET CAPS, WALL / ROOF
INTERSECTIONS, ROOF PENETRATIONS, ETC. SEE DETAIL SHEETS FOR SPECIFIC
REQUIREMENTS.

4 ALL NEW EXTERIOR FINISHES TO BE INSTALLED OVER A MINIMUM MOISTURE BARRIER OF
OF TWO LAYERS OF 15 POUND (GRADE D) BUILDING PAPER.

SCOPE OF WORK

The proposed Project is a new Single Family residence of 2,165.50 sf. Four floors.

PLANNING DEPARTMENT NOTES

PROJECT LOCATION: 183 Brewster Street, San Francisco, CA.
Assessor's Block 5577, Lot #11. Lot Size: 25'-0" x 70'-0" = 1750 s.f.

ZONING DISTRICT: RH-1, One Family District. Also Bernal Heights Special Use District, Section 242
of the San Francisco Planning Code (SFPC.) and conditions of the Bernal Heights East Slope Building
Guidelines.

PROPOSED BUILDING USE: Single Family Residential building.

BUILDING HEIGHT LIMIT: 40-X. Modified to 30'-0" with down hill and uphill stipulations, as stated in
Section 242 of the SFPC. Site is a "downhill" configuration.

SET-BACKS:
Front Setback: None
Side Setback not required in RH-1 zone.

Rear Yard Setback: Per Section 242: 35% of lot Depth. (24'-6")

OUTDOOR OPEN SPACE: 300 sf. private outdoor open space per unit required. 691 sf. provided.
FLOOR AREA RATIO (F.A.R.): Not required for residential in RH-1 zone.

PARKING REQUIRED: Per Section 242 (4) Two parking spaces required for 1301 to 2250 sf. of Useable
Floor Area. Two spaces provided (one standard size, one compact size)

BUILDING AREA CALCULATIONS:

Ist Floor: 534.55 sq.tt.
2nd Floor: 686.63 sq.ft.
Third Floor(Excluding Garage): 408.80 sq.ft.
Fourth Floor: 535.38 sq.ft
TOTAL USABLE AREA : 2,165.50 sq.ft.
Garage: 432.08 sq.ft
TOTAL GROSS AREA : 2,597.58 sq.ft.
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T-24 TITLE 24

STERNBERG
BENJAMIN

ARCHITETCTS

BUILDING DEPARTMENT NOTES

2007 California Building Code with 2007 San Francisco Amendments; 2007 California
Mechanical, Electrical and Plumbing Codes; 2007 San Francisco Fire Code & NFPA-13 (1999
Edition); 1999 Edition NFPA 72; Title 24 Energy Code 2007 Edition; San Francisco Housing
Code 2007 Edition.

Four story building.
CONSTRUCTION TYPE: TYPE V, one-hour wood frame construction .

OCCUPANCY CLASSIFICATION: Group R 3, Single family dwelling with Group U,
Garage.

OCCUPANT LOAD:

One exit required for U Parking Garage use:
Maximum (For U garage) 3000 sq. ft. / 200 sq. ft. per occupant = 15 > 30 occupants. One exit
provided from Garage. (Actual garage = 432.08 sq. ft.)

ALLOWABLE AREA:
R-3: Basic allowable floor area: Unlimited.

U: Maximum area allowed: 3,000 sf. Garage area provided: 432.08 sq.ft.

ACCESSIBILITY:
The building is exempt from disabled access requirements.

FIRE SPRINKLERS:
Automatic Fire Sprinkler System under separate permit.

MISCELLANEOUS:
All water heaters shall be strapped to adjacent wall for lateral force prevention.

All heating units shall be U L listed.
All soffits shall be vented.
All new roofing shall be Class A.
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DPW STREET IMPROVEMENT NOTES

DPW / BSM SITE MEETING REQUIRED; CALL 554-7149 TO ARRANGE APPOINTMENT WITH
INSPECTOR.

