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Background

On the night of December 16, 2013, 125 Crown Terrace, a privately owned, single-family dwelling
under construction collapsed. According to media sources and later confirmed by Department of
Building Inspection ("DBI'') officials, the property is owned by Mel Murphy, a former head of the
city's Building Inspection Commission and a current member of the San Francisco Port
Commission.
Initially dubbed as a "remodeling" job by Mr. Murphy's contractor, this project was subject to
numerous appeals over the years, mainly from the adjacent neighbors, regarding the size and scope
of its architectural design and other related construction issues. Additionally, since the physical
property falls within the city's Slope Protection Act of the San Francisco Building Code, a
Structural Advisory Committee ("SAC") had to be created to publicly discuss the technical aspects
of the proposed project.
Comprised of a five-member board, the SAC, inter alia, is responsible for identifying and resolving
any and all issues relating to potential slope instability, defining potential risks of development due
to geotechnical and geological factors, and making recommendations to the proposed design and
construction to mitigate these technical issues. 1 The SAC eventually gave its final approval and a
project permit was later issued by DBI to proceed with construction.
DBI's initial assessment of the structural collapse points to the developer's failure to follow and
implement the approved plans/drawings and the special inspections as mandated by the DBI permit.
However, DBI wished to investigate any potential internal problems related to the project in order
to complete its investigation into the collapse. To avoid any real or perceived conflict of interest
due to Mr. Murphy's past leadership role in the DBI Commission, DBI Director Tom Hui asked the
human resources staff of the General Services Agency ("GSA") to conduct an independent, third1

A fuller discussion of the composition and purpose of the SAC can be found in Section 106A.4. l.4 of the San
Francisco Building Code. (Exhibit A)
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party investigation to evaluate the scope of potential employee misconduct in the permitting, plan
checking and inspection phases of the project and to recommend a corrective action plan moving
forward.
GSA Investigation
The GSA Investigation team included GSA Employee & Labor Relations Manager Vitus C.W.
Leung and Senior Employee & Labor Relations Representative David Coleman.
First, the team initially received and reviewed a number ofrelevant documents, which included the
project permit and inspection records as well as some of the architectural and structural drawings
for the project. After discussing the issues with Director Hui, the team determined that an employee
investigation was warranted.
Second, the team advised the Director to issue investigation notices to several key employees in the
Plan Checking and Inspection Services Divisions who were involved with the project before and
after the structure collapsed. Notices were subsequently issued to those DBI employees on or about
January 9, 2014 and all of the interviews occurred during the week of January 13, 2014. Two
additional employee notices were issued to the city's Department of Public Works and one
invitation was sent to and accepted by the project's Engineer of Record ("EOR") Rodrigo Santos,
S.E. All of those interviews were also completed during the same week. (Exhibit B)
Interviewees included Structural Engineer
Deputy Director of Permit Services Ed
Sweeney, City Engineer
Deputy Director of Inspection Services Dan Lowery, Civil
Engineer/Plan Checker Robert Chun, Chief Building Inspector Patrick O'Riordan, Building
Inspector
Senior Building Inspector Bernie Curran, Plan Check Engineer
, DPW Structural Engineer
Building Plans Engineer
Director Tom Hui,
and Engineer of Record Rodrigo Santos.
The team's primary investigative issues were:
I) Whether any DBI and/or City and County of San Francisco protocols or policies were
violated by City personnel in the permitting process, plan checking and inspection of the
project? If so, what would be the appropriate remedy?
2) Whether mistakes were made by City personnel? If so, who should be held accountable and
what would be the appropriate remedy?
3) Whether process improvements could be made to avoid future mishaps or appearances of
impropriety or favoritism?
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Summary of Witness Statements
Permit Side: (In order ofInterview)

discussed the processes involved with projects similar to 125 Crown Terrace. Such
projects are subject to San Francisco's Slope Protection Act ("SP A"). Any project taking place
within an area under the SPA requires a SAC to be created to discuss the technical aspects of the
project. The SAC is a five member board which includes a Structural Engineer, Geologist,
Geotechnical Engineer and Architect who review the project plans and suggest adjustments in order
to provide for proper construction within the slide areas covered by the SPA. The SAC members
are selected by the following organizations: one selection is made by the Director of DBI; another
member is selected by the Department of Public Works ("DPW"); a third member is selected by the
Project Sponsor and DBI; and the final position is selected by DBI with input from citizens.
explained the following process for the submission of plans to and selection of the SAC.
First an architectural design in submitted to the SAC for review. This design is reviewed by the
SAC in public meetings where the SAC can suggest changes which the EOR incorporates into the
project. Because the SAC is tasked with the purpose of investigating the stability of the project in
the slope area, their suggestions are generally structural and meant to ensure the stability of the hill
during construction.
During the public hearings the SAC receives a presentation by the EOR or the Project Sponsor. The
SAC asks questions of the EOR regarding their proposed plans to build. This can lead to comments
from the SAC and eventually must end with the SAC being convinced of the project's plans. The
SAC then must pass a motion on the proposed plans to approve it. Any alterations to the plans
require the SAC to reconvene and discuss the changes. When the SAC approves the plan it sends
the EOR or Project Sponsor back to DBI to obtain permits based on the SAC approved drawings.
This is generally when an "Addendum" is created to the site plan originally submitted to the DBI
prior to SAC review.
When the Addendum is submitted to DBI, the new plans are assigned to an engineer to review. The
engineer reviews the concept and the SAC's final approval. Then the engineer will do a cost
estimation on the new SAC approved project, inclusive of the addendum, and check any special
inspection requirements that may be necessary based on the SAC approved plan.
also discussed his role in developing the SAC for 125 Crown Terrace. He stated that he
was part of the group that put together the SAC along with Robert Chun and that the SAC
committee followed its role "to the letter" before approving the project.
then stated that
after the SAC committee's approval he had no interaction with the project, the SAC committee, the
sponsor or the EOR until the collapse of the building.
He continued on to state that he was only involved in the project again after the collapse when he
was assigned to review the EOR's report on the collapse. After the review he along with Dan
Lowrey and Ed Sweeney submitted a report to the DBI Director Tom Hui explaining where they
thought the EOR's report was lacking.
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After the collapse he was also tasked with doing a detailed cost estimation of the project.
explained the basics of cost estimation which included taking into consideration the type of building
(residential, commercial, industrial' etc.), the rating of the building and other particulars including
square footage, foundational requirements and additions. He stated that the cost estimator will
determine the permit fees from the cost estimation cross checked with DBI's permit fee schedule.
Once the permit fees are determined the applicant pays the fees and DBI issues the permits and
creates a "job card" for the project which is meant to be kept on-site for future inspections. The job
card includes a listing of the required inspections with a note area for special inspections and boxes
for inspector signatures. He then shared his post-collapse detailed cost estimation of the project
which valued the property at $1,550,000. (Exhibit C) This was the last item he completed in
reference to 125 Crown Terrace.
Ed Sweeney
Ed Sweeney is the Deputy Director of Permit Services and has been in that position for
approximately 20 months. Prior to coming to Permit Services he was the Deputy Director of
Inspection Services for five years and the Chief Building Inspector for three years. Before his time
in management Mr. Sweeney did building inspection for eight years, the first four as a Building
Inspector and the second four as a Senior Building Inspector.
As the Director of Permit Services he is responsible for overseeing about 80 employees. His
assignments include the Plan Check section which handles all submitted jobs and the 2nd floor
counter which includes both plan checkers and inspectors. He is also over the Technical Services
Division ("TSD") which is composed of plan check engineers. Additionally, he is responsible for
the Information Technology section and the Counter Permit Bureau which is staffed by clerks and
handles initial fee permits.
Mr. Sweeney explained the permit process as beginning with the entry-level clerks who take the
permit application from the applicant and do an initial triage to send it to the right area of DBI. Day
of in-take is done on the 5th floor where you can get over the counter permits if all checkers can
complete their work in less than an hour. Otherwise, it is sent to the 2nd floor and assigned out on a
wheel system. If the work backs up the plan check supervisors, Robert Chun and
assign the jobs to plan checkers.
Once a permit application gets to plan check the plan checker has two weeks to start work. The
plan checker looks at the plan and makes comments for the applicant that may include comments on
engineering, stability, light or air requirements and architecture. The plan checker sends the
comments to the designer who can incorporate or answer the plan checker's concerns. This can
take two days to two months depending on the comments. Plan checkers also generally work with
the Senior Plan Checkers before comments are sent. After the comments are completed the
applicant pays the fees which are set by the plan checkers cost estimation using a cost schedule.
(Exhibit D) Finally, the documents are sent over to City Planning and when Planning finishes its
review the entire set of documents are sent to the inspectors on the third floor.
Mr. Sweeney mentioned that 125 Crown Terrace was a SAC project which made it uncommon. He
stated that there are probably only two projects per year that require a SAC. Mr. Sweeney believed
the SAC in this case had approximately three public meetings and Robert Chun and
represented DBI at all the meetings. Mr. Sweeney said that he thought the consultants making up
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the SAC were very good. His belief was that
is probably the number one shoring
engineer available,
was good and
was very good. Mr. Sweeney thought
the SAC was the "best you could have gotten." According to Mr. Sweeney the SAC had gone
according to plan and had made clear they wanted the project braced, sheared, and shored as well as
having the towers braced and attached. All these measure would have added to the structural
integrity of the project. He also stated that
and Mr. Chun did the plan check while the
SAC was ongoing and that DBI's inspectors did not change the plans the SAC came up with.
Finally, he stated that special inspectors would have been responsible for any other inspections
required by the SAC.
Prior to the collapse, Mr. Sweeney said that there was an anonymous letter received by Tom Hui on
November 19, 2013 saying the construction estimation for the 125 Crown Terrace project was way
too low. (Exhibit E) This complaint was routed to Ed Sweeney on November 27, 2013 which was
the day before Thanksgiving. Mr. Sweeney explained that generally, when valuations are contested
they are sent to the TSD where
is assigned to re-do the estimation. When asked how
common it was for people to complain about valuations Mr. Sweeney said it happened a lot.
Anonymous complaints were reported about 50 to 60 times a week, but complaints about valuations
were less frequent. On December 2, 2013, Mr. Sweeney said he instructed
to do an
assessment of the valuation after he returned from his vacation on December 9, 2013. Mr. Sweeney
for review he sent him the site plans but forgot
stated that when he sent the documents to
to include the structural drawings which were part of the Addendum added subsequent to the SAC
review.
The following day,
who works with
came back to Mr. Sweeney with
's revised estimation. According to
revised estimate the construction valuation
should have been $610,500 rather than the $300,000 estimation Robert Chun provided earlier.
(Exhibit F) Mr. Sweeney stated that when Robert Chun made his $300,000 estimation he had all the
documents available to him but that due to his own mistake
had only the site plan and
no structural drawings when he estimated $610,500. To Mr. Sweeney both these seemed like
incorrect estimations because off the top of his head he felt that the estimation for the foundation
alone would be easily over $500,000 given the unique location of the project. However, this
estimation was given to the permit inspection division so they could produce a correction notice for
the project.
On the day after the collapse, December 17, 2013, Mr. Sweeney stated he heard about it on the
radio early in the morning. Since it was the inspection side's job to handle the collapse Mr.
Sweeney stated that he did not think about going to the site until Dan Lowrey called him and asked
him to "put and eye on the project". He stated that around 11 :30 a.m. Mel Murphy called him but
did not leave a message and he did not call Mr. Murphy back. Mr. Sweeney said that
was the inspector on call that night so he was first inspector on the scene.
The same day that the collapse took place Tom Hui called a meeting with Dan Lowrey,
, and Mr. Sweeney to talk about the collapse and put together an action plan. Mr. Sweeney
went on a website socketsite.com which follows construction projects and printed out a picture
supposedly taken the day before the collapse where it appeared that the contractors did not follow
the shoring designed by the SAC committee. (Exhibit G) He stated that he had heard that a
foundational wall had been substituted for three of the nine cribbings required, but that he could
only see, at most, another four cribbings in place at the time of collapse rather than the SAC
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approved six remaining cribbings. He believed that the contractor put I-beams going from the
foundational wall to the cribbings but that the span was close to 37' which was way too long. His
assumption was that the I-beam couldn't handle the weight, bending the beam causing it to kick one
of the cribbings out and create the collapse.
Additionally, on December 17, 2013 a representative from Mel Murphy also came into pay the rest
of the permit fees on the $610,500 valuation. Mr. Sweeney said that in the afternoon of the day of
the collapse a representative with Mel Murphy paid the higher permit fee. (Exhibit H) While Mr.
Sweeney said that he was unsure how Mr. Murphy found out about the $610,500 correction he
thought it may have been discussed in a meeting over coffee with DBI Management and Mel
Murphy on December 11, 2013 after attendance at the Nelson Mandela memorial.
Robert Chun
Robert Chun has been a Civil Engineer for more than 15 years. He has worked for several years in
the plan check division of DBI and reports directly to Ed Sweeney as a supervising plan checker.
He supervises four plan checkers and helps distribute assignments. As a plan checker Mr. Chun
looks for projects to conform with the building code. He is also assigned 1 to 3 days a week to help
out as the Acting Supervisor doing over-the-counter permits.
He was the assigned plan checker for 125 Crown Terrace and assigned that project to himself as he
knew it was a complex project. He was also part of the SAC and understood that this was Mel
Murphy's project. On November 26, 2012 the site permit was assigned to him to plan check. He
said he talked with the architect of the project who had originally proposed a construction cost of
$60,000 which he felt was way too low. (Exhibit I)
Mr. Chun then explained how he came to the $300,000 number he eventually approved. He stated
that he looked at the plans and took the square footage of just the addition (2,897) and multiplied by
approximately $150, the normal renovation multiplier, which gave him a total of close to $435,000.
(Exhibit J) He stated that that this number was incorrect because he forgot to account for the fact
that they were lifting the house and did not include the existing square footage into the renovation
price. He believed that on November 26, 2013 he argued about the $435,000 number with the
architect Drake Gardner but feared that the vast difference between the project's $60,000 estimate
and his $435,000 calculation did not make sense. He said that his strategy with all estimations that
have a large differential is to give around 20% off. He stated that he probably told Mr. Gardner
"there are a lot of problems" with your drawings but that "maybe he could knock it down." Mr.
Chun believed that he and Mr. Gardner went back and forth and ended up with $300,000 which was
a discount off an already incorrectly low price due to his calculation error regarding the square
footage. He stated that discounts like the one he gave this project happen "all the time" and that
most of the plan checkers knock down the price in cases where the applicant complains. He stated
that though 35% was a bit high, after he reduces the cost estimation he always warns the applicant
that the inspector will see the project, say the estimation is wrong and ''jack it back up."
When asked specifically why he did not go back after the SAC meetings and redo his estimate given
the vast changes in the project as described by the Addendum, he stated it had been so long since
his original estimate that he "forgot to increase the cost." (Exhibit K) He realized that not adding the
costs of the structural additions was a "big mistake" and he just "messed it up." He also admitted
that he was incorrect about the original estimate and compounded his error by not going back and
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re-estimating after the Addendum. He admitted these mistakes and said they were not due to
outside influence, but that he just made them. He stated that he realized these mistakes after Ed
Sweeney told him that his initial estimate was disagreed with by the neighbors' attorney and asked
him where he came up with it. From that time forward he stated he had no interaction with anyone
on the 125 Crown Terrace project.

has been an Engineer for the past 12 years at DBI and prior to that he was an associate
engineer with DPW for 10 years. He currently works in the Technical Services Division and
manages the permit issuance/submittal group. He is sometimes asked to plan check if an urgent
need arises or there is the need for a resolution between an applicant and plan checker. Other times
the plan checker may come and ask for his assistance. He reports directly to Ed Sweeney and he is
the only cost estimator at DBI with a Marshall & Swift certification in cost estimation.
Additionally, he is in charge of adapting the cost estimation tools for other plan checkers.
When questioned about the ability of plan checkers to revise cost estimations,
stated that
all plan checkers can revise their cost estimations down during consultation with the applicant. He
said that senior plan checkers usually "o.k." revisions but any negotiation of the price should be
based on Marshall & Swift cost guidelines. When asked how much a cost estimation may be
reduced he answered that 5%, 10% is generally what is taken off, but 20% and 30% cost reductions
would all
"normal" things you may see. When asked what amount of discount would not be
"norm
or more would likely be abnormal and he would think someone would talk to
,;Jre making such a drastic reduction.
When asked his involvement in the 125 Crown Terrace project
stated that he was asked
to do tr cost estimation by
He said that he only received the site permit drawings
with f
'St for cost estimation. (Exhibit L) He also stated that since he was busy trying to
finisr
on his first day back from vacation he did the estimation in about 5 minutes. He
stated that ac~
to the site plan he saw, the project was a horizontal and vertical addition so he
estimated based on
square footage of the entire home keeping in the original square footage,
which Robert Chun had forgotten, and added a small amount for the garage. This gave him a total
of $610,500 for construction costs, which he then gave back to
to give to Ed Sweeney.
(Exhibit F) Ed Sweeney accepted this number as the new cost estimation in a meeting with
and this number was sent to inspection to have a correction notice sent out.
He stated that his number did not include the foundation costs as he had only the site plan and not
the Addendum which included the foundational work. He also said that since he was doing it in a
rush and generally only receives a site plan to do his estimations, the fact that he did not have the
structural drawings was not an indicator that the estimate should be adjusted higher.
After the collapse
was asked to do a follow-up investigation.
got all the
to look over his calculations.
detailed drawings and started his estimation later asking
pointed out the costs for the foundational cribbings (approx. $40,000) and the costs of
the garage (approx. $20,000) should be added. (Exhibit M)
added this information to
get a final estimation of $1,570,000.
stated that he reviewed the cost estimation done by
but other than pointing out the two additional costs, he did not contribute to the report.
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has been a Building Plans Engineer for a little less than a year. Prior to that
was a Civil Engineer and plan checker for 13 years, after being both a Housing Inspector and Senior
Housing Inspector with DBI. He reports to Ed Sweeny and currently supervises about 14
employees. He is sometimes asked to plan check complex projects as well as do cost estimation.
is a certified plan checker, building inspector, concrete special inspector, and post-tension
special inspector.
On December 17, 2013 Dan Lowrey and Patrick O'Riordan came to his office because as he
normally is the first engineer to arrive around 6:30 a.m. As he was the only engineer available
looked at the site and
when they went out to check on 125 Crown Terrace he went along.
determined that there was a failure of the structural shoring elements that caused the existing
structure to rotate and collapse. While at the site he met Albert Urrutia and later in the day helped
work with the project representatives to obtain an emergency shoring permit.
explanation of the collapse was written up in a report and given to Tom Hui later that day. (Exhibit
N)

The following day he went back out to 125 Crown Terrace with Mr. Lowrey and Mr. O'Riordan
again to meet with Deputy City Attorney Louise Simpson and the structural engineer she brought
with her. The City Attorney's Office ("CAO") had asked that all work stop and Louise Simpson
about whether they could permit emergency shoring work to continue. He
checked with
said that he and CAO's structural engineer discussed the matter and both agreed that it was ok to
continue the emergency shoring work.
On January 14, 2014,
was asked to inspect the 125 Crown Terrace job site again as
"movement" of the building had been reported by neighbors. He inspected the site around 9:30 a.m.
from the Crown Terrace side saw no movement in the buildings. He stated that the project engineer
had braced and strapped the major portion of the home and covered it with a tarp. He wrote up his
findings in a report to Tom Hui. He then went down the Greystone side and saw no movement
either. His belief was that the "movement" heard may have been the tarp blowing in the wind
overnight.

Inspection Side: (In Order ofInterview)
Dan Lowrey
Mr. Lowrey has been the Deputy Director of Inspection services for 18 months after being the Chief
Building Inspector for five years and a Senior Building Inspector for four years before that. He
supervises around 110 inspectors including 35 building inspectors, 25 plumbing inspectors, 25
electrical inspectors, 35 housing inspectors and about 10 more employees in code enforcement.
The inspections of the 125 Crown Terrace project started on October 24, 2013, when Mel Murphy
called Mr. Lowrey directly and asked for an inspection of the property. According to Mr. Lowrey,
Mr. Lowrey
Mr. Murphy said, "Can you get me an inspector out here or maybe
stated that the district inspector
was out in the field already and since Mr. Murphy
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had suggested
he asked
agreed to do the inspection.

ifhe could do the inspection. He stated that

In going through the inspection records with Mr. Lowrey he said that on October 24, 2013 he
specifically asked
to do the inspection. He was unaware that
went out and
was going
did a second inspection the day afterwards but that was probably because
back out to inspect the remaining piers that he was called out to inspect the day before. Mr. Lowrey
stated that he knew
went back out to do the inspection on November 4, 2013, but that
was also at his request and done for consistency. Mr. Lowrey also stated that
went back
to do the inspection on November 13, 2013 for a secondary retaining wall on the property and that
between November 13, 2013 and December 4, 2013 he had no contact with anyone related to the
125 Crown Terrace project.
On December 4, 2013, Mr. Lowrey got another call from Mel Murphy asking for an inspection. He
asked Bernie Curran to find someone to do this inspection and Mr. Curran ended up doing the
inspection himself. He was unsure of whether Mr. Curran went out to 125 Crown Terrace between
December 4, 2013 and the collapse two weeks later, but the last recorded inspection by DBI was on
the December 4, 2013. When asked about the training or policies regarding inspections Mr. Lowery
stated that most inspectors are field trained by riding along with another inspector until the feel
comfortable enough to do it on their own.
On the morning after the collapse Mr. Lowrey stated he got an emergency call from Albert Urrutia,
an engineer on the project, at 5:30 a.m. He said about an hour later he called Tom Hui to report the
around 7:00
collapse. He waited for the first structural engineer to arrive, in this case
a.m. and he,
and Pat O'Riordan headed out to the 125 Crown Terrace. They arrived
around 7:45 a.m. and met Albert Urrutia who had already started to work on shoring the structure.
Mr. Lowery stated that the I-beam holding up part of the house had buckled and that the shoring
who was on call
was incomplete at the time. At the site Mr. Lowrey said he saw
when the structure collapsed. He also stated that he talked with Luke O'Brien at the collapse site.
Additionally, he met with Deputy City Attorney, Louise Simpson, who was on site, and had brought
her own structural engineer. He instructed the structural engineers to make the site safe and after
returning to the office both
and
wrote a report on the incident.
When asked about the permit fee issue Mr. Lowrey mentioned the anonymous complaint stating
that the cost estimation for the project was too low and confirmed that TSD and
had
come up with a different evaluation of $610,500. He stated that Pat O'Riordan had written a
correction notice and sent one of the inspectors to deliver that notice to the building owner. He
stated on the day of the collapse someone from Mr. Murphy's group had come in to fix the
correction notice and pay off the permitting cost difference between the old and new estimations.
He also confirmed that a meeting between DBI Management and Mel Murphy occurred over coffee
after the Nelson Mandela memorial and that at some point Mr. Sweeney had told him that he
believed the $610,500 figure was still a little low.
Patrick O'Riordan
Patrick O'Riordan is DBI's Chief Building Inspector, a position he has held for less than one year.
Prior to becoming the Chief, Mr. O'Riordan was a Senior Building Inspector for five years and a
Building Inspector for eight years before that. He currently manages about 37 Inspectors and
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several clerks. He reports directly to Dan Lowrey and helps with resolving inspection issues that
escalate up from Inspectors or issues brought down to him by management. He sometimes does site
visits and deals with code related issues as well as assigning the Senior Inspectors to districts and
helping deal with the public, project sponsors and complainants.
Mr. O'Riordan knew about the 125 Crown Terrace site early on as he remembered it being an issue
at the Board of Appeals for the Planning Department. That is how he knew the project involved
Mel Murphy's house. Starting with his earliest direct involvement with the project, on December
10, 2013, Mr. O'Riordan had a meeting with Ed Sweeney in which they discussed a corrected
valuation on the property of $610,500. After this meeting Mr. O'Riordan wrote a correction notice
and gave it to Bernie Curran to deliver to the project site. (Exhibit 0)
On the day after the collapse he was at the site from about 8:30 a.m. until about 10:00 a.m. to assess
the site conditions and talk with the EOR. He climbed the neighbor's property to get a look at the
site from above and had a discussion with Luke O'Brien, assistant of the project sponsor, and the
SFPD about barricading the area in order to make it safe.
While at the collapse site that morning Mr. O'Riordan "red tagged" the building, marking it as
uninhabitable (Exhibit P) and returned to the office to draft a Notice of Violation (NOV). The first
was on December 17, 2013 and involved the emergency stabilization. (Exhibit Q)
On December 18, 2013 he went back to the site to assess the current situation and saw that the
project had a series ofl-beams uphill from the house and retaining wall. When looking at the site
Mr. O'Riordan got a call from Dan Lowrey to stop the job pursuant to the CAO's request. He then
went back to his office around 11 :45 a.m. where he drafted the December 18, 2013 Notice of
Violation to stop the work. (Exhibit R) This notice was delivered by
to the site that
mornmg.
After lunch he went out the property where he talked with Luke O'Brien again who stated that he
needed to proceed with the work to shore the building while the CAO told him to stop. He noticed
Albert Urrutia and the structural engineer from the CAO were discussing how to stop the slide.
According to Mr. O'Riordan they agreed that materials from the site would not be hauled away but
that work could continue to "root" the house and secure it for safety.
When asked whether there were any issues regarding
assignment to the 125 Crown
Terrace project, Mr. O'Riordan recalled an instance where
spoke with him about feeling
uncomfortable being assigned, due to Mr. Murphy's involvement. He said the genesis of this
conversation was that the Senior Building Inspector,
had mentioned to him that
felt uncomfortable and Mr. O'Riordan suggested that
come talk to him. He said
he spoke with
and stated that he didn't want him to do anything he was uncomfortable
told him that
with and asked him if he could handle the project without a further issue.
he could and it wouldn't affect him so Mr. O'Riordan allowed him to keep doing inspections on the
to the project for any of his
project. He stated that he did not personally assign
inspections and it was his belief Dan Lowrey made those assignments.
When asked why
did not do the last inspection on December 4, 2013, Mr. O'Riordan
stated that in the interim, around Thanksgiving,
was asked and accepted an assignment
on the Condo Conversion Inspection team changing his assignment prior to the last inspection date.
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When asked why Bernie Curran did the last inspection he said that Mr. Curran often takes projects
on that are important or complicated and that he remembers Mr. Curran saying they had begun
working on shoring at the time of his inspection.

became a building inspector in April 2013 after spending seven years as a Senior
Housing Inspector and another eight years as a regular Housing Inspector. His responsibilities
included inspecting construction work in progress, inspecting buildings, writing NOVs as well as
receiving complaints through DBI clerks and on-site interactions. He currently holds valid licenses
and is state certified for Commercial Inspections and Housing Inspections. He said his normal
district was 16 which was not the district where 125 Crown Terrace is located.
The first time
heard of the 125 Crown Terrace project was on October 24, 2013 when
Dan Lowrey came downstairs and asked him to do an inspection on the property. He knew the
project was Mel Murphy's and asked Mr. Lowrey if it was a "good idea for him to do the inspection
because he knows Mel Murphy personally and it's not his district." Mr. Lowrey responded that he
didn't think it would be a problem. When asked ifhe thought it was unusual that he was assigned
outside his zone
said "no", explaining that he has "floated" to inspect projects in other
zones on many occasions. When asked how often he had "floated" he stated probably 20-30 times
in his short time as an inspector.
was asked whether other inspectors were available for
the 125 Crown Terrace assignment and he stated most other inspectors where there and available on
the October 24, 2013.
When asked about his relationship with Mel Murphy,
said that he had known Mr.
Murphy for 20 years through personal interactions as well as being members of the Coalition for
Responsible Growth ("CRG") and the Olympic Club. CRG is a political group which promotes
small business interests. Though
stated he is no longer a member of CRG because they
became strictly a political advocacy group, he stated that Mr. Murphy and himself overlapped by
probably two or three years and that both had been members of the Olympic Club for around two
years.
After the initial inspection
said that he did talk to both
and Patrick O'Riordan
about being uncomfortable with inspecting Mr. Murphy's project. He stated that he told both of
them of his personal relationship with Mr. Murphy and that he wanted to avoid any appearance of
impropriety.
remembers Mr. O'Riordan saying the assignment was made by Dan
Lowrey so it was over his head, but if he continued to feel uncomfortable he shouldn't do anything
he was uncomfortable with. He remembered talking with Mr. Lowrey a second time about his
discomfort on December 20, 2013. Mr. Lowrey stated he didn't need to worry because he assigned
him to the project so if it was anyone's fault it was his.
Next
was asked about the inspection records for 125 Crown Terrace.
stated
the first inspection on October 24, 2013 called for drilling piers for a retaining wall on the
Greystone Terrace side of the project. He stated that he went back the next day for the second time
to inspect the rest of the piers that were not ready the day before. The third inspection he did was
for another set of piers as part of a secondary retaining wall just up the hill from the prior retaining
wall on Greystone. (Exhibit S) That was the final inspection he did on the project because around
Thanksgiving he was offered and accepted an assignment on the Condo Conversion Team. When
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asked ifthe re-assignment had anything to do with 125 Crown Terrace
responded that
Mr. O'Riordan offered him the position due to his skill set as a housing inspector and because the
team had recently lost another member. He said the next time he heard about 125 Crown Terrace
was when it fell and then again when he was contacted on December 20, 2013 by reporter John
Cote at the Chronicle.
Finally,
was asked about any other projects he had inspected for Mr. Murphy and he
mentioned a project at 261h street and Bartlett in or around July 2013. He stated that Mr. Lowrey
assigned him to the project as well and that he didn't know that it was associated with Mel Murphy.
He said the inspection was simply about the finishing dry wall and that it was the only inspection he
did on that or any other project by Mr. Murphy.
Bernie Curran
Bernie Curran has been a Senior Building Inspector for approximately four months after being a
Building Inspector for around eight years. He directs the work of eight to nine inspectors all in
different districts and his supervision includes making sure their daily reports and timesheets are
handled properly, taking day of inspection calls from customers, and handling complaints which
usually come in through the Senior Inspector.
When asked about "floaters" or inspections done by inspectors from other districts, Mr. Curran said
they were common because DBI can have anywhere between two and eight inspectors absent on a
given day. This means all the scheduled inspections for the absent inspectors will be done by
someone outside the district. When asked about October 24, 2013 specifically, Mr. Curran stated
that no one came to ask him to assign
to any specific project and ifthat assignment was
made by Dan Lowrey or Pat O'Riordan there would be no communication to him about it. Mr.
Curran stated that he had no communication with anyone about the 125 Crown Terrace project prior
to his own inspection on December 4, 2013.
On December 4, 2013 Mr. Curran stated that Dan Lowrey came down to the inspectors' area to ask
for an inspection ofrebar for a retaining wall at 125 Crown Terrace. (Exhibit S) He stated that he
didn't call the district inspector
because he had not seen him on that day and
he figured he was not available to take the assignment. As a result, he decided to take care of the
inspection himself which included inspecting the rebar on the retaining wall being built on the
Crown Terrace side of the property. He stated that he thought he saw shoring going up at the time
and remembered asking Mel Murphy, who was there, which shoring company he was using. He
said Mr. Murphy replied that the shoring company was Solaris which Mr. Curran knew to be a good
company so he thought nothing more of it. From that point on Mr. Curran said no one talked to him
about the project until the collapse and he heard about it while on vacation. His only thought was
"Glad I'm not there, as I just inspected a retaining wall on that place."

Administration:
Tom Hui
Tom Hui was asked whether he knew it was a normal practice for cost estimators to slash prices for
applicants and he agreed it was a normal practice. He said that when he did cost estimation he
would often tend to go higher than necessary and take a little bit like 5% or 10% off. When asked
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whether he thought 35% was too much he said that that was high but it would depend on the price
differential or the specifics of the project.
When asked whether an experienced plan checker reviewing a site permit should be able to tell
whether structural drawings are necessary to do the cost estimation Mr. Hui stated that when you
have a site permit you often assume that structural drawings are not part of it unless you know of an
Addendum. He said that when a plan checker receives documents they assume the documents are
all inclusive of what they need to estimate, so without the structural drawings, or knowledge of
them, it can't be assumed the plan checker would know to ask for structural drawings. He
concluded by saying that in his opinion the cost estimation process was just human error after
human error.
Mr. Hui was asked about his knowledge of the correction notice for $610,500 and how Mr. Murphy
became aware of it. He stated that he did not question the estimation because it was done by
who is generally in charge of cost estimation complaints. Mr. Hui did state that DBI
Management had coffee with Mr. Murphy after the Mandela memorial. However, he stated that he
did not remember any specifics of the meeting as it also included general discussion of other
matters.

