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This supplemental material includes a letter from the City’s consulting Geotechnical 
Engineer (as referenced on page 7 of the staff report to City Council), providing its 
peer review of the 2013 geotechnical report submitted by the applicant team, which is 
also included within Supplemental Attachment 1 for reference.  
 
Staff have also provided Supplemental Attachment 2, a shadow study summary 
provided by the applicant for staff’s evaluation of the development “Plan B” proposed 
for approval by Council. 
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COTTON, SHIRES AND ASSOCIATES, INC. 
CONSULTING ENGINEERS AND GEOLOGISTS 

TO: 

SUBJECT: 
RE: 

Sharon Gong 
Senior Planner 
CITY OF BERKELEY 
1947 Center Street, 2nd floor 
Berkeley, California 94704 

Geotechnical Peer Review 
Lin; New Multi-Story and Multi-Use Structure 
ZP2016-0244 
2701 Shattuck A venue 

October 30, 2019 
Z5169 

At your request, we have completed a geotechnical peer review of the proposed 
land use permit application at the subject property using: 

• Geotechnical Investigation (report) prepared Amso Consulting 
Engineers, Inc., dated July 15, 2013; and 

• Geotechnical Engineer's Response to Appellant Concerns 
(letter-report) prepared by The Sutton Group, Inc., dated 
August 27, 2019. 

In addition, we have reviewed pertinent technical geologic maps, historic USGS 
topographic maps, and reports from our office files. We also have completed a recent 
reconnaissance of the site and vicinity, along with a review of available GIS layers 
published by the City through the Community GIS Portal. 

DISCUSSION 

Based on our review of the referenced reports along with communication with the 
Project Planner, we understand that the applicant proposes to construct a new multi-story 
(4 or 5 story) structure with parking. In the Base Project description, the parking area will 
extend three stories below the ground surface. The Proposed Project description includes 
approximately 7-foot deep elevator parking shafts/pits below the ground surface. The 
subject site is not located within a seismic hazard zone as mapped by the California 
Geological Survey. The lot is zoned as a commercial lot in the south area of Berkeley, and 
it neighbors a restricted two-family residential zone to the east. The lot has been identified 
as an Environmental Management Area and we understand that subsurface excavation 
and dewatering will be subject to review by the Toxic's Management Division, as 
applicable. The lot is currently vacant, covered with surficial decomposed asphalt. 

The purpose of this geotechnical peer review is to, at a minimum, address the 
following concerns: 1) the existence/non-existence of a creek on the site, 2) the 
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constructability of floors of underground parking with parking lifts/ pit on the site (Base 
Project), and 3) the constructability of a floor of above-ground parking with parking 
lifts/pit on the site (Proposed Project). Our geotechnical peer review does not include 
evaluation of detailed construction level plans; however, we have reviewed planning 
documents available on the City's project website. 

SITE CONDITIONS AND GEOTECHNICAL EVALUATIONS 

A Geotechnical Consultant (Amso Consulting Engineers) has advanced a 
subsurface exploration program at the site which included four subsurface borings to a 
maximum depth of 35 feet below the ground surface. Groundwater levels were measured 
at depths between 8.5 and 10 feet below the ground surface during the drilling program 
advanced in June of 2013. The Geotechnical Consultant reported to have encountered up 
to 5 feet of artificial fill underlain by native stiff silty clay to the maximum depth explored. 
The Geotechnical Consultant completed geotechnical laboratory testing including 
Atterberg limits testing on two samples of surficial soil that yielded plasticity indices of 
14 and 11 percent. 

The California Geological Survey (CGS) has mapped the historic high 
groundwater at depths of approximately 8 feet below the ground surface at the subject 
site. As previously mentioned, the site is not located within a liquefaction hazard zone of 
required investigation, nor is the site located in an earthquake induced landslide hazard 
or fault rupture hazard zone delineated by the CGS. The site is mapped within Qf deposits 
related to deposition of older alluvial fans across the bay margin. 

