Camille Leung

From: Camille Leung

Sent: Tuesday, February 20, 2018 1:59 PM

To: 'Kristen Outten'

Subject: RE: Contract for your Review and Signature- Highlands Estate

Great! Thank you!

From: Kristen Outten [mailto:koutten@swca.com]

Sent: Tuesday, February 20, 2018 1:58 PM

To: Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org>

Subject: RE: Contract for your Review and Signature- Highlands Estate

Hi Camille,
That works for me. Let’s shoot for Tuesday at 10:30.

Depending on your time/availability, I'm hoping to discuss the following:
e Status of biological reports/plans
o  Kick-off meeting
e SharePoint site
e Compliance matrix (I will bring the template for your approval)
e Publicinquiries (signage, communication protocol, tracking tool)
e Reporting (templates, Accela, etc.)
e Accounting (milestone notifications)

I will bring a copy of the compliance matrix, public inquiries tracking table, and other report templates to the meeting to
ensure our tracking tools are in line with the your vision/needs. Let me know if there are other items/information that
you would like me to bring to the meeting.

Thanks,
Kristen

From: Camille Leung [mailto:cleung@smcgov.org]

Sent: Tuesday, February 20, 2018 1:43 PM

To: Kristen Outten <koutten@swca.com>

Subject: RE: Contract for your Review and Signature- Highlands Estate

Hi Kristen,

Yes lets do early next week. Here is my availability:
Tuesday 10:30am -2pm

Wednesday anytime from 9-5 except from 2-4pm

Thursday anytime from 9am-2pm

Hope you feel better soon!!!!



From: Kristen Outten [mailto:koutten@swca.com]

Sent: Tuesday, February 20, 2018 12:39 PM

To: Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org>

Subject: RE: Contract for your Review and Signature- Highlands Estate

Hello Camille,

| wanted to touch base with you regarding our meeting tomorrow. I've been battling a head cold the last few

days. Energy-wise | feel ok and am still happy to meet tomorrow, yet | also don’t want to risk getting others sick. | will
leave it up to you on whether or not you want to keep our scheduled meeting time tomorrow, or if you prefer to push it
back to early next week. Let me know your preference....

Thanks,
Kristen

From: Kristen Outten

Sent: Tuesday, February 06, 2018 10:02 AM

To: Camille Leung

Subject: Accepted: Contract for your Review and Signature- Highlands Estate

When: Wednesday, February 21, 2018 9:00 AM-10:00 AM (UTC-08:00) Pacific Time (US & Canada).
Where: COB_201PLN_B



Camille Leung

From: Dave Michaels <dm94402@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, January 23, 2018 1:44 PM

To: Camille Leung

Subject: Re: Grading

Attachments: Total Grading.xlsx

Hi Camille,

I'm very sorry to hear of Jean's passing.
Thank you for sending this info. | will review it and get back to you with any questions.

Best,
Dave

---------- Forwarded message ----------

From: Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org>
Date: Tue, 23 Jan 2018 00:24:44 +0000
Subject: RE: Grading

To: Dave Michaels <dm94402@gmail.com>

Hi Dave,

Unfortunately, Jean has passed away. | am the point of contact.
Please see attached grading excel spreadsheet which includes approved grading amounts per lot and proposed grading
amounts per lot.

As you can see overall proposed grading for Lots 9-11 is less than the approved volume of cut and fill, but total volume
of cut and fill for Lots 5-8 are over the approved amount. The applicant has been requested to break down the
additional grading for Lots 5-8 into truck trips. 1 truck typically contains 10-12 cubic yards.

Hope this helps. I'm at the counter from 12:15-5pm n Friday if you want to come into the office to discuss this.

Thanks

From: Dave Michaels [mailto:dm94402@gmail.com]

Sent: Monday, January 22, 2018 2:20 PM

To: Jean Demouthe <jdemouthe@smcgov.org>; Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org>
Subject: Fwd: Grading

Dear Jean and Camille, | am following up on my two emails below sent to you. | have not received a response or
acknowledgement of this email from either of you. This is a very important topic for me. Can you both kindly
acknowledge receipt of this email and provide the requested information at your earliest convenience?

Kindest regards,
Dave Michaels



---------- Forwarded message ----------

From: Dave Michaels <dm94402 @gmail.com>
Date: Thu, 28 Sep 2017 13:47:09 -0700
Subject: Fwd: Grading

To: jdemouthe@smcgov.org

Hi Jean, | am a neighbor to the Highlands (Chamberlain) project.

| have been trying to get information about grading changes (requested, denied, approved, or under consideration) so
that | can make apples to apples comparisons to the language from the 2010 approval, but have so far been
unsuccessful. Can you help? My specific questions are below in my email to Camille from a week ago but | did not
receive a reply.

I'm looking for:

- all grading changes already requested by the applicant for both cut
and fill in cubic yards for each lot (separately) 5-11

- status for each (i.e. denied, under consideration, approved)

- any data you have on what each change would translate to in terms of
additional truckloads

- any reason(s) provided by the applicant for any requested changes

It would be helpful to have these questions answered in layperson's language rather than my being required to sift
through many pages of documents for the answers or trying to find the answers embedded within technical documents.

| recently learned that grading hard cards for lots 9-11 might be issued in the next few weeks, so it would be much
appreciated if | could receive this info for those three lots asap (preferably before the weekend if possible). This info for
lots 5-8 can wait until next week if helpful as | understand those permits are not as imminent. .

Is this something you can help me with, and if not could you please refer me to the right person?
Thanks in advance.

Best,
Dave

---------- Forwarded message ----------

From: Dave Michaels <dm94402 @gmail.com>
Date: Thu, Sep 21, 2017 at 5:14 PM

Subject: Grading

To: cleung@smcgov.org

Hi Camille: I'm looking for some information that | haven’t been able to locate. | understand from your prior emails and
some recent neighborhood updates that there are deviations, or proposed deviations, from the 2010-approved grading
for lots 5-11.

Can you please send me:

- all grading changes already requested by the applicant for both cut
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and fill in cubic yards for each lot (separately) 5-11
- status for each (i.e. denied, under consideration, approved)
- any data you have on what each change would translate to in terms of

additional truckloads
- any reason(s) provided by the applicant for any requested changes

I’d appreciate it if you could send this rather than searching for them on the document site later this month, as I’'m sure
there will be many (hundreds of?) technical documents on that site, and I'm looking for this data in particular.

Thanks very much in advance and kind regards,

Dave



Camille Leung

From: Camille Leung

Sent: Monday, January 22, 2018 4:25 PM
To: Dave Michaels

Subject: RE: Grading

Attachments: Total Grading.xlsx

Hi Dave,

Unfortunately, Jean has passed away. | am the point of contact. Please see attached grading excel spreadsheet which
includes approved grading amounts per lot and proposed grading amounts per lot.

As you can see overall proposed grading for Lots 9-11 is less than the approved volume of cut and fill, but total volume
of cut and fill for Lots 5-8 are over the approved amount. The applicant has been requested to break down the
additional grading for Lots 5-8 into truck trips. 1 truck typically contains 10-12 cubic yards.

Hope this helps. I'm at the counter from 12:15-5pm n Friday if you want to come into the office to discuss this.

Thanks

From: Dave Michaels [mailto:dm94402 @gmail.com]

Sent: Monday, January 22, 2018 2:20 PM

To: Jean Demouthe <jdemouthe@smcgov.org>; Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org>
Subject: Fwd: Grading

Dear Jean and Camille, | am following up on my two emails below sent to you. | have not received a response or
acknowledgement of this email from either of you. This is a very important topic for me. Can you both kindly
acknowledge receipt of this email and provide the requested information at your earliest convenience?

Kindest regards,
Dave Michaels

---------- Forwarded message ----------

From: Dave Michaels <dm94402 @gmail.com>
Date: Thu, 28 Sep 2017 13:47:09 -0700
Subject: Fwd: Grading

To: jdemouthe@smcgov.org

Hi Jean, | am a neighbor to the Highlands (Chamberlain) project.

| have been trying to get information about grading changes (requested, denied, approved, or under consideration) so
that | can make apples to apples comparisons to the language from the 2010 approval, but have so far been
unsuccessful. Can you help? My specific questions are below in my email to Camille from a week ago but | did not
receive a reply.

I'm looking for:

- all grading changes already requested by the applicant for both cut
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and fill in cubic yards for each lot (separately) 5-11

- status for each (i.e. denied, under consideration, approved)

- any data you have on what each change would translate to in terms of
additional truckloads

- any reason(s) provided by the applicant for any requested changes

It would be helpful to have these questions answered in layperson's language rather than my being required to sift
through many pages of documents for the answers or trying to find the answers embedded within technical documents.

| recently learned that grading hard cards for lots 9-11 might be issued in the next few weeks, so it would be much
appreciated if | could receive this info for those three lots asap (preferably before the weekend if possible). This info for
lots 5-8 can wait until next week if helpful as | understand those permits are not as imminent. .

Is this something you can help me with, and if not could you please refer me to the right person?
Thanks in advance.

Best,
Dave

---------- Forwarded message ----------

From: Dave Michaels <dm94402 @gmail.com>
Date: Thu, Sep 21, 2017 at 5:14 PM

Subject: Grading

To: cleung@smcgov.org

Hi Camille: I'm looking for some information that | haven’t been able to locate. | understand from your prior emails and
some recent neighborhood updates that there are deviations, or proposed deviations, from the 2010-approved grading
for lots 5-11.

Can you please send me:

- all grading changes already requested by the applicant for both cut
and fill in cubic yards for each lot (separately) 5-11

- status for each (i.e. denied, under consideration, approved)

- any data you have on what each change would translate to in terms of
additional truckloads

- any reason(s) provided by the applicant for any requested changes

I’d appreciate it if you could send this rather than searching for them on the document site later this month, as I’'m sure
there will be many (hundreds of?) technical documents on that site, and I'm looking for this data in particular.
Thanks very much in advance and kind regards,

Dave



Camille Leung

From: Camille Leung

Sent: Thursday, January 18, 2018 3:30 PM

To: Kristen Outten

Subject: RE: Remaining Items Needed for Lots 9-11
Ok sounds good ©

From: Kristen Outten [mailto:koutten@swca.com]
Sent: Thursday, January 18, 2018 12:30 PM

To: Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org>

Subject: RE: Remaining Items Needed for Lots 9-11

Thanks for the update, Camille. I’'m glad to see things moving forward. I'll spend some time this week getting back up to
speed on the status of everything. We should have a fully executed contract in place before the end of the week at
which time you and | should set up a brief meeting/call to discuss next steps.

Talk soon,
Kristen

From: Camille Leung [mailto:cleung@smcgov.org]
Sent: Thursday, January 18, 2018 10:09 AM

To: Kristen Outten <koutten@swca.com>

Subject: FW: Remaining Items Needed for Lots 9-11

FYI — BLD permits still pending..... Lots of loose ends but hopefully getting close to issuance.......

From: Camille Leung

Sent: Thursday, January 18, 2018 10:02 AM

To: 'Noel Chamberlain' <noel@nexgenbuilders.com>

Cc: JTUTTLEC@aol.com; Fred <fredh@nexgenbuilders.com>; Alan Velasquez <avelasquez@smcgov.org>; Diana Shu
<dshu@smcgov.org>; Richard Lee <rlee@smcgov.org>; 'Roland Haga' <RHAGA@BKF.com>; 'Jonathan Tang'
<jtang@BKF.com>; John Brennan <jbrennan@smcgov.org>

Subject: Remaining Items Needed for Lots 9-11

Hi Noel,

We have a contract in place with SWCA for Mitigation Monitoring now. Here is an unsigned version. As a reminder, we
are still waiting for the following:

1. Thanks for the grading time estimates. What is estimated time for fine grading? House construction? Are the
grubbing and grading sequential, if so it looks like land disturbing activities will take about 2 months total. Is
that about right?

2. When are revised architectural plans coming in? (see comment letter of 12/7/17)

3. Please provide a copy of your SWPPP (prepared by BKF?)



4. In addition to Planning Review, Sewer and DPW review still pending on Lots 9-11. Please follow up. Building is
only waiting for their sign offs and then can issue the permit.