Non-DBI Employees: (In order of Interview)

has been the City Engineer for five years. Prior to becoming the City Engineer he was a
consultant for two years after an 18 year stint working for the City of Oakland's engineering
division. He currently oversees DPW's entire engineering operation comprised of approximately
550 employees. As the City Engineer is he responsible for ensuring safety of the public right-ofway ("ROW").
The morning after the collapse
became aware of the incident through a "CCSF Alert" on
his cell phone. On his way into work he also heard about it on the radio. When he heard about the
collapse he called
a structural engineer for DPW, stating that he needed him to go out to
the location with him and address the situation. On his way to the site he called Mel Murphy as he
knew it was Mr. Murphy's home but Mr. Murphy was out of town. When he contacted Mr. Murphy
he told him about the collapse and said, "Sorry to hear about your house."
When
arrived at the scene of the collapse with
he said that it was barricaded off
and that media trucks had already arrived. He did not notice any DBI personnel at the site at that
time.
stated that
called Dan Lowrey who said he knew of the collapse.
said he spoke with
DBI's public information officer, and told him he was only
there to make sure the ROW was secure.
said that from
assessment there was
no immediate threat of the house falling on the public right-of-way, other houses or causing further
damage unless there was an earthquake. He reported to
that there was no immediate
threat but told the police to move the caution tape further back to help the public avoid the area. He
then stated that he spoke with the media to inform them that there was no immediate threat to the
public right-of-way. He said the media members asked if an evacuation was necessary to which he
responded "no." He also said that he called the Director ofDPW, Mohammed Nuru, to tell him
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there was no threat and that he had spoken to the media.
said he never called to
condemn the building and his role was limited to making sure the ROW was safe.

was called by
on December 17, 2013 at around 8:30 a.m. since he is generally
told him there had been a collapse and asked if
the first structural engineer in the office.
he "wanted to take a trip" out to see it. He was picked up by
between 8:30 and 9:00
called Mel Murphy when he was
a.m. and taken out to the site of the collapse. Asked if
in the car
stated that
did call Mr. Murphy and that
mentioned Mr.
Murphy was in Hawaii at the time.
After discussing whether there was any immediate threat of the house coming down the hill he said
that the ROW was safe and therefore it was DBI's call as to whether to take down the building or
not.
then spoke to the press and mentioned that there was no immediate threat to the
public ROW and that DPW was here to protect the public ROW only.
went on to state that around 10:00 a.m. he called DBI and talked to Dan Lowrey. He asked
Mr. Lowrey what they were doing as a shoring fix for the property. He stated that in a phone
conversation with Rodrigo Santos, Albert Urrutia and Dan Lowrey, Mr. Urrutia attempted to
explain to him the shoring plan which included tying off one section of the house, sacrificing one
section and "seeing what happened" with one section. While not fully understanding the merits of
this plan, he understood that the idea was to get the emergency shoring permit.
When asked ifhe had any interaction regarding this property with anyone involved he stated that he
knew this was Mr. Murphy's property a year or two before the collapse. He said that several years
ago he was asked by
to look at a wall on Crown Terrace because the wall was
maintained by the neighborhood association in the area. He said when he looked at the wall he met
one of the neighbors next to 125 Crown Terrace and she asked him whether he
knew it was Mel Murphy's home being built at the time. He said that after their initial meeting,
from time to time
would call him to look at something regarding the building and he
would always refer her to DBI. He also knew that the SAC committee had been initiated for the
project as Tom Hui asked him about following along with the SAC due to his expertise and past
employment with the Department. He informed DPW's Director, Mohammed Nuru, about the
formation of the SAC and with Mr. Nuru's permission attended the second and third meetings of the
SAC as an observer. That was the last he heard about the project until the day it collapsed.
Rodrigo Santos
Mr. Santos' firm is the Engineer of Record ("EOR") on 125 Crown Terrace. The workers at his
firm associated with the project included Albert Urrutia who was the principal structural engineer,
Sylvia Bernstein who was the drafting manager, Boris Becker, and Alex Santos who was the project
manager.
Mr. Santos stated that the consultants on the project were numerous and included the SAC which
was completely paid for by the project proposer at a cost of about $70,000. He also stated that on
January 16, 2014 the project proposer paid off the difference in permit fees for the newest valuation
of the property or $1,570,000. When asked what he meant at the January 15, 2014 Building
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Inspection Commission ("BIC") meeting when he stated this was a "problem of implementation" he
responded that the collapse was due to the shoring company not following through with the job
before leaving the job site for the night. He recounted a version of events similar to Mr. Sweeney in
the fact that I-beams were placed between the foundational wall and the cribbings which were much
too far apart. A middle set of cribbings went unfinished and the weight of the home caused the
beam to buckle and knock out the cribbing causing the collapse on the night of December 16, 2013.
When asked what he meant by his statement at the meeting that "DBI had no fault in the matter" he
said that the collapse was not due to anything DBI did and that DBI went above and beyond in this
case by requiring the SAC and having the best and the brightest participate in it. He stated that
and Robert Chun's participation in the SAC meeting was probably limited because
the SAC members were so knowledgeable they felt unsure adding their own advice to the
proceedings. He emphasized that all the SAC participants were very involved in the helping the
structural design.
When asked about the inspections done or inspectors sent by DBI he stated that he never contacted
DBI about getting inspections done as that was likely the general contractor's job. He also stated
that Mel Murphy was a general contractor but he was unsure who the general contractor on this
through CRG but knew of no other
specific job was. He also stated that he knew
connections between
and Mr. Murphy besides CRG. Mr. Santos explained that he also
knows
from CRG and being the EOR on the 26th street project which was another job
for Mr. Murphy which
inspected.
When asked ifhe thought it was strange that a specific inspector would be requested by Mr.
Murphy on a project, Mr. Santos said he thought it would be a bit strange because the job of the
DBI inspectors is so minor you don't really need someone specific unless you know they have a
very high amount of expertise in what you are planning on doing. When asked ifhe had any
contact with DBI regarding inspectors he said he knew the inspections were done but he mainly
concerned himself with the special inspections because those were his responsibilities. He said that
between the inspections and the collapse he had zero contact with DBI about the project.
Investigation Findings
We now know, based on DBI's initial post-collapse assessment, the project developer and his
contractor( s) failed to properly shore up the building before leaving work on the night of the
building collapse. These actions demonstrate a failure to follow and implement the approved plans,
drawings and the special inspections as mandated by the DBI permit. Moreover, we have public
statements from Engineer of Record Rodrigo Santos and the Project Developer Luke O'Brien,
during the January 15, 2014 Building Inspection Commission meeting apologizing on behalf of the
entire design team for the incident and "taking full responsibility." According to their statements,
"DBI did everything right and took all the proper steps." Mr. Santos further testified that the
incident was "a failure of implementation ... [that] it could have been avoided ... and [it was] very
fortunate that no one was injured."
Plan Checking Division
Despite these admissions by the project's managers, the investigation clearly revealed that mistakes
were made in the plan checking and cost estimation phases of this project. The employees
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interviewed in the Plan Checking Division were careless and inattentive to their duties when
calculating the project's "true" construction cost. While the investigation team does not believe that
there was any favoritism or outside influence involved, the project's high-profile makes their
inattention more problematic.
On the plan checking side, Mr. Chun who has many years of plan checking experience at DBI and
who was one of the two designated department representatives on the project's SAC Review
Committee, openly admitted that he "had made a mistake" in the estimation. Namely, he had
incorrectly estimated the total construction cost at $435,000 (later negotiated down to $300,000
with the project architect) by neglecting to include the existing square footage into the renovation
price, thus severely under-estimating the construction cost.
To further compound the situation, Mr. Chun neglected to revisit his original estimate even though
there were significant changes to the project discussed in the SAC Review Committee resulting in
changes to the plans and drawings contained in an Addendum. Ifhe had incorporated those changes
properly, the construction cost would have been much higher. In his words, he "simply messed up."
Even with his apology, his inaction and inattention to his duty is unacceptable. He participated in
the project's SAC Review Committee and did the plan checking while the SAC was going on. Due
to his participation in the SAC Mr. Chun knew that there were major changes to the project which
would increase costs. As an experienced plan check engineer and a plan check supervisor, he
should have revisited and revised his original estimate to reflect those changes.
What is intriguing to the investigation team is the fact that
the other designated
department representative on the project's SAC Review Committee, who also served as the
Committee Secretary, said that he did not have a role in the project after the SAC Committee's
approval. In our judgment,
who is a well-regarded structural engineer both at DBI and in
the engineering field, should have had a role in post-SAC Review Committee beyond doing a third
cost estimation after the collapse and valuing the property at $1.5 million. (Exhibit C) He and Mr.
Chun did the plan checking on the drawings while the SAC was on-going and therefore had firsthand knowledge of the agreed upon changes to this project. As a result, he should have been
involved in making sure the Addendum was included in the revised construction estimate at a
m1mmum.
In addition to Mr. Chun, other mistakes were made by Deputy Director of Permit Services Ed
Sweeney and Plan Check Engineer
During the course of this project and prior to the collapse, DBI received an anonymous letter to
Director Hui on November 19, 2013. The complaint involved the seemingly low construction cost
for the project at 125 Crown Terrace. Mr. Sweeney was asked by Director Hui to look into this
matter and to see if the stated construction cost was indeed low. As Deputy Director of Permit
Services, Mr. Sweeney assigned this task to Plan Check Engineer
but admitted only
giving the site plans for this project to
knowing very well there were additional
structural drawings due to the post-SAC Addendum.
Likewise,
hurriedly came up with a revised figure of $610,500 that should have included
the foundation work and raised the construction cost. As an experienced cost estimator
should have been aware of potential foundational needs based on the documentation he was
provided. He further admitted that on the day he was given the assignment it was his first day back
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from vacation mentioning that he was too busy with other assignments and he did the estimation for
this project in about five minutes.
Their combined carelessness and their lack of attention to the plan specifications, including
forgetting to include or request the Addendum drawings in their revised estimation cost the City
additional permit fees that DBI could have collected from the project sponsor. Moreover, their
inattention to duty reinforces the public image that City workers don't know how to do their jobs or
they don't do their jobs well.
Finally, the investigation team would be remiss not to mention that we found the negotiation
process between Mr. Chun and the project architect to be somewhat perplexing. Originally
estimated at $435,000 by Mr. Chun, the final agreed upon construction estimate was $300,000,
reflecting a more than 30% price reduction. When asked if a 30% compromise was reasonable or
not, Mr. Chun said the standard reduction would typically be in the range of 5% to 10% but later
admitted that 30% or more was a bit high.
Price reductions of the sort given on this project are common. The DBI employees on the plan
checking side with whom we discussed this practice told us that it is a normal business practice to
grant reductions with one employee saying that even up to 50% is not too high depending on the
project. They all acknowledged that in their estimating construction costs they rely on the Marshall
& Swift Cost Guidelines publication and the Cost Schedule (March 2009) issued by DBI. However,
it is concerning that no one could provide a reasonable explanation as to why certain projects get
greater (or lesser) price reductions.
Though price negotiations may be a generally accepted business practice in the industry, we would
recommend that the Department consider establishing a clear and concise policy or a set of
guidelines on price reduction in order to avoid any potential conflict of interest or appearance of
impropriety, especially in high-profile projects like this project. We also recommend that all
affected employees from senior management to plan check engineers be trained on this subject
matter. Finally, we would advise the Department to build in quality control & assurance check
points to ensure that the established policy or guideline is being followed and applied in a consistent
manner. The Department may wish to consider assigning a senior plan check engineer or
management employee the role of quality control/assurance specialist.
Building Inspection Division

The Building Inspection Division, led by Deputy Director of Inspection Services Dan Lowrey, was
responsible for the site inspections at the property. Inspection records show that City inspectors
performed inspections at the property on five different occasions in 2013. Those dates were October
24th, October 25th, November 4th, November 13th, and December 4th. The first four inspections
and the last one by Senior Building Inspector
were conducted by Building Inspector
Bernie Curran. The assigned inspector for the district containing the property is Building Inspector
who was unavailable for the initial inspection on October 24, 2013. Since
had started on the initial inspection, he received approval from Mr. Lowrey to continue
inspections until his transfer to condominium inspections prior to the final inspection, done by Mr.
Curran. According to Mr. Curran, there were no additional inspections performed by DBI after
December 4th and the next time City personnel were at the property was after the collapse.
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The investigation team did not find any conclusive evidence that the assigned inspectors violated
any city policies or protocols in the inspection phase. The lack of violations are partially due to the
Department's failure to have or maintain current documented training procedures or policies
regarding inspectors' roles and responsibilities while performing inspections on job sites. The
Department has a "Building Inspection Operations Manual" but there is nothing in that manual that
directly addresses our concerns regarding inspector training. The best explanation of inspector
training came from Mr. Lowrey who told us in his interview that most inspectors are field trained
by riding along with another inspector until they feel comfortable enough to do it on their own.
Nevertheless, the Building Inspection Division is not without fault as the Inspection Division
personnel involved could have exercised better judgment throughout the assignment process.
Namely, the sequence of events that led to the assignment of
to 125 Crown Terrace
demonstrated poor management decision-making that created an appearance of impropriety.
Based on our interviews, we now know that Deputy Director Lowrey, Chief Building Inspector
Patrick O'Riordan and Building Inspector
all knew that the project was Mr. Murphy's
house even prior to the initial inspection on October 24, 2013. The appearance of impropriety
started when Mr. Murphy called Mr. Lowrey directly on October 24, 2013 to specifically ask for
to perform the initial inspection. Typically, when an inspection is needed, the project
sponsor or his/her general contractor would schedule the appointment online or call the Building
Inspection desk to arrange for the nearest time slot with the district inspector. For this project
whom Mr. Lowrey
was not the designated district inspector. Rather it was
claimed was unavailable on the day of the inspection. After receiving the call, Mr. Lowrey assigned
despite
unease about the appearance of impropriety his
the inspection to
assignment to Mr. Murphy's project could create.
account that other building
inspectors were there and available on that day to be assigned that inspection shows Mr. Lowrey
chose to ignore the potential complications to comply with Mr. Murphy's request.
We learned that
later confided in a colleague about his uneasiness with continuing to
inspect Mr. Murphy's house because of their past outside professional affiliations. At the urging of
the colleague, he discussed his concerns with his supervisors. According to
Mr.
Lowrey did not see any conflict of interest and instructed him to continue with the inspection.
In our view, since this was not an ordinary project, Mr. Lowrey should have exercised better
judgment by consulting with, or at the least alerting, Director Hui shortly after his conversation with
and asked for Director Hui's opinion rather than making a unilateral decision. As
Deputy Director of Inspection Services, Mr. Lowrey has the responsibility of making sure that field
inspections are performed professionally and in a timely manner. However, it is of the utmost
importance that any appearance of favoritism or "short-cutting the system" is minimized or totally
eliminated.
Eliminating the appearance of favoritism is a necessary but hard goal to achieve as the assignment
of inspectors is complicated by staffing issues. Several inspectors complained about the high
number of absences in the Division. The data they shared with the investigation team showed that
between six and eight inspectors were out on any given day for a variety ofreasons. We could only
surmise that, with the seemingly excessive number of absent inspectors, the remaining staff may
feel over-burdened by taking on more inspections outside of their assigned districts and that some
inspectors may be assigned more (or less) than their share of additional inspections. As a result,
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staffing levels and absenteeism must play a part in the Department's attempts to address the
appearance of favoritism on future projects.
The investigation team finds the field inspection process for this type of project to be disconcerting.
This is not to say or to even suggest that Inspectors
and Curran did anything wrong with
their inspections. They were on the property on the aforementioned dates to conduct the inspections
they were called out to perform. However, the inspections on this property; a high-profile, multistory project, in a slope area requiring the formation of a SAC, was inspected by DBI's inspectors
with the same frequency and purpose as a single story home on flat ground.
We were told that the City has one, or at most two such projects each year which are subject to the
Slope Protection Act. In accordance with the Act, a SAC was created with the members appointed
by DBI and/or the project sponsor. Two city staffers, Structural Engineer
and Plan
Check Engineer Robert Chun, were assigned to be the department representatives and both were
required to be present at all of the Committee meetings. A lot of time and resources were expended
in those public hearings, which resulted in a set of Addendum drawings satisfactory to the fivemember Committee. By all accounts, the SAC members were highly regarded in their respective
professional fields and as Deputy Director of Permit Services Ed Sweeney simply put it, "[t]his
SAC [committee members] was the best you could have gotten." DBI took painstaking steps to be
intimately involved with the details of a highly unique and complex project until the completion of
the SAC, at which point DBI began to treat it like any other simple construction site.
It is true that included in the DBI permit were a number of special inspections. These special

inspections, as told by the DBI interviewees, were the sole responsibility of the project's Engineer
of Record Rodrigo Santos. His main task was to ensure that the required inspections were
completed in accordance with the approved plans and drawings and in the sequence of construction
as mandated by the DBI permit. However, he did not have to nor was he required to show proof of
completion of these inspections until just before the final sign-off by DBL The proof of completion
could come in the form of a letter with his "wet stamp" on it certifying that the inspections were
performed in conformance with the industry code standards or a letter along with evidence from
special inspection contractors that the work was completed.
However, as the investigation team learned, since the Engineer of Record was not required to be on
the property when the city inspectors were there to perform their inspections, there was almost a
"blind trust" on the City side that the EOR would follow through on the sequence of construction.
This is evidenced by
field notes, dated November 13, 2013, which state, "OK to pour
six piers subject to special inspection." (Exhibit T) While we are not suggesting that the city
assume any of the EOR's responsibility and liability, we are saying that there should have been
more oversight on the special inspections. DBI devoted a lot of attention on the front end of this
project (i.e. SAC Review and the approved Addendum) but when it came to inspections, DBI
treated this project as if it were any other ordinary inspection project, not one subject to the City's
Slope Protection Act!
Moving forward, to avoid another structure collapse and possibly fatalities, we would strongly
recommend that DBI establish a special inspections protocol for all future projects requiring special
inspections regardless of whether the project falls within the City's Slope Protection Act. At a
minimum, the EOR should be required to submit regular reports to the Building Inspection Division
rather than waiting until just before the final sign-off. Also, the project sponsor should be required
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to have a copy of all completed inspection reports, along with the "Job Card" at the jobsite in the
event that there are questions or concerns raised by DBI's inspectors relating the progress of special
inspections.
Conclusion/Recommendations:

On the Plan Checking Side:
1) There is just cause to discipline Mr. Chun and
for their oversight and inattention
to duty relating to the construction cost estimation. The level of discipline should be
consistent with the Department's practice;
2) Mr. Sweeney should create a list ofrecommendations to reduce the delay in scanning/intake or any other steps that would help the plan-checking process;
3) Mr. Sweeney should be tasked with creating a protocol for checking whether all needed
documentation, including drawings, are routed to the responsible plan checker for cost
estimation. Furthermore, in light of Mr. Sweeney's testimony, and his role as Deputy
Director, we also recommend the Director and the Building Inspection Commission consider
appropriate action, including policy recommendations, in addition to the recommendations
listed;
4) The Department should consider directing the SAC secretary to follow through with the
assigned plan checker on determining and verifying the final construction cost based on
additional Addendum drawings;
5) The Department should consider establishing a clear and concise policy or a set of
guidelines governing the bargaining of a project's construction costs with the project
sponsor (or designee). Once a policy is established, plan checking staff and other
appropriate department personnel should be trained on the new policy; and
6) The Department should implement quality assurance/control to ensure that construction cost
reductions are equitable and administered in accordance with the established policy or
guidelines.
On the Building Inspection Side:
1) The Department should consider issuing a warning to Mr. Lowrey for his lapse in
professional judgment by not checking in with Director Hui after his conversation with
in which
raised concerns regarding his outside professional affiliation,
past and present, with Mel Murphy;
2) The Department should draft an attendance and punctuality policy to reduce the number
inspectors absences on a regular basis;
3) The Department should update its "Building Inspection Operations Manual" to include
inspector training and roles/responsibility while on jobsites. Once it is updated, all staff in
the Building Inspection Division should be trained;
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4) The Department should introduce an "inspector assignment wheel system" (similar to an
overtime wheel system) for last minute assignments on any given day to avoid the
appearance of impropriety or favoritism;
5) The Department should establish a special inspection protocol to ensure special inspections
are done in a timely manner and in accordance with the sequence of construction;
6) The Department should require a copy of the completed inspection reports be on the jobsite
at all times; and
7) The Department should also consider making more frequent visits (in addition to the
required inspections) to the jobsites where special inspections are required.
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. ! .. ·• · · ·'l\{1::.- SiitrO Slope ~rotection Area.

.· rei:etved

.~ -~·;~:-.

'.

.

.a·

applications for the construction' ofnew buildings or
structure! and certain other construction work on
property su'bject.
tile Slope. Protection Act' to
undergo additional review for stru~ttltal integrity
and effect on.slope stability. 'Til~'~utremetit& for
proje~ snide.ct to th'~'Sl9~rProteclt6n Actf"are in
addffi6lito~tli~r1ifli~tiiela ;;,,!• d u:gulii~ .

to'

in~l~1Jdi'9g~!i~f~"t~n ·• ~Sliil 1 ~'irJiti'fe{;,tifi ·' ~::;

Environmentai Q

en~n~iffll

;, an'ii~f~'"tlie 'ciiifrirnia
''}{eq 'U'i&pnar/d 'wtih ·the

'cir

~. ·~~J::~fi:;:1urtal;~::e!

:=!i£i~en

l

app~~·.~~:c ~~~~,,~!';~~;,)',~ '§.1,Mr<;1~:_•,..· .• 't ·,. ··.·.~·
.
to6£4~_t4j
?Scl{ti.;L•Prope,..
· · rti~ a~
iO ~ill.ese
... .. ·.t·· , .......~.t ~··
. suG~~d
:I
reqllire'meliiS wti't~re ahypoffio'lfof the proJ>ertY Hes
..

'

...

i06A.4:1.3.4 Man«Jatory denial by Building Official
within the areas of "Eartbquake•Induced
In the: event that the Structural Advisory Committee
Landslide" in the Seismic IDlzard ZOne Map,
detennines that there is a rea8onable likelihood that
released by California Department ot'Cooservktion, ·
the pro po~ deSign and construction would result
Division
ofMUld anlfGeOtogy, datw November 17,
· in unsafe conditions or would increase the likelihood
2000,
or
amendments· thereto; · or •.Within.· the
of hillside ~stabWty, and such unsafe conditions or
"~and$U(fe"Hizard·
as "Landslide
. instabllity.cannot:be mitigated to the satisfaction of
.
LOcations"
in
Figure
4
of
the
San
FranciSeo
8eismic
. the StructUral Advisory Committee, the Building ·
.
Safety
Investigation
report
prepared
by
URS/John
Official' sh.U.·: deny · the :permit. The Bnilding
OtJ;iclal's decision. to d6'ny. the permit is appealable . A. Blume & Associates, Engineers, June 1974, or
any successofmap thereto. "
· only to the Board of Appeals•

Area's" rriapped
i

. - -· ------- -:z: - -

~

... .,

106A.4.l.4 The Slope Protection Act. This Section
of the San Francisco Building Code shall be known
as the ~lope Protection Act. . ,
106A.4.L4.l . Creation. The Slope }>rotection Act
sha.11 app)Y,.to all pl'.Oj>ertywithin San Francisco that
fallS Witb'bt certain mapped areas of the City, except
those °i>roperties already subject to the Edgehill
Mounblin Slope Protection Area or the Northwest
Mt. S.utro Slope Protection Area. For purposes of
thlS ~ti~n "property" shall mean a legal lot of
record.- ·' Heightened . review of certain permit
a'pplltatiom~ as provided in this section, shall be
. given to ail property·subject to th~ Act.
·i06A.4.l.4.2 . Purpose. Beca':lSe landslides, earth
movement, ground shaking and subsidence are
- likely to 0ccur on or near steeply sloped properties
and within other defined areas causing severe
daiilage ·and destruction to public and private
· improvements, the Board of Supervisors finds that
· ·the public health, safety and welfare is best
protected if the Building Official causes permit
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c{)DstfaciiOn work'that ii'sab 'ect '((, these
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~:=

,·~',.,f..A

•

,.,,factors;~nd~~dt:a.Wing~nclusions~d'.ll$laking"

authorized to adopt rules, regulations,
administrative bulletins, or other written guidelines
. tO' assist the . Department in hJiplementing this
JI~p~gt.,. These repolU shall undergo design
Section, ·including, but not ~ed to, requirements
review by a licensed geotecbnical engineer. Such
desieo review shall verify · that ··approprillte . ,'·'io"t<appllcants
to demonstrate that a. project site is
_,,, ':'" /t
<i"
geolopcal and geotechnical iSsues have· been : bot slibJeCt to the Slope Protection Act ·
••
·>','.'
considered and that appro.e.riate ~lope instability
Retention. of approved construction
mitig&:n ~tegies, including df!i~~~"p~ if ':196.Ai4.2
dbculft~n1s.· ' One set of approved construction
requ
, have b~~ ~r~~~b .
., .,,,},' ( ,
r d~'imeitts shall be provided to the party obtaining
1o~Xi{tl::~·(
·tije p(irmtt. The owner shall be responsible for
~pJng jtiese' doenments on the building site at all
·~uo1datoqr ,,,den~.
. ifffi~s"a\la making them avaDable for inspection and
reviewing all subm
1 o
on
use by the inspector during such construction until
Se~~~.i~~4.. J;:4;~?"i,~~~~~f!,!!1 ~ ~r~~~r s.ole
. discretion, may require that the permit application
:ftn!l,~ ~pection has been made; failure to do so shall
be subject to review by a Structural Advisory
·~~!t ··~ stop~ge. of work. The approved
Committee, as defined by Building Code Section
c~'Mifu.~n
d0cuments shaU not • be changed,
···d
.. -i
1
105A.6•. W en sng· t.tl;s~'chs' '1'• "''1\a~'U:O'"-·
'rii(,Cfilled
or
altered
without autborimtion from the
·f;t
.·.
.
(,
r··~· ~.. , , .•,.,,,...i,~
..•,,i ...."".P.....~.
"· " ~:r
c . . ·""'
···1mtf·
··~'·"· ''"'·''~ '"····~,..
:BWidmg
Official;
all work shall be done in
\"
·. . '
acrordanee with these documents.
.
,.!"££.Qmmend•tions,\Wd'.egamin~~h~~.r'°'PP.l~.d ·

:,,.~

~

.1

.

.

. '

.

~~'.fd•">:.-~·r:o<~···

evf
·· · m.w
. a:~;tt:;;trfn\~w.~a5~~~.l,!Jt. .

S\~~Ald. .~l!i<~IJl!J!t4JJis . ', ·'4'.·!!·
r£P".~·n!!~~:~~ifD~~ent;;;io,~aiJ1ning,

,,!?!:RtiJ.\Pnenoof1\P~&~~~~~~'.~~l!~~n4
,acb;p,f~~om~as...Oade;<Mfsit..:lO::.ittie1sire:for.>Whlch

_,·--~·r..~·--

~f-~.tJfri:;

. oii~'set of approved construction documents for all
li\lij'ding pemiits shall be retained by the
1

·D~partmelit in reproducible form as public records.

the4J.rojectu~ropog~""~dt<tb~.-Buildingw.Qffidal

106A.4.3 Validity of permit The issuance of a
4~~£..~~~·!Jl&~sb~~~r· permit or approvai of plans and specifications shall
noi be Construed to be a permit for, or an approval
;of, any violation ofany of the provisions of this code
Committee shall consider the effect that
or of any other applicable laws and regulations.
Permits presuming to give authority'to violate or ·
construction activity related to the proposed project
will have on the safety and stability of the property
can~l the provisions of this code . or other
~~ances of the jurisdiction shall not be valid.
subject to t~e S!ope Protection Act an~ Pf:Opte,a;Pes
within the V!,~~1fy' ~!ff~f~,P~pef'Y;, . ·h, .n
The
· issuance
of a permit based on plans, .
'.p··:.• ,. '
- .
In th~ ~~~t ili~r' i"~i'Mldt•1" 1'tfm~l ;; J "ti( ill~ a
spiclfieations
and
other data shall not prevent the
.· ·1·:··:·"'""""''~,);J . ,g ~- ·.·· '.'.'~~ ...~.,'
BUlld.iiig Official ·froin thereafter requiring the
co'rreitlon oferr0rs in said plans, specifications and
iibfili~Tfhjlfhe {#lpb~ed 11e51gii !ailil Ci>~ction
i>t~li,- diltil,'.or from preventing building operations
would result In unsafe conditions or would increase
beliijfcaffled on thereunder when in violation of this
the Ukelihood ofbUJside instability, and such unsafe
code or other appli~ble laws and regulations.
conditions or instability cannot. be miti ated to .the
sathfac&n of the Committee, ·m~B
I
106A.4.4 Perinit expiration. Every permit issued by
sbaB deny the permit. The Buildin& Official's
the ·Bonding Official under the provisions of this
cl.de,
unless an extension of time has ·been
dec1s~.irto.,~~ur
~ ~i>~l!~P~.9if.Y'it:·ihe
specifically approved by the Building Official, shall
·
Bo.llhf ~f ~ppeals..
. , . .1
e~pire by limitation and become null and void when
the time allowed in Table :P is reached, or when any
·106A.4.J.4.6 aegubitiou .to :ilii1>1~ent. the SIOpe
ProteCtfon Act . fh'e. .BnDding
.Official'
'is
:h~reby
<>f the following circumstances is applicable.:
'
. .
,,,
'
.A8.~"'t~h'..~."wsi~~llfJ.'.~.P.QU..t.frgm.;;J~,e,,,,&trJ1;£tllnl

.~~~~~~t~~~;!;t;;r~!;~

.

~~=··d~~a:~ ~~tfa~~~e~·~··;;!so:X.:

'.

mCial

:tt.e'rirDiu
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1OSA.6 - I 06A.1
ih'eighborhoOiJ"snt.roun'tfiii~t:ftrDJl!(;Ji®!t!qn;~!J~.

iOSA;5 Reseryred. .

· Cd>ria~a-~1~~"1~1!~~~~m!!jlWa~e1~~~-:

~OSA.(:) Structural Advisory Compaittee, ·.

· ~tt~mttte~l~J'P'iftie''

,$;Jlti99~i~,t~·~9i!~~.~.

· ~0~~6.1 Establishment rhere is hereby created a
~~·mem~r .&tJ!u~tural A4vis9rr,,,c:;9~~~f to
· . adviSe the Bufldfq.g pmcial o.n ~tte? J>1l~jnJii~ to

. tlie.dl'Sigil and ~l_\!ltr:~ctjon of btW.~in~ ~.~ ~~lal
.· ·.· · fiea.
tu resorsp
·
eclal
deSt · · rocedu:res.
· · n ·· · oest
.... :--·-gn·P..
"." .. U
;;;~,,~,
. ~ .bf the ~~ildtng .qgic1a1, th~.-e..~~r:~r ~~ijlor
· ~~~li"a pri>j~t ~~,n demon,~trai! to t~~.§~~
'. .J\:~rjr CoJ11-1Dfttee b9~ th~ ~~c1:a~J1,i(,,;~~~pts,
. . ~esigns; . detaf\$, : ~retjic;>n me~ods .ll~;(l,~·~;o~

1., .'t~e_ vaJidtty and ;approprlaten~s idf the

.•. ·~~..iro~ will 'pf()du~ a stryrctore tha• wouJ~ in~t the
bi~nt ~f ~ctlan 10~A.2.

·

stroctur~ d~.iP co11Cel)tS and 'cntena.
.

·

.

: . ·, '

~ -

~

: .·

.

i - '

•

.

'

'

.

'

' · ··
··
lOSA.6;2 · Me~bers. .For considerati~n of each
, building "1th such speciill (eaf1J.rr,8? th.~Stf!~~ral
Advisory.. Coni~i~ sJaaD co11.sist .ofm.~~~~ ll'ho
are ~owiedg~bie in. tlie~~ral en~eerilig and
-con·stru~tion ., issues ,p~ented .·by ...those . ~Jal

: 2. ·.··~1f·~~l~'ii()~ cO,f;~~stm$fral .desi'gn of
the buildmg or structure .to determine its capability
f<>.perfonn ,satjsfactorily beyond the elastic stresses
stipnlafM )~y·~e co~~,'· ;w.ith .Slltfide11t reauridancy
to aeroti.'ri{O(late overio~ds or tailurd ot s~ific
structi,l~I c6~poneri~. ·
·
· · .· -

.. qgaUii~A~jigiq~r.s ,.~_b,m~~,,,]py,,;thll;.;,~Pll~.t.µ.raL.:

.. ·... . .
3. . Th,e conStructability ofproposed structural
details and erecoo~ methods.

1

f~tures. Memben\\llt@lh,be,.$.eJ~4ql1,p.\>Jl~Jl3t~()f

. -,~~,~f:!",Aw>$!!.2!.,.,~!.:.~9.U!!'~rn,,.~~c\~1-la . .