Based on our review of published topographic and other maps it appears that the 
site is not currently characterized by the presence of an open creek. Derby Creek appears 
to have been a historic stream that has since been destroyed during development of the 
area. The site vicinity has been developed with residential and commercial improvements, 
and drainage in the site vicinity is currently characterized by sheet flow to the west 
primarily along paved surface streets with traffic furniture (i.e. speed bumps) where it is 
ultimately intercepted by City maintained storm drain systems and conduits. Derby Creek 
is not depicted as a culverted creek on pertinent maps provided by the City. Based on 
flood hazard assessments and mapping by FEMA, the subject site is within an area of 
minimal flood hazard. 

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Based on our review of the referenced reports, it appears that the proposed site 
development concepts are constrained from a geotechnical perspective by the relatively 
shallow groundwater table, undocumented and potentially compressible artificial fill, and 
strong ground shaking. A Geotechnical Consultant (Amso) has completed a geotechnical 
subsurface site investigation identifying subsurface soil and groundwater conditions that 
impact site construction. We understand that since completion of the original 
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Geotechnical Investigation, the applicant's consultant has retired and is no longer the 
Geotechnical Engineer of Record for the project. 

We generally concur with the findings of The Sutton Group, Inc. regarding the 
concern of the purported existence of Derby Creek. Derby Creek appears to have been a 
historic creek that has since been artificially filled-in and destroyed as part of regional 
development. The remaining watershed is now primarily accommodated by City 
maintained drainage improvements. Consequently, we conclude that Derby Creek does 
not currently exist as either an open or culverted creek in the vicinity of the site. Also, 
the subject property is not included within City published lists of properties affected by 
culverted or open creeks. Based on our review of the referenced letter report by The Sutton 
Group, Inc., we find that it is unclear if they or another firm intends to take responsibility 
as the Geotechnical Engineer of Record as the project continues. 

In regards to concern number two, the geotechnical feasibility of the 
approximately 23-foot deep excavation and pit construction is dependent on the 
hydrogeologic conditions and planned construction methods to be used. The proposed 
design measures to be utilized for construction of the subsurface stories will likely be 
impacted by shallow groundwater and have not yet been developed or peer reviewed. 
Dewatering and shoring ( e.g. tie-backs or internal bracing) for subsurface structures are 
relatively common practices in the Bay Area; however, we note that certain design 
measures, monitoring, and hydrogeologic practices are prudent to ensure successful 
construction and mitigation of potential adverse effects to neighboring improvements. 
These measures may be economically prohibitive to the project budget. We note that the 
Base Project would require the groundwater table to be temporarily lowered below the 
proposed base of the excavation. Extensive and continued dewatering may result in 
settlement of the immediate surrounding areas impacted by a lowered water table. We 
understand that a hydrogeologic study, to determine the potential impacts that a cone of 
depression from the dewatering may impose on nearby improvements, has not been 
completed. Also, the treatment and discharge of the pumped water would need to be 
evaluated by and conform with the requirements of the Regional Water Quality Control 
Board and Toxic' s Management District, as applicable. Monitoring of structures and 
improvements in the surrounding area to evaluate potential distress would be prudent 
for Base Project construction. We conclude that construction of the Base Project, given 
completion of the above noted prudent measures and considerations, is geotechnically 
feasible. 

In regards to concern number three, the Proposed Project which includes parking 
shafts/pits to be excavated to depths above or approximately equivalent to the historic 
high groundwater table are geotechnically feasible provided adequate shoring and 
construction measures are imposed to maintain stability of the excavations. Subsurface 
excavations extending greater than 5 feet below the ground surface will require shoring 
per CalOSHA requirements. If excavations are advanced along the property boundary, 
additional shoring measures should be considered to protect existing roadways and 
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structures. Minor dewatering may be necessary depending on the ultimate depth of 
temporary excavations. Excavations and dewatering measures should be reviewed by the 
appropriate City and regional agencies as necessary to conform with local regulations. 

In conclusion, it appears that Derby Creek does not currently exist in the vicinity 
of the site, and the Base and Proposed Projects are geotechnically feasible given that 
appropriate measures and considerations are implemented prior to, during and after 
construction. Construction of the Base Project subsurface stories would likely cost 
significantly more to construct compared to those included as part of the Proposed Project. 
In addition to the concerns addressed above, we recommend the following be clarified or 
considered prior to respective planning and building permit approvals: 

1. Clarifications and Supplemental Geotechnical Considerations - The 
Project Geotechnical Consultant should provide a statement in writing 
confirming that they assume responsibility as the Geotechnical 
Engineer of Record and either fully accept the results of the referenced 
Geotechnical Investigations or will complete a separate Geotechnical 
Investigation for the project. 