OFFICIAL SIDEWALK SLOPE IS 1/5" PER FOOT RISE FROM CURB GRADE TO PROPERTY

LINE. ALL ENTRANCES, BOTH PEDESTRIAN AND VEHICULAR, SHALL MEET SIDEWALK GRADE.

ALL RAMPING SHALL BE INSIDE OF PROPERTY LINE. DRIVEWAYS AND SIDEWALKS MUST
CONFORM TO CITY REQUIREMENTS. FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CALL BUREAU OF STREET
USE & MAPPING @ 554-6060.

ALL ENCROACHMENTS INTO OFFICIAL STREET OR SIDEWALK AREAS MUST BE GRANTED
IN WRITING BY THE DIRECTOR OF PUBLIC WORKS OR BY RESOLUTION OF THE BOARD OF
SUPERVISORS. ALL RAMPING TO BE INSIDE PROPERTY LINE.

SEPARATE PERMIT REQUIRED FROM BUREAU OF STREET USE & MAPPING FOR POTTED
PLANTS & STREET TREES IN SIDEWALK AREAS. FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CALL
554-6700.

DPW / BSM SIGN-OFF REQUIRED ON JOB CARD PRIOR TO DBI FINAL.

ALL WORK IS SUBJECT TO THE CONDITIONS NOTED ON PENDING DPW STREET IMPROVEMENT
PERMIT (WHERE APPLICABLE).

DIRECTORY:

OWNER

Yuri Khayakin
Jane Viltman

ARCHITECT

David Sternberg

Sternberg Benjamin Architects
1331 Harrison Street

San Francisco, CA 94103

STRUCTURAL ENGINEER

Rodrigo Santos

Santos and Urrutia

2451 Harrison Street

San Francisco, CA 94110

CIVIL

Martin M. Ron Associates, Inc.
Land Surveyors

859 Harrison Street, Suite 200
San Francisco, California 94107

GEOTECHNICAL NOTES

The information below is taken from "Foundation Investigation Proposed Residence at 191
Brewster Street, S.F., CA." Prepared by Harold Lewis & Associates Geotechnical
Consultants, Project SF-06-606-6, Dated June 29, 2006.

Recommendations for site preparation and grading; seismic design; appropriate foundation;
retaining walls; slab-on-grade floors; site drainage; installation of surface drainage facilities;
and maintenance.

Excavation and retaining wall construction should be performed during the dry months (May
through October) to avoid problems that may occur during the wet season, particularly after

periods of prolonged rainfall.

Drilled, cast-in-place, reinforced concrete friction piers of at least 18 inches in diameter, tied
together with grade beams which span between piers (in accordance with structural
requirements), and extending at least 22 feet below the bottom of grade beams, or 10 feet into
approved bedrock materials, whichever is deeper, to support proposed structures. The actual
lengths of the piers can be determined using an allowable skin friction value of 600 pounds
per square foot for dead plus live loads with a one-third increase for all loads including wind or
seismic. These values can be used starting at a depth of 10 feet below the grade beams.
These values should be used to determine the required penetration into approved bedrock
materials; field adjustments to final pier depths should be expected. reinforcement of piers
with at least four No. 4 bars over their entire length; removal of any groundwater encountered
during pier shaft drilling; placement of a moisture barrier beneath any slabs-on-grade; the use
of fully backdrained retaining walls, supported on pier foundations; installation of at least one
concrete-lined surface drainage ditch (minimum 2-foot width and 1-foot depth) across the
southern property line, sloped toward catch basins, with the collected water transported
through closed pipes to suitable discharge facilities, possibly the street right-of-ways to the
east and west corner of the site;

Planting of exposed slopes to minimize erosion and surface sloughing; temporary covering of
disturbed slopes with jute mesh (or equivalent), and heavy planting with a variety of plants and
a permanent variety of ground cover requiring minimal watering.

Provision of positive surface drainage adjacent to buildings to direct water away from
foundations to suitable discharge facilities; and rainwater collected on roofs should be
transported through gutters, downspouts, and closed pipes to approved discharge facilities.
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