~";E~~·~f!i~~~~!·)Vli~i:~~:=:

- ··member· ~haU• be. selected by .ft.le owner, eii~. -~the
third member shall be · selected J«:t!n,~ly.
Compensation::,: ,of . ,th~. Structural ·A4~i~ory
Committee : members shall be by the e>Wn~r.
. However, when the .project ,for whl~h Committee
review is requi~ is J,~~ted Jn th~ .)~~gehill
Moo~tain. Slope .Protection Area, as "defin~ by
Building Code S~tion l~A:.4.1.2 or tJte!l'f~~west
~-SP.ti:o~SIQ}ir-tf~totectioJi~.~.s.wd~ep: .hY

!;••,

,,

pieso~ci~ncyofth,e

4.
pfoposed inSpection,
testing and. monitorb1g_ .~e provided during prior
to and during construction.

t?

105A.8•... Ap(,e~te authority of the . B11~ding

lus~ction C,ommiS~fon; Th~ apJlellate authority of
the)iµildijlg $pecti0n C01nJDi$sfon is seffdftb in
s~tio~ n3~1504 rir th:e saii 'Jf~~ciseo Charter, as
impiealiented by. ctia'pte~ f7 of the San Francisco

as

Administrative Code•.

·.JlllikU»rd:mdl?Sectioai'.106~<t;1.r3·:6~is'r,snbjed;. to

Co

A

· .~~~~~~J2~:J>n>tection

-

~ctioii~J()6.A:i..~l~4.5,~Ja),,ihe

··~-

SECTION 1o6A-PERMlTS
}

.

.

'

.. ·

,

106+1.l'ei;WJts ~11~f#l. ·.· ~xccp~ as .sp~ified in
Section J06~i. 110 ))iliJding or strucmre regulated
by ~ cooe s~!lli ;be ereCfed, constrticted, enl&rged,
·altered, ,. .,,P~• ..lll~v~, .· ~mproved, · tem.rired,
conve~ .gr, d~~~liS~~ :unless a separate petmit

has first

for eac~ . . b~jW~g .. or structure
obtabJed frOo(the B9ilding Official

been
.··'

When con~iderlng an application for a permit for
development of "dwellings'' as defined in Chapter
87 of the San Francisco Administrative Code, the
l/01/201]
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Departnient of Building Inspection shall comply
with that chapter which requires, among Qther
things, that the Department of Building Inspection
. not base any decision rega~ing the development of
"dwellings" in which "protected class" members
are ljJtely to reside on iitformation which may be
discriminatory to any member of a "protected class"
· . (as all such terms are deimed in Chapter 87 of the
San Francisco Administrative Code).
106A.1.1 Separate permits required. Where
·buildings or structures are constructed on top of a
base structure, and such structures are likely to have
their own addresses orfunctionalidentities, separate
permits shall be required for the base structure and
for each of the top buildings or structures.
106A.1.2 Permit and fees for grading, excavation, or
filling of land. The vaJua1ion for the permit shall be
based on the volume of material to be handled, and
on a cost schedule posted in the Department. The
permit issuance and plan review fees shall be the
same as those for new construction. See Section
HOA, Table IA-A-Building Permit Fees, and Table
lA-B - Other Building Permit and Plan Review
Fees. See Chapter 33 and Appendix Chapter 33 for
general grading provisions.
106A.1.3 Permits and fees forsubsidewalkspace. A
building permit shall be obtained for construction of
subsidewalk space. The fee for said permit shall be
the fee set for building permits. See Section HOA,
Table lA-F - Specialfy Permit Fees - for applicable
fees.
Permits for the use of subsidewalk space, except for
subsurface space us·ed to ·connect a building,
structure or property with the San Francisco Bay
Area Rapid Transit district .facilities, shall be
granted after approval by the Building Official and
the ·City Engineer. Permission. for the use of
subsurface space to connect with the San Francisco
Bay Area Rapid Transit District facilities, shall be
granted only as set forth in Section 106A.1.3.1. The
City may reserve any part of the subsidewalkspace
for its own use or the use of the public. The Board of
Supervisors reserves the right to.suspend or l,lnnul
the privilege of maintaining such subsidewalkspace
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or to exact a license or rental for the use thereof.
The granting of a permit to use the subsidewalk
space shall carry with it the right to excavate the
.space and .to build the necessary retaining walls. If
the street in front of the building is paved, a deposit
will be required of the subsidewalk space. See
_ Section. HOA, Table lA-F - Specialty Permit Fees for required deposit. The deposit will be refunded to
the pei'mittee upon the endorsemenf of the permit
issued therefor and a certificate from the
Department of Public Works, Bureau of
Engineering, certifying to the sa·tisfactory condition
of such roadway at the end of two years after the
titne the pavement was restored. Shonld the
permittee fail to restore any pavement, the Director
of the Department of Public Works may, after 10
days' notice in ~riting posted on the building,
restore the pavement and deduct the cost of such
restoration from the deposit In lieu of the deposit
required herein, a bond in the amount of the deposit
· may be accepted iri the manner set forth in Article 8
of the San Francisco Public Works Code.
No permit shall hereafter be issued by any officer, board or commission of San Francisco to make use
of the subsidewalk space within the street lines ef
Market Street between Steuart Street and Castro
Street, except a permit may be granted for the use as
subsidewalk space for the following:
1. The space lying contiguous to the property
line and extending alopg a line parallel thereto and
up to 22 feet distant therefrom wherever such space
is located in Market Street between Steuart Street
and Van Ness.Avenue.

2. The space lying contiguous to the property
line and extending along a line parallel thereto and
op to 10 feet distant there from wherever soch space
is located in Market Street between Van Ness
Avenue and Castro Street.
Due consideration shall be given to the needs and
requirements for the use of subsidewalk space by
public utilities.

The remainder of the subsidewalk space is hereby
expressly reserved for pu~lic nse.

l/OtnOJ I
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·compliance with the requirements coµtained herein
· does not excuse a project sponsor from compliance
with any other applicable laws and regulations.
106A.4.1.2~3 . Mandatory review· by Structural
Advisory Committee and other city officials. All
permit applications submitted to the Central Permit
Bureau for ·construction of 11ew buildings or
structures or altei-ations that involve a substantial
increase in the envelope of an eXisting building or
structure (as determined by the Building ·Official)
within the Edgehill Mountain Slc;ipe Protection Area
shall be submitted to and reviewed by the Structural
Advisory Committee, as defmed by Building Code
· Section 105A.6. No permits for such properties
located ~thin the Edgehili Mountain Slope
Protection Area sbaU be issued unless and until the
Building Official bas consulted with and received a
written ~ommunication from representatives of the
Department of Pbnning, Department of ~ublic
Works and Fire Department, each of whom has
made a visit to the site for which the project is
proposed, and the Building Official has receiv~d a
written report from the Structural Advisory
Committee concerning the safety and integrify of the
proposed design al!d construction. As part of its
review, the Structural Advisory Cc~mmittee shall
consider the effect that construction activity related
to the proposed project will have on the safety and
stability of the Edgehill Mountain Slope Protection
Area.

106A.4.1.2.4 Mandatory denial by Bnil4ing Official.
I~ the event that the Structural Advisory Committee
determines that there is a reasonable likelihood that
the proposed design and construction· would result
in unsafe conditions or would increase the likelihood
of hillside instability, and such unsafe conditions or
instability cannot be mitigated to the satisfaction of
the Structural· Advisory Committee, th~ Building
Official shall deny the permit. The Building
Official's decision to deny the permit is appealabie
only to the Board of ApP,eals.
106A.4.1.3 Northwest Mt. Sutro Slope Protection
Area.
106A.4.1.3.1 Creation.· There is hereby created the
Northwest Mt. Sutro Slope Protection Area, which ·
is generally bounded on the east by Crestmont Drive
44
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and its undeveloped north.em· e:i.tension, on the
SO!J.th along· Oak Park to its intersection wi~h
Christopher Boulevard, west to Warren Drive,
·north along Warren Drive to the 6th Avenue and
Kirkham Street intersection, and Kirkham Street in
an easterly direction to its end at the undeveloped
extension of Crestmont Drive. The Northwest Mt.
Sutro Slope Protection Area is comprised of the.
following Assessor's Block Numbers: 1850, 1851,
2635, 2636, 2638, 2674, 2675, 2676, 2677, and 2686.
Heightened review of certain permit applications, as
provided in this section, shall be.made in this area.

,-

106A.4.1.3.2 Purpose. Because landslides, earth
movement, ground shaking and subsidence are
likely to occur on or near the Northwest Mt. Sutro
Slope Protection Area, causing severe damage and
destruction to public and private improvements, the
Board of Supervisors fmds that the public health,
safety and welfare is best protected if the Building
Official of Building Inspection causes permit
applications within the Northw~t Mt. Sutro Slope
Protection Area for either (1) construction of new
buildings or structures or (2) alterations that involve
a substantial increase hi the envelope of an existing
building or structure, to be peer reviewed for
structural integrity and effect on hillside stability.
The. requirements ·herein for projects in the
Northwest Mt. Sutro Slope Protection Area are in
addition to all other applicable laws and regulation8,
including any and all requirements for
environmental review · under the California
Environmental Quality Act; compliance with the
requirements oontBined .herein does not ~cuse a
project sponsor from co~pliance with any other
applicable laws and regulations.
106A.4.1.3.3 Mandatory review by Structural
·Advisory Committee aud other city officials. All
. permit applications $Ubmitted to the Central.Permit
Bureau .for c~nstruction of new buildings or
structures or. alterations that involve a substantial
increase in .the enve•ope of an existing building or
structure (as determined by the Building Official)
within the Northwest Mt. Sutro Slope Protection
Area ·shall be submitted to and reviewed by the
Structural Advisory Committee, as defined by
Building Code Section. lOSA.6. No permits-for such
properties located within the Northwest Mt. Sutro
Slope Protection Area shall be issued unless and
1/0112011
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. lA;;.K: '""". Penalties, Hearings, Code Enforcement
ASsessments. Such applications shall be 'canceled
only through specific action by the Building Official.
.

~· ~~

.

106A.3.8 . Disapproval. of application.
Any ·
application that does not mee.t the requirerpeilts of
this-. .. coil~" :or· any other laws, ordinances or
1 regulations enforced by any interested. departments
.' or)igencies shall be disapproved by the Building ·
. · Offitiaf o.r upon reque8t by th~ appJicant. If such a
·.· t~'qu~~ iS. riot made,. the application shall be helcJ in
· abeyance· and: then canceled as provided for in
~eetio~ l06A.3.7.
·
·
"

106A~3.8.l .Withdrawa• of application. Applications
filed ror: permits may be withdrawn by the owner~
provided. that no part of the work proposed on the
application bllS''.been performed.
~

.
·.·

.

· 106A.4 Pei-!Pmissuance.

..

106A.4,1~ -.. Issuance;.:: The application, plans,
s~ifications, computations and other data flJed by
an· applicant for a perm.it shall be reviewed by the
building official. Sµcb phins may/shall be reviewed
by· oth~r depar1ments of this jurisdiction to verify
cc>mpliance with any:applicabJe, laws under their
jurisdictipn. If the Bu~ding Official f'mds· that the
work~.de8~rib~ in an application ·for a permit and
the» plans, . specifications ~nd ; other data filed
therewith corlton,rt to the requirements of this code
and other. pertinent laws and ordinances, and that
the fees specified Section 107 have been paid, the
building .official shall issue a permit, therefor to the
applicant.
·

106A.3.7 -106A.4.1.2.2

building or structure have been submitted or·
approved, provided adequate information and
detailed statements have been filed complying with
·an pertinent requirements of this code. The holder
of a partial p~nnit shall proceed without assurance
that'the permit for the entire building or· structure
will be granted.
·
106A.4.1.1 Transfer of permit. Permits are
transferable without payment of fees per Table
lA-D when the new owner submi~ a letter to the
Depa,~entagreeiog to all conditions ofapprov2.J,
stipnlations and agreements · contained o~ the
approved application.
106A.4.1.2
Area.

Edgehill Mountain Slope Protection

106A.4.1.2.1 Creation. There is hereby created the
Edgehill Mountain Slope Protection Area, which is
generally bounded by Garcia Avenue, Vasquez
Avenue, Kensington Way and Ulloa Street and
traversed by Edgehill Way. The Edgehill Mountain
Slope Protection Area is comprised of the followiµg
Assesso~'s Block Numbers: 2875, 2876, 2923, 2933,
2934, 2935, 2936A and 2936B. Heightened review of
·certain permit applications, as provided in this
section, shaU be made in this area.

106A.4.1.2~2 Purpose. Because landslides, earth
movement, ground shaking and subsidence are
likely to occur on or near the Edgehill Mountain
Slope Protection Area, causing severe damage and
. destruction to public and private improvements, the
Board of Supervisors finds that the public health,
safety and welfare is best protected if the Building
When th~ building official issues the permit where
Official of Building Inspection causes permit
pla~ are· required,. the building official shall
applications within the Edgehill Mountain Slope
endorse . in . writing or stamp the plans and
Protection Area for either (1). construction· of new
buildings or structures or (2) alterations that involve
s11ecifications ~~Jl~ucb approved plans
. and. speci,fica1ions:sball notbe changed, modified or
a supstantial increase i~ the envelope of an existing
J!lte~. without authorizations from the building
building or structure, tO be peer reviewed for
official; .and all work regulated. by this code shall be · structural integrity and effect on hillside stability.
The requirements herein for projects in the Edgehill
done in.accordance with the approvCd plans.
Mountain
Slope Protection Area are in addition to
."
The building official may issue a permit for the
all othe,r applicable laws and regulations, including ·
.collStruction of part of a building o~ structure before
any and all requirements for environmental review
· the- entire. plans and specifications for the whole.
under the California Environmental Quality Act;

in

. .. .
~

~"
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City and County of San Francisco

General Services Agency
Human Resources Administration
875 Stevenson Street, Suite 470
San Francisco, CA 94103-0903
Main: (415} 554-6000
Fax1: (415) 554-6025
Fax2: (415) 554-4827

Edwin M. Lee, Mayor
Naomi M. Kelly, City Administrator

January 13, 2014
Tom Hui

Re:

Investigatory Meeting

Dear Mr. Hui:
Your presence is required for an investigatory meeting that has been scheduled for Friday, January
17, 2014 at 3 :00 p.m. at I South Van Ness, Fifth Floor in Room 5081.
Please be advised that discipline may result from information gathered and/or obtained as a result of
the investigation. Accordingly, you are entitled to representation at this meeting if you so choose.
Immediately contact me if you and/or your representative cannot make the date and time indicated
above.
Please also be advised that your failure to attend this meeting will not prevent management from
proceeding forward with disciplinary action, including but not limited to, insubordination for nonattendance at this investigatory meeting.

~·

Vi~ung

Manager, Employee & Labor Relations

Cc:

Personnel file

City and County of San Francisco

General Services Agency
Human Resources Administration
875 Stevenson Street, Suite 470
San Francisco, CA 94103-0903
Main: (415) 554-6000
Fax1: (415) 554-6025
Fax2: (415) 554-4827

Edwin M. Lee, Mayor
Naomi M. Kelly, City Administrator

January 13, 2014
Ray Lui

Re:

Investigatory Meeting

Dear Mr. Lui:
Your presence is required for an investigatory meeting that has been scheduled for Friday, January
17. 2014 at 10:00 a.m. at 1 South Van Ness. Fifth Floor in Room 5081.
Please be advised that discipline may result from information gathered and/or obtained as a result of
the investigation. Accordingly, you are entitled to representation at this meeting if you so choose.
Immediately contact me if you and/or your representative cannot make the date and time indicated
above.
Please also be advised that your failure to attend this meeting will not prevent management from
proceeding forward with disciplinary action, including but not limited to, insubordination for nonattendance at this investigatory meeting.

Si~cerel ,

v~~g

Manager, Employee & Labor Relations

Cc:

Mohammed Nuru

Personnel file

City and County of San Francisco

General Services Agency
Human Resources Administration
875 Stevenson Street. Suite 470
San Francisco, CA 94103-0903
Main: (415) 554-6000
Fax1: (415) 554-6025
Fax2: (415) 554-4827

Edwin M. Lee, Mayor
Naomi M. Kelly, City Administrator

January 13, 2014
Fuad Sweiss

Re:

Investigatory Meeting

Dear Mr. Sweiss:
Your presence is required for an investigatory meeting that has been scheduled for Friday, January
17, 2014 at 11 :00 a.m. at I South Van Ness, Fifth Floor in Room 5081.
Please be advised that discipline may result from information gathered and/or obtained as a result of
the investigation. Accordingly, you are entitled to representation at this meeting if you so choose.
Immediately contact me if you and/or your representative cannot make the date and time indicated
above.
Please also be advised that your failure to attend this meeting will not prevent management from
proceeding forward with disciplinary action, including but not limited to, insubordination for nonattendance at this investigatory meeting.

Manager, Employee & Labor Relations
Cc:

Mohammed Nuru
Personnel file

City and County of San Francisco

General Services Agency
Human Resources Administration
875 Stevenson Street, Suite 470
San Francisco, CA 94103-0903
Main: (415) 554-6000
Fax1: (415) 554-6025
Fax2: (415) 554-4827

Edwin M. Lee, Mayor
Naomi M. Kelly, City Administrator

January 13, 2014
Rodrigo Santos

Re:

125 Crown Terrace

Dear Mr. Santos,
The General Services Agency of the City and County of San Francisco (GSA) is currently
conducting an independent personnel investigation on behalf of the Department of Building
Inspection (DBI) regarding the incident at 125 Crown Terrace and other related matters. It is our
understanding that you are the Engineer of Record of this project. In order to understand DBI
personnel's involvement in the permitting and inspection of this building we would like to interview
you. We request your attendance at a meeting this Friday, January 17, 2014 at 9:00 a.m. at l South
Van Ness on the fifth floor to speak V\:ith you on this matter. Please contact David Coleman at
(415) 554-6044 if you have questions regarding this meeting request.

g
Manager of Labor an Employee Relations
General Services Agency
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REMEDIATION COSTS
.

~--

HAZARGC>US MATERIAL REMOVAL

Costs presented ~re average costs of removal per square foot of total buildlng 11oor araa, except
aa noted, liicludlng loading and hauling, but not dump fees. It is also assumed 1(1atihe materials
have no salvage value. For Individual tl1lt CQSls. see prior page. ·

RADON REMOVAL:' RealdentJe1 bllHll'IOl1t venfDation ietrollh:0111s $9.25 -f1.400 fer a passive
exhaust pipe ventllatkln ayatem plus $315 -$525 for acttve fian and alarm. ·

Costs for removal vary greatly deperufmg on the sl%e and eomplexily of the job ahd extent of contamination regarding hm:ardooa matarlals. The following cost ranges ere In soma Q88es based on
one or or4f a frtlt removal proj6cla and ahoukf be coneidered ea very rou~ QUkles. Dua to 1118
number Of variables involved, we would suggest that, whenwer po11S1ble, survey, bid or QOlllnsct
costs be obtained.

ASBESTOS REMOVAL.:.
Full aba\em81'1t ••••••••••••
Spot l'l!lfllOV8I •• : ••••••• : • •
Encapaulation .............

LEAD REMOVfd,:
FIJI aba1ement ••••••••••••

Class A:

$4.79 - $7.05

Class b:

$S.21 - $ 4.95 •

~~

~-~

~a

~-~

Class C;

3.79 -

Gutting on!y: •

8,66 -

5.65

Small residences, mtaJ coat (a~ 1,000-1,000 &q. ft. per'lloo,,:.
1-story: $S,225 - $7-,530
2-:atory: $4,300 - $10,400
3-story: $5,700 -

$12,500

EARTHQUAKE (HURRICANE) REINFOR.CEMENT: Completa foundation anchorage retrofit for
smaD {appttQdmately 1,000-1D 1,500-square-foo) ralsed-lloor residences cost $3,050 to $5,050.
UNIT COSTS
Sill plate anchors (6' o.c.J, each ••••••••.• ; • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •
Rim joist anchoring (?.' o.c.}, each • • • • • • . • • • • . • • • . • • • . • • • • .
Pier joist straps, each •••••••••••••••••••• : . • • • • • • • • • • • • •
·Cripple, shealwaffsheathlng, per sq. ft .................. ·...
Truasliiltler ties, each ••••• : ••••••• : • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •
Beam anchors, each . . • . • • • • . • • . • . . • • . . • . . . . . . . . • . . • • . • .
_ __._,...,
.
.ii'masoruy ""'""'uuuon ••• • .••••• • ' • ••. ' • • ••• • • • • • ·..i,,,,:. • •
J>
.-«J.J::i7'v
c:.li, q,,.( ,,,J ..

M

c:.

5 .-R..e."" '-"'
.

C" ..ii ...
)\t'llSCEUANEOUS

•

6.

Spot removal

25.50 -

59.00

1.58 -

3.11

ss.1s -

82.oo

55.00 • 230.00 -

120.00
·
470.00

:fj~ ~t.hI~
•

(~ding

HOUSEMOVING
newfoundatfons.orutlllUes): Cost$11,900-$21,600 fora one-story
residenoo (appmldmately 1,000 to 2,000 :square feet), and $9,650 - $16,100 for a two-stoJy resJdence (ground floor area of 500 to 1,000 square feet) up to .a 5-nile dlslalwe. For masomy struo- ·
tures, add 50%.
•
•

·8.60
1.68

11;4-0

$9.25

HIGH COST

2.05

GOOD
$40.SO
15.10
2.69

$11.BO

'$15.10

$19.60
• ~.20

$1.58

$55.00
20.50

3A8

.••.•.• : ••••••

7,90

Eneapsulation •••••••••••.•

2.74

9.25
3..48

$1.05

$1.26

$1A2

.so

ttemmerd:

mlxing), With~ havtngvarled plus or mtous 50%.
r

•

·

.

.

GROUND WATER CU!ANUP: Pump and tniat remedlation coats have averaQC?d $.11 to $.16
per gallon treated por year while permeable ruclll/e bamer hatment S)'Slema aveniged $.47
to $1.00 per gaUon treated .per year,
coetS having varl&d plUs or minus 50%.
•.
•

with

STORMWATER MANAGEMENT
.
.
(Costa Include trenchlns and bacldlll)

.

•

Polyelh)1en& chambenyatem, complete, per gallon •• : • .••••••

UNrr COSTS
.
..
Chamb9r only (TO - 425 gallon), each ••••.•.•• : •••.•.•.••••
Pipe dralnage system, 10". per nneartoot •.•••• ; ••••.•••••••
·12"

............................................. .

24'

....... : ................................. :'. ...

(. 36"

'·' • • • • · • • · • • • • • ·' '·' • '' • • • '· • ·' '· • • • • • '•' .. • •

48"

• • • • • .. • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • .. • .. • • • · • .. • • .... • • • • ..

· y,_($ 20. '800 +=f> s.,...,ro~)x l·!s'L =°!f+!,, n'f-.~

CZfll! 'ltWt81UU..&:strJFJ.'l.BOBC1U..C-11tzllrlcluon
•..f.llrf&/t14~
.

$29.75

SfTE DECONTAMINATtON~ Blolo.gtcal soil remediation c:osla have averaged $100 per cu. yd. for
1llnd
(tilled 80lk:ondilionln9t'armlng}, $180 per cu. yd. for blowmtlng ~·extradipn {air
· str1pptng and so11~1o $285 per cu. yd. rorfl.lll bloreact«1reatment cae0ve atuny-aeratloii

COST RANGE .
$ 55.00
29.00 44.75

j.-lll1.o-a-- I
HOUSE UFTING (etevatsd above fiaod plain): Cost $7,750 - $14,.400 for rails floor to
120.§60 - p+.500 fOr stab on grade ntsklences. Add $8~ - $17,100 for fll foundation;
$16,900 - $27;900 for Ml-story raised substruolure.
C.f-1 c.AC.. Pl 11 '-Tl"'J.1 ~ )

Jle8lW..I; 1'A&tr.m01f·S&llfl.ltz

AVERAGE

$21.90

11.10
4.48

GRAFFm REJllOVAL:

$ 38.75 _

_,... .

LOW COST

20.80

SEISMIC RETROFITIING

..

----···--~--

DEMOJ.ITION

B~ILDlNG DEMOLmON
(Cost range pee square foot)

0
I Lr

1$CTIONOi PAGE 11
.Deccmblr 201!

COST RANGE
$2.26

$1.11' -

$57.00 ·13.20 15..30 29.75 52.00 -

84.oo· -

Bloswale detention systam, coat per sq.fl ••••..• , ..••••••• , ,
,.."'"""""'
. cost per linear foot
• ••••••••••• ~ •
"""''t"""' tilter benn syetem,

.

16.10
·18.40
34.75'
57.00

'89.00

1.96 -

~-- fl""""6tl#t1'9tmir

.

·---~-_,

____________

II.
6.SC
4.69

4.16 -

714 "1.1itlnc{lt4d tmfldrP«11 bfCOlfla okoktall,/la rqxl«tctldlvuy,sclwhltlitlpDa:. zo:a

--------------~-----

$250.00-

Ul1.0ll

~~·----__..-

..

~~,--

--

-··-~·-··

m

;a:
g
c

SAN. FRANCISCO

BUILDING INSPECTION

COST SCHEDULE
(BUILDING VALUATION DATA)

Prepared by the Technical Services Divisi~n of the
Department of Building Inspection based on
Construction Cost Data reported by
Marshall and Swift's Marshall Valuation Service
per San Francisco Building Code Section 107A.2

March 2009

·City and County of San Francisco

Gavin Newsom, Mayor

Department of Building Inspection

Vivian L Day, C.B.O., Director

March 2009 Cost Schedule
To All San Francisco Building Permit Applicants and Interested Parties:
Attached is the March 2009 Cost Schedule of Building Valuation Data for use in cafoulating a
building's valuation for Building Permits in the City and County of San Francisco. This schedule is
effective as of March 19, 2009. A valuation based on this table represents the valuation at the
completion of all construction work authorized by a building permit. Permit fees are based on a
percentage of this valuation. These valuations are not to be used as accurate guides to the actual
cost of construction; for actual construction cost estimates for any project please consult a
contractor, a design professional or a cost estimator.
This schedule will be updated by DBI's Technical Services Division on an annual basis or as
otherwise directed by the Building Inspection Commission in accordance with the San Francisco
Building Code Section 107A.2. The valuation data is based on information provided by the Marshall
Valuation Service.
For additional information on this schedule, please contact Chief Building Inspector
Laurence Kornfield of the Technical Services Division at (415) 558-6244.

Sincerely yours,

Vivian L. Day, C.B.O.
Director

Date: March 18. 2009.

Office of the Director
1660 Mission Street- San Fr:ancisco CA 94103
Office (415) 558-6131-FAX (415) 558-6225-Email: Vivian.Oay@sfgov.org

March2009

COST SCHEDULE
(BUILDING VALUATION DATA)
This schedule is to be used for determining permit and related fees posted in
accordance with Section 107A of the San Francisco Building Code.
Building permit, building plan review fees and other related fees shall be based on
the date of permit application, adjusted based on subsequent revisions. Building
floor area shall be calculated in accordance with the definitions contained in
Chapter 2 of the San Francisco Building Code.
This schedule is updated each year, or as othel'Wise directed by the Building Inspection
Commission, in accordance with the San Francisco Building Code Section 107A.2.

GENERAL NOTES
1

All unit prices are based on the gross floor area, unless noted otherwise.

2

Estimated construction costs for all occupancies, except R occupancies, are
presumed to be without tenant improvements (cor.e and shell).

3

The cost of office tenant improvement for first time improvement in a new office building shall
be calculated when the office tenant improvement application or site permit addendum is
submitted per square foot basis at.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
$109.54
(This includes partitions, finishes, ceilings, mechanical, plumbing and electrical.
Deduct costs per items 6 and 7 if mechanical, plumbing and electrical work are excluded.)

4

The cost of tenant partitions {other than office) shall be 9% (which does not
include mechanical, electrical and plumbing work) of the base cost times the floor
area of the tenant space and shall be calculated when the tenant improvement
application or site permit addendum is submitted. Special costs (bank safe,
mahogany paneling, marble finish, etc.) are to be added to the tenant improvement
or site pennit addendum costs.

5

For non-site permits (other than office), except R occupancies, add 9% for partitions and
interior finishes.

6

The cost of non-residential mechanical and plumbing work: shall be calculated
$27.91
on per square foot basis at ................ : . . . . . .
or may be computed on an item-by-item basis as detailed in this Cost Schedule.

. 7

The cost of non-residential electrical work (lighting, distribution & control, including
low voltage) shall be calculated on per square foot basis at. . . . . . . . . . . .
$12.33

8

The cost of removal of non-bearing partitions shall be calculated
on per square foot basis at . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ....

PAGE 1

$5.94

GENERAL NOTES
9

(Continued from PAGE 1)

Hillside costs for buildings of all occupancies and types are to be added as follows:
Grade

O to5%
5to10%
10 to 20%
over20%

add
add
add
add

0%to cost
5%to cost
10% to cost
20% to.cost

Add caisson or pile cost by footage plus set-up cost
10

Apply 3% discount for quantity construction of five or more buildings of similar
design that ar:e part of tract development.

GENERAL ITEMS APPLICABLE TO ALL OCCUPANCIES:
Concrete Retaining Wall
Asphalt Paving
Concrete Paving
Wooden Fences over 6'-0"
Concrete Block Walls(Standard):
Ornamentation: Add for
Stucco or facing:
Veneer -or tile:
Terracotta:
Marble or granite:
Excavation
Fill
Drilled dowels with epoxy

Sprinkler Systems
To 5,000 sq. ft.
To 10,000 sq. ft.
To 15,000 sq. ft.
To 20,000 sq. ft.
To 40,000 sq. ft.
To 50,00() sq. ft.
To 100,000 sq. ft.
More than 100,000

Unit
perc.y
per sq. ft.
per sq. ft.
per lin. ft.
per sq. ft.
per sq. ft.
per sq. ft.
per sq. ft.
per sq. ft.
per c.y.
perc.y.
each

Amount

$813.47
$4.7~.

$8.47
of wall
of ornamented
of ornamented
of ornamented
of ornamented

Unit
(Floor Area)
per sq. ft.
per sq. ft.

per sq. ft.
per sq. ft.
per sq. ft.

sq. ft.

Alternatively, cost of sprinkler systems

$41.79
$15.75
area
area
area
area

$6.55
$19.92
$46.39
$72.12
$69.59

$47.56
$46.99
Amount

.$6.22
$5.50
$5.12

$4.87
$4.34

per sq. ft.
per sq. ft.
per sq. ft.

$3.67
$3.43

per head

$514.62

$3.99

For High-Rise Life Safety Buildings,
add to sprinkler prices above ·

per sq.

ft.

$0.50

Fire Alarm Systems

per sq. ft.

$3.81.

Automatic Fire Detection
and Alarm Systems

per sq. ft.

$5.47
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GENERAL ITEMS APPLICABLE TO ALL OCCUPANCIES:

(Continued from PAGE 2)

Fire Pumps;

500 GPM
750GPM
1000 GPM
1500GPM
(NOTE:lnteroolate for intermediate values}

$113,840
$123,197
$130,214
$141,520

Service Station and Carwash Canopies

per sq. ft.

Smoke Detectors, hard wired

each

$52.83
$272.90

Unit
per c.y..

Underpinning Foundation
(including excavation, concrete and shoring)

Amount
$2,936.$9

Structural Steel
{Note: For soldier beam/pile, use cost for "H" pile)

per pound

Wood lagging (not including tiebacks)
Wood lagging (including tiebacks)

per sq. ft. of wall
per sq. ft. of wall

Tieback
Soil nail (each)

each
per lin. ft.

Shotcrete with soil nails, up to 20 feet long
Shotcrete with soil nails, 50 feet in length
Interpolate for intermediate values

per sq. ft. of wall
per sq. ft. of wall

$129.21
$258.43

Reinforced concrete
(grade beams or pile caps)

per c.y.

$734.21

Add for Caissons:

Add for P.ile driving:

$3,430.79
$430.74

$10,838.19
Concrete
$54.50
$77.89
$129.51

$194.27

Add cost per lineal foot of pile
Size
Concrete, precast .
12" dia.
$54.50 per Un. ft.
14" dia.
$65.89 per lin. ft.
24" dia.
$129~51 per lin. ft.

HP8
HP10
HP12
HP14

$21.05

$55.36

·

1. Set-up Cost - 12" to 36"
2. Add cost per lineal foot of caisson
Size
12" dia.
16"dia.
24"dia.
36"dia.

Size

$1.89

Steel, "H"
$49.59 per lin.
$65.42 per lin.
$82.50 per lin.
$100.43 per lin.