Thanks

From: Noel Chamberlain [mailto:noel@nexgenbuilders.com]

Sent: Friday, December 29, 2017 2:05 PM

To: Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org>

Cc: JTUTTLEC@aol.com; Scott Fitinghoff <sfitinghoff@cornerstoneearth.com>; Roland Haga <RHAGA@BKF.com>; Fred
<fredh@nexgenbuilders.com>

Subject: RE: Planning Comments on 10/17/17 submittal

Hi Camille,
Please find attached the updated grading schedule for Lots 9, 10 & 11.

Thanks,
Noel

From: Camille Leung [mailto:cleung@smcgov.org]

Sent: Friday, December 29, 2017 12:17 PM

To: Chamberlain Jack <jtuttlec@aol.com>; Noel Chamberlain <noel@nexgenbuilders.com>

Cc: Fred <fredh@nexgenbuilders.com>; Victoria Mejia <vmejia@smcgov.org>; Steve Monowitz
<smonowitz@smcgov.org>

Subject: RE: Planning Comments on 10/17/17 submittal

Hi Jack and Noel,

Just wanted to let you know that we have selected an environmental firm to conduct the mitigation monitoring to
review bio reports that you submit and conduct monitoring during grading and construction. The firm is SWCA. The
contract is still being finalized but we can send you this as soon as it is completed.

We will set up a meeting with you and SWCA after the contract is complete.

Do you know when you will have the final pieces to address the latest comment letter and email (see below)? What is
your timing for the required bio surveys?

Just to let you know, | will be off next week.

Thanks!

From: Camille Leung

Sent: Wednesday, December 06, 2017 3:41 PM

To: Chamberlain Jack <jtuttlec@aol.com>; Chamberlain Noel <noel@nexgenbuilders.com>

Cc: Fred <fredh@nexgenbuilders.com>; Roland Haga <RHAGA@BKF.com>; John Brennan <jbrennan@smcgov.org>;
Jonathan Tang <jtang @BKF.com>; Steve Monowitz <smonowitz@smcgov.org>

Subject: RE: Planning Comments on 10/17/17 submittal

Hi Jack and Noel,



As you know, we are waiting to get a little closer to the time of Building Permit issuance to satisfy Condition 24 which
requires a Schedule of Grading Operations.

In speaking with Steve Monowitz in more detail regarding his decision on the Exception to the Grading Moratorium, he
wants to see a detailed schedule (see below). No need to provide actual dates at this time, just give us time frames like
“Lots 9 and 10 - Rough Grading - 2 weeks”.

Lots 9 and 10
1. Duration of Tree Removal

2. Duration of Rough Grading
--- Describe Erosion Control measures in place during ACTIVE rough grading (e.g., not EC blankets, but aggregate
construction entrance, fiber rolls and silt fences)
--- Describe Erosion Control measures in place during Evenings and Weekends during rough grading stage (e.g., blankets,
aggregate construction entrance, fiber rolls and silt fences)

3. Duration of Fine Grading (Will EC measures be the same as during Rough Grading? If not, please describe)

4. Duration of House Construction (Foundation, framing, and interior)
--- Describe Erosion Control measures in place during house construction (e.g., EC blankets on graded slopes, aggregate
construction entrance, fiber rolls and silt fences)

Lot 11
Please provide the same as above

Also, will rough and fine grading for Lots 9-11 occur at the same time?

From: Camille Leung

Sent: Wednesday, November 29, 2017 11:58 AM

To: Chamberlain Jack <jtuttlec@aol.com>; Chamberlain Noel <noel@nexgenbuilders.com>

Cc: Fred <fredh@nexgenbuilders.com>; Roland Haga <RHAGA@BKF.com>; John Brennan <jbrennan@smcgov.org>;
Jonathan Tang <jtang@BKF.com>

Subject: RE: Planning Comments on 10/17/17 submittal

Hi Jack and Noel,

| signed off the revised civil plans submitted on 11/22/17. Still waiting for Architectural and “prior to issuance”
comments to be addressed. See revised Planning comment letter attached. Also outstanding Agency reviews (other
than Planning) are:

Lot 9:

Building

DPW

Sewer

Waste Management

Lot 10:

DPW

Sewer

Waste Management



Lot 11:

DPW

Sewer

Waste Management

Once permits are ready to issue, you can pick up the approved Erosion Control/Tree Protection plan, implement it
onsite, and call Jeremiah (650-599-1592) for a Pre-Site Inspection. When this inspection is signed off, permits and
grading hard card can be issued.

Please note that County is interviewing environmental consultants this week to do condition and mitigation monitoring
related to construction on Lots 9-11 and later Lots 5-8.

Thanks

From: Camille Leung

Sent: Friday, November 17, 2017 12:13 PM

To: 'Jonathan Tang' <jtang@BKF.com>; Chamberlain Noel <noel@nexgenbuilders.com>

Cc: Chamberlain Jack <jtuttlec@aol.com>; Fred <fredh@nexgenbuilders.com>; Roland Haga <RHAGA@BKF.com>; John
Brennan <jbrennan@smcgov.org>

Subject: RE: Planning Comments on 10/17/17 submittal

Looks good. Please submit 5 full size sets to the Building Counter.

Thanks

From: Jonathan Tang [mailto:jtang@BKF.com]

Sent: Thursday, November 16, 2017 11:53 AM

To: Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org>; Chamberlain Noel <noel@nexgenbuilders.com>

Cc: Chamberlain Jack <jtuttlec@aol.com>; Fred <fredh@nexgenbuilders.com>; Roland Haga <RHAGA@BKF.com>; John
Brennan <jbrennan@smcgov.org>

Subject: RE: Planning Comments on 10/17/17 submittal

Camille,
Please see attached updated sheet C11.50 and C11.80 incorporating the comments.

Jonathan



l“ JONATHAN TANG, PE | Project Manager
g BKF Engineers

255 Shoreline Drive, Suite 200
B k r Redwood City, CA 94065
ENGINEERS d 650.482.6306
SURVEYORS .

itang@bkf.com
DLANNERS tang@bkf.com
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From: Camille Leung [mailto:cleung@smcgov.org]

Sent: Tuesday, November 14, 2017 1:20 PM

To: Jonathan Tang <jtang@BKF.com>; Chamberlain Noel <noel@nexgenbuilders.com>

Cc: Chamberlain Jack <jtuttlec@aol.com>; Fred <fredh@nexgenbuilders.com>; Roland Haga <RHAGA@BKF.com>; John
Brennan <jbrennan@smcgov.org>

Subject: RE: Planning Comments on 10/17/17 submittal

Hi Jonathan,

Looks good. Any way you can add some erosion control measures for outfall construction on Lot 11 (non-filament fiber
rolls will work best). Noticed that the stockpile needs to be moved away from tree on page C11.80. Sorry, these were
late comments that came as a result of the review for the moratorium exception.

Thanks

From: Jonathan Tang [mailto:jtang@BKF.com]

Sent: Friday, November 10, 2017 8:48 AM

To: Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org>; Chamberlain Noel <noel@nexgenbuilders.com>

Cc: Chamberlain Jack <jtuttlec@aol.com>; Fred <fredh@nexgenbuilders.com>; Roland Haga <RHAGA@BKF.com>; John
Brennan <jbrennan@smcgov.org>

Subject: RE: Planning Comments on 10/17/17 submittal

Camille,
Please see below for response to your civil related comments:

Comment #1: Planters are located in the yards, so planters should not match the buildings but the surrounding
vegetation.

Response: Please clarify comment. Notes are already on the plans for planter color to match natural surrounding
vegetation (light green or beige) and color samples to be provided for County approval prior to construction of planters
as shown below.



PLACE 2°-5" DIAMETER RIVER ROCK
ARQUND OVERFLOW, GROUT IN PLACE,
COLOR TO BE DETERMINED BY LANDSCAPE
ARCHITECT

FOR LOCATIONS

COMCRETE PLANTER BOX, ——= %—

COLOR TO MATCH NATURAL
SURROUNDING VEGETATION
(LIGHT GREEN OR BEIGE).
COLOR SAMPLES TO BE
PROVIDED BY THE CONTRACTOR
FOR COUNTY APPROVAL PRIOR
TO CONSTRUCTION OF
PLANTERS.

SITE RUNCFF, SEE—F
UTIUTY PLANS

OQVERFLOW SDDI,
SEE UTILITY PLm—l

Comment #2b: Chainlink fence appears to run only partial portions of the property lines shared with the conservation
easement. Fence should be extended across all property lines shared with conservation easement.

Response: Chainlink fence added to all and extended across all property lines shared with the conservation
easement. Please see attached sheets C9.50, C10.50 and C11.50.

Comment #2c: Access paths for Lots 9 and 10 need to be moved within the set grading limits.

Response: Access paths for Lots 9 and 10 have been adjusted to be within the grading limits. Please see attached sheets
€9.50, €9.80, C10.50 and €10.80.

Comment for Lot 10 #a: Move storage out of tree driplines.

Response: Storage moved out of tree driplines. Please see attached sheets C9.80 and C10.80.
Please let me know if you have any questions.

Thanks,

Jonathan

I“ JONATHAN TANG, PE | Project Manager
| ] ] BKF Engi
- ngineers

. 255 Shoreline Drive, Suite 200
B K r Redwood City, CA 94065
ENGINEERS d 650.482.6306
SURVEYORS .

PLANNERS jtang@bkf.com

IOO www.bkf.com
+

YEARS
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From: Camille Leung [mailto:cleung@smcgov.org]

Sent: Tuesday, November 07, 2017 12:20 PM

To: Chamberlain Noel <noel@nexgenbuilders.com>

Cc: Chamberlain Jack <jtuttlec@aol.com>; Fred <fredh@nexgenbuilders.com>; Ralph Osterling
<ralph@ralphosterling.com>; Roland Haga <RHAGA@BKF.com>; Doug McBeth <dougm@markgrossinc.com>; Jonathan
Tang <jtang@BKF.com>; John Brennan <jbrennan@smcgov.org>

Subject: RE: Planning Comments on 10/17/17 submittal

Hi Noel,
Please see attached comment letter for my review of the 10/31/17 submittal.

Outstanding Sign-offs for Lot 9:
Building, DPW, Sewer, Water and Waste Management

Outstanding Sign-offs for Lot 10, 11:
DPW, Sewer, Water and Waste Management

Please let me know if you have any questions.
Thanks

From: Camille Leung

Sent: Friday, October 20, 2017 10:40 AM

To: Chamberlain Noel <noel@nexgenbuilders.com>

Cc: Chamberlain Jack <jtuttlec@aol.com>; Fred <fredh@nexgenbuilders.com>; 'Ralph Osterling'
<ralph@ralphosterling.com>; ‘Haga Roland' <RHAGA@BKF.com>; 'Doug McBeth' <dougm@markgrossinc.com>; 'Tang
Jonathan' <jtang@bkf.com>

Subject: Planning Comments on 10/17/17 submittal

Hi Noel,

Please see attached comment letter for my review of the 10/17/17 submittal. My comments are shown in yellow
highlight. As the submittal did not include full size plans, | note that while the revision addressed the comment, full size
plans still need to be submitted showing the changes.

Thanks

From: Ralph Osterling [mailto:ralph@ralphosterling.com]

Sent: Friday, October 20, 2017 8:00 AM

To: Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org>

Cc: Chamberlain Jack <jtuttlec@aol.com>; Chamberlain Noel <noel@nexgenbuilders.com>; Fred
<fredh@nexgenbuilders.com>

Subject: Re: Health impacts on trees




Camille

I am in North Carolina until next week. | will call when | return.
RO

Sent from my iPhone

On Oct 19, 2017, at 8:10 PM, Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org> wrote:

Hi Ralph,

Do you have time to come by and discuss this? The 5/30/17 email response from you that Noel brought
in on 10/17/17 does not address the latest emails of this email chain (dated 8/9/17).

Thanks

From: Camille Leung

Sent: Wednesday, August 09, 2017 4:25 PM

To: Ralph Osterling <ralph@ralphosterling.com>

Cc: Chamberlain Jack <jtuttlec@aol.com>; Chamberlain Noel <noel@nexgenbuilders.com>; Fred
<fredh@nexgenbuilders.com>; Haga Roland <RHAGA@BKF.com>; Tang Jonathan <jtang@bkf.com>
Subject: RE: Health impacts on trees

Those plans (civil plans) did not have the tag numbers you used in your email.