Assuming that both the currently proposed Base and Proposed Projects 
should be addressed as part of the geotechnical investigation, the 
Project Geotechnical Consultant should: 1) provide updated seismic 
design criteria consistent with the currently adopted code, 2) discuss 
the anticipated hydrostatic uplift forces that will impact the Base and 
Proposed Project, 3) discuss dewatering that will be necessary for 
construction of the Base and Proposed Project, 4) provide 
recommendations for monitoring of potential distress to neighboring 
roadway improvements and structures due to dewatering and adjacent 
excavations associated with either the Base Project or Proposed Project. 
These monitoring recommendations should include thresholds of 
horizontal and vertical movement that would result in stoppage of 
work and commencement of additional shoring, as well as 
recommendations to evaluate the spatial dewatering impacts to the 
area including locations for monitoring wells and draw down wells for 
the Base and Proposed Projects. 

The Project Geotechnical Consultant should discuss whether it is 
appropriate to contract with a certified hydrogeologist (CHG) 
registered with the state of California to develop the necessary site 
investigation required to establish appropriate dewatering and 
monitoring measures for the Base and Proposed Projects. 

Documentation to address the above should be provided by the Project 
Geotechnical Consultant to the City for review and approval by the 
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appropriate City staff, or equivalent, prior to approval of subject 
planning permits. 

2. Geotechnical Plan Review - The Project Geotechnical Consultant 
should review and approve all geotechnical aspects of the final project 
building and grading plans (i.e., site preparation and grading, site 
surface and subsurface drainage improvements, and design 
parameters for foundations and basement retaining walls) to ensure 
that their recommendations have been properly incorporated. 

The results of the plan review should be summarized by the 
Geotechnical Consultant in a letter with appropriate laboratory testing 
results and evaluations and submitted to the City Engineer for review 
and approval prior to issuance of building permits. 

3. Geotechnical Construction Inspections - The Project Geotechnical 
Consultant should inspect, test (as needed), and approve all 
geotechnical aspects of the project construction. The inspections 
should include, but not necessarily be limited to: site preparation and 
grading, site surface and subsurface drainage improvements, and 
excavations for foundations prior to the placement of steel and 
concrete. Temporary shoring measures should be reviewed and 
approved by the Project Geotechnical Consultant. 

The results of these inspections and the as-built conditions of the 
project should be described by the Geotechnical Consultant in a letter 
and submitted to the City Engineer for review prior to final (granting 
of occupancy) project approval. 
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This geotechnical peer review has been performed to provide technical advice to 
assist the City with its discretionary permit decisions. Our services have been limited to 
review of the documents previously identified. Our opinions and conclusions are made 
in accordance with generally accepted principles and practices of the geotechnical 
profession. This warranty is in lieu of all other warranties, either expressed or implied. 

DTS:CS:TS 

Respectfully submitted, 

COTTON, SHIRES AND ASSOCIATES, INC. 
CITY GEOTECHNICAL CONSULTANT 

Ted Sayre 
Engineering Geologist 
CEG 1795 

f)Md-Z~ 
David T. Schrier 
Principal Geotechnical Engineer 
GE 2334 
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JUNE 21 AT 6:00 PM ASSESSMENT:

The Sun does not cast shadow on Derby till 6pm. For the 
neighbors on Derby street, there was minimum shadows 
in the Original Plan. In Plan B, there is almost NO shadow 
on the second and third houses adjacent to site. For rest 
of the neighborhood, there is no substantial difference.

SEPTEMBER / MARCH 21 AT 4:00 PM 
ASSESSMENT: In Spring and Fall, there is light 
shadow impact. THERE IS NO SUBSTANTIAL 
DIFFERENCE BETWEETWO PLANS.

DECEMBER 21 AT 4:00 PM ASSESSMENT:   In Winter, Shadow 
duration is one hour till sunset at 5PM.  For the neighbors on 
Derby street, in Plan B, there is 50% improvement for the third 
houses adjacent to site. For rest of the neighborhoods, there is 
no substantial difference between two plans.
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