PAGE3

ft.
ft.
ft.
ft.

w/ Steel Casing

$76.57
$98.32
$160.78

$225.09

Set-up Cost
$26,511
$30,019
$49,513
Set-up Cost
$17,934

$21,053

$24,561
$27,680

GENERAL ITEMS APPLICABLE TO ALL OCCUPANCIES:

(Continued from PAGE 3)

Tower Crane (including installation, removal, site preparation and foundation):
Size of crane in metric ton
100 or less
200
300
400ormore
{NOTE:!ntemolate for intermediate values)

Unit
Each
Each
Each
Each

Amount
$30,000
$70,000
$120,000
$180,000

Seismic retrofits (incl. both foundation and superstructure and
not incl. architectural remodelling, disabled access improvements,
hazardous material disposal, or historical building factors):
Unit
per sq. ft. of floor area:

Amount
$57.38

2. For Bldg. originally constructed between 1917 and May 31, 1973 and:
(A) less than 1171 sf in total floor area:
per sq. ft. of floor area:

$47.47

1. For Bldg. originally constructed before 1917:'

(B) 1171 sf or more in total floor area:
Unreinforced Masonry

per sq. ft. of floor area:

$26.10

Wood Light Frame
or Wood (Commercial or Industrial)

per sq. ft. of floor area:

$26.10

Precast Concrete Tilt Up Walls
or Reinforced Masonry with Metal or Wood Diaphragm

per sq. ft .. of floor area:

$26.10

Concrete Moment Frame·
or Concrete Frame with Infill Concrete Shear Walls

per sq. ft. of floor area:

$34.11

Steel Moment Frame

per sq. ft. of floor area:

$26.10

Steel Braced Frame
or Steel Light Frame

per sq. ft. of floor area:

$16.36

Steel Frame with Infill Concrete Shear Walls

per sq. ft. offloor area:

$41.68

Concrete Shear Wall
or Precast Concrete Frame with Concrete Shear Walls
or Reinforced Masonry with Precast Concrete Diaphragm
or Steel Frame with Concrete Shear Walls
or Steel Frame with Concrete Shear Walls

per sq. ft. of floor·area:

$26.10
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GENERAL ITEMS APPLICABLE TO ALL OCCUPANCIES:
3. For Bldg. originally constructed after May 31, 1973 and:
(A) less than 1171 sf in total floor area:
·

(Continued from PAGE 4)

per sq. ft. of floor area:

$47.47

per sq. ft. of floor area:

$10.95

Wood Light Frame
or Wood (Commercial or Industrial)

per sq. ft. of floor area:

$10.95

Precast Concrete Tilt Up Walls
or Reinforced Masonry with Metal or Wood Diaphragm

per sq. ft. of floor area:

$10.95

Concrete Moment Frame
or Concrete Frame with Infill Concrete Shear Walls

per sq. ft. of floor area:

$33.67

Steel Moment Frame

per sq. ft. of floor area:

$10.95

Steel Braced Frame
or Steel light Frame

per sq. ft. of floor area:

$10.95

Steel Frame with Infill Concrete Shear Walls

per sq. ft. of floor area:

$41.68

Concrete Shear Wall
or Precast Concrete Frame with Concrete Shear Walls
or Reinforced Masonry with Precast Concrete Diaphragm
or Steel Frame with Concrete Shear Walls

per sq. ft. of floor area:

$10.95

(8) 1171 sf or more in total floor area:
Unreinforced Masonry

NOTES:
· 1. Multiply the above unit cost by 1.5 for floor at the ground .level.
2. For foundation retrofit only, use unit cost for excavation, reinforced concrete
and drilled dowels with epoxy.
·

PAGE.5.

GENERAL ITEMS APPLICABLE TO ALL OCCUPANCIES:

(Continued from PAGE 5)

INTERIOR PARTITIONS [BASED ON 8'-0" HEIGHT]*
*Add 2% to base cost for each additional foot of height over 8'-0".
sq. ft. of wall
Wood Studs w/ W' Gypsum Wallboard, Painted
Wood Studs w/ 518 " Gypsum Wallboard, Painted
For Plaster finish, ADD for each face

NR or 1-Hour

Wood Studs w/ 2 layers Gypsum Wal.lboard each side
. 2-hour construction

$17.60
$5.38.

Add plywood per sq. ft. of wall:

Metal Partitions w/ insulatiofl

$13.06

Metal Studs with Gypsum Wallboard,
painted, w/ noncombustible construction

Metal Studs with Metal Lath and Plaster, painted

1-Hour
2-Hour

$11.35
$16.10

1-Hour
2-Hour

$16.69
$21.44

Special surface finishing. ADO per sq. ft. of wall, ea. face, as follows:
Fabric wallcovering
Wood Paneling
Laminated Plastic
Marble, Terrazzo, Granite, Stone, etc. Veneers
Vinyl Wallcovering
For Insulation, Add per sq. ft. of wall as follows:
4" in Walls
6"inWalls
4" in Floors and Ceilings
6" in Floors and Ceilings
9" in Ceilings and Roof

NOTE:

$12.53
$12.85
$4.99

For all the Occupancies on the following pages, see Chapter 3 of
San Francisco Building Code for the description of Occupancies by
Group and Division

PAGES

$8.58
$6.74
$17.04
$98.64

$5.n
$2.65
$3.27
$3.82
$4.34
$4.96

BLOG.
OCCUPANCY A
Assembly uses intended for the production
A-1
and viewing of the performing arts or motion pictures
incl., but not limited to: Motion picture theaters,
Symphony and concert halls, Television and radio
studios admitting an audience, Theatres
Basement
(Utilities, Storage, Dressing Rooms)
[Typical all Basements-See Page 17]
Assembly uses intended for food and/or
A-2
drink consumption incl., but not limited to:
Banquet halls, Night clubs, Restaurant,
Taverns and bars
Basement
(Utilities, Storage, Dressing Rooms} ·

TYPE

PER SQUARE FOOT
HT
A
B

I
II

$462.50
$323.90

$462.50
$315.80

I
II

$131.59
$131.59

$131.59
$128.30

I
II

$355.70
$266.09
$268.38

$355.70
$259.44
$261.67

$260.18

$253.67

$131.59
$131.59
$94.78

$131.59
$128.30
$92.41

$94.78

$92.41

$315.98
$222.58
$196.50

$315.98
$217.02
$191.59

v

$187.84

$183.14

I
II

$131.59
$131.59
$94.78

$131.59
$128.30
$92.41

v

$94.78

$92.41

I
II

$316.04
$221.13
$193.44

$316.04
$215.60
$188.61

$159.97

$155.97

$255.03
$184.06
$157.94

$255.03
$179.46
$153.99

m
IV

v

$268.38

I
II

m
IV

v

Assembly uses intended for worship,
A-3
recreation or amusement and other assembly uses not
classified elsewhere in Group A incl., but not limited
to: Amusement arcades, Art galleries, Bowling alleys,
Places of religious worship, Community/dance or
exhibition/lecture halls, Courtrooms, Funeral/pool and
billiard parlors, Gymnasiums or indoor swimming
pools/ tennis courts w/o spectator seating, Libraries,
Museums, Waiting areas in transportation terminals
Basement
(Utilities, Storage, Dressing Rooms)

$94.78

I·
II

m
IV

$196.50

m
IV

Assembly uses intended for viewing of
A-4
indoor sporting events and activities with spectator
seating Incl., but not limited to: Arenas,· Skating
rinks, Swimming pools, Tennis courts
Assembly uses intended for partiticipation
A-5
in or viewing outdoor activities, incl., but not
limited to: Amusement park structures, Bleachers,
Grandstands, Stadiums

m
IV

v

$193.44

I
II

m
IV

v
NOTE: See al§Q AQD NOTES on Pages 16 and 17
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$94.78

$157.94

NA

NA

BLOG.
OCCUPANCYB

TYPE

Banks

I
II
III
IV

$383.40
$327.86
$276.97

$383.40
$319.66
$270.05 .

$268.16

$261.46

$154.60
$154.60
$102.72

$154.60
$150.74
$100.15

$102.72

$100.15

$186.85
$179.18
$147.63

$186.85
$174.70
$143.94

v

$137.57

$134.13

I
II
III
IV

$154.60
$154.60
$102.72

$154.60
$150.74
$100.15

$102.72

$100.15

$299.60
$291.73
$240.79

$299.60
$284.43
$234.78

v

$231.87

$226.08

I
II
III
IV

$154.60
$154.60
$102.72

$154.60
$150.74
$100.15

$102.72

$100.15

v

Basements
(Utilities, Storage)

I
II
III
IV

v

Office Bldgs,
Barber and beauty shops,
Car wash,
Dry cleaning and laundries,
Print shops,
Professional services of architects, attorneys,
or engineers, etc.
Basements
(Utilities,. Storage)

I
II
III
IV

v

Animal hospitals, kennels and pounds,
Clinic-outpatient, Motor vehicle showrooms,
Educational occupancies for students above the 12th
grade,
Professional ser\lices of dentists or physicians.
Basements
(Utilities, Storage)

I
II
III
IV

v

PAGES

PER SQUARE FOOT
HT
B
A

$276.97

$102.72

$147.63

$102.72

$240.79

$102.72

OCCUPANCYB

(Continued from PAGE 8)

BLDG.
TYPE

Civic administration
I
II
Electronic data processing,
Post offices,
Radio and television stations,
IV
Telephone exchanges
(NOTE: For Laboratories, use same cost as Occupancy L)

PER SQUARE FOOT

HT

$419.74
$349.70
$342.04

v

$209.40

$204.16

I
II

$154.60
$154.60
$102.72

$154.60
$150.74
$100.15

$102.72

$100.15

$350.81

m

IV

$102.72

v

OCCUPANCYE

BLDG.
TYPE

Educational Purposes by six or more persons
through the 12th Grade

I
Il

PER SQUARE FOOT
A

HT

$305.. 54
$224.98
$221.76

v

$174.86

$170.49

I
II

$130.94
$130.94
$88.02

$130.94
$1i7.67
$85.82

$88.p2

$85.82

$226.09
$226.09
$220.83

$226.09
$220.44
$215.31

$208.30

$203.09

$130.94
$130.94
$88.02

$130.94
$127.67
$85.82

$88.02

$85.82

m
$227.45

m
IV

v

Any Bldg. or Portion of Any Bldg. Used for
Day Care Purposes for More Than 6 children
older than 2-112 years of age

$88.02

I

n

m
IV

v

$220.83

I
II

Basement
{Utilities, storage)

m

IV

v

PAGE9

B

$305.54
$230.75
$227.45

IV

.Basement
· (utilities, storage)

B

$419.74
$358.67
$350.81

m

Basements
(utilities, Storage)

A

$88.02

BLOG.

TYPE

OCCUPANCYF

PER SQUARE FOOT
HT
A

B

F-1

Factory industrial uses- Moderate Hazard:
I
II
Aircraft, Applicances, Althletic equipment,
m
Automobiles and other motor vehicles, Bakefies,
Beverages: over 12-percent alcohol content, Bicycles, IV
v
Boats, Brooms and brushes, Business machines,
Cameras and photo equipment, Canvas or similar
fabric, Carpets and rugs incl. cleaning, Clothing,
Construction and aqricultural machinery, Disinfectants,
Dry cleaning snd dyeing, Electronics, Engines incl.
rebuilding, Food processing, Furniture, Hemp products,
· Jut products, Laundries, Leather products, Machinery,
Metals, Millwork (sash & door), Musical instruments,
Optical goods, Paper mills or products, Photographic
film, Plastic products, Printing or publishing,
Recreational vehicles, Refuse incineration, Shoes,
Soaps and detergents, Textiles, Tobacco, Trailers,
Upholstering, Wood:distillation, Woodworking(cabinets)

. f ...2
Factory industrial uses - Low Hazard:
Beverages: not over 12-percent alcohol content,
Brick and masonry, Ceramic products, Foundries,
Glass products, Gypsum. Ice, Metal products
{fabrication and assembly)

v

BLDG.

TYPE

OCCUPANCYH

$254.50
$212.58
$170.05

$128.41

$125.20

$174.41

I
II

ill
IV

$254.50
$218.03
$174.41

$71.02
$67.09.
$56.19

$71.02
$65.41
$54.78

$56.19

$54.78

$56.19
PER SQUARE FOOT
HT
A

B

H-1

I
Detonation hazards
II
Buildings and structures con~ining materials
that pose a detonation hazard incl .• but not limited to:
m
Exposives, Organic peroxides {unclassified detonable), IV
v
Oxidizers Class 4, Unstable(reactlve) materials,
(Class 3 detonable & Class 4), Detonable pyrophoric
materials

$285.39
$247.31
$199.61

$285.39
$241.13
$194.62

$199.61

NP

$254.50
$218.03
$174.41

$254.50
$212.58
$170.05

$149.21

$145.48

$199.61

H-2, H-3

Buildings and structures containing materials
that pose detlagration, combustion and/or physical
hazards incl., but not limited to:
Class I, II or lllA flammabie or combustible liquids,
Combustible dusts or fibers, Consumer fireworks,
Cryogenic fluids, Flammable gases or solids, Organic
peroxides Class I thru Ill, Oxidizers Class 1 thru 3,
Oxidizing gases, Pyrophoric liquids, solids and
gases (nondetonable), Unstable (reactive) materials
(Class 2 & 3 nondetonable), Water-reactive materials
(Class 2 & 3)
PAGE10

I
II
ill

rv

v

$174.41

BLDG.
OCCUPANCYH

(Continued from PAGE 10}

TYPE

PER SQUARE FOOT
A

HT

B

H-4
Buildings and structures which contains materials
that are health hazards incl., but not limited to:
Corrostves, Highiy toxic materials, Toxic materials

H-5
Semiconductor fabrication facilities in which
hazardous production materials (HPM) are used

I"
II
ill
IV

$254.50
$218.03
$174.41

$254.50
$212.58
$170.05

v

$149.21

$145.48

I
II
ill
IV

$273.67
$273.67
$196.11

$273.67
$266.83
$191.21

$176.73

$172.31

v

BLDG.

TYPE

OCCUPANCY I

'1-1
Supervised residential care incl., but not limited to:
Assisted living facilitities such as: Residential Care
Facilities (incl. Elderly and Chronically ill), Adult
Residential Facilitites, Congregate Living Health
Facilitltles (incL Terminally iU), Group homes

$174.41

$196.11

PER SQUARE FOOT
HT
A

B

$226.09
$226.09
$195.31

$226.09
$220.44
$190.42

v

$183.60

$17~.01

I

$175.28

$175.28

$176.65
$176.65
$156.23

$176.65
$172.24
$152.32

$149.29

NP

$_174.11

$174.11

I
II
ill
IV

$195.31

Social rehabilitation facilities such as: Halfway
houses, Community Correctional Centers, Community
Correction Reentry Centers, Community Treatment
Programs, Work Furlough Programs, and Alcoholism
or drug abuse r~very or treatment facilities
Basement

1-2, 1-2.1:
Medical, surgical, psychiatric, nursing or custodial
care on a 24-hour basis for more than 6 nonambulatory I
or bedridden persons incl., but not limited to:
II
Nursing homes, Mental hospitals, detoxification
ill
IV
facilities; and
Ambulatory care facility
v
Basement

I

PAGE 11

$156.23

OCCUPANCY I

(Continued from PAGE 11)

BLDG.
TYPE

PER SQUARE FOOT
HT
A

B

1-3
Bldgs. Inhabited by one or more persons under
restraint incl., but not limited to:
Prisons, Jails, Reformatories, -Detention or
Correctional centers, Juvenile Halls
Basement

1-4
Day care facilities that provides s.upervision and
personal care on less than a 24-hour basis for more
than 6 unrelated adults or children

Basement

I
II

$293.86
NP

$293.86
NP

I
II

$243.45
NP

$243.45
NP

I

$176.65
$176.65
$156.23

$176.65
$172.24
$152.32

v

$149.29

$145.56

I

$174.11

$174.11

n
ill
IV

BLDG.
OCCUPANCYL

TYPE

L

I
II

Laboratories for scientific experimentation or
research having quantities of materials per
SFBC Section 443 and not classified as a
Group B occupancy

M
Retail and Wholesale Stores,
Drug stores,
Markets

PER SQUARE FOOT
HT
A

m
IV

$235.27

NP

B

$172.52
$164.15

v

$135.78

$132.39

I
II

$96.46
$96.46
$62.33

$96.46
$94.05
'$60.77

$62.33

$60.77

m

v

$136~96

$140.48

m

IV

\

$379.02
NP
NP

$172.52
$168.36
$140.48

IV

PAGE12

$379.02'
$379.02
$267.52

PER SQUARE FOOT
HT
A

I
II

Basement

B

$267.52

v
BLDG.
TYPE

OCCUPANCYM

$156.23

$62.33

OCCUPANCYM

(Continued from PAGE 12) ·

M
Department. Stores

BLDG.
TYPE

PER SQUARE FOOT
HT
A

$1n.1a

$1n.1a

$1n.7B
$146.22

$173.33
$142.56

v

$146.22

$142.56

I

$124.99
$124.99
$72.59

$124.99
$121.87
$70.77

v

$72.59

$70.77

I
II

$167.39
$167.39
$137.18

$167.39
$163.21
$133.76

$131.14

$127.86

.I
II

m
IV

Basement

$146.22

II

m
IV

M
Sales rooms,
Motor fuel-dispensing facilities

$72.59

m
IV

$137.18

v
BLDG.
TYPE

OCCUPANCYR

B

PER SQUARE FOOT
HT
A

8

R-1
Residential occupancies containing sleeping units
where occupants are transient in nature, including:
Hotels, Motels, Boarding Houses,
Efficiency dweling units (transient,< 30-days)

Basement
(Unfinished, for utilities and storage.
For finished basement, use sq. ft.
cost for upper floors.)

R-2: Residential occupancies containing sleeping units
or more than two dwelling units where OCCUP.ants
are permanent in nature, incl., but not limited to:
Apartments and Condominiums, Convents,
Dormitories, Fraternities and sororities,
Monasteries, Vacation timeshare properties
Basement
(Unfinished, for utilities and storage.
For finished basement, use sq. ft.
cost for upper floors.)

I
II
ill
IV

$278.39
$266.01
$214.36

$278.39
$259.36
$209.00

v

$197.30

$192.37

I
II
ill
IV

$128.53
$89.67

$128.53
$125.32
$87.43

$89.67

$87.43

$223.13
$209.56
$165.64

$223.13
$204.32
$161.50

v

$152.34

$148.53

I
II
ill
IV

$117.04
$91.04
$82.04

$117.04
$88.76
$79.99

$82.04

$79.99

v·

$12~.53

$89.67

I
II

m
IV

v
PAGE 13

$214.36

$165.64

$82.04

OCCUPANCYR

(Continued from PAGE 13)

BLDG.

PER SQUARE FOOT

TYPE

HT

R-3: One and Two family dwellings,
Townhouses not more than three stories above grade · V
in height with a separate means of egress,
Adult or Child care facilities for less than 24 hours,
Congregate living facilities with 16 or fewer persons.
R-3.1: Residential Care for six or fewer clients

A

$159.05

$155.07

$52.18

$50.87

$272.62
$260.60
$215.25

$272.62
$254.09
$209.87

v

$202.68

$197.61

I
II
ill

$122.39 '
$122.39
$86.07

$122.39
$119.33
$83.91

$86.07

$83.91

Basement(Unfinished, for utilities and storage.
V
For finished basement, use sq. ft.cost ~or upper floors.}·
R-4
Residential Care/Assisted Living Facilities
including more than six ambulatory clients,
excluding staff.

I

II
ill
IV

Basement
(Unfinished, for utilities and storage.
For finished basement, use sq. ft.
cost for upper floors.)

IV

$215.25

$86.07

v

.OCCUPANCY S

S-1
Storage of Moderate Hazard Materials
Not classed S-2 or H incl., but not limited to:
Aerosols, Levels 2 and 3; Aircraft repair hangar;
Bags: cloth, burlap and paper; Bamboos and rattan;
Baskets; Belting: canvas and leather; Books and
paper in rolls or packs; Boots and shoes; Buttons,
incl. cloth covered, pearl or bone; Gardboard; Clothing;
Cordage; Dry boat storage ~ndoor); Furniture; Glues,
mucilage, pastes and size; Grains; Homs and
combs, ott:ier than celluloid; Leather; Linoleum;
Lumber;Motor vehicle repair garages; Photo
engravings; Resilient flooring; Silks; Soaps; Sugar;
Tires, bulk storage of; Tobacco, cigars, cigarettes
and snuff; Upholstery and mattresses; Wax candles

PAGE14

B

BLOG.

PER SQUARE FOOT

TYPE

HT

I
II
ill
IV
V

B

A

$115.49
$110.00
$79.81

$115.49
$107.25
$77.82

$72.67

$70.85

$79.81

BLDG.
OCCUPANCY$

(Continued from PAGE 14)

TYPE

PER SQUARE FOOT
HT
A

B

S-2
Storage of Low Hazard Materials - Noncombustible,
incl., but not limited to: Aircraft hangar, Asbestos,
Beverages not more than 12% alcohol,
Cement in bags, Chaulk and crayons, Dairy products,
Dry cell batteries, Electrical coils and motors, Empty
cans, Food products, Glass, Gysum board, Inert
pigments, Ivory, Metals, Mirrors, Oil-filled and other
types of distribution transformers, Porcelain and
pottery, Stoves, Talc and soupstones,
Washers and dryers

I
Il

$115.49
$95.07
$67.94

$115.49
$92.70
$66.24

v

$61.79

$60.24

I
II

$105.34
$105.34
$87.02

$105.34
$102.71
$84.84

v

$77.54

$75.61

S-2
Underground Parking Garages

I

$118.14

$-118.14

OCCUPANCYU

TYPE

S-2
Parking Garages,open or enclosed

m

IV

$67.94

m

IV

BLDG.

$87.02

PER SQUARE FOOT
A

B

u
Private Garages

At grade

I

Free standing Only
As Lower floor

v

$72.78
$70.96
Use l;lasement $ for Basement
of Occupancy.

v

$54.89

u
Agricultural bldgs.; Aircraft hangars accessory to R3;
Barns; Carports; Fence more than 6 feet high;
Grain silos accessory to Group R; Greenhouses;
Livestock shelters; Retaining walls; Sheds; Stables;
Tanks; Towers
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$94.21

$94.21

ADD NOTES APPLICABLE TO OCCUPANCIES A, B, E, F, H, I, L, M, RAND S
(1) Add 0.5% for each story over 3, above ground, to the base cost
(2) Add cost of fire sprinklers, if required. [See Page 2}
Occupancy
(3) Add for each elevator shaft:
A, B, E & I

H ,L ,M, F, R-1, R-2, R-4 & S
R-3
(4) Add for Each Elevator Stop
or Floor Opening:

A. B,

E&I
H ,L ,M, F, R-1, R-2, R-4 & S
R-3

Cost
$118,381.89
$79,473.57 .
$27,836.22
$12,241.70
$13;138.38
$7,329.42

(5) Kitchen [Residentiaij:
.
$11,754.37
Add for Each New Kitchen:
Amount added to total sq. ft. costs to cover built-in appliances, wiring and plumbing.
Kitchen, Remodel, each [Built-in appliances, wiring and plumbing only]
Amount added to cost under item (15) for complete Kitchen Remodel.

$9,239.75

{6) Kitchen [Commercial]:
Add for Each New K'rtchen:
$50,292.32
Amount added to total sq. ft. costs to cover built-in appliances, wiring and plumbing.
Kitchen, Remodel, each [Built-in appliances, wiring and plumbing only] .
Amount added to cost for kitchen/dining room remodel, per sq. ft.:
Occupancy
·
A-2

B
Kitchen Hood per sq. ft. of hood [CommerciaQ
Commercial Hood (Type I) incl: hood, duct, fire suppression and exhaust fan

(7) Add for Each Fire Alarm System

$40,233.86

$161.26
$54.n
$908.38

-SeePage2

(8) Add for Fire Escape [Stair Type] -for two story building
-for each add fonal story

$8,206.62
$4,600.38

(9) Add for Each Additional or New Restroom, each
Amount added to total sq. ft. costs to cover fixtures, wiring and plumbing.
* Each additional restroom more than one per unit in new buildings
or in addition to existing restrooms. .
·

$11,329.42 *

(10) Add for Remodeled Restroom, each [Fixtures, wiring and plumbing only]
Amount added to cost under item (15) for complete Restroom Remodel.

$9,037.02

(11) Add for Each Additional or New Accessible Restroom, per sq. ft
$288.03
Add for Remodeled Accessible Restroom, per sq. ft
$226.82
Alternatively, multiply cost for restroom in (1 O) and (11} by 2 for Accessible Restroom.
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ADD NOTES APPLICABLE TO OCCUPANCIES A, B, E, F, H, I, L, M, RANDS

(Continued from PAGE 16)
(12} Add for Each Fireplace

(13) Add for Balconies or Decks:

- [Brick]
- [Prefabricated]

$7,290.44

$3,586.74

BLDG.

TYPE

PER SQUARE FOOT

HT

I
II

m
IV

v

A
$100.15
$100.15

B
$100:15
$97.64

$86.64

$84.48.

$64.97

$63.34

$86.64

(14) Add for Residential Remodel without seismic retroit, per sq. ft.:
Add for Residential Remodel with seismic retroit, per sq. ft.:

$91.01

$109.67

BASEMENT NOTE: Basements are assumed to be for building operations and utilities, and for
storage use with minimal partitions. Basement exterior walls are part of the abqve floor costs of
foundations. V\lhere the basement is more extensively used, with employee services, offices, toilets,
dwellings, etc. use the normal floor costs for the floor areas being proposed for that use, or as
otherwise noted.
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MECHANICAL EQUIPMENTS:

Coil(Heating or Cooling):

Unit
per ton
per ton
per ton
per ton
Each
Each
Each
Each

Cooling Tower:

per ton of capacity

Alr Conditioner or Chiller:

Boiler:

5Ton
25Ton
100 Ton
400 Ton
33,000BTU
100,000 BTU
175,000 BTU .

per !in.ft.
per fin.ft.
per lin.ft.
per lln.ft.
Each
Each
Each

· 3"dia.

Ductwork:

6" dia.

12"dia.
20"dia.
Fan:

Size:

24".

36".

54"
Fire or Smoke Damper:
Fire Pump:

-

of capacity
of capacity
of capacity
of capacity

Each

$158.00
$12.09
. $14.04
$24.17
$41.56
$1,832.36
$2,378.16
$3,586.74
$159.21

see Page 3

100,000 BTU
Each
300,000 BTU
Each
1,000,000 BTU
Each
25, 000 BTU
Each
Fu mace:
65,000 BTU
Each
100,000 BTU
Each
300,000 BTU
Each
30 KW or less
per KW
Generator:
100KW
per KW
500 KW or more
per KW
(Note: Add 10% to cost of generator more than 30 KW
tC> include day tank, pipe and flue. )
per ton of capacity
Heat Pump:
per sq. ft. of
Solar water(or air) heating system:
collector area
35,000BTU
Each
Suspended Heater:
Each
(Unit Heater)
100,000 BTU
Each
400,000BTU

Floor Heater:

Water Heater:- Residential type( up to 50 gallons)
- Residential type( tankless)

NOTE:

Cost
$2,760.23
$2,486.31
$2,149.19
$1,938.48
$3,742.68
$4,522.41
$5,360.62
$764.13

Interpolate for intermediate values
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Each
Each

$5,653.01
$11,851.83
$33,606.19
$1,348.93
$2,904.48

$3,333.33
$6,939.56
$1,450.29
$920.08
. $499.02

$2,729.04
$120.70
$1,871.34
$2,378:16
$6,354.n
$1,824.56
$3,309.94

ABBREVIATIONS:

.A. A-1, A-2, .A-3, A-4, A-5
Amt.
Avg.

B
Bldg.
BTU
c.y.

DBI
dia.
E
ea.
F, F-1, F-2
GPM
H, H-1, H-2, H-3, H-4, H-5
HT
I, 1-1, 1-2, 1-3, 1-4
incl.
L

fin. ft.
M

NA
·NP
NR
R, R-1, R-2, R-3, R-4

S, S-1, S-2
sq. ft.

u
I. IA. IB, II, TIA, DB, Ill, IIlA, IIIB, IV,
IV{HT), V, VA, VB

Assembly occupancies per
San Francisco Building Code
Amount
Average
Business occupancies per
San Francisco Building Code
Building
British Thermal Unit
cubic yard
Department of Building Inspection
diameter
Educational occupancies per
San Francisco Building Code
each
Factory and Industrial occupancies per
San Francisco Building Code
Gallon per minute
Hazardous occupancies per
San Francisco Building Code
HeavyTimber
Institutional occupancies per
San Francisco Building Code
including
Laboratory occupancies per
San Francisco Building Code Section 443
lineal foot
Mercantile occupancies per
San Francisco Building Code
Not applicable
Not permitted I not allowed
Nonrated (not fire rated or unprotected construction)
Residential occupancies per
San Francisco Building Code
Storage 6ccupancies per .
San Francisco Building Code
square foot
Utility occupancies per
San Francisco Building Code
Types of Construction per
San Francisco Building Code
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Sweeney, Edward
Chun, Robert
Tuesday, January 07, 2014 4:29 PM
Sweeney, Edward; Leung, David
RE: 125 Crown Terrace

·From:

Sent:
To:
Subject:

For cost estlm.ate for 125 Crown Terrace, the applicant wrote $60,000 on the original site permit
application. When I approved the site permit, I revised the cost to $300,000 using the area of the
new addition and Marshall and Swift (cost schedule).
I intended to add foundation cost and structural strengthening cost at the issuance of the
addendum. With the extensive time spent on the peer review of this project and other plan
review, I forgot to increase the cost.
·
For cost estimate of 115 Crown Terrace, I used the cost provided to me by the applicant at the
counter since I am not familiar with the cost of this type of rock anchor work. I should have
checked with Marshall and Swift for more information.
·

~~

From: Sweeney, dward ~

Sent: Thursday, January 02, 2014 3:20 PM

To: Olun, Robert; Leung, David
Subject: 125 Crown Terrace
Robert and David,
The Building Inspection Commission is meeting on Wednesday, January 15th 2014 . One of the topics on the agenda will
be the valuation of cost for construction of 125 Crown Terrace •
What I will need from both of you are to answer the questions that will undoubtable be asked by the commission
appointees is how those valuations for 125 Crown Terrace and 115 Crown Terrace were assessed • Please provide me
with a summary as to how both of you made your estimations of construction costs .
Please provide your summary prior to January 8th 2014 •

1

m

~

i

r-

Leung. David
Leung, David
Tuesday, January 07, 2014 4:54 PM
Chun, Robert; Sweeney, Edward
RE: 125 Crown Terrace

From:

Sent
To:
Subject:

Referencing TSO Cost Eval/Refund flies Case No. 57, TSO was requested by PRS to perform a construction cost
estimate for the horizontal and vertical addition project at 125 Crown Terrace. A set of reduced size site
permit plans were provided. Based on these site permit plans, the cost of the area of the new addition on an
average foundation was added to the cost of retrofitting the existing area, using the cost schedule based on
Marshall and Swift.
If more detailed plans were provided on this project, a more accurate estimate could be made.
I was not involved in the cost estimate of the project at 115 Crown Terrace.
Thanks.
From~ Chun, Robert
Sent: Tuesday, January 07, 2014 4:29 PM
To: Sweeney, Edward; Leung, David
Subject: RE: 125 Crown Terrace

For cost estimate for 125 Crown Terrace, the applicant wrote $60,000 on the original site permit
application. When I approved the site permit, I revised the cost to $300,000 using the area of the
new addition and Marshall and Swift (cost schedule).
I intended to add foundation cost and structural strengthening cost at the issuance of the
addendum. With the extensive time spent on the peer review of this project and other plan
review, I forgot to increase the cost.
For cost estimate of 115 Crown Terrace, I used the cost provided to me by the applicant at the
counter since I am not famiHar with the cost of this type of rock anchor work. I should have
checked with Marshall and Swift for more information.

From: SWeeney, Edward
Sent: Thursday, January 02, 2014 3:20 PM
To:Oiun,Robert;Leung,Dav~

Subject: 125 Crown Terrace
Robert and David ,
The Building Inspection Commission Is meeting on Wednesday, January 15th 2014 . One of the topics on the agenda will
be the valuation of cost for construction of 125 Crown Terrace .
What I will need from both of you are to answer the questions that will undoubtable be asked by the commission
appointees is how those valuations for 125 Crown Terrace and 115 Crown Terrace were assessed . Please provide me
with a summary as to how both of you made your estimations of construction costs .
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DEPARTMENT OF BUILDING INSPECTION
1660 Mission Street, 2nd Floor, SF, CA
City & County of San Francisco

94103-2414

~ ~~

Phone No. (415) 558-6133' Fax No. (415)

.

558-6686

'f};.

Date: December 17, 2013
To:

Tom Hui, S.E.,C.B.O.
Direc•or
DBI, 6th Floor
1660 Mission Street
San Francisco, CA 94103
Telephone: (415) 558-6131
Email: Tom.Hui@sfgov.org

Thru: Edward Sweeney

(.