From: Ralph Osterling [mailto:ralph@ralphosterling.com]

Sent: Wednesday, August 09, 2017 3:53 PM

To: Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org>

Cc: Chamberlain Jack <jtuttlec@aol.com>; Chamberlain Noel <noel@nexgenbuilders.com>; Fred
<fredh@nexgenbuilders.com>; Haga Roland <RHAGA@BKF.com>; Tang Jonathan <jtang@bkf.com>
Subject: Re: Health impacts on trees

Camille The civil drawings have the tree numbers as you know.
Ralph

Ralph Osterling

President

Registered Professional Forester No. 38
ralph@ralphosterling.com

Ralph Osterling Consultants, Inc.
346 Rheem Blvd.

Suite 104

Moraga, California

94556

(650) 573-8733 ph

(877) 855-1059 fax
(415) 860-1557 cell

<image001.png>

On Aug 9, 2017, at 3:20 PM, Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org> wrote:
8




Hi Ralph,

Sorry for the delay in my review of this. More items have been submitted now and | am
in the process of determining what is still needed. Here are my comment on your tree
evaluation of impacts from the proposed grading:

1. Ido not have a map showing the tree tags referenced in this email. | only have
a tree survey with tree measurements that you provided. Please provide a tag
map or use tree size references per the tree survey you gave me, so | can match
your references with the map.

2. Just a reminder that any trees intended to remain which are adjacent to or
within proposed areas of grading or construction need to be evaluated. These
are the trees | noticed:

Lot 9 — 1 tree: Tree near graded area to the right of the driveway

b. Lot 10 — 6 total trees: 3 within the graded front/left side yard on the
right and 3 trees along the 1-foot retaining wall along the left side of the
house

c. Lot 11 -2 total trees: Tree in outfall area and 12” tree at the rear right

corner

o

Please check your tag map against the current grading plans to make sure trees listed
above are addressed.

Thanks

From: Ralph Osterling [mailto:ralph@ralphosterling.com]

Sent: Tuesday, May 30, 2017 6:00 PM

To: Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org>

Cc: Chamberlain Jack <jtuttlec@aol.com>; Chamberlain Noel
<noel@nexgenbuilders.com>; Fred <fredh@nexgenbuilders.com>; Haga Roland
<RHAGA@BKF.com>; Tang Jonathan <jtang@bkf.com>

Subject: Health impacts on trees

Camille
In response to your email comments and to those in our last meeting, below is a
listing of my comments and responses:

e The trees of concern are valuable to the project and as such efforts have
been taken and added efforts will be taken to enhance their survival and
future growth.

e The grading plans reflect the desires to save the trees and as can be seen,
the depth and extent of the grading activities are minimal and clearly will
not impair the survival and future growth of these trees.

e On Lot 11, two trees, tags 33970 and 33971 will have less than 12 inches
as to grading limits daylight into the existing contours. If roots over 2
inches in diameter are encountered, they will be saw cut and sealed. Please
note, only a portion of the rooting area on the inside (facing the residence)
will have any shallow grading activity which is clearly displayed on Sheet
C 11.30. Regarding crown safety pruning, only minor pruning of branches

that are mostly less than 4 inches in diameter might be required for safe
9



equipment access. All pruning will be under the direct supervision of the
Forester and completed by a licensed contractor. As noted on Sheet 11.20
tree protection will be provided utilizing 4 foot tall fencing on posts driven
into the ground. Posts shall be driven into the ground and on 8 foot
spacing or less.

e Lot 10 clearing and grading limits will tie to the existing contours adjacent
to trees 33975 and 33976. The extent of grading is less than 12 inches and
extends to daylight with the existing adjacent contours with zero
excavation. Roots 2 inches and over shall be clean cut and sealed. The
low retaining wall is proposed to be located approximately 8 feet
horizontal below tree 33975. The construction of this wall will not
adversely impair the health or survival of this tree.

e The driveway locations and other construction activities will not have
detrimental impacts on the trees designated to remain. Crown safety
pruning might impact branches less than 4 inches in diameter.

It is important to understand that the trees on these lots are important assets to
each of the Lots, hence the careful professional grading plans, tree protection
measures and professional monitoring that are included.

Camille, please note that these lots support poison oak, uncomfortable thorny
weeds, and stinging bees. | urge that you notify parties that have shown an
interest in this project that trespassing on this private project area should be
discouraged for safety reasons. Should you have added questions and/or
comments, please contact me promptly so these permits may move forward.
Best

Ralph

Ralph Osterling

President

Registered Professional Forester No. 38
ralph@ralphosterling.com

Ralph Osterling Consultants, Inc.
346 Rheem Blvd.

Suite 104

Moraga, California

94556

(650) 573-8733 ph

(877) 855-1059 fax
(415) 860-1557 cell

**Please note that all of our BKF offices will be closed Nov 23->24 and Dec 25th thru Jan 1st 2018.
We are open Jan 2nd.

Confidentiality Notice: This email (including any attachment) is intended only for the individual or entity to which it is addressed and may contain information that is
privileged, confidential and exempt from disclosure under applicable law. If you are not the intended recipient, you are not authorized to intercept, read, print,
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retain, copy, forward, or disseminate this communication. If you have received this communication in error, please reply to the sender or call 650-482-6300, and
then please delete this message from your inbox as well as any copies. Thank you, BKF Engineers 2017
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Camille Leung

From: Camille Leung

Sent: Thursday, January 18, 2018 10:09 AM

To: Kristen Outten

Subject: FW: Remaining Items Needed for Lots 9-11

Attachments: SWCA Final Contract.pdf; Planning Comments on Lots 9 thu 11_120717_Remaining
Items.pdf

FYI — BLD permits still pending..... Lots of loose ends but hopefully getting close to issuance.......

From: Camille Leung

Sent: Thursday, January 18, 2018 10:02 AM

To: 'Noel Chamberlain' <noel@nexgenbuilders.com>

Cc: JTUTTLEC@aol.com; Fred <fredh@nexgenbuilders.com>; Alan Velasquez <avelasquez@smcgov.org>; Diana Shu
<dshu@smcgov.org>; Richard Lee <rlee@smcgov.org>; 'Roland Haga' <RHAGA@BKF.com>; 'Jonathan Tang'
<jtang@BKF.com>; John Brennan <jbrennan@smcgov.org>

Subject: Remaining Items Needed for Lots 9-11

Hi Noel,

We have a contract in place with SWCA for Mitigation Monitoring now. Here is an unsigned version. As a reminder, we
are still waiting for the following:

1. Thanks for the grading time estimates. What is estimated time for fine grading? House construction? Are the
grubbing and grading sequential, if so it looks like land disturbing activities will take about 2 months total. Is
that about right?

2. When are revised architectural plans coming in? (see comment letter of 12/7/17)
3. Please provide a copy of your SWPPP (prepared by BKF?)

4. In addition to Planning Review, Sewer and DPW review still pending on Lots 9-11. Please follow up. Building is
only waiting for their sign offs and then can issue the permit.

Thanks

From: Noel Chamberlain [mailto:noel@nexgenbuilders.com]

Sent: Friday, December 29, 2017 2:05 PM

To: Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org>

Cc: JTUTTLEC@aol.com; Scott Fitinghoff <sfitinghoff@cornerstoneearth.com>; Roland Haga <RHAGA@BKF.com>; Fred
<fredh@nexgenbuilders.com>

Subject: RE: Planning Comments on 10/17/17 submittal

Hi Camille,

Please find attached the updated grading schedule for Lots 9, 10 & 11.



Thanks,
Noel

From: Camille Leung [mailto:cleung@smcgov.org]

Sent: Friday, December 29, 2017 12:17 PM

To: Chamberlain Jack <jtuttlec@aol.com>; Noel Chamberlain <noel@nexgenbuilders.com>

Cc: Fred <fredh@nexgenbuilders.com>; Victoria Mejia <vmejia@smcgov.org>; Steve Monowitz
<smonowitz@smcgov.org>

Subject: RE: Planning Comments on 10/17/17 submittal

Hi Jack and Noel,

Just wanted to let you know that we have selected an environmental firm to conduct the mitigation monitoring to
review bio reports that you submit and conduct monitoring during grading and construction. The firm is SWCA. The
contract is still being finalized but we can send you this as soon as it is completed.

We will set up a meeting with you and SWCA after the contract is complete.

Do you know when you will have the final pieces to address the latest comment letter and email (see below)? What is
your timing for the required bio surveys?

Just to let you know, | will be off next week.

Thanks!

From: Camille Leung

Sent: Wednesday, December 06, 2017 3:41 PM

To: Chamberlain Jack <jtuttlec@aol.com>; Chamberlain Noel <noel@nexgenbuilders.com>

Cc: Fred <fredh@nexgenbuilders.com>; Roland Haga <RHAGA@BKF.com>; John Brennan <jbrennan@smcgov.org>;
Jonathan Tang <jtang@BKF.com>; Steve Monowitz <smonowitz@smcgov.org>

Subject: RE: Planning Comments on 10/17/17 submittal

Hi Jack and Noel,

As you know, we are waiting to get a little closer to the time of Building Permit issuance to satisfy Condition 24 which
requires a Schedule of Grading Operations.

In speaking with Steve Monowitz in more detail regarding his decision on the Exception to the Grading Moratorium, he
wants to see a detailed schedule (see below). No need to provide actual dates at this time, just give us time frames like
“Lots 9 and 10 - Rough Grading - 2 weeks”.

Lots 9 and 10
1. Duration of Tree Removal

2. Duration of Rough Grading
--- Describe Erosion Control measures in place during ACTIVE rough grading (e.g., not EC blankets, but aggregate
construction entrance, fiber rolls and silt fences)
--- Describe Erosion Control measures in place during Evenings and Weekends during rough grading stage (e.g., blankets,
aggregate construction entrance, fiber rolls and silt fences)

3. Duration of Fine Grading (Will EC measures be the same as during Rough Grading? If not, please describe)



4. Duration of House Construction (Foundation, framing, and interior)
--- Describe Erosion Control measures in place during house construction (e.g., EC blankets on graded slopes, aggregate
construction entrance, fiber rolls and silt fences)

Lot 11
Please provide the same as above

Also, will rough and fine grading for Lots 9-11 occur at the same time?

From: Camille Leung

Sent: Wednesday, November 29, 2017 11:58 AM

To: Chamberlain Jack <jtuttlec@aol.com>; Chamberlain Noel <noel@nexgenbuilders.com>

Cc: Fred <fredh@nexgenbuilders.com>; Roland Haga <RHAGA@BKF.com>; John Brennan <jbrennan@smcgov.org>;
Jonathan Tang <jtang@BKF.com>

Subject: RE: Planning Comments on 10/17/17 submittal

Hi Jack and Noel,

| signed off the revised civil plans submitted on 11/22/17. Still waiting for Architectural and “prior to issuance”
comments to be addressed. See revised Planning comment letter attached. Also outstanding Agency reviews (other
than Planning) are:

Lot 9:

Building

DPW

Sewer

Waste Management

Lot 10:

DPW

Sewer

Waste Management

Lot 11:

DPW

Sewer

Waste Management

Once permits are ready to issue, you can pick up the approved Erosion Control/Tree Protection plan, implement it
onsite, and call Jeremiah (650-599-1592) for a Pre-Site Inspection. When this inspection is signed off, permits and
grading hard card can be issued.

Please note that County is interviewing environmental consultants this week to do condition and mitigation monitoring
related to construction on Lots 9-11 and later Lots 5-8.

Thanks

From: Camille Leung

Sent: Friday, November 17, 2017 12:13 PM

To: 'Jonathan Tang' <jtang@BKF.com>; Chamberlain Noel <noel@nexgenbuilders.com>

Cc: Chamberlain Jack <jtuttlec@aol.com>; Fred <fredh@nexgenbuilders.com>; Roland Haga <RHAGA@BKF.com>; John
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Brennan <jbrennan@smcgov.org>
Subject: RE: Planning Comments on 10/17/17 submittal

Looks good. Please submit 5 full size sets to the Building Counter.