A

~·

Deputy Director .
DBI, Permits & Issuance

(

1660 Mission Street .
San Francisco, CA 94103
Telephone: (415) 558-6142
Email:Edward.Sweeney@sfgov.org

1;~-

From: Rodolfo B. Pada, P .E.
Building Plans Engin

DBI, Plan Review Service, 2
1660 Mission Street

San Francisco, CA 94103
Telephone: (415)558-64
Email:Rodolfo.Pada@s ov.org

RE: 125 Crown Terrace
A joint site inspection was conducted today, sunny at 7:SSAM, December 17, 2013 with Dan
Lowrey, Deputy Director and Patrick R.iordan, Chief of Buildlng Inspector of Building Inspection
Services.
The subjected property Is a single family dwelling, 1-story, Type SB construction. The building
was built in a sloping area. A Building permit, BPA #2011100663155 (site permit) was issued on
November 28, 2012 and BPA #20111006631551 (addendum Sl)for shoring, foundation &
superstructure and architectural was issued on October 08, 2013. The scope of work is for.·
· Horizontal and Vertical Addition to the existln$ building.

DEPARTMENT OF BUILDING INSPECTION
City & County of San Francisco
1660 Mission Street, 2nd Floor, SF, CA
94103-2414
Phone No. (415) 558-6133 Fax No. (415)
558-6686

The inspection revealed a failure of structural sho.ring elements and caused the existing
structure to rotate and collapsed,
Deputy Director Dan Lowrey instructed the Mr. Luke O'Brien and his construction crew to
provide a barricade and secure the construction site. Patrick Riordan red-tagged the building.
At the job site, we meet wit·h Mr. Albert Urrutia, Structural En.gineer from Santos & Urrutia
Structural Engineer, Inc., making remedial measures - to provide emergency shoring system for
the structure. Mr. Urrutia, stated·that he will submit a emergency shoring permit to mitigate
the hazard and to stabilize the structure.

Cc: Dan Lowrey, Dl;!puty Director, DBI
Patrick Riordan, Chief Building Inspector, DB!
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CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO

DEPARTMENT OF BUILDING INSPECTION

CORRECTION NOTICE
AND R.E..P.ORT

m

~

g
0

·NOTICE OF VIOLATION
of the San Francisco Municipal Codes Regarding Unsafe,
Substandard or Noncomplying Structure or Land or Occupancy

DEPARTMENT OF BUILDING INSPECTION
City and County of San Francisco
1660 Mission St. San Francisco, CA 94103

NOTICE:

NUMBER: 201343501
DATE: 17-DEC-13

l

ADDRESS: 125 CROWN TR
OCCUPANCY/USE:

D

0

BLOCK: 2719B LOT: 003

H checked, thi1 lnformalion is based upous site-obsenalion only. Further research may indicate that legal use is different. H so, a revised Notice of Violation
will be issued.
·

PHONE#:·-

OWNER/AGENT: MURPHY MEL &
MAILING
MURPHY MEL &

ADDRESS
94ll4
PERSON CONTACTED@ SITE: .

VIOLATION DESCRIPTION:

PHONE#: CODEJSECTION#

0 WORK WITHOUT PERMIT

106.l.1

0
0

106.4.7

ADDITIONAL WORK-PERMIT REQUIRED
EXPIRED ORO CANCELLED PERMIT PA#:

[ZJUNSAFE BUILDING

0

SEE ATTACHMENTS

THE SHORING SUPPORTING THE EXISTING STRUCTURE HAS FAILED, CAUSING DOWNHILL DISPLACEMENT OF
THE BUILDING. THE STRUCTURE IS CURRENTLY DETACHED FROM THE SHORING.
A SUSTANTIAL HAZARD EXISTS INVOLVINO POTENTIAL FOR ADDITIONAL SLIPPAGE AND COLLAPSE ONTO THE
STREET BELOW.

CORRECTIVE ACTION:
DSTOP ALL WORK SFBC 104.2.4

415-558-6105

[Z] FILE BUILDING PERMIT WITHIN 1 DAYS
12) (WITH PLANS) A copy of This Notice Must AC<X>mpany the Permit Application
IZJOBTAIN PERMIT WITHIN 2 DAYS AND COMPLETE AL~ WORK WITHIN DAYS, INCLUDING FINAL INSPECTION.AND
SIGNOFF.
0CORRECT VIOLATIONS WITIDN DAYS.
0 NO PERMIT REQUIRED

0

YOU FAILED TO COMPLY WITH.THE NOTICE(S) DATED , lHEREFORE TlllS DEPT. HAS INIIlATED ABATEMENT PROCEEDINGS.

• FAILURE TO COMPLY WITII TIUS NOTICE WILL CAUSE ABATEMENT PROCEEDINGS TO BEGIN.
SEE ATTACHMENT FOR ADDmONAL WARNINGS.
WITHIN 12 HOURS PROVIDE TIIB NECESSARY SUPPORT TO SLABILIZE THE STRUCTURE. nns WORK MAy BE
DONE UNDER ENGIREER OF RECORDS DIRECTION. REPORT AND PERMIT TO FOLLOW WITHIN 2 DAYS.

BARRICADE AT GRA YSTONE TCE (S~ET BELOW) TO PROVIDE PEDESTRIAN PROTECTION.
INVESTIGATION FEE OR OTHER FEE WILL APPLY
9x FEE (WORK W/O PERMIT AFTER 9/1/60) 0 2x FEE (WORK. EXCEEDING SCOPE OF PERMIT)
NO PENALTY
OTHER:
D REINSPECTION FEE$
(WORK W/O PERMIT PRIOR TO 9/1160)
APPROX. DATE OF WORK W/O PERMIT
VALUE OF WORK PERFORMED W/O PERMITS S
·

0
D

0

BY ORDER OF THE DIRECTOR, DEPARTMENT OF BUILDING INSPECTION

CONTACT INSPECTOR: Patrick G O'Riordan
PIVISION: BID
PHONE# 415-558-6105
By:(Jnspectors's Signature) _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __

DISTRICT:

NOTICE OF VIOLATION
of the San Francisco Municipal Codes Regarding Unsafe,
Substandard or Noncomplying Structure or Land or Occupancy

DEPARTMENT OF BUILDING INSPECTION
City and County of San Francisco
1660 Mission St. San Francisco, CA 94103

NOTICE:

NUMBER: 201343861
DATE: 18-DEC-13

1

ADDRESS: 125 CROWN TR
OC~UPANCY/USE: R-3 (RESIDENTIAL- 1 & 2 UNIT DWELLINGS,TOWNHOUSES:eLOCK: 2719B

LOT: 003

If checked, this information is based upom site-observation only. Further research may indicate that legal ue is different. If so, a revised Notice of Violation
D will
be Issued.

OWNER/AGENT: MURPHY MEL &
MAILING
MURPHY MEL &

PHONE#: --

ADDRESS

PERSON CONTACTED @SITE:

VIOLATION DESCRIPTION:
0
D

D

WORK WITHOUT PERMIT
ADDmoNAL woRK-PERMIT REQUIRED
EXPIRED ORO CANCELLED PERMIT PA#:

!Z]UNSAFE BUILDING

0

PHONE#: -CODF./SECTION#
106.1.1
106.4.7

SEE ATTACHMEl'ffS

The shoring supporting the existing structure has failed causing downhill displacement of the (e) building. The structure is currently
detached from the shoring. A substantial h37Md exists and necessary mitigation work is underway under PA#201312174363 issued for
emergency stabilization of the structure.

CORRECTIVE ACTION:
D STOP ALL WORK SFBC 104.2.4

415-558-6105

0

FILE BUILDING PERMIT WITIDN DAYS
0 (WITH PLANS) A copy of This Notice Must Accompany the Permit Application
QOBTAIN PERMIT WITHIN DAYS AND COMPLETE ALL WORK WITHIN DAYS, INCLUDING FINAL INSPECTION AND
SIGNOFF.
0CORRECT VIOLATIONS WITHIN DAYS.
0 NO PERMIT REQUIRED

0

YOU FAILED TO ~OM.PLY

wrm THE NOTICE(S) DATED

• THEREFORE mIS DEPT. HAS INITIATED ADATEMENT PROCEEDINGS.

• FAILURE TO COMPLY WITH THIS NOTICE WILL CAUSE ABATEMENT PROCEEDINGS TO BEGIN.
SEE ATTACHMENT FOR ADDmONAL WARNINGS.

When mitigation work approved under PA#2013121743 63 is complete under direction of engineer of record. Stop any further work
including demoliton and preserve all elements of the structure and shoring on site.
INVESTIGATION FEE OR OTHER FEE WILL APPLY

D 9x FEE (WORK W/O PERMIT AFTER 9/1160) D
D OTIIER:
D
APPROX. DATE OF WORK W/O PERMIT

2x FEE (WORK EXCEEDING SCOPE OF PE1™11)

0

NO PENALTY
REINSPECTION FEE$
(WORK W/O PERMIT PRIOR TO 9/1/60)
VALUE OF WORK PERFORMED W/O PERMITS S

BY ORDER OF THE DIRECTOR, DEPARTMENT OF BUILDING INSPECTION
CONTACT INSPECTOR: Patrick G O'Riordan
PHONE# 415-558-6105
DM~ION: BID
DISTRICT:

By:(lnspectors's Signature) _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __
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Exhibit 2

City and County of San Francisco

General Services Agency
Human Resources Administration
1155 Market Street, 4th Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103-0903
Main: (415) 554-6000
Fax1: (415) 554-6025
Fax2: (415) 554-4827

Edwin M. Lee, Mayor
Naomi M. Kelly, City Administrator

MEMORANDUM

TO:

Tom Hui, Director, Department of Building Inspection

FROM:

Vitus C.W. Leung, Manager, Employee and Labor
_..
David Coleman, Senior Employee and Labor Relations Analyst ~

DATE:

February 4, 2014

RE:

Recommendations re 125 Crown Terrace Incident

Relations~

Background

On the night of December 16, 2013, 125 Crown Terrace, a privately owned, single-family dwelling
under construction collapsed. According to media sources and later confirmed by Department of
Building Inspection ("DBI") officials, the property is owned by Mel Murphy, a former head of the
city's Building Inspection Commission and a current member of the San Francisco Port
Commission.
Initially dubbed as a "remodeling" job by Mr. Murphy's contractor, this project was subject to
numerous appeals over the years, mainly from the adjacent neighbors, regarding the size and scope
of its architectural design and other related construction issues. Additionally, since the physical
property falls within the city's Slope Protection Act of the San Francisco Building Code, a
Structural Advisory Committee ("SAC") had to be created to publicly discuss the technical aspects
of the proposed project.
Comprised of a five-member board, the SAC, inter alia, is responsible for identifying and resolving
any and all issues relating to potential slope instability, defining potential risks of development due
to geotechnical and geological factors, and making recommendations to the proposed design and
construction to mitigate these technical issues. 1 The SAC eventually gave its final approval and a
project permit was later issued by DBI to proceed with construction.
DBI's initial assessment of the structural collapse points to the developer's failure to follow and
implement the approved plans/drawings and the special inspections as mandated by the DBI permit.
However, DBI wished to investigate any potential internal problems related to the project in order
to complete its investigation into the collapse. To avoid any real or perceived conflict of interest
due to Mr. Murphy's past leadership role in the DBI Commission, DBI Director Tom Hui asked the
human resources staff of the General Services Agency ("GSA") to conduct an independent, third1

A fuller discussion of the composition and purpose of the SAC can be found in Section 106A.4. l.4 of the San
Francisco Building Code.

Recommendations re 125 Crown Terrace
February 4, 2014
Page2 of4
party investigation to evaluate the scope of potential employee misconduct in the permitting, plan
checking and inspection phases of the project and to recommend a corrective action plan moving
forward.
GSA Investigation
The GSA Investigation team included GSA Employee & Labor Relations Manager Vitus C.W.
Leung and Senior Employee & Labor Relations Representative David Coleman.
First, the team initially received and reviewed a number of relevant documents, which included the
project permit and inspection records as well as some of the architectural and structural drawings
for the project. After discussing the issues with Director Hui, the team determined that an employee
investigation was warranted.
Second, the team advised the Director to issue investigation notices to several employees in the Plan
Checking and Inspection Services Divisions who were involved with the project before and after the
structure collapsed. Notices were subsequently issued to those employees and all of the interviews
occurred during the week of January 13, 2014.
The team's primary investigative issues were:
1) Whether any DBI and/or City and County of San Francisco protocols or policies were
violated by City personnel in the permitting process, plan checking and inspection of the
project? If so, what would be the appropriate remedy?
2) Whether mistakes were made by City personnel? If so, who should be held accountable and
what would be the appropriate remedy?
3) Whether process improvements could be made to avoid future mishaps or appearances of
impropriety or favoritism?

Recommendations re 125 Crown Terrace
February4, 2014
Page 3 of4
Conclusion/Recommendations:

Based on our investigation, we recommend that the following actions be considered by the
Department of Building Inspection Commission and its Director.
On the Plan Checking Side:
1) The Department should create a list of recommendations to reduce the delay in scanning/intake or any other steps that would help the plan-checking process;
2) The Department should create a protocol for checking whether all needed documentation,
including drawings, are routed to the responsible plan checker for cost estimation;
3) The Department should consider directing the SAC secretary to follow through with the
assigned plan checker on determining and verifying the final construction cost based on
additional Addendum drawings;
4) The Department should consider establishing a clear and concise policy or a set of
guidelines governing the bargaining of a project's construction costs with the project
sponsor (or designee). Once a policy is established, plan checking staff and other
appropriate department personnel should be trained on the new policy;
5) The Department should implement quality assurance/control to ensure that construction cost
reductions are equitable and administered in accordance with the established policy or
guidelines; and
6) DBI and/or City and County policies were violated by some DBI personnel. As a result, the
Department should take appropriate action.
On the Building Inspection Side:
1) The Department should draft an attendance and punctuality policy or consult with the City's
Leave Management Coordinator to reduce the number of inspector absences on a regular
basis;
2) The Department should update its "Building Inspection Operations Manual" to include
inspector training and roles/responsibility while on jobsites. Once it is updated, all staff in
the Building Inspection Division should be trained;
3) The Department should introduce an "inspector assignment wheel system" (similar to an
overtime wheel system) for last minute assignments on any given day to avoid the
appearance of impropriety or favoritism;
4) The Department should establish a special inspection protocol to ensure special inspections
are done in a timely manner and in accordance with the sequence of construction;
5) The Department should require a copy of completed special inspection reports to be on the
jobsite at all times;

Recommendations re 125 Crown Terrace
February4, 2014
Page 4 of 4

6) The Department should also consider making more frequent visits (in addition to the
required inspections) to the jobsites where special inspections are required; and
7) DBI and/or City and County policies were violated by some DBI personnel. As a result, the
Department should take appropriate action.
If questions arise feel free to contact either of us at the General Services Agency.

Exhibit 3

Investigation and Mitigation Report on Incident Occurring at

125 CROWN TERRACE
December 16, 2013

Prepared by
Tom C. Hui, S.E., C.B.O.
Department of Building Inspection
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Briefing on 125 Crown Terrace project
Tom C. Hui, S.E., C.B.O., Director
San Francisco Department of Building Inspection
February 5, 2014

INCIDENT
On December 16, 2013, at approximately 10:30 p.m., the single-family house at 125
Crown Terrace in San Francisco’s Twin Peaks neighborhood fell off its site preparation
shoring and slid down the property slope. Scheduled construction work for the day had
stopped about 5 p.m.
The 1947 one-story wood-framed structure with a large crawl space below was under
construction for a major remodel when the failure occurred. The structure had been
raised off its foundation for the construction project and placed atop temporary supports.
A steel cradle beam that spanned between two temporary wood cribbing towers
buckled. That caused the house to come off its shoring and to slide downhill toward
Graystone Terrace, forcing the temporary evacuation of a neighboring home. No injuries
were reported. The house remained within its property lot; no adjacent buildings were
damaged.
Emergency shoring work began on December 17, 2013. The City Attorney called on
DBI to halt the emergency work, pending investigation of the site (Attachment H). The
City Attorney’s office gave its OK to lift the stop-work order on December 20, 2013
(Attachment H), allowing the temporary shoring to prevent any additional slippage and
to make the compromised structure safe for the time being.
BACKGROUND
The San Francisco Department of Building Inspection (DBI) issued a building permit for
structural shoring, structural additions and soil stabilization on November 28, 2012 (Attachment
N). DBI acted on the permit after the project was approved by the Planning Commission in
October 2012 and upheld by the Board of Appeals over the objection of some neighbors in
May 2013, and after the construction details were reviewed and approved by the independent
Structural Advisory Committee (SAC), as required by ordinance in designated steep slope
neighborhoods. SAC is a five-member independent body comprised of an architect,
geotechnical engineer, geologist, shoring engineer and structural engineer.
At the time of the structural failure, a lower retaining wall adjacent to Graystone Terrace and a
segment of the upper wall below Crown Terrace already had been installed.
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FINDINGS
The structural collapse and slide occurred because the developer, Pattani Construction, Inc.,
managed by Mel Murphy:
1) failed to follow and implement the approved plans and the sequence of construction as
stipulated and outlined in the DBI permit, and
2) failed to follow and implement the special inspection instructions, as mandated
under the approved DBI permit and the State of California Building Code. As a
result, the required independent inspection of the shoring work was not
conducted, leaving an unsafe condition undiscovered until after the collapse
occurred.
The combination of these two factors contributed to a site situation where one of the steel
support beams gave way. Photos of the construction site hours before the failure suggest the
work performed was dramatically different than the approved plan. Had the contractor brought
in inspectors during installation of the shoring structure, the work would have been halted prior
to the collapse.
The findings were based on a report submitted by the project developer’s engineer of record,
Santos & Urrutia Structural Engineers. Inc., (Attachment D), field inspections and document
reviews by DBI engineers (Attachment G), and a third-party peer review by Steven Lew, a
structural engineer with the firm Tuan and Robinson Structural Engineers, Inc., and his
colleague, shoring engineer, Timothy Mathison, P.E. (Attachment F), who served on the
Structural Advisory Committee originally convened for the 125 Crown Terrace project.
Rodrigo Santos, the engineer of record for 125 Crown Terrace, testified at the January 15,
2014 Building Inspection Commission meeting that the developer’s entire design and
construction team took full responsibility for the structural failure. “DBI did everything right and
took all proper steps…This was a failure to implement the approved plans. This accident could
have been prevented, and we are very fortunate no one was injured….,” Mr. Santos testified.
NEXT STEPS
1) FEES AND PENALTIES: Prior to any future work commencing, the developer must pay an
additional $24,181in permit fees for work valued at $72,198 that was performed without
permit; and a $6,010.71 penalty for failing to set up a shoring structure as stipulated in the
approved plans. The fine – the maximum allowable -- is based upon the correct valuation of
the work done without permit multiplied by a factor of nine (9). The penalty schedule is
outlined in the San Francisco Building Code and stipulated in Sec. 110A, table 1A-K.
Total: $30,191.71
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2) SAFETY MANDATE: As recommended by the DBI Director, the developer must
immediately provide a design and obtain a permit to install a temporary surface drainage
system to control surface runoff, and to protect the job site’s stability from winter storm
conditions. The developer’s geotechnical engineer will design the system. Once submitted,
DBI will review the plan, as will Frank Rollo, the geotechnical representative from the
independent SAC. Per the recommendations outlined by Rollo (See Attachment P), the
owner’s special inspectors and engineer will provide DBI with daily reports, including
photos, and follow all other recommended steps to document correct implementation of this
surface drainage plan. DBI also will conduct unscheduled site inspections to make sure the
contractor adheres to the approved plan. DBI will issue a stop-work order if the plan is not
followed.
3) Once steps One and Two are satisfied, the developer must start installing a new
foundation, which is an essential part of the required shoring and detailed in DBI’s
approved permit application.
4) Throughout construction, DBI will conduct unannounced inspections, and the developer will
be required to pay for those inspections. In addition, the developer’s engineer of record and
geotechnical engineer must observe and supervise the installation on a full-time basis.
5) Going forward, any DBI inspections of the property will be overseen by a deputy director
and performed by a team that includes the district inspector assigned to the Twin Peaks
area, and either the chief building inspector, or the senior building inspector.
6) Future permitting requirements for construction of the house to proceed:
·
·

·

·

To continue with construction of the house, which was damaged during the collapse, the
developer must file a new permit application with DBI.
DBI then will forward the application to City Planning to determine whether the revised
plan is a demolition or remodel. If the determination is made that the project constitutes
a remodel, then Planning staff would decide whether to approve the plan at staff level or
send the plan to the Planning Commission for a hearing.
If the determination is made that the project constitutes a demolition, then the developer
must revise the application and file a Form 6 total demolition permit, and a Form 2 new
building permit. Planning then would decide whether or not its commission should hear
the matter.
DBI will review and approve the permit application once and if the Planning
Department/Commission grants approval. The DBI director will retain the right to
reconvene the Structural Advisory Committee to review the plan and make
recommendations. If DBI approves the permit, opponents would have 15 days to file an
appeal with the City’s Board of Appeals.
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Once the appeals process is complete, and if a permit is issued, construction of the
house then could resume.
The developer will be subject to special inspections protocol for any future shoring and
foundation work, with the engineer of record and geotechnical engineer required to
submit to DBI weekly reports and photos. In addition, DBI will carry out unannounced
spot-check inspections, to be paid for by the developer.

PERMIT PROCESS UNDER REVIEW
Discrepancies were found between the developer’s valuation of the building site plan permit
issued on November 28, 2012 and calculations made in the Marshall & Swift construction-cost
calculation tables, which are widely used by building departments throughout the United States
to quantify appropriate permit fees.
The developer originally estimated the cost in October 2011 at $60,000 on his submitted
permit application form. A DBI plan checker revised the cost to $300,000 on November 26,
2012 as part of the standard site plan permit review. The value was again revised by DBI to
$610,500 on December 9, 2013 due to a site plan review prompted by a filed complaint. On
December 31, 2013 DBI’s Principal Engineer reviewed the approved plans/drawings in detail
and revised the cost of construction to $1,570,000 (Attachment G).
Investigations into the permit valuation discrepancies were initiated following the structural
failure on the site (See INVESTIGATIONS section below). In addition, DBI Director Tom Hui
ordered additional mandatory construction-cost valuation training for all staff involved in the
related permitting and plan-checking processes. Random audits will be conducted to ensure
the ongoing integrity of the permitting process. In addition, the Department will implement the
six other recommendations set forth in this report (See NEXT STEPS section).
INVESTIGATIONS
1) DBI engineers, in consultation with a peer review, investigated the December 16, 2013
collapse of the structure at 125 Crown Terrace. (Completed, see findings above.)
2) The City Attorney’s Office is conducting an investigation, and has requested documents
related to the structural collapse and the issuance of the building permit, plan-checking,
engineering, project management and inspections related to 125 Crown Terrace.
(Pending.)
3) The General Services Administration, Human Resources division, conducted an
independent investigation into the permitting process, plan-checking and inspections as
they are related to 125 Crown Terrace and whether any DBI and/or City and County of San
Francisco protocols or policies were violated by City personnel. (Completed.)
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CHRONOLOGY OF EVENTS

SUBJECT:

125 Crown Terrace, San Francisco

PREPARED BY:

Tom C. Hui, S.E., C.B.O., Director

1. CCSF Alert dated December 17, 2013 of a house under construction that
collapsed at 10:41p.m.
2. December 17, 2013
6:22 a.m.

Joe Duffy texted me regarding this incident.

9:00 a.m.

City Engineer (Fuad Sweiss) and Ray Lui, DPW
called me and William Strawn. City Engineer
suggested DBI declare an emergency demolition
of subject building.

11:00 a.m.

William Strawn and I attended the groundbreaking event for 299 Fremont. We met the
Channel 5 reporter at the door and briefed Mayor
Lee on DBI’s action plan.

1:00 p.m.

Engineer of Record obtained the emergency
shoring permit issued by the 5th Floor plan
review counter.

2:00 p.m.

Dan Lowrey, William Strawn, and I visited the
site and were interviewed by reporters. The
Engineer of Record, Albert Urrutia, came to the
site at 3:00 p.m. for structural observation. The
contractor started to work on the shoring.

3. December 18, 2013
9:00 a.m.

BIC Meeting: This project was discussed with the
Commission. President McCarthy expressed
concerns on the urgency for corrective actions.

12:30 p.m.

City Attorney Dennis Herrera called DBI to stop
all construction on the site, pending City Attorney
OFFICE OF THE DIRECTOR
1660 Mission Street – San Francisco CA 94103
Office (415) 558-6131 – FAX (415) 558-6225
Email: Tom.Hui@sfgov.org

investigation per the Building Inspection
Commission’s request. His office followed up
with a formal letter to DBI
4. December 19, 2013
9:00 a.m.

I sent out DBI’s Action Plan to the Building
Inspection Commission.

12:00 p.m.

Dan Lowrey and I went to the ground breaking
event for 333 Brannan, and I informed Mayor
Lee of DBI’s Action Plan.

5. December 20, 2013
8:15 a.m.

I discussed with DBI Principal Engineer Hanson
Tom the implementation of DBI’s Action Plan.

3:41 p.m.

Yvonne Mere from the City Attorney’s Office sent
a letter to DBI withdrawing the Stop Work Order
and enabling partial demolition to temporarily
secure and stabilize the building structure at the
site.

6. December 24, 2013
8:15 a.m.

I met with staff including DBI inspectors Dan
Lowrey, Patrick O’Riordan and Matthew
Greene, and DBI engineers Hanson Tom, Rudy
Pada, and Robert Chun to remind them to
perform their professional duties on all projects
with fairness.

7. December 31, 2013
8:30 a.m.

I met with Hanson Tom, Ed Sweeney, William
Strawn, and Angus McCarthy, to discuss the
reports from Santos & Urrutia on this incident.

8. January 2, 2014
9:30 a.m.

Meeting between Hanson Tom, Ed Sweeney,
Patrick Buscovich, and Rodrigo Santos to
discuss DBI’s concerns.
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ATTACHMENT P
Jayin, Carolyn
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Frank Rollo <frollo@Langan.com>
Tuesday, January 21, 2014 10:40 AM
Rodrigo Santos; Timothy Mathison; lmgilpin@earthlink.net
Hui, Tom; Tom, Hanson; Chun, Robert; mmurphy@mobrei.com
125 Crown Terrace

The results of my review of the Plans dated 1/20/2014 are summarized below:
Sheet S1: Check all the appropriate boxes of Special Inspection Observations, including 21 and
23. Indicate that full time observations required while work is in progress; daily reports,
including photographs, are to be sent to SFDBI semi-weekly.
Sheet S2: Construction Narrative Note 1-No mention of method to stabilize Zone 2; how will it
be stabilized-please explain. Construction Narrative 2- What happens to the structure at Zone 3?
Narrative does not address yet plan note states it is to be moved to Designated Zone. Please
clarify. Construction Narrative 7- should say installed instead of poured.
Is there a sequence? Does 1 have to be completed before 2, etc.?
Sheet S3: General Notes- The first * should include “coordinated and observed by” Also, add a
sentence that states: “Full Time observation required while excavation, shoring, underpinning
and foundation installation is in progress. Engineers of record shall submit report, including
photographs to SFDBI on a semi-weekly basis.” This same wording should appear on Sheets
S4 and S5, also.
Sheet S6: Details 1 and 2 shown the waterproofing arrow pointing to the drainage mat. Please
correct. The waterproof is the material directly behind the wall. The details should indicate that
the wall drains are connected to an outlet that discharges into the city’s system. None of the
plans, including S11 provide details on how wall drains are connect to an appropriate outlet.
Sheet S8: Sub drains and notes regarding method of outlet should be shown behind the lower
two walls on the Building Section Looking North. Furthermore, the fill placed behind the lower
wall should be keyed and benched into the native rock. All fills should be compacted to at least
90 percent (ASTMD1157). The sheet should include and keying, benching and compacting
detail. If fills are to be placed at pother locations on this site, the same requirements should
apply.
Sheet S11: The plan should show the locations of all wall drains, where the drain outlet from
behind the walls and where they connect to the City system.
Also, Surface water drain plan is not complete; the plan should show how surface water will be
directed across the site and where and how it will exit the site. Treatment of surface water is
important until the upper floor is constructed.
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Frank L. Rollo, G.E.
Senior Consultant
Direct: 415.955.5222
Mobile: 415.999.1421

LANGAN TREADWELL ROLLO
Phone: 415.955.5200 Fax: 415.955.5201
555 Montgomery Street, Suite 1300
San Francisco, CA 94111-2554
www.langan.com
CALIFORNIA NEW JERSEY NEW YORK CONNECTICUT PENNSYLVANIA OHIO NORTH DAKOTA WASHINGTON, DC VIRGINIA FLORIDA
ABU DHABI ATHENS DOHA DUBAI ISTANBUL

Langan’s goal is to be SAFE (Stay Accident Free Everyday)

Electronic communication provided by “Langan” encompasses “Langan Engineering, Environmental,
Surveying and Landscape Architecture, D.P.C.,” “Langan Engineering and Environmental Services, Inc.,”
“Langan International LLC,” “Langan Treadwell Rollo,” “Langan CT, Inc.” and “Langan Engineering and
Environmental Services, Inc., PC.” This electronic transmission may contain confidential, proprietary or
privileged information. No confidentiality or privilege is intended to be waived or lost by erroneous
transmission of this message. If you receive this message in error, please notify the sender immediately by
return email and delete this message from your system. Disclosure, use, distribution or copying of this message,
any attachments thereto or their contents is strictly prohibited.

2

Frank Rollo Report
125 Crown Terrace
Surface Drainage System Instructions

On Jan 22, 2014, at 2:53 PM, "Frank Rollo" <frollo@Langan.com> wrote:
Director Tom Hui:
Members of the Structural Advisory Committee (SAC) established by your Department, reviewed the
latest Site Stabilization and Drainage Plan prepared by Santos & Urrutia, Structural Engineers, dated
1/21/2014.
After several Plan iterations and discussions with Messrs. Santos and Urrutia, the SAC recommends that
DBI proceed with its review of the plans and, if appropriate, issue a permit to proceed with the
stabilization, provided the comments and conditions listed in the emails below are reflected and
included with the final submittal. Specially, letter are required by each Engineer of Record to address the
comments listed (FLR); show subdrain behind walls (LMG); and, detailed instructions related to building
relocation (TM).
If you have any questions, please call.
Frank L. Rollo, Chairman
Frank L. Rollo, G.E.
Senior Consultant
Direct: 415.955.5222
Mobile: 415.999.1421
LANGAN TREADWELL ROLLO
CALIFORNIA NEW JERSEY NEW YORK CONNECTICUT PENNSYLVANIA OHIO NORTH DAKOTA
WASHINGTON, DC VIRGINIA FLORIDA
ABU DHABI ATHENS DOHA DUBAI ISTANBUL
Langan’s goal is to be SAFE (Stay Accident Free Everyday)

From Frank L. Rollo
Subject: RE: 125 Crown Terrace

If you recall from last week’s conversation with Mr. Hui and others, the letter needs to state:
1. The work that has been done to date, including walls and foundations were done per plan; make
sure to comment on whether drains were provided behind walls.
2.

The site is stable in its present condition.

3. The drawings have been reviewed and that the Engineers of Record are in agreement with the
design.
4. All the requirements of the permit will be complied with, including the special inspection
requirements.
Frank L. Rollo, G.E.
Senior Consultant
Direct: 415.955.5222
Mobile: 415.999.1421

From L. M. Gilpin
I have reviewed the 125 Crown Terrace plans you sent me this morning dated 21 January 2014. They
appear to have addressed all but one of my concerns.
The plans should show subdrains behind all of the existing and future retaining walls. I understand fill
behind the existing walls is to be removed and re-compacted. At that time, subdrains should be
installed and collected into the site drainage system for delivery to the city storm drain.
I understand you have requested letters from the project geotechnical & geologist evaluating the site
stability and conformity to their recommendations.
If you have questions or require further information, please call or email.
Lou Gilpin
Gilpin Geosciences, Inc.
2038 Redwood Road

Napa, CA 94558
707-251-8543
707-257-8543 fax
415-686-0584 cell
lmgilpin@earthlink.net
Tim Mathison
Per your request as part of the SF DBI Structural Advisory Committee we have reviewed the Site
Stabilization and Drainage plans for 125 Crown Terrace prepared by Santos & Urrutia dated 1/21/2014.
We understand the perimeter shoring shown on the drawings has not changed. Accordingly our review
was focused on the portion of the plans related to the stabilization portions of the existing building to
remain.
Based on our review we have the following comments.
1. The Engineer should visit the site to verify the proposed cribbing support of the existing building is as
intended by the drawings and is adequate as installed.
2. The engineer should provide detailed written instructions for any future relocation or move of the
existing buildings from the 4-foot high cribbing shown on the reference plan.
Response or change to the drawings is not required.
Timothy Mathison, PE
Vice President
Tuan and Robinson Structural Engineers, Inc
221 Main Street Suite 860 San Francisco, CA 94103
415 957-2480 x 105
Electronic communication provided by “Langan” encompasses “Langan Engineering, Environmental,
Surveying and Landscape Architecture, D.P.C.,” “Langan Engineering and Environmental Services, Inc.,”
“Langan International LLC,” “Langan Treadwell Rollo,” “Langan CT, Inc.” and “Langan Engineering and
Environmental Services, Inc., PC.” This electronic transmission may contain confidential, proprietary or
privileged information. No confidentiality or privilege is intended to be waived or lost by erroneous
transmission of this message. If you receive this message in error, please notify the sender immediately
by return email and delete this message from your system. Disclosure, use, distribution or copying of
this message, any attachments thereto or their contents is strictly prohibited.
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Permit irregularities abound on properties of Angus McCarthy, president ...
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President of DBI’s commission admits he has private builders edit, redraft official
DBI materials

ecause this is San Francisco, this story starts with a party.

1/6/2022, 7:24 AM
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It was May, 2015, and Mayor Ed Lee had just turned 63. The city’s Residential
Builders Association, a politically significant group of largely Irish immigrant
builders, threw him a fantastic soiree. A cavalcade of elected officials, politicos,
movers and shakers descended upon a spacious and elegant Forest Hill home for
cake, Irish dancing, drinks and an all-around good time.
Because this is San Francisco, it warrants mentioning that the permitting situation for
the spacious and elegant home hosting this party is a bizarre amalgamation of
confusing irregularities; the permit enabling the construction of the downstairs living
space where revelers at the mayoral shindig sat on couches and mingled had never
been signed off and was never inspected by Department of Building Inspection
personnel, not even to this day.

This was a great party; certainly nobody was peeing into a bottle. But there is also no
record of any permitting that would allow for the restroom that partygoers queued up
to use — not then, or now.
Because this is San Francisco, yes, disgraced former building inspector Bernie
Curran, now a federal defendant in an alleged bribery scheme, had a heavy hand in
pushing through the permitting here. And, in the cherry atop the San Francisco
sundae, this is the home of Angus McCarthy, an influential builder — and, for the
past decade, the president of the commission that oversees the Department of
Building Inspection and ostensibly ensures that building codes and rules are
followed.

1/6/2022, 7:24 AM
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But this wasn’t just a party. It was a metaphor. Obtaining permits and building
projects can be a nightmare for regular folks and out-of-town contractors. But for the
connected insiders, the princes and princesses of the city, everything is different.
After all, it was their party.

he seat McCarthy occupies on the Building Inspection Commission is

1/6/2022, 7:24 AM
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earmarked for a “residential builder.” And while he is that, the humble term
understates how prolific a player he is in this city In 2018, he was part of a
consortium that obtained the Lion Building at 2525 16th St. in a $67.25 million
transaction.

In McCarthy’s own words, the purpose of the Building Inspection Commission is “to
make sure that all life safety and building codes are enforced and done correctly.”
Coincidentally or not, in McCarthy’s decade atop this commission, it’s hard to say
that’s happening. These have not been banner years for the Department of Building
Inspection.
As ever, DBI continues to be maligned for self-dealing and for allowing influential
builders, often aided by “permit expediters,” to skate through its onerous and
byzantine requirements while subjecting regular San Franciscans and out-of-area
contractors hoping to undertake workaday projects to excruciating delays and a
regulatory third degree.
Following the January, 2020, federal arrest and charging of former Public Works boss
Mohammed Nuru, the department collapsed under the weight of its own scleroticism
and corruption. A cavalcade of senior DBI leaders conveniently retired, including
former Mayor Lee’s good buddy director Tom Hui, whom McCarthy voted to
install in 2013.
Hui was quickly caught up in a City Attorney corruption probe and forced out last

1/6/2022, 7:24 AM
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year after myriad documented acts of nepotism and corruption. Among numerous
problematic behaviors, Hui surreptitiously sent permit expediter Walter Wong
draft letters, essentially allowing him to edit Department of Building Inspection
policy.
Jarringly, McCarthy admitted to doing much the same in a Sept. 20, 2021, sworn
deposition taken for ex-Planning Commissioner Dennis Richards’ ongoing lawsuit
vs. the city.
Under questioning, McCarthy said that he sent a letter generated by Department of
Building Inspection communications personnel — and signed by McCarthy in his
capacity as Building Inspection Commission President — to Sean Keighran, the
president of the Residential Builders Association.
McCarthy, a longtime member of the RBA, noted several times that he “always” has
colleagues like Keighran offer input on his public letters.
When asked if he told anyone at the Building Inspection Commission or Department
of Building Inspection that he was sending in-house materials written by DBI staffers
to be redrafted by Keighran and other RBA members, McCarthy said he had not.
In short, the president of the commission that oversees the Department of Building
Inspection was surreptitiously sending material created by DBI to be edited by the
head of a builders group that DBI exists to inspect. There’s a term for this:
Regulatory capture. That’s when the groups a regulator is supposed to be overseeing
instead co-opt the regulatory agency.
It grows ever more difficult to argue that the RBA doesn’t have vast influence, if not
tantamount control, over its regulatory agency.
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cCarthy sent us a text on Thursday stating he was heading to Ireland to see
his sick mother. He requested we send him questions via email.
As he suggested, we emailed him several questions on Thursday, asking him to
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respond by Friday late afternoon. He has not yet written back. We wish McCarthy and
his mother well, but it has been nearly 48 hours since we first reached out to him. If
he responds to our questions, we will publish an update.

Absent answers from McCarthy himself, we are left with the permitting record and
the Sept. 20 deposition.
And, during that deposition, McCarthy made statements under oath that are hard to
interpret as anything other than a tacit admission of overbuilding the scope of a 2005
permit to erect his Forest Hill home and then applying for a second permit in 2007 to
retroactively cover the earlier work (a permit that, amazingly, hasn’t been closed out
after 14 years and received no DBI inspections; it ought to have auto-expired more
than a dozen years ago.).
If work on McCarthy’s house actually took place in the order of the permit trail, he
would’ve erected or partially erected a three-story home — listed as “three stories,
zero basements” on the application — and then dug out the extant building to
“convert crawlspace under building to wine room and exercise room.”
An excavation like this should’ve required both engineering and plan review — but
there’s no record of that happening. Logistically, unless you have an earth-mover that
can fold up into a briefcase like George Jetson’s car, it’s unclear how the work would
be done without ripping up the work just completed on site.
Well, there is one way: What if the work was already done, prior to obtaining the
permit?
Under direct questioning, McCarthy denied this. But the questioning continued.
“The wine room and exercise room, that level of the house was built at the same time
as the other levels of the house, correct?” asked Richards’ attorney Scott Emblidge.
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“I guess it would have to be, yes, counselor,” McCarthy replied.
But that’s not how this building was permitted: The permit to build the other levels of
the house was granted in 2005 — “three stories, zero basements” — and DBI
inspections on work done here commenced in October, 2006. The second permit for
the basement, however, wasn’t issued until April, 2007.
“Can you explain why you applied for a subsequent permit to convert a crawl space
into a wine room and exercise room?” continued Emblidge.
“The original permit didn’t have that in there,” McCarthy replied.
And that’s right:The 2005 application, again, was for three stories and zero
basements. And the Certificate of Final Completion for this home Curran signed in
2009 lists three stories and zero basements. It ignores that 2007 permit to build a
basement. It also ignores that there’s indisputably a basement here, as every politician
in town who attended that 2015 party could tell you.
So, that’s odd. It’s also odd that McCarthy said he didn’t know if the permits for the
home he lives in had ever received a Certificate of Final Completion, an astounding
thing for a veteran builder and developer to say.
In fact, the 2007 permit for the basement wine room — where revelers at Mayor
Lee’s 63rd birthday descended a steep flight of stairs to relieve themselves in the
unpermitted toilet — has never been finalized. There are a dearth of recorded DBI
inspections on this site, and no recorded DBI inspections on this basement. That’s
troubling, and it also means the 2007 permit should’ve lapsed in 2008. But it didn’t.
The price, too, is a wonder. McCarthy in 2007 listed the cost for the basement job at
$25,000, which corresponds more closely with a bare-bones bathroom remodel than a
serious excavation.
And, somehow, the permit to erect the entire building did receive a Certificate of
Final Completion, even though the permit for its basement never did — an act of
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unbelievable sloppiness by the DBI inspectors overseeing this site. Or worse. It could
be worse.
That’s because, of course, Bernie Curran issued the Certificates of Final Completion
here. But he did more than that.
The job cards for this project are completely blank, save for Curran’s handwriting;
they ought to have input from every inspector who looked over this site. But they
don’t, and now we don’t know what those inspectors saw. Or didn’t see.
It’s amazing what Curran could do, even all those years ago. To wit: The permit to
erect this home included an express stipulation from the Department of Public
Works/Bureau of Street Management, mandating it sign off on the job card before a
DBI inspector issued a Certificate of Final Completion.
Curran signed off on that card in 2009. There is no sign-off from Public Works/Street
Management on any job cards: Only Curran’s handwriting is on the cards. There is no
indication that this sign-off was received prior to Curran signing off on the project,
despite the unambiguous stipulation.
In fact, a Public Works inspector told Mission Local that, going through the system,
he didn’t see an inspection recorded on this site until December, 2011, two and a half
years after Curran’s sign-off.
[Ed note: On Monday, Sept. 27, McCarthy produced an inspection record with a
Public Works signature from 2008. Public Works employees told us this does not
appear in their computer system, and it also did not appear on any of the job cards
accessible to the public.]
These are the kinds of opportunities DBI does not grant to mere mortals. But there are
irregularities here that transcend even Curran’s magical abilities. McCarthy’s house is
actually built on two lots, which you are not supposed to do. His initial applications to
build here list both lots, but he began listing only one shortly thereafter. And yet, a
2005 application to merge the lots never came to pass; it was closed out in 2016.
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That nobody in the planning or building hierarchy caught this is, again, an act of
unbelievable sloppiness. Or worse.
McCarthy, remember, described the purpose of the Building Inspection Commission
as ensuring “that all life safety and building codes are enforced and done correctly.”
Again, it’s hard to say that’s happening.
uring his recent deposition,
McCarthy was asked if he ever
had any concerns about a “lack
of fairness in the way DBI treats
contractors, engineers or project
sponsors.”
His answer: “I have not.”
Certainly his own magic touch with the
department hasn’t diminished in the
years he’s been president of its
commission.
In September, 2015, McCarthy and a partner bought a home at 4348 23rd St. for $2.3
million. Their permit for a major remodel was issued a Certificate of Final
Completion in 2017 by — guess who? — Bernie Curran. A pair of complaints in
2016 had claimed work beyond the scope of the permit here; both were closed,
including one by Curran.
On the heels of those complaints, however, McCarthy et al. applied for a pair of
“revision” permits in 2016. These altered the initial permit to “reflect existing as-built
conditions” and mentioned additional stairs, skylights, fireplaces, etc.
In other words, after months on the job, and after a pair of complaints that alleged
work beyond the scope on this site, McCarthy et al. pulled a pair of permits claiming
that, actually, there was far more stuff here before they started building than they’d
earlier disclosed.
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Well, how did that stuff get onto the construction site? Amazing. And Curran,
naturally, issued a Certificate of Final Completion on both those permits.
In March 2017, McCarthy and his partner sold the home for $4.1 million.
Coincidentally or not, two weeks after Curran did away with the last complaint on
McCarthy’s 23rd Street property, he was named Department of Building Inspection
employee of the quarter.
Curran, President McCarthy extolled at the April 20, 2016, Building Inspection
Commission meeting, “is an excellent example of DBI professionalism at its finest.”
And, because this is San Francisco, we can say the following: Sadly, that’s 100
percent accurate.

Your contribution is appreciated.

Joe was born in San Francisco, raised in the Bay Area, and attended U.C. Berkeley.
He never left.
“Your humble narrator” was a writer and columnist for SF Weekly from 2007 to
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2015, and a senior editor at San Francisco Magazine from 2015 to 2017. You may
also have read his work in the Guardian (U.S. and U.K.); San Francisco Public
Press; San Francisco Chronicle; San Francisco Examiner; Dallas Morning News;
and elsewhere.
He resides in the Excelsior with his wife and three (!) kids, 4.3 miles from his
birthplace and 5,474 from hers.
The Northern California branch of the Society of Professional Journalists named
Eskenazi the 2019 Journalist of the Year.

The picture of the employee of the quarter is hilarious…3 of the 4 in the picture are either being sued or
under federal inditement or both….hahaha and all were forced from their jobs at DBI. Employee of the
quarter is where you find the real criminals…wasn’t the ADU guy (Stephen Kwok) also employee of the
quarter maybe even the year?

SF corruption is nothing new. The name was taken from Benicia without permission or payment, to
replace “many weeds” insult Yerba Buena. KQED travel show says the SFPD ran all the booze and
prostitution etc rackets in sf to keep the Mafia away in Chicago and NYC. In the 1990s I drove beer
truck for Miller’s Golden Brands and every Friday there was a loud pipes SFPD cop in the china basin
warehouse to collect an envelope, since we were never ticketed for not finding a yellow curb and double
parking, unlike the soda drivers, poor sucks circling and circling trying to find an empty yellow curb!
Recently my limo company tried to hit me with $100s ticket charges from a sf woman official, when the
specific dept for overweight vehicles said “if they did not weigh your limo on Pine Street, they no
tickets are possible.” I quit that corrupt limo co., already stealing $1/hr in wages and $1000 for
“December” Christmas! Previous SST bus company had gotten away with stealing over $10k/yr in
unpaid wages per driver in over 5years! Welcome to the ‘wild west’!!

it’s amazing how brazen those guys act and they never have to pay for it. if they end up with penalties, the
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fines are so not in proportion to the violations.
if you are a small homeowner and you get caught with un-permitted work, your final tap can easily spiral
out from, let’s say $20,000 of work (illegaly) done to $400,000.
a friend built out a street level floor to live there herself.
10 years later someone reported her and DBI caught up with her. now she cannot even revert the space to
the former condition, that’s not allowed.
she has to hire an architect for $20k for assessment; the fee for an ADU is around $120k; altogether $400k
for legalizing the ADU. and if a structural engineer will find something at fault, a retrofit could run up to
another $250k.
mind you, the 110 year old cottage has only a 600sq ft footprint. and the owner is absolutely not a rich
landlord but rather the opposite.

$400k for legalizing an ADU?? The actual building cost of it is not included? Who can afford to add
ADUs to their homes? Many are building for aging family members to move in.
I thought the City was going to loosen the rules and lessen the fees to help homeowners add ADU units.
Is that not happening? or is it depending on who you are?

$400k for legalizing the unit includes the fees ($150k+), fees for the architect and structural engineer
and bringing plumbing, electric, etc. up to current code.
actual construction (framing, drywalling) would be only a very small part of it.
don’t forget a big part of code serves only on the surface to ensure safety but indeed is only code for
bureaucracy’s sake, for more work order’s sake, etc. and goes way beyond the safety aspect and
often don’t make sense.
e.g. title 24 enforcement here in SF concentrates on CFL lights. WTH, who is using that nowadays?
we use LED everywhere and that makes that part of title 24 superfluous.
but have you ever seen any bureaucratic act being rescinded? it’s here to stay till eternity.

Jon Jacobo resigned from the Building Commission due to allegations of sexual misconduct. Angus
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McCarthy should resign due to this professional misconduct.

It’s painfully obvious that the Mayor and the Board of Supervisors either care nothing about the rampant
corruption in the City or, more likely, are part of it. It’s also painfully obvious that neither the City Attorney
nor the District Attorney care about the corruption and obvious illegal activities. Absent either the FBI or
the US Attorney in this area launching a complete top-to-bottom probe of every single City Department and
every single official, nothing’s going to change. Breed can make all the pronouncements about how she
wants departments to shape up, but if there’s no actual enforcement, nothing will change. Without a change
in the type of leadership the electorate votes in, and there doesn’t seem to be any interest in that given the
voting patterns, the corruption will continue to flourish.

Mayor Breed and the District Supervisors are just as corrupt as the inspectors for the DBI. It wouldn’t
surprise me in the least to find out that the MAJORITY OF CITY EMPLOYEES ARE CORRUPT!
ESPECIALLY THOSE IN SFMTA!

I disagree with Dawn about “the majority of city employees”. But that brings up an important point:
If we want city employees to be honest, the only way is to hire them on the basis of merit. Title Ten
of the City Charter mandates that and spells out a process for it. But years ago SPUR recommended
to then mayor Newsom that hiring be entirely on the basis of management preference, thus negating
said City Charter. A Director of Human Resources was hired to ensure that policy was used, even if
informally: Miki Callahan. And so it went, and the device most used was to categorize new hires as
“temporary exempts”. That created a plague of cronyism in hiring, and it continues. Only one
supervisor has spoken up in opposition to those temporary exempts: Aaron Peskin. That’s the key to
honest government: objective merit-based hiring. I hope we all speak up for it.

Forgot to add…..thank you Joe. You’re the only one in the press in the City that seems to give a damn
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about holding people in government accountable for their actions. The rest of the press seems to simply toe
the company line.

That’s the kind of thing that has made San Francisco so hard to afford for blue collar natives like myself.
Ed Lee exacerbated the bullshit so much during his tenure such a puppet for anybody. He was bought
and sold and sold San Franciscans out so that shit like this could happen and make a certain few richer.

Check out Rec and Park dept…Cosy with…Recology!R&P,Dept removed 90%of our public garbage
cans.While contract to pickup &empty stayed same…new cans just more BS from City and Recology…
messes on streets is manufactured…ਸ਼
ਸ਼
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Is the story about not having a permitted restroom at a party from six years ago? about a house built on two
lots in 2005? DBI is a mess, but if there were a real story, it seems like it would have a lot clearer narrative.

Apparently you haven’t read the other articles….then you would understand. DBI = Doing Business
Illegally

Thank you, Joe. Your series of articles on the cesspool that is our Department of Building Inspection have
inspired me to become a monthly supporter of Mission Local. Keep it up.
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More essential reporting by Joe Eskenazi in Mission Local. This is the corruption and cronyism that’s been
so deep and so wide that nobody but Joe seems to be able to do the digging and analysis and write the story
accurately and clearly.
This is a scandal. It’s been a scandal. The scandal belongs to the agencies and the Mayor. It has belonged to
many generations of them.
CAN WE HAVE A DECENT, HONEST SYSTEM NOW, PLEASE?
Ordinary people who want to do normal things with their homes have been ill-served and befuddled. And
angry once they learn what’s been done to them.

Eerily similar to the story about ADU construction without permits then permits created and approved after
the fact…

This is a real dirty one. Joe, I appreciate you.

Joe, just when I thought you couldn’t dig any deeper and come up with another hot story like this you
did!!! Thank you for all the careful extensive research you did on this. I’ve always wondered about Angus.

Why don’t stories like this appear on the front page of the San Francisco Chronicle ?

Bravo Joe! More great investigative work which unveils more of the disgusting, despicable corruption
rampant at SFDBI. How dare those hypocrites claim to be “making sure that all life safety and building
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codes are enforced and done correctly.”and how dare they rape the City at the risk of the citizen’s welfare
by ignoring unsafe building practices and then profiting from the very same behavior. I can tell you
personally that Mr. McCarthy is liar and not fit for his position. It;s one thing to cut the line and get
preferential treatmant because you happen. to be insider but act illegally while acting on the very same
commission you reside over is unacceptable. I have personally reached out to Mr. McCarthy on more than
one occasion to highlight some improprieties involving corruption and illegal permitting being approved
and he ignored every email sent. The same goes for Suprervisor Melgar. Letters and emails sent, letters and
emails ignored. When I read that Mr. McCarthy answered “I have not” to being asked if he ever had any
concerns about a “lack of fairness in the way DBI treats contractors, engineers or project sponsors.” I
further realized the extent of the malfeasance at SFDBI. It’s simply abhorrent and appears to be systemic.
And believe me, Interim Director Patrick O’Riordan is fully aware and his ignorance, arrogance, and
myopia leaves him unfit for his post.

As an architect in the city for 30 yrs. I have seen preferential treatment. As for documents not in city
records- not surprised. I have often researched violation notices where planning or building say are no
records, then I find some.
It mostly sloppy city record keeping the last 50 yrs. But in this case its some of both. Sloppy and
intentional .

Thank You for your excellent reporting.

The FBI has phone recordings of all the top SF official’s and they use them to make them confess. From
one of the convicted DBI guys wives gossip at a party.
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Exhibit 5

Mission Local Article re: Properties of Angus McCarthy
I am very concerned about the manner in which I have been attacked in the press, and I
want to provide a clear statement to correct what I believe to be unfair and misleading
accusations.
There are many things which have been said about the construction of my home which
suggest that I acted improperly or obtained special treatment. In addressing these, I
would ask that it be very clear that the plans and permits for that home were done by
the person who sold it to me and the entire construction was completed and approved
before I was involved with The DBI at all. There was no special treatment or
relationship. Below you will find each allegation followed by my response.
Upon my return, I will open up the areas in question of my home to any member of the
Board of Supervisors, any BIC Commissioner, any DBI official and to any member of
the City Attorney’s office, to walk through with the approved plans and verify that there
is no illegal work done.
THE SUBJECT OF MY HOME

Allegation 1
“But there is also no record of any permitting that would allow for the restroom
partygoers queued up to use – not then or now. “
Response: I purchased the property with approved plans. I was not involved in the
process by which the project was approved. The plans that were sold to me when I
purchased the site showed an approved bathroom on the lower level.

Allegation 2
“disgraced former building inspector Bernie Curran, now a federal defendant in an
alleged bribery scheme, had a heavy hand in pushing through the permitting here.”
Response: A quick check on the DBI Permit Tracking System indicates Mr. Curran only
provided the annotation that the original permit had expired. He did not do any plan
checking on any of the permits for the property or provide any approvals until he
became district supervisor for the area and, in fulfilling his job, signed the Certificate of
final completion based upon the inspections properly performed by others.
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Allegation 3
“And, during that deposition, McCarthy made statements under oath that are hard to
interpret as anything other than a tacit admission of overbuilding the scope of a 2005
permit to erect his Forest Hill home and then applying for a second permit in 2007 to
retroactively cover the earlier work (A permit that, amazingly, hasn’t been closed out
after 14 years and received no DBI inspections; it ought to have auto-expired more than
a dozen years ago.).”
Response:
The work involved in the 2007 permit change was a minor partition change and finish
work. No additional excavation or foundation was required beyond that approved and
performed under the original permit and the bathroom had been approved on the
original permit. This change was the result of the realization, while framing work was
underway, that additional useable space existed within the envelope of the structure as
a result of the existing topography of the soil from the staging used for the dig out. The
permit history bears out that the rough framing inspection, at which I understand the
contactor discussed the use of the area with the inspector, predated the permit to
authorize the change by a few days and the permit was approved and in place before
the drywall work and inspection.
The DBI Permit Tracking System indicates that the district inspector at the time, Darlene
Hartley, performed 8 of the 9 inspections on the property prior to the final. My
contractors worked closely with her during each phase of the job and acquired any
permit if and when she would have asked for it. Regarding the permit that is not closed
out, this is something that must have fallen through the cracks on DBI’s end. When I
had the main permit signed off and when the Certificate of Final Completion was issued
to me, I understood that the other permits had been finaled out as well. This may have
been a clerical housekeeping oversight by the district inspector at the time of the final
inspection, Mr. Bernie Curran, but the oversight escaped my attention.
There was apparently a complaint made in 2010 regarding a claim of an illegal second
unit in my house. But, there was no second unit. Inspector Berrios made a site
inspection and abated the case, providing further assurance to me that there were no
improprieties.

Allegation 4
“An excavation like this should’ve required both engineering and plan review — but
there’s no record of that happening.”
Response: As noted above, the existing topography of the soil from the staging used
for the dig out, allowed for this space to exist without moving or altering any structural
2

walls, or making any other structural changes. This area was all inside the existing
envelope of the building.

Allegation 5
“The 2005 application, again, was for three stories and zero basements. And the
Certificate of Final Completion for this home Curran signed in 2009 lists three stories
and zero basements. It ignores that 2007 permit to build a basement. It also ignores that
there’s indisputably a basement here, as every politician in town who attended that
2015 party could tell you.”
Response: Before I ever saw the property or bought it, the house was approved as a
three story house without basement. It could have been called a two story house over a
one story basement, but that was how it was approved and that is how it was built. It is
most definitely not a three story house with a basement under it. The building is a total
of three stories including garage, lower bath room and added wine room on 2007
permit. The plans also referred to that level as being one of three floor of a three story
building with no basement.
The precise location of that bathroom was changed on the second permit, and no one
ever suggested that the building should be called two floors and a basement rather than
three floors with no basement, but that is how everyone has referred to it.

Allegation 6
“The price too is a wonder. McCarthy in 2007 listed the cost for the basement job at
$25,000 — which corresponds more closely with a barebones bathroom remodel than a
serious excavation.”
Response: I didn’t need any excavation. I only needed to sheetrock and paint the walls
and install the finished flooring.

Allegation 7
“That’s because, of course, Bernie Curran issued the Certificates of Final Completion
here. But he did more than that.”
Response: Bernie Curran had become the district inspector by the time the home was
completed. As we had done throughout the job, my contractor called the designated
phone number on the DBI job card for final approvals. As District Inspector, it was Mr.
Curran’s job, not some impropriety, to sign the final document.
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Allegation 8
“The job cards for this project are completely blank save for Curran’s handwriting; they
ought to have input from every inspector who looked over this site. But they don’t, and
now we don’t know what those inspectors saw. Or didn’t see.”
Response: Upon a quick review of the DBI Permit Tracking System, there were nine
inspections performed by the building inspection division on this property plus three
electrical inspections, three plumbing inspections, DPW inspection and Urban Forestry.
Each request for a DBI inspection was simply the result of a call into the DBI general
scheduling number as directed by the instructions on the job card and each request ran
through ordinary protocols. To the best of my knowledge each inspection was
performed by the district inspector at the time of the request. I also have a copy of my
job card which, consistent with the DBI records, demonstrates:
10-16-06
10-18-06
10-26-06
02-16-07
03-06-07
03-30-07
04-04-07
04-16-07
04-17-07
04-23-07

04-30-07
11-21-07
12-12-07
02-22-08
02-25-09
05-11-09

Start work Inspection, Rafael Jr. Leopoldo
Reinforcing Steel, Darlene Hartley
Reinforcing Steel, Darlene Hartley
Rough Framing (Partial) Darlene Hartley
Progress, Benjamin Yee, Elec.
OK to cover, reinspection required Darlene Hartley
OK to cover, reinspection required Darlene Hartley
Lath Exterior, Darlene Hartley
Rough Frame, Darlene Hartley
Permit ending in 9382 “Convert crawl space under building to wine room
and exercise room. Reconfigure new entry. Remove 2 window, add one
window in bedroom.”
Sheetrock Nailing, Darlene Hartley
Progress, Carol Roseman Elec.
Progress, Carol Roseman Elec.
Complete, Franklin Fong, Elec.
Expire, Bernie Curran
Expire, Bernie Curran

Allegation 9
“It’s amazing what Curran could do, even all those years ago. To wit: The permit to
erect this home included an express stipulation from the Department of Public
Works/Bureau of Street Management, mandating it sign off on the job card before a DBI
inspector issued a Certificate of Final Completion.”
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Response: Please see attached copy of the job card showing the sign offs by DPW and
the Bureau of Street Management. These sign offs occurred prior to the Certificate of
Final Completion as is the proper protocol.

Allegation 10
“Curran signed off on that card in 2009. There is no sign-off from Public Works/Street
Management on any job cards: Only Curran’s handwriting is on the cards. There is no
indication that this sign-off was received prior to Curran signing off on the project,
despite the unambiguous stipulation.”
Response: Please see attached copy of the job card showing the sign offs by DPW and
the Bureau of Street Management. These sign offs occurred prior to the Certificate of
Final Completion as is the proper protocol.

Allegation 11
“In fact, a Public Works inspector told Mission Local that, going through the system, he
didn’t see an inspection recorded on this site until December 2011 — two and a half
years after Curran’s sign-off.”
Response: Please see attached copy of the job card showing the sign offs by DPW and
the Bureau of Street Management. These sign offs occurred prior to the Certificate of
Final Completion consistent with the DBI proper protocol.

Allegation 12
“McCarthy’s house is actually built on two lots — which you are not supposed to do. His
initial applications to build here list both lots, but he began listing only one shortly
thereafter. And yet a 2005 application to merge the lots never came to pass; it was
closed out in 2016.”
Response: During the deposition, I explained that I was not the one who sought or
obtained the entitlements for the house. I purchased the property and the approved
plans were included in the sale. All I had to do was to go down and pay for the permits.
Anything to do with the original submittals and the plan checking sign offs occurred prior
to me purchasing the property by the former owners. Up until this week, I was not
aware that a house couldn’t be built on two lots. I think that it may be in the subdivision
law. I don’t know of it being in the building code.

5

THE SUBJECT OF MY MEMOS TO THE BUILDING DEPARTMENT
The comments about involving others in the drafting two memoranda which I wanted to
send to the DBI expressing my own concerns as President of the BIC are similarly
misleading. These are not DBI internal documents, they are my attempts to express my
own concerns to DBI, and I sought help in effectively expressing my message from both
my staff and a respected industry leader. I have severe dyslexia and depend on the
help of others when writing. I have consulted with my counsel in preparing this because
he was at the deposition and I am overseas dealing with my mother’s health.
“In short, the president of the commission that oversees the Department of Building
Inspection was surreptitiously sending material created by DBI to be edited by the head
of a builders group that DBI exists to inspect.”
Response:
I testified that I wanted to express certain concerns to the DBI and first sought the help
of internal staff with an initial draft. I then sought the help of a building industry leader to
further revise it, but this was not a DBI document . It was something I was trying to write
to best convey concerns I had writing letters from me to Director Hui. The items were
not official DBI materials as stated in the article.

THE SUBJECT OF A PROJECT ON 23rd STREET
Allegation 1
“In Sept. 2015, McCarthy and a partner bought a home at 4348 23rd St. for $2.3 million.
Their permit for a major remodel was issued a Certificate of Final Completion in 2017 by
— guess who? — Bernie Curran.”
Response: The contractor on the job went through proper DBI protocols to schedule
each inspection. Internal workings at DBI control which inspector is assigned the
inspection. Despite having multiple inspections, most of the inspections were
performed by someone other than the district inspector for this job. This can happen
when there is a lot of work in a particular part of town and the district inspector can’t
perform all of the necessary inspections, all of which is beyond the control of my
contractor. One of the final inspections was done by the district inspector who
requested a minor as built submittal. My contractor cooperated with this request, and
then used the same dial in process for another inspection request. For the second
inspection request, Mr. Curran showed up. I believe Mr Curran was the Senior for this
district and must have been covering for the district inspector.
6

Allegation 2
“In other words, after months on the job, and after a pair of complaints that alleged work
beyond the scope on this site, McCarthy et al. pulled a pair of permits claiming that,
actually, there was far more stuff here before they started building than they’d earlier
disclosed.”
Response: The contractor applied for and was granted permit revision to capture the
minor revisions, unrelated to the unsubstantiated complaints that were requested by the
inspector, all done following proper DBI protocols.

Allegation 3
“Well, how did that stuff get onto the construction site? Amazing. And Curran, naturally,
issued a Certificate of Final Completion on both those permits.”
Response: The initial final inspection was performed by the district inspector who
requested a minor as-built submittal. My contractor cooperated with this request, and
then used the same dial in process for a second inspection request. For the second
inspection request, Mr. Curran happened to be the inspector who showed up, so
naturally he was the one who finaled those two permits. I believe Mr Curran was the
Senior for this district and must have been covering for the district inspector.
Regardless, my contractor had no control over who the department sent out.

Respectfully Submitted,
Angus McCarthy
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City and County of San Francisco

FORM

DEPARTMENT OF BUILDING INSPECTION

INSPECTION RECORD

APPLICATION NO.

/C3SZ. S

ISSUED.

.PERMIT NO.
BLOCK:

JOB ADDRESS:

LOT:

NATURE OF WORK:

ADDITIONAL WORK REQUIRING APPROVALS

Do Not Pour CONCRETE until the following are signed
INSPECTIONS .

Dates

Inspectors

INSPECTIONS

Dates

Inspectors

Foundation Forms

Special^

Foundation Steel

Grounding Electrode

?-

Shower Pan

O.K.TO POUR

Do Not Pour CONCRETE SLAB until the following are signed
INSPECTIONS

Special

Dates

Inspectors

Plumbing Underground

Standpipes (wet/dry)
Fire Alarm

Security Ordinance

Electrical Underground

Energy Ordinance

Fire Service Underground

Smoke & Heat Detectors

Do Not COVER until the following are signed
INSPECTIONS

Dates

Inspectors

FINAL INSPECTIONS REQUIRED
INSPECTIONS

Rough Framing

Special

Rough Electrical

Code Enforcement

Rough Plumbin:

Disabled Access

Dates

Inspectors

Housing
Insulation
Mechanical

Sound TransmisSitm

Plumbing

Rough Sprinklers(PLBG)

Electrical

Rough Sprinklers(FIRE)
Flue & Vents(PLBG)

.2-23

Street Use & Mapping

5

Urban Forestry

Rue, Vents, Ducts(BLDG)

Fire Department

Hydrostatic Test

Health Department

Lath

6"

Building

rEOF

CERTIFICATE OF
O.K.TO COVER

bh6\o%'-

/

FINAL COMPLETION

WARNING: THE PROVISIONS OF YOUR BUILDING INSPECTION PERMIT WILL BE NULLIFIED UNLESS ALL FINAL
INSPECTIONS ARE SIGNED OFF ABOVE BY THE APPROPRIATE INSPECTORS.