Thanks

From: Jonathan Tang [mailto:jtang@BKF.com]

Sent: Thursday, November 16, 2017 11:53 AM

To: Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org>; Chamberlain Noel <noel@nexgenbuilders.com>

Cc: Chamberlain Jack <jtuttlec@aol.com>; Fred <fredh@nexgenbuilders.com>; Roland Haga <RHAGA@BKF.com>; John
Brennan <jbrennan@smcgov.org>

Subject: RE: Planning Comments on 10/17/17 submittal

Camille,
Please see attached updated sheet C11.50 and C11.80 incorporating the comments.

Jonathan

.“ JONATHAN TANG, PE | Project Manager
L1 BKF Engi
—- ngineers

. 255 Shoreline Drive, Suite 200
B k r Redwood City, CA 94065

ENGINEERS d 650.482.6306
SURVEYORS

PLANNERS jtang@bkf.com

www.bkf.com
100-

YEARS
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From: Camille Leung [mailto:cleung@smcgov.org]

Sent: Tuesday, November 14, 2017 1:20 PM

To: Jonathan Tang <jtang@BKF.com>; Chamberlain Noel <noel@nexgenbuilders.com>

Cc: Chamberlain Jack <jtuttlec@aol.com>; Fred <fredh@nexgenbuilders.com>; Roland Haga <RHAGA@BKF.com>; John
Brennan <jbrennan@smcgov.org>

Subject: RE: Planning Comments on 10/17/17 submittal

Hi Jonathan,



Looks good. Any way you can add some erosion control measures for outfall construction on Lot 11 (non-filament fiber
rolls will work best). Noticed that the stockpile needs to be moved away from tree on page C11.80. Sorry, these were
late comments that came as a result of the review for the moratorium exception.

Thanks

From: Jonathan Tang [mailto:jtang@BKF.com]

Sent: Friday, November 10, 2017 8:48 AM

To: Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org>; Chamberlain Noel <noel@nexgenbuilders.com>

Cc: Chamberlain Jack <jtuttlec@aol.com>; Fred <fredh@nexgenbuilders.com>; Roland Haga <RHAGA@BKF.com>; John
Brennan <jbrennan@smcgov.org>

Subject: RE: Planning Comments on 10/17/17 submittal

Camille,
Please see below for response to your civil related comments:

Comment #1: Planters are located in the yards, so planters should not match the buildings but the surrounding
vegetation.

Response: Please clarify comment. Notes are already on the plans for planter color to match natural surrounding
vegetation (light green or beige) and color samples to be provided for County approval prior to construction of planters
as shown below.

PLACE 2°-5" DIAMETER RIVER ROCK
ARQUND OVERFLOW, GROUT IN PLACE,
COLOR TO BE DETERMINED BY LAMDSCAPE
ARCHITECT

@me SOOI,
SEE UTILITY PLAM
FOR LOCATIONS —1
CONCRETE PLANTER BOX, — %—

COLOR TO MATCH MATURAL
SURROUNDING VEGETATION
(LIGHT GREEN OR BEIGE)
COLOR SAMPLES TO BE
PROVIDED BY THE CONTRACTOR
FOR COUNTY APPROVAL PRIOR
TO CONSTRUCTION OF
PLANTERS.

SITE RUNCFF, SEE——F
UTIUTY PLANS

|

Comment #2b: Chainlink fence appears to run only partial portions of the property lines shared with the conservation
easement. Fence should be extended across all property lines shared with conservation easement.

Response: Chainlink fence added to all and extended across all property lines shared with the conservation
easement. Please see attached sheets C9.50, C10.50 and C11.50.

Comment #2c: Access paths for Lots 9 and 10 need to be moved within the set grading limits.

Response: Access paths for Lots 9 and 10 have been adjusted to be within the grading limits. Please see attached sheets
€9.50, €9.80, C10.50 and €10.80.



Comment for Lot 10 #a: Move storage out of tree driplines.

Response: Storage moved out of tree driplines. Please see attached sheets C9.80 and C10.80.
Please let me know if you have any questions.

Thanks,

Jonathan

l“ JONATHAN TANG, PE | Project Manager
= BKF Engineers

. 255 Shoreline Drive, Suite 200
B k r Redwood City, CA 94065

ENGINEERS d 650.482.6306
SURVEYORS

PLANNERS jtang@bkf.com

www.bkf.com

100-

YEARS
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From: Camille Leung [mailto:cleung@smcgov.org]

Sent: Tuesday, November 07, 2017 12:20 PM

To: Chamberlain Noel <noel@nexgenbuilders.com>

Cc: Chamberlain Jack <jtuttlec@aol.com>; Fred <fredh@nexgenbuilders.com>; Ralph Osterling
<ralph@ralphosterling.com>; Roland Haga <RHAGA@BKF.com>; Doug McBeth <dougm@markgrossinc.com>; Jonathan
Tang <jtang@BKF.com>; John Brennan <jbrennan@smcgov.org>

Subject: RE: Planning Comments on 10/17/17 submittal

Hi Noel,
Please see attached comment letter for my review of the 10/31/17 submittal.

Outstanding Sign-offs for Lot 9:
Building, DPW, Sewer, Water and Waste Management

Outstanding Sign-offs for Lot 10, 11:
DPW, Sewer, Water and Waste Management

Please let me know if you have any questions.
Thanks



From: Camille Leung

Sent: Friday, October 20, 2017 10:40 AM

To: Chamberlain Noel <noel@nexgenbuilders.com>

Cc: Chamberlain Jack <jtuttlec@aol.com>; Fred <fredh@nexgenbuilders.com>; 'Ralph Osterling'
<ralph@ralphosterling.com>; 'Haga Roland' <RHAGA@BKF.com>; 'Doug McBeth' <dougm@markgrossinc.com>; 'Tang
Jonathan' <jtang@bkf.com>

Subject: Planning Comments on 10/17/17 submittal

Hi Noel,

Please see attached comment letter for my review of the 10/17/17 submittal. My comments are shown in yellow
highlight. As the submittal did not include full size plans, | note that while the revision addressed the comment, full size
plans still need to be submitted showing the changes.

Thanks

From: Ralph Osterling [mailto:ralph@ralphosterling.com]

Sent: Friday, October 20, 2017 8:00 AM

To: Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org>

Cc: Chamberlain Jack <jtuttlec@aol.com>; Chamberlain Noel <noel@nexgenbuilders.com>; Fred
<fredh@nexgenbuilders.com>

Subject: Re: Health impacts on trees

Camille
I am in North Carolina until next week. | will call when | return.
RO

Sent from my iPhone

On Oct 19, 2017, at 8:10 PM, Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org> wrote:

Hi Ralph,

Do you have time to come by and discuss this? The 5/30/17 email response from you that Noel brought
in on 10/17/17 does not address the latest emails of this email chain (dated 8/9/17).

Thanks

From: Camille Leung

Sent: Wednesday, August 09, 2017 4:25 PM

To: Ralph Osterling <ralph@ralphosterling.com>

Cc: Chamberlain Jack <jtuttlec@aol.com>; Chamberlain Noel <noel@nexgenbuilders.com>; Fred
<fredh@nexgenbuilders.com>; Haga Roland <RHAGA@BKF.com>; Tang Jonathan <jtang@bkf.com>
Subject: RE: Health impacts on trees

Those plans (civil plans) did not have the tag numbers you used in your email.

From: Ralph Osterling [mailto:ralph@ralphosterling.com]

Sent: Wednesday, August 09, 2017 3:53 PM

To: Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org>

Cc: Chamberlain Jack <jtuttlec@aol.com>; Chamberlain Noel <noel@nexgenbuilders.com>; Fred
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<fredh@nexgenbuilders.com>; Haga Roland <RHAGA®@BKF.com>; Tang Jonathan <jtang@bkf.com>
Subject: Re: Health impacts on trees

Camille The civil drawings have the tree numbers as you know.
Ralph

Ralph Osterling

President

Registered Professional Forester No. 38
ralph@ralphosterling.com

Ralph Osterling Consultants, Inc.
346 Rheem Blvd.

Suite 104

Moraga, California

94556

(650) 573-8733 ph
(877) 855-1059 fax
(415) 860-1557 cell

<image001.png>

On Aug 9, 2017, at 3:20 PM, Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org> wrote:

Hi Ralph,

Sorry for the delay in my review of this. More items have been submitted now and | am
in the process of determining what is still needed. Here are my comment on your tree
evaluation of impacts from the proposed grading:

1. ldo not have a map showing the tree tags referenced in this email. | only have
a tree survey with tree measurements that you provided. Please provide a tag
map or use tree size references per the tree survey you gave me, so | can match
your references with the map.

2. Just areminder that any trees intended to remain which are adjacent to or
within proposed areas of grading or construction need to be evaluated. These
are the trees | noticed:

Lot 9 — 1 tree: Tree near graded area to the right of the driveway

b. Lot 10— 6 total trees: 3 within the graded front/left side yard on the
right and 3 trees along the 1-foot retaining wall along the left side of the
house

c. Lot11-2total trees: Tree in outfall area and 12” tree at the rear right

corner

o

Please check your tag map against the current grading plans to make sure trees listed
above are addressed.

Thanks



From: Ralph Osterling [mailto:ralph@ralphosterling.com]

Sent: Tuesday, May 30, 2017 6:00 PM

To: Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org>

Cc: Chamberlain Jack <jtuttlec@aol.com>; Chamberlain Noel
<noel@nexgenbuilders.com>; Fred <fredh@nexgenbuilders.com>; Haga Roland

<RHAGA@BKF.com>; Tang Jonathan <jtang@bkf.com>

Subject: Health impacts on trees

Camille
In response to your email comments and to those in our last meeting, below is a
listing of my comments and responses:

The trees of concern are valuable to the project and as such efforts have
been taken and added efforts will be taken to enhance their survival and
future growth.

The grading plans reflect the desires to save the trees and as can be seen,
the depth and extent of the grading activities are minimal and clearly will
not impair the survival and future growth of these trees.

On Lot 11, two trees, tags 33970 and 33971 will have less than 12 inches
as to grading limits daylight into the existing contours. If roots over 2
inches in diameter are encountered, they will be saw cut and sealed. Please
note, only a portion of the rooting area on the inside (facing the residence)
will have any shallow grading activity which is clearly displayed on Sheet
C 11.30. Regarding crown safety pruning, only minor pruning of branches
that are mostly less than 4 inches in diameter might be required for safe
equipment access. All pruning will be under the direct supervision of the
Forester and completed by a licensed contractor. As noted on Sheet 11.20
tree protection will be provided utilizing 4 foot tall fencing on posts driven
into the ground. Posts shall be driven into the ground and on 8 foot
spacing or less.

Lot 10 clearing and grading limits will tie to the existing contours adjacent
to trees 33975 and 33976. The extent of grading is less than 12 inches and
extends to daylight with the existing adjacent contours with zero
excavation. Roots 2 inches and over shall be clean cut and sealed. The
low retaining wall is proposed to be located approximately 8 feet
horizontal below tree 33975. The construction of this wall will not
adversely impair the health or survival of this tree.

The driveway locations and other construction activities will not have
detrimental impacts on the trees designated to remain. Crown safety
pruning might impact branches less than 4 inches in diameter.

It is important to understand that the trees on these lots are important assets to
each of the Lots, hence the careful professional grading plans, tree protection
measures and professional monitoring that are included.

Camille, please note that these lots support poison oak, uncomfortable thorny

weeds, and stinging bees. | urge that you notify parties that have shown an
interest in this project that trespassing on this private project area should be
discouraged for safety reasons. Should you have added questions and/or
comments, please contact me promptly so these permits may move forward.
Best

Ralph



Ralph Osterling

President

Registered Professional Forester No. 38
ralph@ralphosterling.com

Ralph Osterling Consultants, Inc.
346 Rheem Blvd.

Suite 104

Moraga, California

94556

(650) 573-8733 ph
(877) 855-1059 fax
(415) 860-1557 cell

**Please note that all of our BKF offices will be closed Nov 23->24 and Dec 25th thru Jan 1st 2018.
We are open Jan 2nd.

Confidentiality Notice: This email (including any attachment) is intended only for the individual or entity to which it is addressed and may contain information that is
privileged, confidential and exempt from disclosure under applicable law. If you are not the intended recipient, you are not authorized to intercept, read, print,
retain, copy, forward, or disseminate this communication. If you have received this communication in error, please reply to the sender or call 650-482-6300, and
then please delete this message from your inbox as well as any copies. Thank you, BKF Engineers 2017
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Camille Leung

From: Camille Leung

Sent: Thursday, January 18, 2018 10:02 AM

To: Noel Chamberlain

Cc: JTUTTLEC@aol.com; Fred; Alan Velasquez; Diana Shu; Richard Lee; Roland Haga;
Jonathan Tang; John Brennan

Subject: Remaining Items Needed for Lots 9-11

Attachments: SWCA Final Contract.pdf; Planning Comments on Lots 9 thu 11_120717_Remaining
Items.pdf

Hi Noel,

We have a contract in place with SWCA for Mitigation Monitoring now. Here is an unsigned version. As a reminder, we
are still waiting for the following:

1. Thanks for the grading time estimates. What is estimated time for fine grading? House construction? Are the
grubbing and grading sequential, if so it looks like land disturbing activities will take about 2 months total. Is
that about right?

2. When are revised architectural plans coming in? (see comment letter of 12/7/17)
3. Please provide a copy of your SWPPP (prepared by BKF?)

4. In addition to Planning Review, Sewer and DPW review still pending on Lots 9-11. Please follow up. Building is
only waiting for their sign offs and then can issue the permit.

Thanks

From: Noel Chamberlain [mailto:noel@nexgenbuilders.com]

Sent: Friday, December 29, 2017 2:05 PM

To: Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org>

Cc: JTUTTLEC@aol.com; Scott Fitinghoff <sfitinghoff@cornerstoneearth.com>; Roland Haga <RHAGA@BKF.com>; Fred
<fredh@nexgenbuilders.com>

Subject: RE: Planning Comments on 10/17/17 submittal

Hi Camille,
Please find attached the updated grading schedule for Lots 9, 10 & 11.

Thanks,
Noel

From: Camille Leung [mailto:cleung@smcgov.org]

Sent: Friday, December 29, 2017 12:17 PM

To: Chamberlain Jack <jtuttlec@aol.com>; Noel Chamberlain <noel@nexgenbuilders.com>

Cc: Fred <fredh@nexgenbuilders.com>; Victoria Mejia <vmejia@smcgov.org>; Steve Monowitz




<smonowitz@smcgov.org>
Subject: RE: Planning Comments on 10/17/17 submittal

Hi Jack and Noel,

Just wanted to let you know that we have selected an environmental firm to conduct the mitigation monitoring to
review bio reports that you submit and conduct monitoring during grading and construction. The firm is SWCA. The
contract is still being finalized but we can send you this as soon as it is completed.

We will set up a meeting with you and SWCA after the contract is complete.

Do you know when you will have the final pieces to address the latest comment letter and email (see below)? What is
your timing for the required bio surveys?

Just to let you know, | will be off next week.

Thanks!

From: Camille Leung

Sent: Wednesday, December 06, 2017 3:41 PM

To: Chamberlain Jack <jtuttlec@aol.com>; Chamberlain Noel <noel@nexgenbuilders.com>

Cc: Fred <fredh@nexgenbuilders.com>; Roland Haga <RHAGA@BKF.com>; John Brennan <jbrennan@smcgov.org>;
Jonathan Tang <jtang@BKF.com>; Steve Monowitz <smonowitz@smcgov.org>

Subject: RE: Planning Comments on 10/17/17 submittal

Hi Jack and Noel,

As you know, we are waiting to get a little closer to the time of Building Permit issuance to satisfy Condition 24 which
requires a Schedule of Grading Operations.

In speaking with Steve Monowitz in more detail regarding his decision on the Exception to the Grading Moratorium, he
wants to see a detailed schedule (see below). No need to provide actual dates at this time, just give us time frames like
“Lots 9 and 10 - Rough Grading - 2 weeks”.

Lots 9 and 10
1. Duration of Tree Removal

2. Duration of Rough Grading
--- Describe Erosion Control measures in place during ACTIVE rough grading (e.g., not EC blankets, but aggregate
construction entrance, fiber rolls and silt fences)
--- Describe Erosion Control measures in place during Evenings and Weekends during rough grading stage (e.g., blankets,
aggregate construction entrance, fiber rolls and silt fences)

3. Duration of Fine Grading (Will EC measures be the same as during Rough Grading? If not, please describe)
4. Duration of House Construction (Foundation, framing, and interior)
--- Describe Erosion Control measures in place during house construction (e.g., EC blankets on graded slopes, aggregate

construction entrance, fiber rolls and silt fences)

Lot 11
Please provide the same as above



Also, will rough and fine grading for Lots 9-11 occur at the same time?

From: Camille Leung

Sent: Wednesday, November 29, 2017 11:58 AM

To: Chamberlain Jack <jtuttlec@aol.com>; Chamberlain Noel <noel@nexgenbuilders.com>

Cc: Fred <fredh@nexgenbuilders.com>; Roland Haga <RHAGA@BKF.com>; John Brennan <jbrennan@smcgov.org>;
Jonathan Tang <jtang@BKF.com>

Subject: RE: Planning Comments on 10/17/17 submittal

Hi Jack and Noel,

| signed off the revised civil plans submitted on 11/22/17. Still waiting for Architectural and “prior to issuance”
comments to be addressed. See revised Planning comment letter attached. Also outstanding Agency reviews (other
than Planning) are:

Lot 9:

Building

DPW

Sewer

Waste Management

Lot 10:

DPW

Sewer

Waste Management

Lot 11:

DPW

Sewer

Waste Management

Once permits are ready to issue, you can pick up the approved Erosion Control/Tree Protection plan, implement it
onsite, and call Jeremiah (650-599-1592) for a Pre-Site Inspection. When this inspection is signed off, permits and
grading hard card can be issued.

Please note that County is interviewing environmental consultants this week to do condition and mitigation monitoring
related to construction on Lots 9-11 and later Lots 5-8.

Thanks

From: Camille Leung

Sent: Friday, November 17, 2017 12:13 PM

To: 'Jonathan Tang' <jtang@BKF.com>; Chamberlain Noel <noel@nexgenbuilders.com>

Cc: Chamberlain Jack <jtuttlec@aol.com>; Fred <fredh@nexgenbuilders.com>; Roland Haga <RHAGA@BKF.com>; John
Brennan <jbrennan@smcgov.org>

Subject: RE: Planning Comments on 10/17/17 submittal

Looks good. Please submit 5 full size sets to the Building Counter.

Thanks



From: Jonathan Tang [mailto:jtang@BKF.com]

Sent: Thursday, November 16, 2017 11:53 AM

To: Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org>; Chamberlain Noel <noel@nexgenbuilders.com>

Cc: Chamberlain Jack <jtuttlec@aol.com>; Fred <fredh@nexgenbuilders.com>; Roland Haga <RHAGA@BKF.com>; John
Brennan <jbrennan@smcgov.org>

Subject: RE: Planning Comments on 10/17/17 submittal

Camille,
Please see attached updated sheet C11.50 and C11.80 incorporating the comments.

Jonathan

I“ JONATHAN TANG, PE | Project Manager
L1 BKF Engineers
E;r 255 Shoreline Drive, Suite 200

Redwood City, CA 94065

ENGINEERS d 650.482.6306
SURVEYORS

PLANNERS jtang@bkf.com

Ioo www.bkf.com
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From: Camille Leung [mailto:cleung@smcgov.org]

Sent: Tuesday, November 14, 2017 1:20 PM

To: Jonathan Tang <jtang@BKF.com>; Chamberlain Noel <noel@nexgenbuilders.com>

Cc: Chamberlain Jack <jtuttlec@aol.com>; Fred <fredh@nexgenbuilders.com>; Roland Haga <RHAGA@BKF.com>; John
Brennan <jbrennan@smcgov.org>

Subject: RE: Planning Comments on 10/17/17 submittal

Hi Jonathan,

Looks good. Any way you can add some erosion control measures for outfall construction on Lot 11 (non-filament fiber
rolls will work best). Noticed that the stockpile needs to be moved away from tree on page C11.80. Sorry, these were
late comments that came as a result of the review for the moratorium exception.

Thanks

From: Jonathan Tang [mailto:jtang@BKF.com]

Sent: Friday, November 10, 2017 8:48 AM

To: Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org>; Chamberlain Noel <noel@nexgenbuilders.com>
4




Cc: Chamberlain Jack <jtuttlec@aol.com>; Fred <fredh@nexgenbuilders.com>; Roland Haga <RHAGA@BKF.com>; John
Brennan <jbrennan@smcgov.org>
Subject: RE: Planning Comments on 10/17/17 submittal

Camille,
Please see below for response to your civil related comments:

Comment #1: Planters are located in the yards, so planters should not match the buildings but the surrounding
vegetation.

Response: Please clarify comment. Notes are already on the plans for planter color to match natural surrounding

vegetation (light green or beige) and color samples to be provided for County approval prior to construction of planters
as shown below.

PLACE 2°-5" DIAMETER RIVER ROCK
ARQUND OVERFLOW, GROUT IN PLACE,
COLOR TO BE DETERMINED BY LAMDSCAPE
ARCHITECT

@MRFLDW SOOI,
SEE UTILITY PLAM
FOR LOCATIONS —1
CONCRETE PLANTER BOX, —= %—

COLOR TO MATCH NATURAL
SURROUNDING VEGETATION
(LIGHT GREEN OR BEIGE).
COLOR SAMPLES TO BE
PROVIDED BY THE CONTRACTOR
FOR COUNTY APPROVAL PRIOR
TO CONSTRUCTION OF

PLANTERS.
SITE RUNOFF, SEE——P;\
UTIUTY PLANS
|

Comment #2b: Chainlink fence appears to run only partial portions of the property lines shared with the conservation
easement. Fence should be extended across all property lines shared with conservation easement.

Response: Chainlink fence added to all and extended across all property lines shared with the conservation
easement. Please see attached sheets C9.50, C10.50 and C11.50.

Comment #2c: Access paths for Lots 9 and 10 need to be moved within the set grading limits.

Response: Access paths for Lots 9 and 10 have been adjusted to be within the grading limits. Please see attached sheets
€9.50, €9.80, C10.50 and C10.80.

Comment for Lot 10 #a: Move storage out of tree driplines.

Response: Storage moved out of tree driplines. Please see attached sheets C9.80 and C10.80.
Please let me know if you have any questions.

Thanks,

Jonathan



.“ JONATHAN TANG, PE | Project Manager
(1] BKF Engineers

-. 255 Shoreline Drive, Suite 200
B k r Redwood City, CA 94065

ENGINEERS d 650.482.6306
SURVEYORS

itang@bkf.com
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From: Camille Leung [mailto:cleung@smcgov.org]

Sent: Tuesday, November 07, 2017 12:20 PM

To: Chamberlain Noel <noel@nexgenbuilders.com>

Cc: Chamberlain Jack <jtuttlec@aol.com>; Fred <fredh@nexgenbuilders.com>; Ralph Osterling
<ralph@ralphosterling.com>; Roland Haga <RHAGA@BKF.com>; Doug McBeth <dougm@markgrossinc.com>; Jonathan
Tang <jtang@BKF.com>; John Brennan <jbrennan@smcgov.org>

Subject: RE: Planning Comments on 10/17/17 submittal

Hi Noel,
Please see attached comment letter for my review of the 10/31/17 submittal.

Outstanding Sign-offs for Lot 9:
Building, DPW, Sewer, Water and Waste Management

Outstanding Sign-offs for Lot 10, 11:
DPW, Sewer, Water and Waste Management

Please let me know if you have any questions.
Thanks

From: Camille Leung

Sent: Friday, October 20, 2017 10:40 AM

To: Chamberlain Noel <noel@nexgenbuilders.com>

Cc: Chamberlain Jack <jtuttlec@aol.com>; Fred <fredh@nexgenbuilders.com>; 'Ralph Osterling'
<ralph@ralphosterling.com>; ‘Haga Roland' <RHAGA@BKF.com>; 'Doug McBeth' <dougm@markgrossinc.com>; 'Tang
Jonathan' <jtang@bkf.com>

Subject: Planning Comments on 10/17/17 submittal

Hi Noel,



Please see attached comment letter for my review of the 10/17/17 submittal. My comments are shown in yellow
highlight. As the submittal did not include full size plans, | note that while the revision addressed the comment, full size
plans still need to be submitted showing the changes.