Exhibit 6

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

OFFICE OF THE CLERK OF THE BOARD
CITY & COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO
Phone: (415) 554-5184
Email: Angela.Calvillo@sfgov.org

October 1, 2021
Anne Pearson, Deputy City Attorney
Office of the City Attorney
City Hall, Room 234
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
San Francisco, California 94102
Via Email: Anne.Pearson@sfcityatty.org
Dear Deputy City Attorney Pearson,
At the September 28, 2021, Board of Supervisors meeting, Supervisor Hillary Ronen issued the attached
inquiry to the Office of the City Attorney. Please review the attached introduction form which provides
the Supervisor’s specific request.
The inquiry requests the following:
Request for City Attorney to investigate and report to Board of Supervisors on allegations of improprieties and
possible conflicts of interest by Building Inspection Commission President Angus McCarthy as reported in
Mission Local on September 25, 2021: https://missionlocal.org/2021/09/angus-mccarthy-president-of-dept-ofbuilding-inspection-commission-admits-he-has-private-builders-edit-redraft-dept-of-building-inspection-materials/
Please contact Amy Beinart, Legislative Aide to Supervisor Ronen, at Amy.Beinart@sfgov.org for
response and/or questions related to this request, and copy BOS@sfgov.org on all communications to
enable my office to track and close out this inquiry. Please provide your response no later than October
15, 2021.
For questions pertaining to the administration of this inquiry, do not hesitate to contact me in the Office
of the Clerk of the Board at (415) 554-5184.
Very Truly Yours,
Angela Calvillo
Clerk of the Board
San Francisco Board of Supervisors
JB/WN
Attachment:
• Introduction Form

City Hall • 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 • San Francisco, California 94102
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T

he president of the Fire Commission is, to the best of our knowledge, not
given deference by firefighters to light buildings ablaze. The police do not
allow the president of the Police Commission a complimentary number of
free crimes. But for the president of the commission overseeing the Department of
Building Inspection — well, life is different.
So, when asked how the Department of Building Inspection didn’t notice its
powerful, longtime former commission president Mel Murphy erecting a five-story,
11-unit structure at 3418 26th St., a literal stone’s throw from the major intersection
of Mission and 26th streets — all without the benefit of permitting or inspections
— the former building inspector for the district says that, actually, it did.
It just didn’t want to.

“I do remember this job. I did report it to Patrick O’Riordan. Numerous times,”
recalls longtime inspector Christopher Schroeder. From his city vehicle, he noticed
the foundation going in, the first floor, the second floor and, over the course of
months, the fifth floor and roof. He maintains that he reported this, repeatedly, to his
immediate supervisor, O’Riordan, then a senior building inspector, later chief
building inspector, and now the interim head of the department — and an aspirant for
the permanent job.
“I reported that to my immediate supervisor, Patrick, and I can’t remember exactly
what he said — but he said, ‘don’t take any action right now,’” continues Schroeder.
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But in January, 2013, sitting idly by was suddenly no longer an option, not after the
Chronicle began calling about the five-story building being erected by the former
head of the Building Inspection Commission with hardly anything in the way of
permitting or inspections. Those calls were made on Jan. 2, 2013. A slew of permits
were belatedly paid for and approved on Jan. 3, by which point the structure was
already five floors high. On Jan. 4, O’Riordan himself wrote a stop-work order.
“It’s unfortunate that nobody brought this to our attention before you did,” a
department spokesman told the Chronicle at the time.
Schroeder wasn’t being made available to the media then. But we’re speaking to him
now. Because it’s unusual for a senior inspector like O’Riordan to bigfoot his district
inspectors and personally oversee sites. In recent months O’Riordan has decried
accused federal criminal Bernie Curran traveling out of his district to do the
same.

Schroeder says he was told to stay away from Murphy’s project for months — and,
after a splashy newspaper story forced the building department to tardily step in,
records show he continued to stay away. Curran, however, was on site here,
performing inspections. Amazing inspections, it would turn out.
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Upon being named Department of Building Inspection employee of the quarter in April, 2016, senior
inspector Bernie Curran said “It is a pleasure and privilege to serve the people of San Francisco on a daily
basis.”

When asked how O’Riordan learned of the goings on at 3418 26th St., a department
spokesman says that an anonymous telephone complaint was made on Jan. 4, 2013
— which is days after the Chron started asking questions, inducing a frantic
cavalcade of permit approvals. And it was months and months after Schroeder says he
repeatedly told his boss what was up. It also doesn’t explain why O’Riordan was the
one doing the work of a district inspector, or what the disgraced Curran was doing on
site at all.
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So, there’s a lot going on here that remains unexplained. But, all these years later, and
with the Department of Building Inspection at the crossroads it’s at, this site explains
a lot.
It’s an instance in which a district inspector says O’Riordan stepped in to prevent him
from keeping an influential, connected builder from being held accountable and
following the building codes others are expected to follow.
And it’s not the only one.

Google Street View images of 3418 26th St. in 2011, left, and in 2014. While district inspector Christopher
Schroeder says he repeatedly informed his superior, Patrick O’Riordan, of the unpermitted, uninspected
construction of this building, the Department of Building Inspection says it only found out via an
anonymous call coming after the structure was largely complete.

T

he janky, archaic, and easy-to-manipulate computer system the
Department of Building Inspection has clung to for the past couple of decades
has allowed for some surreal goings-on at the always-surreal DBI. So,
that’s bad. But, on the plus side, it did lead us to Schroeder.
That’s because, despite his claims that he was barred from inspecting and taking
action on this massive, overt scofflaw site in his district, his name is de-facto attached
to the files as the district inspector. On a recent trip to DBI headquarters to search for
documents, official after official shrugged his or her shoulders, pointed at the name
“Schroeder” on our file, and said “why don’t you talk to that guy?” So we did; the
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Department kindly facilitated the interview.
The problem, in Schroeder’s view, isn’t just that he was kept from doing his job. It’s
that when the Department of Building Inspection finally intervened here, it continued
to treat Murphy with kid gloves.
“With all due respect,” Schroeder says, “I’d have done things differently.”
To start with, he’d have put in a stop-work order when this was still just a hole in the
ground, not a five-story structure. With this no longer possible, he’d have called for
inspections on every story of this building; he’d have wanted to see walls and
foundations opened up and analyzed; he may have even opted for ground-penetrating
radar. These are the sorts of tests O’Riordan in 2021 said may be necessary on the
massive 2867 San Bruno site signed off by Curran with a dearth of recorded
inspections. But O’Riordan didn’t call for them here.
There are, in fact, no recorded foundation inspections on this site. None. And the
rough framing inspection was conducted by Curran in June, 2013, by which time the
building was already five stories. “Rough framing,” incidentally, is a building’s
wooden exoskeleton and endoskeleton. So, unless Curran had X-ray vision, it’s
unclear how he’d do this inspection in June, 2013, on a largely completed five-story
structure, especially on the exterior fire walls, which are flush with the neighboring
building.

O
Interim Department of Building Inspection head
Patrick O’Riordan

ur questions about this to the
department received the
following response:

The engineering report, once reviewed
by DBI, would constitute compliance
with inspection requirements and give
an inspector the authority to approve
the foundation work and conduct
inspections on subsequent addendum.
Dan Lowery approved the foundation
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work, thus giving Curran the authority
to conduct inspections on the rough
framing.
Attached is the Supplemental Inspection
Record signed by Dan Lowery, then the
Building Chief for DBI. The second
page reads “3/18/13 Foundation
Complete and Special Inspection
Cleared For Foundation Work.”
So, that doesn’t really answer the questions. But it does highlight the earlier point that
Murphy was treated with kid gloves. Here’s why:
The engineering report, in fact, was the document we were hoping to locate on that
recent trip to the Department of Building Inspection. Nobody could find it on that day
but, eventually, the department did track it down. It’s a very lengthy report, and one
that was mandated in a Notice of Violation penned by O’Riordan on Jan. 14, 2013.
But, here’s the thing: It appears that, rather than bringing in jackhammers or groundpenetrating radar, this engineering report is being used in lieu of actual inspections of
the foundation — the foundation underpinning a five-story, 11-unit building.
Also, this report was penned by Rodrigo Santos.
Santos, like Curran, is now an accused federal criminal; the two are charged with
setting up a permits-for-donation bribery scheme. He was earlier accused of
stealing hundreds of thousands of dollars of his clients’ money via check fraud.
Engineering-wise, he has been charged by the City Attorney with out-and-out
forgery regarding dangerous, unwarranted excavations. Finally, another development
of Murphy’s for which Santos served as engineer would tumble down the side of
Twin Peaks on a pristine rain- and wind-free day, just 10 months after he handed in
this report.
An engineer’s report of this sort is mandatory for every project; in fact, the conditions
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imposed by O’Riordan’s Notice of Violation all appear to be things Murphy
should’ve done anyway. But an engineer’s report is not a substitute for a DBI
inspection, let alone an inspection of a foundation, even when the engineer is not an
accused federal criminal and is not known for reckless, shoddy work.
As for the “Supplemental Inspection Record” signed by Lowery, it does nothing to
alter the fact the foundation, and five stories above it, were built by January, while he
signed off in March. And, again, there were no foundation inspections on the site.
What’s more, the mandatory third-party special inspections of the foundation Lowery
describes as completed in March aren’t recorded as being completed until July.
If you’re confused: Don’t worry. This is confusing. It’s a lot more confusing than the
Schroeder solution of open it up and show me what you got. And a lot less reassuring.
But that standard wasn’t applied here.
Once again, it might be worth comparing the treatment Murphy received with that of
Dennis Richards, the former Planning Commissioner, who, in 2019, had nine
permits revoked on his 22nd Street property on the very day that notices of violation
were issued.
During a sworn deposition in Richards’ subsequent lawsuit, O’Riordan described
Schroeder as “honest.” He also described him as “even-handed” and someone who
never “showed favoritism to anyone above anyone else.”
But maybe that was the problem. He’d have “done things differently.” And Schroeder,
notably, was never dispatched to Mel Murphy’s site.
Coming tomorrow: Part II

Want more reporting that keeps an eye out on public institutions? Support Mission Local
today.
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JOE ESKENAZI
getbackjoejoe@gmail.com

Joe was born in San Francisco, raised in the Bay Area, and attended U.C. Berkeley.
He never left.
“Your humble narrator” was a writer and columnist for SF Weekly from 2007 to
2015, and a senior editor at San Francisco Magazine from 2015 to 2017. You may
also have read his work in the Guardian (U.S. and U.K.); San Francisco Public
Press; San Francisco Chronicle; San Francisco Examiner; Dallas Morning News;
and elsewhere.
He resides in the Excelsior with his wife and three (!) kids, 4.3 miles from his
birthplace and 5,474 from hers.
The Northern California branch of the Society of Professional Journalists named
Eskenazi the 2019 Journalist of the Year.
More by Joe Eskenazi

C.F.
October 17, 2021 at 9:32 am

Excellent column Joe. It’s time for all the crooks to be swept out of DBI.

phays
October 17, 2021 at 11:38 am

Around 2001 Mel Murphy also built a structure at 1025 Hampshire street that exceeded the allowed
number of units zoned, sneaking in an extra unit that was subsequently discovered. I’m curious how that
slipped past the inspectors at the time. The information available online regarding the building is laughably
incomplete and the mandated removal/merger of the unit has been stalled for years.

Jerry
October 17, 2021 at 1:40 pm

I assume libertarians believe none of these inspections are needed, if a building falls down, the free market
will punish the builder by not purchasing their constructions in the future, or pricing them so low as to
accommodate the risk of their collapse.
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And they yimbys probably regret the lack of inspection while hailing Murphy’s initiative and the implicit
acknowledgement of O’Riordan of ridiculous “paperwork” requirements
If it wasn’t for meddlesome reporters at the Chronicle…

Mark
October 17, 2021 at 10:46 pm

I was friends with someone involved with permit expediting. One Saturday while we were out, he said he
had to drop off a “bag of money” to a city employee for his client, saying this city is so corrupt and this is
what you need to do to get things done.

Juan Doe
October 18, 2021 at 7:26 am

The audacity to build an 11 unit building without a permit is unbelievable – and in the Mission no less!!!
Where was MEDA & Calle 24 on this one?

KimC
October 18, 2021 at 2:05 pm

Good job, Joe. SF government is a hot mess. Yet despite all the uncovering of corruption in the past couple
of years, the citizen outcry is…..*crickets*…. No protests, no outcry, nothing. We must rely on more great
reporting, more Federal / outside investigations, more dishonest employees and cohorts going to jail.

San Fransickened
October 18, 2021 at 6:30 pm

So, were third party “Special Inspections” ever conducted to verify the strength of the concrete? What other
shortcuts were taken by those “connected with DBI officials” that “regular” San Franciscans are required to
do? What about fees they have skirted around? It sounds to me that the gangsters at SFDBI seem to feel
they can act with impunity and frankly the lack of action and response by The Ethics Commission and the
City Attorney seems to indicate they can do just that. Act without fear of ramifications or consequences.
They question that comes to me is…Why would they do thi$?

IMTreble
October 20, 2021 at 8:35 pm
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As a native of sf and the bay area, I am disgusted that no one seems to give a rats arse. That the current da
is more conceened with not prosecuting anyone and the mayor still eating bon bons while enacting stupid
legislation like parklets.

© 2021 LOCAL NEWS FOR A GLOBAL CITY.
PROUDLY POWERED BY NEWSPACK BY AUTOMATTIC
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‘I feel like I was preyed upon:’ District inspectors say DBI director Patrick
O’Riordan kept them off connected
builders’ sites — Part II
by JOE ESKENAZI
OCTOBER 18, 2021

Illustration by Molly Oleson

See Part I here
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B

efore his recent retirement, Norman Gutierrez was perhaps the Department of
Building Inspection’s longest-serving employee. He was hired in 1987 and
worked there for 34 years. As such, you see his name festooned upon many,
many jobs.
Even the ones he did not do.

You’ll recall the department’s janky, archaic, and easy-to-manipulate computer
system. Among its many shortcomings, inspection reports can be altered post-facto,
or assigned to people who did not perform them. And, remember, the district
inspector’s name remains tied to the file.
So, on the publicly accessible reports for 700 Valencia St., a five-story building
with residences over a ground-floor restaurant, Gutierrez is listed as performing three
of the four final inspections in 2009, and then issuing a Certificate of Final
Completion in 2012. But on the Department of Building Inspection’s internal system,
which is not readily accessible to the public, these jobs are listed as “inspected by
senior building inspector Patrick O’Riordan.”
Then a senior building inspector, O’Riordan was later chief building inspector, and is
now the interim head of the department following Tom Hui’s ouster in 2020.
O’Riordan is an aspirant for the permanent job.
When asked about what happened at 700 Valencia St., a DBI spokesman replied:
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“The project contractor has said they contacted Gutierrez to conduct a site visit to
discuss the project with the new district inspector assigned to the area. Not receiving
a response, the owner escalated his request to the senior inspector for the district,
O’Riordan, who spoke with the owner and subsequently determined the project was
sufficiently complicated that he needed to conduct a site visit. In November 2009,
O’Riordan conducted the inspections himself and, on 3/29/12, issued the CFC
[Certificate of Final Completion]. Having the senior inspector step in is standard
protocol when there’s an issue at a property or a member of the public complains
about an inspector.”

When read this answer, Gutierrez chuckled. “Ah, no,” he said dryly. “There’s a
fallacy in that.”
Gutierrez seemed amused at the notion that O’Riordan deemed this project
“sufficiently complicated” that Gutierrez could not handle it: “I have much more
experience than Patrick O’Riordan,” said Gutierrez, who earned a master’s degree in
architecture from University of California, Berkeley. “I have more education than
Patrick O’Riordan. I have been in all of our divisions. And he has not been in the
department for as long as I was.”
The situation, in Gutierrez’s recollection, wasn’t so complicated: He was taken off
this job because he was applying the code impartially and inconveniencing a
connected builder. The end. O’Riordan, Gutierrez says, called him into the office of
then-Deputy Director Ed Sweeney to “badger me” regarding this project. And then he
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never went back.
“Senior inspectors aren’t supposed to go out and do district inspectors’ work,”
Gutierrez said. But connected builders know they can make calls when a district
inspector tells them no. They can complain that the inspector was rude and unhelpful.
And, in essence, they can choose who inspects their work. Or who doesn’t inspect it.
This was a situation longtime building inspector Christopher Schroeder described
as well.
“I fix problems,” Gutierrez says. “But not the way they do it. I do not do people
favors.”
But this is a department that’s built on favors. And they often go to the people who
need and deserve them the least.
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The records for the 700 Valencia St. project as they appear in the external, publicly accessible system
(above) and as they are recorded in the Department of Building Inspection’s internal system (below).

O

n Nov. 16, 2011, a complaint came in on a single-family home at 2207 25th
Street. While this building was in Schroeder’s assigned inspection district,
O’Riordan issued a Notice of Violation on that very same day.

When asked why O’Riordan, and not the district inspector, wrote this document, a
spokesman said there was no record of why. While the department noted that there
was also no record of a site visit by Schroeder, it’s unclear when he would have
scheduled one; this complaint came in on a working day, when inspectors tend to be
out inspecting. O’Riordan, for whatever reason, took his initiative within hours.
This address was, clearly, already on the department’s radar; a subsequent comment
ascribed to Schroeder on the Permit Tracking System notes that four separate
complaints were active on this site simultaneously. So it seems hard to accuse any of
the district inspectors of shirking their duty here.

12/13/2021, 10:05 AM

'I feel like I was preyed upon:' District inspectors say DBI director Patric...

6 of 12

https://missionlocal.org/2021/10/department-of-building-inspection-patri...

The Notice of Violation penned by O’Riordan states that “the front building has been
demolished except for the front facade” — a description that clearly describes an
unlawful demolition but avoids using the term “unlawful demolition” or citing the
San Francisco Building Code.
Again, Schroeder says he’d have done
it differently. He’d have written it up as
an unlawful demolition. And, in doing
so, he’d have vastly circumscribed what
could be built on this site. The owner, or
his successors would be limited to
matching what was previously there:
“Same size, same footprint, same
everything,” Schroeder says. “It’s to
discourage people from tearing down
these buildings.”

Interim Department of Building Inspection head
Patrick O’Riordan

The owner, at the time, was a man
named Jamie Karrick, a mechanic and restorer of vintage motorcycles and cars who
wanted to do the same to his former ’06 earthquake shack, and quickly got in over his
head.
Karrick, reached at his garage in Oregon, is apologetic. The things the Department of
Building Inspection says he did? He did them. He did work beyond the scope of the
permits. He did unlawfully demolish the house. It turns out there was far more rot in
the walls than he knew, and things went sideways.
Schroeder, for his part, says he believes Karrick had no malign intent and the situation
simply got out of hand. But he’d have still written Karrick up for an unlawful
demolition per the San Francisco Building Code, rather than merely referring to the
Planning Department, as O’Riordan did.
This probably wouldn’t have changed things much for Karrick, who sold this property
in 2012. But, for the eventual buyer, it was a significant distinction.
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SEE ALSO:

Supes call for City Attorney investigation of Angus McCarthy, propose ballot
measure to remake Dept. of Building Inspection
by JOE ESKENAZI

SEPTEMBER 28, 2021
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No settlement can undo the damage Walter Wong did to this city — and is still
doing
by JOE ESKENAZI

JULY 19, 2021

Special Report: ‘It could become a San Bruno’ — the explosive problem buried
beneath San Francisco homes
by JOE ESKENAZI

APRIL 21, 2021

I

t’s worth, again, contrasting the way Karrick was treated with how former
Building Inspection Commission President Mel Murphy fared a few years
later at 3418 26th St. A glance at the addenda details for Murphy’s project
reveal Tom Hui personally intervening on multiple occasions.
It’s notable that any higher-up was taking an interest in this project, and it’s more so
when Hui is involved. Between his first mention in the addenda details regarding
Murphy’s project in 2012 and his second in 2013, DBI director Vivian Day was
ousted and Hui was given her job.
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“I denied Mel’s permit and he told me he’d have my
ass — verbatim.”
— FORMER DEPARTMENT OF BUILDING INSPECTION DIRECTOR VIVIAN DAY

“I denied Mel’s permit and he told me he’d have my ass — verbatim,” Day told me
this year. That happened, and Hui granted Murphy what Day would not: The permit
for his dream home at 125 Crown Terrace.
“Tom let him have his permit,” Day says, “and his house fell down the friggin’
hill.”
Karrick didn’t have Murphy’s level of firepower. Instead of dictating his terms or
having a sit-down with the director he worked to install, Karrick recalls instead being
called into a meeting of building inspectors for a browbeating session. He admits
culpability in wrecking his home, but wishes DBI officials hadn’t ducked his calls and
snubbed someone who was in clear need of guidance: “I feel like they wanted me out
of there.”
Karrick’s broker, Rich Lewetzow, notes that “Jamie was compelled to sell.”
And his house was bought on the cheap by — surprise, surprise, surprise — a
connected builder. Only a connected builder would think to buy a house in this
condition and then hope to maneuver through Scylla and Charybdis at the building
department.
“He obviously had the knowledge and skill to get it through the city in a way Jamie
couldn’t,” Lewetzow says. San Francisco’s building department “is an animal unto
itself. Average Joes spin their wheels and don’t know what to do. When you’re not in
San Francisco and you want to remodel a house, you generally do that with an overthe-counter permit. In San Francisco it can take years to get some of those permits.”
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But not if you’re a connected builder. And not if you hire permit expediter (and
accused federal criminal) Rodrigo Santos, as the buyer did. And, thanks to
O’Riordan’s decision to not write up the violations as an unlawful demolition, that
new owner had a far freer hand to build as he pleased.
In 2016, he was granted a permit to enclose a porch and relocate a door and window
— which, you’d think, would eliminate that last remaining bit of front facade.
Regardless, glancing at Google Street View, it appears such work was actually
completed by 2014, years before any permit was issued. There are, in fact, no
recorded inspections on the 2016 permit.
Karrick, again, admits wrongdoing. But he hardly thinks the way he was squeezed
here was a coincidence: “I feel like I was preyed upon by people within the system.”
Dealing with the Department of Building Inspection, he says, “left me with PTSD. …
Leaving California was the best decision I ever made.”

PART I

‘I’d have done things differently:’ District inspectors say DBI director Patrick O’Riordan kept
them off connected builders’ sites
by JOE ESKENAZI

OCTOBER 17, 2021
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Donate now!
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JOE ESKENAZI
getbackjoejoe@gmail.com

Joe was born in San Francisco, raised in the Bay Area, and attended U.C. Berkeley.
He never left.
“Your humble narrator” was a writer and columnist for SF Weekly from 2007 to
2015, and a senior editor at San Francisco Magazine from 2015 to 2017. You may
also have read his work in the Guardian (U.S. and U.K.); San Francisco Public
Press; San Francisco Chronicle; San Francisco Examiner; Dallas Morning News;
and elsewhere.
He resides in the Excelsior with his wife and three (!) kids, 4.3 miles from his
birthplace and 5,474 from hers.
The Northern California branch of the Society of Professional Journalists named
Eskenazi the 2019 Journalist of the Year.
More by Joe Eskenazi

SF NATIVE
October 18, 2021 at 1:22 pm

This whole SF DBI doesn’t pass the smell test. Why would the commission seat O’ Rodian ( sic) as head of
Dept .
It’s needs a whole cleaning of dept.mess.
Now if the Mayor and BPS can see beyond their personal political ambitions…

Steve
October 18, 2021 at 4:34 pm

It’s all MAD – mutually assured destruction. No one calls out anyone else for corruption in the City
because, as the Nuru mess shows, they’ll turn on each other.

ken
October 18, 2021 at 1:44 pm
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this department is CORRUPT

Cadence
October 18, 2021 at 2:21 pm

Shouldn’t O’Riordan be removed from his job?
There’s been a lot of shenanigans under his watch.

RL E
October 18, 2021 at 6:27 pm

Jamie is a good dude – the article reflects his honesty and sensitivity to a T. I can totally see him opening
up that house and then not being able to stop himself from wanting to make everything just so.

San Fransickened
October 18, 2021 at 7:48 pm

Another great article and discovery Joe.
Norman Gutierrez is a good man and was one the more capable guys at SFDBI. It is a shame to see him
jump ship but why not since it’s sinking fast. And yes Cadence, O’Riordan is as crooked as Lombard and
he has watched over everything. He is most definitely unfit for his current posting.

Juan Doe
October 19, 2021 at 7:05 am

Surely London Breed is aware of this and has read these articles. The fact that she has not fired O’Riordan
suggests she is implicated in this circle or corruption as well. Joe, incredible reporting thank you!
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Exhibit 8

Stewart, Keslie (CAT)
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

O'Riordan, Patrick (DBI) <patrick.oriordan@sfgov.org>
Monday, October 18, 2021 5:33 PM
Stuart, Carol (CAT)
Stewart, Keslie (CAT); Gasparac, Christine (DBI)
Request for Investigation

Ms. Stewart,
I’m requesting the City Attorney’s Office investigate the allegations detailed in two Mission Local media articles about
DBI on October 17 & 18. An independent, objective investigation by your office is critical to ensuring that the facts of
this matter are accurately represented with full transparency.
Having dedicated the past 20 years of my career to making sure San Francisco builds safely, I’m outraged by these
allegations and confident that competent and thorough research of public documents will demonstrate that the proper
procedures were followed.
I look forward to working with you.
Thank you,
Patrick O’Riordan
Patrick O’Riordan
Interim Director
Department of Building Inspection
49 South Van Ness Ave

San Francisco, CA. 94103
628 652 3500

patrick.oriordan@sfgov.org
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Exhibit 9

BOARD of SUPERVISORS

City Hall
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco, CA 94102-4689
Tel. No. (415) 554-5184
Fax No. (415) 554-5163
TDD/TTY No. (415) 554-5227

MEMORANDUM
TO:

Patrick O'Riordan, Interim Director, Department of Building Inspection

FROM:

John Carroll, Assistant Clerk, Government Audit and Oversight Committee,
Board of Supervisors

DATE:

October 25, 2021

SUBJECT:

LEGISLATION INTRODUCED

The Board of Supervisors’ Government Audit and Oversight Committee has received the
following hearing request, introduced by Supervisor Peskin on October 19, 2021:
File No. 211121
Hearing to receive testimony on the allegations of preferential enforcement
actions and related issues detailed in two Mission Loc@l articles, dated
October 17, 2021 and October 18, 2021, pursuant to the Board of Supervisors'
unlimited power of inquiry; and requesting the Director of the Department of
Building Inspection to report.
If you have any comments or reports to be included with the file, please forward them to me
at the Board of Supervisors, City Hall, Room 244, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, San
Francisco, CA 94102.

c:

Offices of Chair Preston and Supervisor Peskin
Patty Lee, Department of Building Inspection
John Murray, Department of Building Inspection

GOVERNMENT

‘I’d have done things differently:’ District
inspectors say DBI director Patrick
O’Riordan kept them off connected
builders’ sites
by JOE ESKENAZI
OCTOBER 17, 2021

Illustration by Molly Oleson

T

he president of the Fire Commission is, to the best of our knowledge, not
given deference by firefighters to light buildings ablaze. The police do not
allow the president of the Police Commission a complimentary number of
free crimes. But for the president of the commission overseeing the Department of
Building Inspection — well, life is different.
So, when asked how the Department of Building Inspection didn’t notice its powerful,
longtime former commission president Mel Murphy erecting a five-story, 11-unit
structure at 3418 26th St., a literal stone’s throw from the major intersection of
Mission and 26th streets — all without the benefit of permitting or inspections — the
former building inspector for the district says that, actually, it did.
It just didn’t want to.

“I do remember this job. I did report it to Patrick O’Riordan. Numerous times,”
recalls longtime inspector Christopher Schroeder. From his city vehicle, he noticed
the foundation going in, the first floor, the second floor and, over the course of
months, the fifth floor and roof. He maintains that he reported this, repeatedly, to his
immediate supervisor, O’Riordan, then a senior building inspector, later chief
building inspector, and now the interim head of the department — and an aspirant for
the permanent job.

“I reported that to my immediate supervisor, Patrick, and I can’t remember exactly
what he said — but he said, ‘don’t take any action right now,’” continues Schroeder.
But in January, 2013, sitting idly by was suddenly no longer an option, not after the
Chronicle began calling about the five-story building being erected by the former
head of the Building Inspection Commission with hardly anything in the way of
permitting or inspections. Those calls were made on Jan. 2, 2013. A slew of permits
were belatedly paid for and approved on Jan. 3, by which point the structure was
already five floors high. On Jan. 4, O’Riordan himself wrote a stop-work order.

“It’s unfortunate that nobody brought this to our attention before you did,” a
department spokesman told the Chronicle at the time.
Schroeder wasn’t being made available to the media then. But we’re speaking to him
now. Because it’s unusual for a senior inspector like O’Riordan to bigfoot his district
inspectors and personally oversee sites. In recent months O’Riordan has decried
accused federal criminal Bernie Curran traveling out of his district to do the
same.

Schroeder says he was told to stay away from Murphy’s project for months — and,
after a splashy newspaper story forced the building department to tardily step in,
records show he continued to stay away. Curran, however, was on site here,
performing inspections. Amazing inspections, it would turn out.

Upon being named Department of Building Inspection employee of the quarter in April, 2016, senior
inspector Bernie Curran said “It is a pleasure and privilege to serve the people of San Francisco on a daily
basis.”

When asked how O’Riordan learned of the goings on at 3418 26th St., a department
spokesman says that an anonymous telephone complaint was made on Jan. 4, 2013
— which is days after the Chron started asking questions, inducing a frantic
cavalcade of permit approvals. And it was months and months after Schroeder says he
repeatedly told his boss what was up. It also doesn’t explain why O’Riordan was the
one doing the work of a district inspector, or what the disgraced Curran was doing on
site at all.

So, there’s a lot going on here that remains unexplained. But, all these years later, and
with the Department of Building Inspection at the crossroads it’s at, this site explains
a lot.
It’s an instance in which a district inspector says O’Riordan stepped in to prevent him
from keeping an influential, connected builder from being held accountable and
following the building codes others are expected to follow.
And it’s not the only one.

Google Street View images of 3418 26th St. in 2011, left, and in 2014. While district inspector Christopher
Schroeder says he repeatedly informed his superior, Patrick O’Riordan, of the unpermitted, uninspected
construction of this building, the Department of Building Inspection says it only found out via an
anonymous call coming after the structure was largely complete.

T

he janky, archaic, and easy-to-manipulate computer system the
Department of Building Inspection has clung to for the past couple of decades
has allowed for some surreal goings-on at the always-surreal DBI. So,
that’s bad. But, on the plus side, it did lead us to Schroeder.

That’s because, despite his claims that he was barred from inspecting and taking
action on this massive, overt scofflaw site in his district, his name is de-facto attached
to the files as the district inspector. On a recent trip to DBI headquarters to search for
documents, official after official shrugged his or her shoulders, pointed at the name

“Schroeder” on our file, and said “why don’t you talk to that guy?” So we did; the
Department kindly facilitated the interview.
The problem, in Schroeder’s view, isn’t just that he was kept from doing his job. It’s
that when the Department of Building Inspection finally intervened here, it continued
to treat Murphy with kid gloves.
“With all due respect,” Schroeder says, “I’d have done things differently.”
To start with, he’d have put in a stop-work order when this was still just a hole in the
ground, not a five-story structure. With this no longer possible, he’d have called for
inspections on every story of this building; he’d have wanted to see walls and
foundations opened up and analyzed; he may have even opted for ground-penetrating
radar. These are the sorts of tests O’Riordan in 2021 said may be necessary on the
massive 2867 San Bruno site signed off by Curran with a dearth of recorded
inspections. But O’Riordan didn’t call for them here.

There are, in fact, no recorded foundation inspections on this site. None. And the
rough framing inspection was conducted by Curran in June, 2013, by which time the
building was already five stories. “Rough framing,” incidentally, is a building’s
wooden exoskeleton and endoskeleton. So, unless Curran had X-ray vision, it’s
unclear how he’d do this inspection in June, 2013, on a largely completed five-story
structure, especially on the exterior fire walls, which are flush with the neighboring
building.

O
Interim Department of Building Inspection head

ur questions about this to the
department received the
following response:

The engineering report, once reviewed
by DBI, would constitute compliance
with inspection requirements and give
an inspector the authority to approve
the foundation work and conduct
inspections on subsequent addendum.