Thanks

From: Ralph Osterling [mailto:ralph@ralphosterling.com]

Sent: Friday, October 20, 2017 8:00 AM

To: Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org>

Cc: Chamberlain Jack <jtuttlec@aol.com>; Chamberlain Noel <noel@nexgenbuilders.com>; Fred
<fredh@nexgenbuilders.com>

Subject: Re: Health impacts on trees

Camille
I am in North Carolina until next week. | will call when | return.
RO

Sent from my iPhone

On Oct 19, 2017, at 8:10 PM, Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org> wrote:

Hi Ralph,

Do you have time to come by and discuss this? The 5/30/17 email response from you that Noel brought
in on 10/17/17 does not address the latest emails of this email chain (dated 8/9/17).

Thanks

From: Camille Leung

Sent: Wednesday, August 09, 2017 4:25 PM

To: Ralph Osterling <ralph@ralphosterling.com>

Cc: Chamberlain Jack <jtuttlec@aol.com>; Chamberlain Noel <noel@nexgenbuilders.com>; Fred
<fredh@nexgenbuilders.com>; Haga Roland <RHAGA@BKF.com>; Tang Jonathan <jtang@bkf.com>
Subject: RE: Health impacts on trees

Those plans (civil plans) did not have the tag numbers you used in your email.

From: Ralph Osterling [mailto:ralph@ralphosterling.com]

Sent: Wednesday, August 09, 2017 3:53 PM

To: Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org>

Cc: Chamberlain Jack <jtuttlec@aol.com>; Chamberlain Noel <noel@nexgenbuilders.com>; Fred
<fredh@nexgenbuilders.com>; Haga Roland <RHAGA@BKF.com>; Tang Jonathan <jtang@bkf.com>
Subject: Re: Health impacts on trees

Camille The civil drawings have the tree numbers as you know.
Ralph

Ralph Osterling

President

Registered Professional Forester No. 38
ralph@ralphosterling.com




Ralph Osterling Consultants, Inc.
346 Rheem Blvd.

Suite 104

Moraga, California

94556

(650) 573-8733 ph
(877) 855-1059 fax
(415) 860-1557 cell

<image001.png>

On Aug 9, 2017, at 3:20 PM, Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org> wrote:

Hi Ralph,

Sorry for the delay in my review of this. More items have been submitted now and | am
in the process of determining what is still needed. Here are my comment on your tree
evaluation of impacts from the proposed grading:

1. Ido not have a map showing the tree tags referenced in this email. | only have
a tree survey with tree measurements that you provided. Please provide a tag
map or use tree size references per the tree survey you gave me, so | can match
your references with the map.

2. Just areminder that any trees intended to remain which are adjacent to or
within proposed areas of grading or construction need to be evaluated. These
are the trees | noticed:

Lot 9 — 1 tree: Tree near graded area to the right of the driveway

b. Lot 10— 6 total trees: 3 within the graded front/left side yard on the
right and 3 trees along the 1-foot retaining wall along the left side of the
house

c. Lot11-2total trees: Tree in outfall area and 12” tree at the rear right

corner

o

Please check your tag map against the current grading plans to make sure trees listed
above are addressed.

Thanks

From: Ralph Osterling [mailto:ralph@ralphosterling.com]

Sent: Tuesday, May 30, 2017 6:00 PM

To: Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org>

Cc: Chamberlain Jack <jtuttlec@aol.com>; Chamberlain Noel
<noel@nexgenbuilders.com>; Fred <fredh@nexgenbuilders.com>; Haga Roland
<RHAGA@BKF.com>; Tang Jonathan <jtang@bkf.com>

Subject: Health impacts on trees

Camille
In response to your email comments and to those in our last meeting, below is a
listing of my comments and responses:



e The trees of concern are valuable to the project and as such efforts have
been taken and added efforts will be taken to enhance their survival and
future growth.

o The grading plans reflect the desires to save the trees and as can be seen,
the depth and extent of the grading activities are minimal and clearly will
not impair the survival and future growth of these trees.

e On Lot 11, two trees, tags 33970 and 33971 will have less than 12 inches
as to grading limits daylight into the existing contours. If roots over 2
inches in diameter are encountered, they will be saw cut and sealed. Please
note, only a portion of the rooting area on the inside (facing the residence)
will have any shallow grading activity which is clearly displayed on Sheet
C 11.30. Regarding crown safety pruning, only minor pruning of branches
that are mostly less than 4 inches in diameter might be required for safe
equipment access. All pruning will be under the direct supervision of the
Forester and completed by a licensed contractor. As noted on Sheet 11.20
tree protection will be provided utilizing 4 foot tall fencing on posts driven
into the ground. Posts shall be driven into the ground and on 8 foot
spacing or less.

e Lot 10 clearing and grading limits will tie to the existing contours adjacent
to trees 33975 and 33976. The extent of grading is less than 12 inches and
extends to daylight with the existing adjacent contours with zero
excavation. Roots 2 inches and over shall be clean cut and sealed. The
low retaining wall is proposed to be located approximately 8 feet
horizontal below tree 33975. The construction of this wall will not
adversely impair the health or survival of this tree.

o The driveway locations and other construction activities will not have
detrimental impacts on the trees designated to remain. Crown safety
pruning might impact branches less than 4 inches in diameter.

It is important to understand that the trees on these lots are important assets to
each of the Lots, hence the careful professional grading plans, tree protection
measures and professional monitoring that are included.

Camille, please note that these lots support poison oak, uncomfortable thorny
weeds, and stinging bees. | urge that you notify parties that have shown an
interest in this project that trespassing on this private project area should be
discouraged for safety reasons. Should you have added questions and/or
comments, please contact me promptly so these permits may move forward.
Best

Ralph

Ralph Osterling

President

Registered Professional Forester No. 38
ralph@ralphosterling.com

Ralph Osterling Consultants, Inc.
346 Rheem Blvd.

Suite 104

Moraga, California

94556



(650) 573-8733 ph
(877) 855-1059 fax
(415) 860-1557 cell

**Please note that all of our BKF offices will be closed Nov 23->24 and Dec 25th thru Jan 1st 2018.
We are open Jan 2nd.

Confidentiality Notice: This email (including any attachment) is intended only for the individual or entity to which it is addressed and may contain information that is
privileged, confidential and exempt from disclosure under applicable law. If you are not the intended recipient, you are not authorized to intercept, read, print,
retain, copy, forward, or disseminate this communication. If you have received this communication in error, please reply to the sender or call 650-482-6300, and
then please delete this message from your inbox as well as any copies. Thank you, BKF Engineers 2017
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Camille Leung

From: Camille Leung

Sent: Wednesday, January 17, 2018 12:18 PM
To: David Byers

Cc: jpeck@bigwaveproject.org

Subject: RE: Map Follow-up Items

For Chamberlain’s remaining 6 lots, where, conservatively, lots will be constructed over two 1-year phases, contract was
$62,000

From: David Byers [mailto:dbyers@landuselaw.net]
Sent: Tuesday, January 09, 2018 9:47 AM

To: Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org>

Cc: jpeck@bigwaveproject.org

Subject: RE: Map Follow-up Items

Camile,

What are the estimated costs for the monitoring? | am not advising my clients to sign a blank check given the past EIR
issues.

Dave

David J. Byers, Esq.
Byers/Richardson

Lawyers

260 West MacArthur Street
Sonoma, CA 95476
650-759-3375
Dbyers@landuselaw.net

From: Camille Leung [mailto:cleung@smcgov.org]

Sent: Friday, December 29, 2017 12:01 PM

To: David Byers <dbyers@landuselaw.net>; Jeff Peck <JPeck@BigWaveProject.org>; Scott Holmes
<SHolmes@BigWaveProject.org>

Cc: Steve Monowitz <smonowitz@smcgov.org>; John Nibbelin <jnibbelin@smcgov.org>; Diana Shu
<dshu@smcgov.org>; Joe Lo Coco <jlococo@smcgov.org>

Subject: RE: Map Follow-up Items

Hi Dave,

Please see draft Agreement for Mitigation Monitoring attached. If needed, please make any changes in Tracked
Changes in Word.

FYl = | am off next week

Thank you! Happy New Year!!



From: Camille Leung

Sent: Tuesday, December 19, 2017 5:24 PM

To: dbyers@landuselaw.net; Jeff Peck <JPeck@Big\WaveProject.org>; 'Scott Holmes' <SHolmes@Big\WaveProject.org>
Cc: Steve Monowitz <smonowitz@smcgov.org>; John Nibbelin <jnibbelin@smcgov.org>; Diana Shu
<dshu@smcgov.org>; Joe Lo Coco <jlococo@smcgov.org>

Subject: Map Follow-up Items

Hi Dave,

Based on our phone call today, | will get you the in-lieu fee amount by Tuesday.

I will follow up with Parks on a trail estimate.

Please pass along the Sigma Prime letter and the estimate from your traffic engineer for the signal.

Also, see attached for draft monitoring contract we used for Chamberlain project. | can customize it for Big
Wave.

Please see attached conditions for Parcel and Final Map based on a word search that corresponds with most of
the required items listed in your letter. Also, please note lighting and HOA/parking requirements. | gave this to
Jeff several months back.

Here are DPWs comments on the map:
1) DPW has contracted with Kimley Horn on the signal review with a cost estimate at $400K +20% = 480K

2) Missing charges for setting monuments - need estimate from surveyor

Camille Leung, Senior Planner
Planning & Building Department
455 County Center, 2" Floor
Redwood City, CA 94063

Phone - 650-363-1826

Fax — 650-363-4849



Camille Leung

From: Noel Chamberlain <noel@nexgenbuilders.com>

Sent: Friday, December 29, 2017 2:05 PM

To: Camille Leung

Cc: JTUTTLEC@aol.com; Scott Fitinghoff; Roland Haga; Fred
Subject: RE: Planning Comments on 10/17/17 submittal

Attachments: Updated grading schedule lot # 9, 10 & 11 Highland Estates.xlsx
Hi Camille,

Please find attached the updated grading schedule for Lots 9, 10 & 11.

Thanks,
Noel

From: Camille Leung [mailto:cleung@smcgov.org]

Sent: Friday, December 29, 2017 12:17 PM

To: Chamberlain Jack <jtuttlec@aol.com>; Noel Chamberlain <noel@nexgenbuilders.com>

Cc: Fred <fredh@nexgenbuilders.com>; Victoria Mejia <vmejia@smcgov.org>; Steve Monowitz
<smonowitz@smcgov.org>

Subject: RE: Planning Comments on 10/17/17 submittal

Hi Jack and Noel,

Just wanted to let you know that we have selected an environmental firm to conduct the mitigation monitoring to
review bio reports that you submit and conduct monitoring during grading and construction. The firm is SWCA. The
contract is still being finalized but we can send you this as soon as it is completed.

We will set up a meeting with you and SWCA after the contract is complete.

Do you know when you will have the final pieces to address the latest comment letter and email (see below)? What is
your timing for the required bio surveys?

Just to let you know, | will be off next week.

Thanks!

From: Camille Leung

Sent: Wednesday, December 06, 2017 3:41 PM

To: Chamberlain Jack <jtuttlec@aol.com>; Chamberlain Noel <noel@nexgenbuilders.com>

Cc: Fred <fredh@nexgenbuilders.com>; Roland Haga <RHAGA@BKF.com>; John Brennan <jbrennan@smcgov.org>;
Jonathan Tang <jtang@BKF.com>; Steve Monowitz <smonowitz@smcgov.org>

Subject: RE: Planning Comments on 10/17/17 submittal

Hi Jack and Noel,

As you know, we are waiting to get a little closer to the time of Building Permit issuance to satisfy Condition 24 which
requires a Schedule of Grading Operations.



In speaking with Steve Monowitz in more detail regarding his decision on the Exception to the Grading Moratorium, he
wants to see a detailed schedule (see below). No need to provide actual dates at this time, just give us time frames like
“Lots 9 and 10 - Rough Grading - 2 weeks”.

Lots 9 and 10
1. Duration of Tree Removal

2. Duration of Rough Grading
--- Describe Erosion Control measures in place during ACTIVE rough grading (e.g., not EC blankets, but aggregate
construction entrance, fiber rolls and silt fences)
--- Describe Erosion Control measures in place during Evenings and Weekends during rough grading stage (e.g., blankets,
aggregate construction entrance, fiber rolls and silt fences)

3. Duration of Fine Grading (Will EC measures be the same as during Rough Grading? If not, please describe)

4. Duration of House Construction (Foundation, framing, and interior)
--- Describe Erosion Control measures in place during house construction (e.g., EC blankets on graded slopes, aggregate
construction entrance, fiber rolls and silt fences)

Lot 11
Please provide the same as above

Also, will rough and fine grading for Lots 9-11 occur at the same time?

From: Camille Leung

Sent: Wednesday, November 29, 2017 11:58 AM

To: Chamberlain Jack <jtuttlec@aol.com>; Chamberlain Noel <noel@nexgenbuilders.com>

Cc: Fred <fredh@nexgenbuilders.com>; Roland Haga <RHAGA@BKF.com>; John Brennan <jbrennan@smcgov.org>;

Jonathan Tang <jtang@BKF.com>
Subject: RE: Planning Comments on 10/17/17 submittal

Hi Jack and Noel,

| signed off the revised civil plans submitted on 11/22/17. Still waiting for Architectural and “prior to issuance”
comments to be addressed. See revised Planning comment letter attached. Also outstanding Agency reviews (other
than Planning) are:

Lot 9:

Building

DPW

Sewer

Waste Management

Lot 10:

DPW

Sewer

Waste Management

Lot 11:

DPW

Sewer

Waste Management



Once permits are ready to issue, you can pick up the approved Erosion Control/Tree Protection plan, implement it
onsite, and call Jeremiah (650-599-1592) for a Pre-Site Inspection. When this inspection is signed off, permits and
grading hard card can be issued.

Please note that County is interviewing environmental consultants this week to do condition and mitigation monitoring
related to construction on Lots 9-11 and later Lots 5-8.

Thanks

From: Camille Leung

Sent: Friday, November 17, 2017 12:13 PM

To: 'Jonathan Tang' <jtang@BKF.com>; Chamberlain Noel <noel@nexgenbuilders.com>

Cc: Chamberlain Jack <jtuttlec@aol.com>; Fred <fredh@nexgenbuilders.com>; Roland Haga <RHAGA@BKF.com>; John
Brennan <jbrennan@smcgov.org>

Subject: RE: Planning Comments on 10/17/17 submittal

Looks good. Please submit 5 full size sets to the Building Counter.

Thanks

From: Jonathan Tang [mailto:jtang@BKF.com]

Sent: Thursday, November 16, 2017 11:53 AM

To: Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org>; Chamberlain Noel <noel@nexgenbuilders.com>

Cc: Chamberlain Jack <jtuttlec@aol.com>; Fred <fredh@nexgenbuilders.com>; Roland Haga <RHAGA@BKF.com>; John
Brennan <jbrennan@smcgov.org>

Subject: RE: Planning Comments on 10/17/17 submittal

Camille,
Please see attached updated sheet C11.50 and C11.80 incorporating the comments.

Jonathan

.“ JONATHAN TANG, PE | Project Manager
(1| BKF Engineers

-. 255 Shoreline Drive, Suite 200
B k r Redwood City, CA 94065
ENGINEERS d 650.482.6306

SURVEYORS

[tang@bkf.com
PLANNERS tang@bkf.com

www.bkf.com
100-
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From: Camille Leung [mailto:cleung@smcgov.org]

Sent: Tuesday, November 14, 2017 1:20 PM

To: Jonathan Tang <jtang@BKF.com>; Chamberlain Noel <noel@nexgenbuilders.com>

Cc: Chamberlain Jack <jtuttlec@aol.com>; Fred <fredh@nexgenbuilders.com>; Roland Haga <RHAGA@BKF.com>; John
Brennan <jbrennan@smcgov.org>

Subject: RE: Planning Comments on 10/17/17 submittal

Hi Jonathan,

Looks good. Any way you can add some erosion control measures for outfall construction on Lot 11 (non-filament fiber
rolls will work best). Noticed that the stockpile needs to be moved away from tree on page C11.80. Sorry, these were
late comments that came as a result of the review for the moratorium exception.

Thanks

From: Jonathan Tang [mailto:jtang @BKF.com]

Sent: Friday, November 10, 2017 8:48 AM

To: Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org>; Chamberlain Noel <noel@nexgenbuilders.com>

Cc: Chamberlain Jack <jtuttlec@aol.com>; Fred <fredh@nexgenbuilders.com>; Roland Haga <RHAGA@BKF.com>; John
Brennan <jbrennan@smcgov.org>

Subject: RE: Planning Comments on 10/17/17 submittal

Camille,
Please see below for response to your civil related comments:

Comment #1: Planters are located in the yards, so planters should not match the buildings but the surrounding
vegetation.

Response: Please clarify comment. Notes are already on the plans for planter color to match natural surrounding
vegetation (light green or beige) and color samples to be provided for County approval prior to construction of planters
as shown below.



PLACE 2°-5" DIAMETER RIVER ROCK
ARQUND OVERFLOW, GROUT IN PLACE,
COLOR TO BE DETERMINED BY LANDSCAPE
ARCHITECT

FOR LOCATIONS

COMCRETE PLANTER BOX, ——= %—

COLOR TO MATCH NATURAL
SURROUNDING VEGETATION
(LIGHT GREEN OR BEIGE).
COLOR SAMPLES TO BE
PROVIDED BY THE CONTRACTOR
FOR COUNTY APPROVAL PRIOR
TO CONSTRUCTION OF
PLANTERS.

SITE RUNCFF, SEE—F
UTIUTY PLANS

OQVERFLOW SDDI,
SEE UTILITY PLm—l

Comment #2b: Chainlink fence appears to run only partial portions of the property lines shared with the conservation
easement. Fence should be extended across all property lines shared with conservation easement.

Response: Chainlink fence added to all and extended across all property lines shared with the conservation
easement. Please see attached sheets C9.50, C10.50 and C11.50.

Comment #2c: Access paths for Lots 9 and 10 need to be moved within the set grading limits.

Response: Access paths for Lots 9 and 10 have been adjusted to be within the grading limits. Please see attached sheets
€9.50, €9.80, C10.50 and €10.80.

Comment for Lot 10 #a: Move storage out of tree driplines.

Response: Storage moved out of tree driplines. Please see attached sheets C9.80 and C10.80.
Please let me know if you have any questions.

Thanks,

Jonathan

I“ JONATHAN TANG, PE | Project Manager
| ] ] BKF Engi
- ngineers

. 255 Shoreline Drive, Suite 200
B K r Redwood City, CA 94065
ENGINEERS d 650.482.6306
SURVEYORS .

PLANNERS jtang@bkf.com

IOO www.bkf.com
+

YEARS
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Delivering Inspired Infrastructure



o7

1 ey

From: Camille Leung [mailto:cleung@smcgov.org]

Sent: Tuesday, November 07, 2017 12:20 PM

To: Chamberlain Noel <noel@nexgenbuilders.com>

Cc: Chamberlain Jack <jtuttlec@aol.com>; Fred <fredh@nexgenbuilders.com>; Ralph Osterling
<ralph@ralphosterling.com>; Roland Haga <RHAGA@BKF.com>; Doug McBeth <dougm@markgrossinc.com>; Jonathan
Tang <jtang@BKF.com>; John Brennan <jbrennan@smcgov.org>

Subject: RE: Planning Comments on 10/17/17 submittal

Hi Noel,
Please see attached comment letter for my review of the 10/31/17 submittal.

Outstanding Sign-offs for Lot 9:
Building, DPW, Sewer, Water and Waste Management

Outstanding Sign-offs for Lot 10, 11:
DPW, Sewer, Water and Waste Management

Please let me know if you have any questions.
Thanks

From: Camille Leung

Sent: Friday, October 20, 2017 10:40 AM

To: Chamberlain Noel <noel@nexgenbuilders.com>

Cc: Chamberlain Jack <jtuttlec@aol.com>; Fred <fredh@nexgenbuilders.com>; 'Ralph Osterling'
<ralph@ralphosterling.com>; ‘Haga Roland' <RHAGA@BKF.com>; 'Doug McBeth' <dougm@markgrossinc.com>; 'Tang
Jonathan' <jtang@bkf.com>

Subject: Planning Comments on 10/17/17 submittal

Hi Noel,

Please see attached comment letter for my review of the 10/17/17 submittal. My comments are shown in yellow
highlight. As the submittal did not include full size plans, | note that while the revision addressed the comment, full size
plans still need to be submitted showing the changes.

Thanks

From: Ralph Osterling [mailto:ralph@ralphosterling.com]

Sent: Friday, October 20, 2017 8:00 AM

To: Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org>

Cc: Chamberlain Jack <jtuttlec@aol.com>; Chamberlain Noel <noel@nexgenbuilders.com>; Fred
<fredh@nexgenbuilders.com>

Subject: Re: Health impacts on trees




Camille

I am in North Carolina until next week. | will call when | return.
RO

Sent from my iPhone

On Oct 19, 2017, at 8:10 PM, Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org> wrote:

Hi Ralph,

Do you have time to come by and discuss this? The 5/30/17 email response from you that Noel brought
in on 10/17/17 does not address the latest emails of this email chain (dated 8/9/17).

Thanks

From: Camille Leung

Sent: Wednesday, August 09, 2017 4:25 PM

To: Ralph Osterling <ralph@ralphosterling.com>

Cc: Chamberlain Jack <jtuttlec@aol.com>; Chamberlain Noel <noel@nexgenbuilders.com>; Fred
<fredh@nexgenbuilders.com>; Haga Roland <RHAGA@BKF.com>; Tang Jonathan <jtang@bkf.com>
Subject: RE: Health impacts on trees

Those plans (civil plans) did not have the tag numbers you used in your email.

From: Ralph Osterling [mailto:ralph@ralphosterling.com]

Sent: Wednesday, August 09, 2017 3:53 PM

To: Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org>

Cc: Chamberlain Jack <jtuttlec@aol.com>; Chamberlain Noel <noel@nexgenbuilders.com>; Fred
<fredh@nexgenbuilders.com>; Haga Roland <RHAGA@BKF.com>; Tang Jonathan <jtang@bkf.com>
Subject: Re: Health impacts on trees

Camille The civil drawings have the tree numbers as you know.
Ralph

Ralph Osterling

President

Registered Professional Forester No. 38
ralph@ralphosterling.com

Ralph Osterling Consultants, Inc.
346 Rheem Blvd.

Suite 104

Moraga, California

94556

(650) 573-8733 ph

(877) 855-1059 fax
(415) 860-1557 cell

<image001.png>

On Aug 9, 2017, at 3:20 PM, Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org> wrote:
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Hi Ralph,

Sorry for the delay in my review of this. More items have been submitted now and | am
in the process of determining what is still needed. Here are my comment on your tree
evaluation of impacts from the proposed grading:

1. Ido not have a map showing the tree tags referenced in this email. | only have
a tree survey with tree measurements that you provided. Please provide a tag
map or use tree size references per the tree survey you gave me, so | can match
your references with the map.

2. Just a reminder that any trees intended to remain which are adjacent to or
within proposed areas of grading or construction need to be evaluated. These
are the trees | noticed:

Lot 9 — 1 tree: Tree near graded area to the right of the driveway

b. Lot 10 — 6 total trees: 3 within the graded front/left side yard on the
right and 3 trees along the 1-foot retaining wall along the left side of the
house

c. Lot 11 -2 total trees: Tree in outfall area and 12” tree at the rear right

corner

o

Please check your tag map against the current grading plans to make sure trees listed
above are addressed.