Patrick O’Riordan

Dan Lowery approved the foundation
work, thus giving Curran the authority
to conduct inspections on the rough

framing.
Attached is the Supplemental Inspection Record signed by Dan Lowery, then the
Building Chief for DBI. The second page reads “3/18/13 Foundation Complete and
Special Inspection Cleared For Foundation Work.”
So, that doesn’t really answer the questions. But it does highlight the earlier point that
Murphy was treated with kid gloves. Here’s why:
The engineering report, in fact, was the document we were hoping to locate on that
recent trip to the Department of Building Inspection. Nobody could find it on that day
but, eventually, the department did track it down. It’s a very lengthy report, and one
that was mandated in a Notice of Violation penned by O’Riordan on Jan. 14, 2013.
But, here’s the thing: It appears that, rather than bringing in jackhammers or groundpenetrating radar, this engineering report is being used in lieu of actual inspections of
the foundation — the foundation underpinning a five-story, 11-unit building.
Also, this report was penned by Rodrigo Santos.

Santos, like Curran, is now an accused federal criminal; the two are charged with
setting up a permits-for-donation bribery scheme. He was earlier accused of
stealing hundreds of thousands of dollars of his clients’ money via check fraud.
Engineering-wise, he has been charged by the City Attorney with out-and-out
forgery regarding dangerous, unwarranted excavations. Finally, another development
of Murphy’s for which Santos served as engineer would tumble down the side of
Twin Peaks on a pristine rain- and wind-free day, just 10 months after he handed in
this report.
An engineer’s report of this sort is mandatory for every project; in fact, the conditions
imposed by O’Riordan’s Notice of Violation all appear to be things Murphy should’ve
done anyway. But an engineer’s report is not a substitute for a DBI inspection, let

alone an inspection of a foundation, even when the engineer is not an accused federal
criminal and is not known for reckless, shoddy work.
As for the “Supplemental Inspection Record” signed by Lowery, it does nothing to
alter the fact the foundation, and five stories above it, were built by January, while he
signed off in March. And, again, there were no foundation inspections on the site.
What’s more, the mandatory third-party special inspections of the foundation Lowery
describes as completed in March aren’t recorded as being completed until July.

If you’re confused: Don’t worry. This is confusing. It’s a lot more confusing than the
Schroeder solution of open it up and show me what you got. And a lot less reassuring.
But that standard wasn’t applied here.
Once again, it might be worth comparing the treatment Murphy received with that of
Dennis Richards, the former Planning Commissioner, who, in 2019, had nine
permits revoked on his 22nd Street property on the very day that notices of violation
were issued.
During a sworn deposition in Richards’ subsequent lawsuit, O’Riordan described
Schroeder as “honest.” He also described him as “even-handed” and someone who
never “showed favoritism to anyone above anyone else.”
But maybe that was the problem. He’d have “done things differently.” And Schroeder,
notably, was never dispatched to Mel Murphy’s site.
Coming tomorrow: Part II

Want more reporting that keeps an eye out on public institutions? Support Mission Local
today.

JOE ESKENAZI

Joe was born in San Francisco, raised in the Bay Area, and attended U.C. Berkeley.
He never left. “Your humble narrator” was a writer and columnist for SF Weekly
from 2007 to 2015, and a senior... More by Joe Eskenazi

C.F.
October 17, 2021 at 9:32 am

Excellent column Joe. It’s time for all the crooks to be swept out of DBI.

phays
October 17, 2021 at 11:38 am

Around 2001 Mel Murphy also built a structure at 1025 Hampshire street that exceeded the allowed
number of units zoned, sneaking in an extra unit that was subsequently discovered. I’m curious how that
slipped past the inspectors at the time. The information available online regarding the building is laughably
incomplete and the mandated removal/merger of the unit has been stalled for years.

Jerry
October 17, 2021 at 1:40 pm

I assume libertarians believe none of these inspections are needed, if a building falls down, the free market
will punish the builder by not purchasing their constructions in the future, or pricing them so low as to
accommodate the risk of their collapse.
And they yimbys probably regret the lack of inspection while hailing Murphy’s initiative and the implicit
acknowledgement of O’Riordan of ridiculous “paperwork” requirements
If it wasn’t for meddlesome reporters at the Chronicle…

Mark
October 17, 2021 at 10:46 pm

I was friends with someone involved with permit expediting. One Saturday while we were out, he said he
had to drop off a “bag of money” to a city employee for his client, saying this city is so corrupt and this is
what you need to do to get things done.

Juan Doe

October 18, 2021 at 7:26 am

The audacity to build an 11 unit building without a permit is unbelievable – and in the Mission no less!!!
Where was MEDA & Calle 24 on this one?

KimC
October 18, 2021 at 2:05 pm

Good job, Joe. SF government is a hot mess. Yet despite all the uncovering of corruption in the past couple
of years, the citizen outcry is…..*crickets*…. No protests, no outcry, nothing. We must rely on more great
reporting, more Federal / outside investigations, more dishonest employees and cohorts going to jail.

San Fransickened
October 18, 2021 at 6:30 pm

So, were third party “Special Inspections” ever conducted to verify the strength of the concrete? What other
shortcuts were taken by those “connected with DBI officials” that “regular” San Franciscans are required to
do? What about fees they have skirted around? It sounds to me that the gangsters at SFDBI seem to feel
they can act with impunity and frankly the lack of action and response by The Ethics Commission and the
City Attorney seems to indicate they can do just that. Act without fear of ramifications or consequences.
They question that comes to me is…Why would they do thi$?
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‘I feel like I was preyed upon:’ District
inspectors say DBI director Patrick
O’Riordan kept them off connected
builders’ sites — Part II
by JOE ESKENAZI
OCTOBER 18, 2021

Illustration by Molly Oleson

See Part I here

B

efore his recent retirement, Norman Gutierrez was perhaps the Department of
Building Inspection’s longest-serving employee. He was hired in 1987 and
worked there for 34 years. As such, you see his name festooned upon many,
many jobs.
Even the ones he did not do.

You’ll recall the department’s janky, archaic, and easy-to-manipulate computer
system. Among its many shortcomings, inspection reports can be altered post-facto,
or assigned to people who did not perform them. And, remember, the district
inspector’s name remains tied to the file.

So, on the publicly accessible reports for 700 Valencia St., a five-story building with
residences over a ground-floor restaurant, Gutierrez is listed as performing three of
the four final inspections in 2009, and then issuing a Certificate of Final Completion
in 2012. But on the Department of Building Inspection’s internal system, which is not
readily accessible to the public, these jobs are listed as “inspected by senior building
inspector Patrick O’Riordan.”
Then a senior building inspector, O’Riordan was later chief building inspector, and is
now the interim head of the department following Tom Hui’s ouster in 2020.
O’Riordan is an aspirant for the permanent job.

When asked about what happened at 700 Valencia St., a DBI spokesman replied:
“The project contractor has said they contacted Gutierrez to conduct a site visit to
discuss the project with the new district inspector assigned to the area. Not receiving
a response, the owner escalated his request to the senior inspector for the district,
O’Riordan, who spoke with the owner and subsequently determined the project was
sufficiently complicated that he needed to conduct a site visit. In November 2009,
O’Riordan conducted the inspections himself and, on 3/29/12, issued the CFC
[Certificate of Final Completion]. Having the senior inspector step in is standard
protocol when there’s an issue at a property or a member of the public complains
about an inspector.”

When read this answer, Gutierrez chuckled. “Ah, no,” he said dryly. “There’s a
fallacy in that.”
Gutierrez seemed amused at the notion that O’Riordan deemed this project
“sufficiently complicated” that Gutierrez could not handle it: “I have much more
experience than Patrick O’Riordan,” said Gutierrez, who earned a master’s degree in
architecture from University of California, Berkeley. “I have more education than
Patrick O’Riordan. I have been in all of our divisions. And he has not been in the
department for as long as I was.”
The situation, in Gutierrez’s recollection, wasn’t so complicated: He was taken off
this job because he was applying the code impartially and inconveniencing a

connected builder. The end. O’Riordan, Gutierrez says, called him into the office of
then-Deputy Director Ed Sweeney to “badger me” regarding this project. And then he
never went back.
“Senior inspectors aren’t supposed to go out and do district inspectors’ work,”
Gutierrez said. But connected builders know they can make calls when a district
inspector tells them no. They can complain that the inspector was rude and unhelpful.
And, in essence, they can choose who inspects their work. Or who doesn’t inspect it.
This was a situation longtime building inspector Christopher Schroeder described as
well.

“I fix problems,” Gutierrez says. “But not the way they do it. I do not do people
favors.”
But this is a department that’s built on favors. And they often go to the people who
need and deserve them the least.

The records for the 700 Valencia St. project as they appear in the external, publicly accessible system
(above) and as they are recorded in the Department of Building Inspection’s internal system (below).

O

n Nov. 16, 2011, a complaint came in on a single-family home at 2207 25th
Street. While this building was in Schroeder’s assigned inspection district,
O’Riordan issued a Notice of Violation on that very same day.

When asked why O’Riordan, and not the district inspector, wrote this document, a
spokesman said there was no record of why. While the department noted that there
was also no record of a site visit by Schroeder, it’s unclear when he would have
scheduled one; this complaint came in on a working day, when inspectors tend to be
out inspecting. O’Riordan, for whatever reason, took his initiative within hours.
This address was, clearly, already on the department’s radar; a subsequent comment
ascribed to Schroeder on the Permit Tracking System notes that four separate
complaints were active on this site simultaneously. So it seems hard to accuse any of
the district inspectors of shirking their duty here.

The Notice of Violation penned by O’Riordan states that “the front building has been
demolished except for the front facade” — a description that clearly describes an
unlawful demolition but avoids using the term “unlawful demolition” or citing the
San Francisco Building Code.

Again, Schroeder says he’d have done
it differently. He’d have written it up as
an unlawful demolition. And, in doing
so, he’d have vastly circumscribed what
could be built on this site. The owner, or
his successors would be limited to
matching what was previously there:
“Same size, same footprint, same
everything,” Schroeder says. “It’s to
discourage people from tearing down
these buildings.”

Interim Department of Building Inspection head
Patrick O’Riordan

The owner, at the time, was a man
named Jamie Karrick, a mechanic and restorer of vintage motorcycles and cars who
wanted to do the same to his former ’06 earthquake shack, and quickly got in over his
head.
Karrick, reached at his garage in Oregon, is apologetic. The things the Department of
Building Inspection says he did? He did them. He did work beyond the scope of the
permits. He did unlawfully demolish the house. It turns out there was far more rot in
the walls than he knew, and things went sideways.
Schroeder, for his part, says he believes Karrick had no malign intent and the situation
simply got out of hand. But he’d have still written Karrick up for an unlawful
demolition per the San Francisco Building Code, rather than merely referring to the
Planning Department, as O’Riordan did.
This probably wouldn’t have changed things much for Karrick, who sold this property
in 2012. But, for the eventual buyer, it was a significant distinction.

SEE ALSO:

Supes call for City Attorney investigation of Angus McCarthy, propose ballot
measure to remake Dept. of Building Inspection
by JOE ESKENAZI

SEPTEMBER 28, 2021

No settlement can undo the damage Walter Wong did to this city — and is still
doing
by JOE ESKENAZI

JULY 19, 2021

Special Report: ‘It could become a San Bruno’ — the explosive problem buried
beneath San Francisco homes
by JOE ESKENAZI
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t’s worth, again, contrasting the way Karrick was treated with how former
Building Inspection Commission President Mel Murphy fared a few years
later at 3418 26th St. A glance at the addenda details for Murphy’s project
reveal Tom Hui personally intervening on multiple occasions.

It’s notable that any higher-up was taking an interest in this project, and it’s more so
when Hui is involved. Between his first mention in the addenda details regarding
Murphy’s project in 2012 and his second in 2013, DBI director Vivian Day was
ousted and Hui was given her job.

“I denied Mel’s permit and he told me he’d have my
ass — verbatim.”
— FORMER DEPARTMENT OF BUILDING INSPECTION DIRECTOR VIVIAN DAY

“I denied Mel’s permit and he told me he’d have my ass — verbatim,” Day told me
this year. That happened, and Hui granted Murphy what Day would not: The permit
for his dream home at 125 Crown Terrace.
“Tom let him have his permit,” Day says, “and his house fell down the friggin’
hill.”
Karrick didn’t have Murphy’s level of firepower. Instead of dictating his terms or
having a sit-down with the director he worked to install, Karrick recalls instead being
called into a meeting of building inspectors for a browbeating session. He admits
culpability in wrecking his home, but wishes DBI officials hadn’t ducked his calls and
snubbed someone who was in clear need of guidance: “I feel like they wanted me out
of there.”
Karrick’s broker, Rich Lewetzow, notes that “Jamie was compelled to sell.”
And his house was bought on the cheap by — surprise, surprise, surprise — a
connected builder. Only a connected builder would think to buy a house in this
condition and then hope to maneuver through Scylla and Charybdis at the building
department.

“He obviously had the knowledge and skill to get it through the city in a way Jamie
couldn’t,” Lewetzow says. San Francisco’s building department “is an animal unto
itself. Average Joes spin their wheels and don’t know what to do. When you’re not in
San Francisco and you want to remodel a house, you generally do that with an overthe-counter permit. In San Francisco it can take years to get some of those permits.”
But not if you’re a connected builder. And not if you hire permit expediter (and
accused federal criminal) Rodrigo Santos, as the buyer did. And, thanks to
O’Riordan’s decision to not write up the violations as an unlawful demolition, that
new owner had a far freer hand to build as he pleased.

In 2016, he was granted a permit to enclose a porch and relocate a door and window
— which, you’d think, would eliminate that last remaining bit of front facade.
Regardless, glancing at Google Street View, it appears such work was actually
completed by 2014, years before any permit was issued. There are, in fact, no
recorded inspections on the 2016 permit.
Karrick, again, admits wrongdoing. But he hardly thinks the way he was squeezed
here was a coincidence: “I feel like I was preyed upon by people within the system.”
Dealing with the Department of Building Inspection, he says, “left me with PTSD. …
Leaving California was the best decision I ever made.”

PART I

‘I’d have done things differently:’ District inspectors say DBI director Patrick O’Riordan kept
them off connected builders’ sites
by JOE ESKENAZI
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SF NATIVE
October 18, 2021 at 1:22 pm

This whole SF DBI doesn’t pass the smell test. Why would the commission seat O’ Rodian ( sic) as head of
Dept .
It’s needs a whole cleaning of dept.mess.
Now if the Mayor and BPS can see beyond their personal political ambitions…

Steve
October 18, 2021 at 4:34 pm

It’s all MAD – mutually assured destruction. No one calls out anyone else for corruption in the City
because, as the Nuru mess shows, they’ll turn on each other.

ken
October 18, 2021 at 1:44 pm

this department is CORRUPT

Cadence
October 18, 2021 at 2:21 pm

Shouldn’t O’Riordan be removed from his job?
There’s been a lot of shenanigans under his watch.

RL E
October 18, 2021 at 6:27 pm

Jamie is a good dude – the article reflects his honesty and sensitivity to a T. I can totally see him opening
up that house and then not being able to stop himself from wanting to make everything just so.

San Fransickened
October 18, 2021 at 7:48 pm

Another great article and discovery Joe.
Norman Gutierrez is a good man and was one the more capable guys at SFDBI. It is a shame to see him
jump ship but why not since it’s sinking fast. And yes Cadence, O’Riordan is as crooked as Lombard and
he has watched over everything. He is most definitely unfit for his current posting.

Juan Doe
October 19, 2021 at 7:05 am

Surely London Breed is aware of this and has read these articles. The fact that she has not fired O’Riordan
suggests she is implicated in this circle or corruption as well. Joe, incredible reporting thank you!
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Print Form

Introduction Form
By a Member of the Board of Supervisors or Mayor

I hereby submit the following item for introduction (select only one):

D
D

Time stamp
or meeting date

1. For reference to Committee. (An Ordinance, Resolution, Motion or Charter Amendment).

2. Request for next printed agenda Without Reference to Committee.

[{] 3. Request for hearing on a subject matter at Committee.

D
D
D
D
D
D
D

4. Request for letter beginning :"Supervisor

inquiries"
~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

5. City Attorney Request.
from Committee.

6. Call File No.

7. Budget Analyst request (attached written motion).
8. Substitute Legislation File No .
.----~~~::::===============:::::;-~~~~

9. Reactivate File No.
~~~~~~~~~~~~~

10. Topic submitted for Mayoral Appearance before the BOS on

Please check the appropriate boxes. The proposed legislation should be forwarded to the following:

D Small Business Commission
D Planning Commission

D

Youth Commission

D Ethics Commission

D Building Inspection Commission

Note: For the Imperative Agenda (a resolution not on the printed agenda), use the Imperative Form.
Sponsor(s):
Supervisor Peskin; Ronen, Walton, Chan, Safai

~Preston

I

Subject:
[Hearing on Department of Building Inspection Corruption Allegations]
The text is listed:
Hearing to receive testimony on the allegations of preferential enforcement actions and related issues detailed in two
Mission Loc@l articles (attached, dated 10/17fl02 l and 10/18/2021 ), pursuant to the Board of Supervisors's
unlimited power of inquiry; and requesting the Director of the Department of Building Inspections to testify at the
Government Audit and Oversight Committee.
Signature of Sponsoring Supervisor:
For Clerk's Use Only
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Editorial: San Francisco City Attorney must investigate allegations at
Department of Building Inspection
Accusations of rule breaking merit further scrutiny, reform
By Examiner Editorial Board • October 28, 2021 5:00 am - Updated November 11, 2021 11:14 am
 
 
 
 
 



Google Street View images show 3418 26th St. in San Francisco in 2011, left, and in 2014. While inspector Christopher
Schroeder said he repeatedly informed his superior, Patrick O’Riordan, of unpermitted, uninspected construction there, the
Department of Building Inspection says it found out via an anonymous call after the project was largely completed.
(Screenshots)

In March 2020, San Francisco Department of Building Inspection Director Tom Hui resigned while facing a cascade of misconduct
allegations. His sudden resignation came just one day before the Building Inspection Commission could act on Mayor London Breed’s
request to �re him.
A report by then-City Attorney Dennis Herrera had accused Hui of “providing intentional preferential treatment” to disgraced former permit
expediter Walter Wong and billionaire developer Zhang Li, as well as accepting gifts and dinners from both men.
After Hui resigned, the Building Inspection Commission appointed longtime DBI inspector Patrick O’Riordan as his interim replacement.
“We know that O’Riordan is clean,” a source described as a “senior city o�cial close to the situation” told Phil Matier of the San Francisco
Chronicle at the time. “We can’t say the same for some of the possible candidates in the department.”
But a new story by Mission Local’s Joe Eskenazi, also published by The Examiner, raises questions about the extent to which O’Riordan
may have participated in the entrenched culture of favoritism, corruption and silence at DBI.
At issue is a �ve-story, 11-unit building at 3418 26th St. that Mel Murphy — former president of the Building Commission — apparently
started constructing without permits or inspections in 2012. Christopher Schroeder, who has been a DBI inspector since 1999, told
Eskenazi that his many reports on Murphy’s �agrant violations went unacknowledged.
The superior who Schroeder claims ignored his complaints? O’Riordan, the interim director who is now a candidate to permanently occupy
the job, which comes with nearly $350,000 in compensation.
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“Schroeder maintains he repeatedly reported the construction of an unpermitted building to his immediate supervisor, O’Riordan, who was
then a senior building inspector and was soon promoted to chief building inspector,” wrote Eskenazi.
Despite his multiple reports about the large building under construction in open de�ance of the law, Schroeder said his superior remained
unmoved.
“To wit, Schroeder says he reported to O’Riordan the month-by-month, story-by-story progress on Murphy’s unpermitted, uninspected
building, but he told me in an Oct. 8 interview that O’Riordan’s response was: ‘Don’t take any action right now,’” wrote Eskenazi.
DBI �nally snapped to attention after the San Francisco Chronicle started asking questions about the project.
“On Jan. 2, 2013, DBI’s inaction was suddenly no longer an option — not after the Chronicle called to ask how 3418 26th St. was being
erected by the former head of the Building Inspection Commission without permits or inspections,” wrote Eskenazi.
The next day, reports Eskenazi, Murphy �nally paid for permits to do the work on a building that was �ve stories tall by then. One day after
that, on Jan. 4, O’Riordan �nally issued a stop-work order on Murphy’s property. In the end, Schroeder says, Murphy got away with little
more than a slap on the wrist.
“With all due respect, I’d have done things di�erently,” Schroeder told Eskenazi.
DBI disputes Schroeder’s version of the story, claiming O’Riordan learned of Murphy’s rogue building project from an anonymous phone call
on Jan. 4, two days after the Chronicle called about it and long after Schroeder says he’d made numerous reports on the issue.
In the end, a “rough framing” inspection of the building’s exoskeleton was conducted by senior inspector Bernie Curran after the building
was already �ve stories high. Rodrigo Santos, the building’s private engineer of record and a former Building Inspection Commission
president himself, signed o� the building’s engineering report.
In an unrelated case, both Curran and Santos now stand accused by federal authorities of engaging in a bribery scheme in which donations
to preferred nonpro�ts organizations allegedly resulted in favorable treatment from DBI. Santos also faces allegations of check fraud and
forgery.
Sound familiar? The accusations mirror those facing former Department of Public Works Director Mohammed Nuru, who faces decades in
prison on bribery and corruption charges. Federal prosecutors allege that Recology, the company with a monopolistic stranglehold on San
Francisco’s waste management contracts, cut large checks to nonpro�t accounts linked to Nuru, also known as “Mr. Clean.”
Eskenazi’s exposé of the allegations against O’Riordan comes on the heels of a story about permitting irregularities at the personal home
of Angus McCarthy, a residential builder who is also president of the DBI’s Inspection Commission. In that case, it appears McCarthy built
much of his Forest Hill house — where he threw a splashy party for Mayor Ed Lee in 2015 — without proper permitting.
“Because this is San Francisco, it warrants mentioning that the permitting situation for the spacious and elegant home hosting this party is
a bizarre amalgamation of confusing irregularities; the permit enabling the construction of the downstairs living space where revelers at
the mayoral shindig sat on couches and mingled had never been signed o� and was never inspected by Department of Building Inspection
personnel, not even to this day,” wrote Eskenazi.
McCarthy declined to answer Eskenazi’s questions before the story ran but issued a response blasting the story as “unfair and misleading”
after both Mission Local and The Examiner published it. Two members of the San Francisco Board of Supervisors, Aaron Peskin and Hillary
Ronen, have now called on the city attorney to “investigate and report to the Board of Supervisors on allegations and improprieties and
possible con�icts of interest by Building Inspection President Angus McCarthy as reported in Mission Local on Sept. 25, 2021.”
Peskin and Ronen also expressed support for reforming the department by repealing 1994’s Proposition G, which created DBI in its current
form.
The supervisors aren’t the only ones calling on the city attorney to look into allegations of impropriety at DBI. Last week, interim DBI
director O’Riordan gamely wrote to the Board of Supervisors to ask for a City Attorney investigation into the claims detailed in Eskenazi’s
story. Supervisors are currently planning to hold a hearing on the matter.
They should not stop there. The scandals gripping San Francisco’s public institutions, including DBI, paint a picture of a hopelessly corrupt
government run by self-serving underbosses who enforce rules that they and their privileged connections refuse to follow. Mayor Breed, the
Board of Supervisors and the City Attorney should lead the way and clean house instead of making the FBI do all the work.

Correction: This editorial has been updated to re�ect the fact that Rodrigo Santos was the private engineer of record, rather than an
inspector, on the project in question. It also adds that he was a former president of the Building Inspection Commission.
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A new era of meeting the standards of San Francisco’s building codes
‘I asked the City Attorney’s O�ce to investigate the allegations made against me’
By Patrick O’Riordan Special to The Examiner • November 5, 2021 8:30 am - Updated November 11, 2021 10:34 am
 
 
 
 
 



Patrick O’Riordan is interim director of the San Francisco Department of Building Inspection, which has figured
significantly in the corruption scandal that fanned out from former Department of Public Works director Mohammed Nuru
since January 2020. (Courtesy San Francisco Department of Building Inspection)
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San Francisco deserves a clean, well-run government whose �rst, second and third priority is to faithfully serve its residents, businesses and visitors.
Achieving this standard at San Francisco’s Department of Building Inspection requires more than the empty platitudes too often echoed in the civic
dialogue. DBI leadership needs to rebuild the public’s trust in our department, and that starts with me by setting an ethical tone at the top.

As DBI’s interim director, I’m responsible for creating that change, and we’re o� to a solid start. The reform measures I’ve put into place at
DBI since Mayor Breed asked me to lead the department in March 2020 have already begun to produce results.
I was disappointed to read an Examiner article and editorial critical of my work at DBI. Allegations that an inspector made multiple reports
raising concerns about a property are demonstrably untrue as any written report, comment or concern would have been recorded in the
property records and publicly available on DBI’s website for anyone to see.
In fact, it is the district supervisor who is responsible for enforcing the building code when he observes a violation; an inspector who
witnesses a violation and doesn’t act is not doing his job. I’ve always done my work with the utmost integrity and am so con�dent of my
work that I asked the City Attorney’s O�ce to investigate the allegations made against me.
Much has been written in these pages about an unscrupulous band of former city employees, including DBI’s former director, Tom Hui,
who was one of several people who enriched themselves by taking advantage of their public sector position. As a longtime DBI building
inspector, I was one of many dedicated city employees who felt betrayed by their actions because I believe in public service and good
government. I witnessed good, ethical people be shunted to the sidelines for trying to do their jobs with integrity.
While it bothered me greatly to see others violate the public trust, I never wavered from my belief in the critical importance of DBI’s role in
enforcing the building codes and making sure San Francisco is built safely. As a former carpenter, I know that bad work won’t stand forever
— it eventually craters in on itself.
So I followed the rules and remained true to the building codes and the oath I made to enforce them. I also took copious notes on what I
saw, kept records on anything out-of-the-ordinary and directed my team to always “follow the book.”
When the City Attorney began investigating DBI and the Controller’s O�ce performed a public integrity assessment of DBI’s operations
this year, I shared what I knew, o�ered what documents I had and helped map out a set of reforms to improve the department. That is how
I kept the faith and remained true to my ethics.
It starts with my north star — am I doing the right thing? As long as the answer is yes, then I know I’m on the proper path. In my life, I
have never had an issue prioritizing my ethics over other considerations and have always felt empowered by those values. Today, I’m
working with DBI’s managers and supervisors on creative ways to infuse this “always do the right thing” perspective into our organizational
culture.
Six months ago, after a year focused on keeping The City building during COVID, I initiated a series of reforms to change the way DBI does
business and reverse the damage caused by the past leaders.
During my tenure, a string of deputies and managers left the department, and I’ve had the opportunity to recruit and promote promising
new leaders who share my vision for improving our operations and restoring public trust. We developed a new strategic plan to guide the
organization for the next �ve years.
I hired a new deputy director for our permit division, Neville Pereira, who is both an engineer and an expert at developing policies,
procedures and sta�ng systems to enhance oversight while improving customer service. Already, we’ve launched a digital permitting
system, expanded it to all large projects and, with our partners in the City and County of San Francisco Permit Center, implemented an
online wait system to ensure fairness and improve our customers’ experience.
As a result, we’re doing more in less time. From July to September, DBI issued 62% of all over-the-counter permits within two days, a 37%
increase compared to the same period last year. A year ago, we had a backlog of 3,000 permit applications; my team was able to reduce
that backlog to approximately 100 today. We have a plan to eliminate it fully within the next six months.
DBI has recommitted to providing the best customer service possible. We’re rebuilding our website to provide greater clarity and direction
to the public, o�ering up-to-date checklists and instructions and becoming more accessible to persons with disabilities. We now host a
popular quarterly public advisory forum to solicit feedback and conduct well-attended online trainings for the public.
Our inspections teams have also doubled down on customer service by documenting more inspection observations from the �eld,
increasing communication with owners and contractors and auditing the inspection patterns of senior inspectors to identify any potentially
troubling behavior.
Perhaps most important, we recognize that it’s not enough to simply do better. We also have to make sure that work done in the past met
the standards set forth by the San Francisco building codes. So we have established a team of seasoned inspectors to conduct an ongoing
quality control audit of projects or properties that merit additional review. These investigators are using permit applications, building plans,
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inspection documentation and site visits to con�rm the projects were designed to code, properly inspected and built to plan.
Changing
The
LatestDBI’s culture and improving operations won’t be simple or quick. The right path rarely runs along an easy street. But I’m
committed to the hard work of getting this department back on track and providing the level of service this great city and our residents
deserve.

Patrick O’Riordan is the interim director of the San Francisco Department of Building Inspection, a certi�ed building o�cial and a former
carpenter.
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COMPLAINT DATA SHEET
Complaint
Number:

202182517

OWNER DATA
SUPPRESSED
Owner's Phone: -Contact Name:
Contact Phone: -COMPLAINANT DATA
Complainant:
SUPPRESSED
Owner/Agent:

Date Filed:
Location:
Block:
Lot:

4348 23RD ST
2802
017

Site:
Rating:
Occupancy Code:
Received By:

Suzanna Wong

Division:

BID

Complainant's
Phone:
Complaint
Source:
Assigned to
Division:

OTHER SOURCE

Description:

A pair of complaints in 2016 claimed work beyond the scope of the permits. However, revision
permits were issued reflecting existing as-built conditions.

BID

Instructions:
INSPECTOR INFORMATION
DIVISION INSPECTOR
BID
TIENDA

ID
6365

DISTRICT

PRIORITY

REFFERAL INFORMATION
COMPLAINT STATUS AND COMMENTS
DATE
TYPE
DIV INSPECTOR STATUS
OTHER BLDG/HOUSING
09/27/21
BID Tienda
VIOLATION
09/27/21 CASE OPENED

BID Tienda

OTHER BLDG/HOUSING
09/29/21
BID Tienda
VIOLATION

10/15/21

OTHER BLDG/HOUSING
BID Tienda
VIOLATION

CASE
UPDATE
CASE
RECEIVED
CASE
UPDATE
CASE
CLOSED

COMMENT
Case reviewed and assigned to
complaint investigation team per MH;
slw

No answer at door. Door hanger used.
Site visit with MH performed. It was
observed that existing conditions
reflects what was approved in previous
plans submitted to building dept. No
violations observed at time of
inspection. Case closed.

COMPLAINT ACTION BY DIVISION
NOV (HIS):

NOV (BID):

Inspector Contact Information

Online Permit and Complaint Tracking home page.
Technical Support for Online Services
If you need help or have a question about this service, please visit our FAQ area.

Contact SFGov Accessibility
Policies
City and County of San Francisco © 2022

1/6/2022, 9:37 AM

Exhibit 14

COMPLAINT DATA SHEET

City and County of San Francisc
Department of Building Inspection
49 South Van Ness Ave, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103-1226

COMPLAINT NUMBER :
OWNER/AGENT:

201383312

DATE FILED: 04-JAN-13
LOCATION:
BLOCK: 6529

3418 26TH ST
LOT: 012

SITE:
RATING:

OWNER'S PHONE -CONTACT NAME
CONTACT PHONE --

OCCUPANCY CODE

RECEIVED BY: Christina Wang DIVISION: BID
COMPLAINT SOURCE: TELEPHONE

COMPLAINANT:

ASSIGNED TO DIVISION: BID

COMPLAINANT'S PHONE -DESCRIPTION: No evidence of building inspection available.
INSTRUCTIONS:

INSPECTOR INFORMATION
DIVISION INSPECTOR
BID

SCHROEDER

ID

DISTRICT

1144

PRIORITY

8

REFFERAL INFORMATION
DATE

REFERRED BY

TO

COMMENT

COMPLAINT STATUS AND COMMENTS
DATE
04-JAN-13
04-JAN-13
14-JAN-13
14-JAN-13
16-FEB-13

TYPE

DIVISIONINSPECTOR

BID C
SCHROEDER
OTHER BLDG/HOUSING VIOBID C
SCHROEDER
CONST WORK NO PERMIT BID C
SCHROEDER
CONST WORK NO PERMIT BID C
SCHROEDER
CONST WORK NO PERMIT BID C
SCHROEDER
CASE OPENED

STATUS

COMMENT

CASE RECEIVED
FIRST NOV SENT
ADDENDUM TO NOV
CASE UPDATE
CASE ABATED

PAGE 1 OF 2

1st NOV issued by Acting Chief Bldg.
Inspector Patrick O'Riordan
Amended 1st NOV issued by Senior
Building Inspector Patrick O'Riordan
Copy of Amended 1st NOV mailed - cp
Engineering report dated 2/18/13 submitted,
reviewed & approved for work to date. PA
#201301248704 ISS for penalty & additional
permit fee payment. Site visit & site
verification on 2/11/13. Ok to abate per Sr.
Insp Patrick O'Riordan.

COMPLAINT DATA SHEET

City and County of San Francisc
Department of Building Inspection
49 South Van Ness Ave, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103-1226

COMPLAINT NUMBER :
COMPLAINT
COMP
CO
PLA
AIN
NT ACTION
ACTIION BY DIVISION
AC
D
DIVISION DATE

NOV (HIS)

ACTION COMMENT

DESCRIPTION

NOV (BID)
14-JAN-13
04-JAN-13
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201383312
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