Thanks

From: Ralph Osterling [mailto:ralph@ralphosterling.com]

Sent: Tuesday, May 30, 2017 6:00 PM

To: Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org>

Cc: Chamberlain Jack <jtuttlec@aol.com>; Chamberlain Noel
<noel@nexgenbuilders.com>; Fred <fredh@nexgenbuilders.com>; Haga Roland
<RHAGA@BKF.com>; Tang Jonathan <jtang@bkf.com>

Subject: Health impacts on trees

Camille
In response to your email comments and to those in our last meeting, below is a
listing of my comments and responses:

e The trees of concern are valuable to the project and as such efforts have
been taken and added efforts will be taken to enhance their survival and
future growth.

e The grading plans reflect the desires to save the trees and as can be seen,
the depth and extent of the grading activities are minimal and clearly will
not impair the survival and future growth of these trees.

e On Lot 11, two trees, tags 33970 and 33971 will have less than 12 inches
as to grading limits daylight into the existing contours. If roots over 2
inches in diameter are encountered, they will be saw cut and sealed. Please
note, only a portion of the rooting area on the inside (facing the residence)
will have any shallow grading activity which is clearly displayed on Sheet
C 11.30. Regarding crown safety pruning, only minor pruning of branches

that are mostly less than 4 inches in diameter might be required for safe
8



equipment access. All pruning will be under the direct supervision of the
Forester and completed by a licensed contractor. As noted on Sheet 11.20
tree protection will be provided utilizing 4 foot tall fencing on posts driven
into the ground. Posts shall be driven into the ground and on 8 foot
spacing or less.

e Lot 10 clearing and grading limits will tie to the existing contours adjacent
to trees 33975 and 33976. The extent of grading is less than 12 inches and
extends to daylight with the existing adjacent contours with zero
excavation. Roots 2 inches and over shall be clean cut and sealed. The
low retaining wall is proposed to be located approximately 8 feet
horizontal below tree 33975. The construction of this wall will not
adversely impair the health or survival of this tree.

e The driveway locations and other construction activities will not have
detrimental impacts on the trees designated to remain. Crown safety
pruning might impact branches less than 4 inches in diameter.

It is important to understand that the trees on these lots are important assets to
each of the Lots, hence the careful professional grading plans, tree protection
measures and professional monitoring that are included.

Camille, please note that these lots support poison oak, uncomfortable thorny
weeds, and stinging bees. | urge that you notify parties that have shown an
interest in this project that trespassing on this private project area should be
discouraged for safety reasons. Should you have added questions and/or
comments, please contact me promptly so these permits may move forward.
Best

Ralph

Ralph Osterling

President

Registered Professional Forester No. 38
ralph@ralphosterling.com

Ralph Osterling Consultants, Inc.
346 Rheem Blvd.

Suite 104

Moraga, California

94556

(650) 573-8733 ph
(877) 855-1059 fax
(415) 860-1557 cell

**Please note that all of our BKF offices will be closed Nov 23->24 and Dec 25th thru Jan 1st 2018.
We are open Jan 2nd.

Confidentiality Notice: This email (including any attachment) is intended only for the individual or entity to which it is addressed and may contain information that is
privileged, confidential and exempt from disclosure under applicable law. If you are not the intended recipient, you are not authorized to intercept, read, print,



retain, copy, forward, or disseminate this communication. If you have received this communication in error, please reply to the sender or call 650-482-6300, and
then please delete this message from your inbox as well as any copies. Thank you, BKF Engineers 2017
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Camille Leung

From: Camille Leung

Sent: Friday, December 29, 2017 12:17 PM

To: Chamberlain Jack; Chamberlain Noel

Cc: Fred; Victoria Mejia; Steve Monowitz

Subject: RE: Planning Comments on 10/17/17 submittal

Hi Jack and Noel,

Just wanted to let you know that we have selected an environmental firm to conduct the mitigation monitoring to
review bio reports that you submit and conduct monitoring during grading and construction. The firm is SWCA. The
contract is still being finalized but we can send you this as soon as it is completed.

We will set up a meeting with you and SWCA after the contract is complete.

Do you know when you will have the final pieces to address the latest comment letter and email (see below)? What is
your timing for the required bio surveys?

Just to let you know, | will be off next week.

Thanks!

From: Camille Leung

Sent: Wednesday, December 06, 2017 3:41 PM

To: Chamberlain Jack <jtuttlec@aol.com>; Chamberlain Noel <noel@nexgenbuilders.com>

Cc: Fred <fredh@nexgenbuilders.com>; Roland Haga <RHAGA@BKF.com>; John Brennan <jbrennan@smcgov.org>;
Jonathan Tang <jtang@BKF.com>; Steve Monowitz <smonowitz@smcgov.org>

Subject: RE: Planning Comments on 10/17/17 submittal

Hi Jack and Noel,

As you know, we are waiting to get a little closer to the time of Building Permit issuance to satisfy Condition 24 which
requires a Schedule of Grading Operations.

In speaking with Steve Monowitz in more detail regarding his decision on the Exception to the Grading Moratorium, he
wants to see a detailed schedule (see below). No need to provide actual dates at this time, just give us time frames like
“Lots 9 and 10 - Rough Grading - 2 weeks”.

Lots 9 and 10
1. Duration of Tree Removal

2. Duration of Rough Grading
--- Describe Erosion Control measures in place during ACTIVE rough grading (e.g., not EC blankets, but aggregate
construction entrance, fiber rolls and silt fences)
--- Describe Erosion Control measures in place during Evenings and Weekends during rough grading stage (e.g., blankets,
aggregate construction entrance, fiber rolls and silt fences)

3. Duration of Fine Grading (Will EC measures be the same as during Rough Grading? If not, please describe)



4. Duration of House Construction (Foundation, framing, and interior)
--- Describe Erosion Control measures in place during house construction (e.g., EC blankets on graded slopes, aggregate
construction entrance, fiber rolls and silt fences)

Lot 11
Please provide the same as above

Also, will rough and fine grading for Lots 9-11 occur at the same time?

From: Camille Leung

Sent: Wednesday, November 29, 2017 11:58 AM

To: Chamberlain Jack <jtuttlec@aol.com>; Chamberlain Noel <noel@nexgenbuilders.com>

Cc: Fred <fredh@nexgenbuilders.com>; Roland Haga <RHAGA@BKF.com>; John Brennan <jbrennan@smcgov.org>;
Jonathan Tang <jtang@BKF.com>

Subject: RE: Planning Comments on 10/17/17 submittal

Hi Jack and Noel,

| signed off the revised civil plans submitted on 11/22/17. Still waiting for Architectural and “prior to issuance”
comments to be addressed. See revised Planning comment letter attached. Also outstanding Agency reviews (other
than Planning) are:

Lot 9:

Building

DPW

Sewer

Waste Management

Lot 10:

DPW

Sewer

Waste Management

Lot 11:

DPW

Sewer

Waste Management

Once permits are ready to issue, you can pick up the approved Erosion Control/Tree Protection plan, implement it
onsite, and call Jeremiah (650-599-1592) for a Pre-Site Inspection. When this inspection is signed off, permits and
grading hard card can be issued.

Please note that County is interviewing environmental consultants this week to do condition and mitigation monitoring
related to construction on Lots 9-11 and later Lots 5-8.

Thanks

From: Camille Leung

Sent: Friday, November 17, 2017 12:13 PM

To: 'Jonathan Tang' <jtang@BKF.com>; Chamberlain Noel <noel@nexgenbuilders.com>

Cc: Chamberlain Jack <jtuttlec@aol.com>; Fred <fredh@nexgenbuilders.com>; Roland Haga <RHAGA@BKF.com>; John
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Brennan <jbrennan@smcgov.org>
Subject: RE: Planning Comments on 10/17/17 submittal

Looks good. Please submit 5 full size sets to the Building Counter.

Thanks

From: Jonathan Tang [mailto:jtang@BKF.com]

Sent: Thursday, November 16, 2017 11:53 AM

To: Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org>; Chamberlain Noel <noel@nexgenbuilders.com>

Cc: Chamberlain Jack <jtuttlec@aol.com>; Fred <fredh@nexgenbuilders.com>; Roland Haga <RHAGA@BKF.com>; John
Brennan <jbrennan@smcgov.org>

Subject: RE: Planning Comments on 10/17/17 submittal

Camille,
Please see attached updated sheet C11.50 and C11.80 incorporating the comments.

Jonathan

.“ JONATHAN TANG, PE | Project Manager
L1 BKF Engi
—- ngineers

. 255 Shoreline Drive, Suite 200
B k r Redwood City, CA 94065

ENGINEERS d 650.482.6306
SURVEYORS

PLANNERS jtang@bkf.com

www.bkf.com
100-

YEARS

0050

Delivering Inspired Infrastructure
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From: Camille Leung [mailto:cleung@smcgov.org]

Sent: Tuesday, November 14, 2017 1:20 PM

To: Jonathan Tang <jtang@BKF.com>; Chamberlain Noel <noel@nexgenbuilders.com>

Cc: Chamberlain Jack <jtuttlec@aol.com>; Fred <fredh@nexgenbuilders.com>; Roland Haga <RHAGA@BKF.com>; John
Brennan <jbrennan@smcgov.org>

Subject: RE: Planning Comments on 10/17/17 submittal

Hi Jonathan,



Looks good. Any way you can add some erosion control measures for outfall construction on Lot 11 (non-filament fiber
rolls will work best). Noticed that the stockpile needs to be moved away from tree on page C11.80. Sorry, these were
late comments that came as a result of the review for the moratorium exception.

Thanks

From: Jonathan Tang [mailto:jtang@BKF.com]

Sent: Friday, November 10, 2017 8:48 AM

To: Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org>; Chamberlain Noel <noel@nexgenbuilders.com>

Cc: Chamberlain Jack <jtuttlec@aol.com>; Fred <fredh@nexgenbuilders.com>; Roland Haga <RHAGA@BKF.com>; John
Brennan <jbrennan@smcgov.org>

Subject: RE: Planning Comments on 10/17/17 submittal

Camille,
Please see below for response to your civil related comments:

Comment #1: Planters are located in the yards, so planters should not match the buildings but the surrounding
vegetation.

Response: Please clarify comment. Notes are already on the plans for planter color to match natural surrounding
vegetation (light green or beige) and color samples to be provided for County approval prior to construction of planters
as shown below.

PLACE 2°-5" DIAMETER RIVER ROCK
ARQUND OVERFLOW, GROUT IN PLACE,
COLOR TO BE DETERMINED BY LAMDSCAPE
ARCHITECT

@me SOOI,
SEE UTILITY PLAM
FOR LOCATIONS —1
CONCRETE PLANTER BOX, — %—

COLOR TO MATCH MATURAL
SURROUNDING VEGETATION
(LIGHT GREEN OR BEIGE)
COLOR SAMPLES TO BE
PROVIDED BY THE CONTRACTOR
FOR COUNTY APPROVAL PRIOR
TO CONSTRUCTION OF
PLANTERS.

SITE RUNCFF, SEE——F
UTIUTY PLANS

|

Comment #2b: Chainlink fence appears to run only partial portions of the property lines shared with the conservation
easement. Fence should be extended across all property lines shared with conservation easement.

Response: Chainlink fence added to all and extended across all property lines shared with the conservation
easement. Please see attached sheets C9.50, C10.50 and C11.50.

Comment #2c: Access paths for Lots 9 and 10 need to be moved within the set grading limits.

Response: Access paths for Lots 9 and 10 have been adjusted to be within the grading limits. Please see attached sheets
€9.50, €9.80, C10.50 and €10.80.



Comment for Lot 10 #a: Move storage out of tree driplines.

Response: Storage moved out of tree driplines. Please see attached sheets C9.80 and C10.80.
Please let me know if you have any questions.

Thanks,

Jonathan

l“ JONATHAN TANG, PE | Project Manager
= BKF Engineers

. 255 Shoreline Drive, Suite 200
B k r Redwood City, CA 94065

ENGINEERS d 650.482.6306
SURVEYORS

PLANNERS jtang@bkf.com

www.bkf.com

100-

YEARS

0030

Delivering Inspired Infrastructure

From: Camille Leung [mailto:cleung@smcgov.org]

Sent: Tuesday, November 07, 2017 12:20 PM

To: Chamberlain Noel <noel@nexgenbuilders.com>

Cc: Chamberlain Jack <jtuttlec@aol.com>; Fred <fredh@nexgenbuilders.com>; Ralph Osterling
<ralph@ralphosterling.com>; Roland Haga <RHAGA@BKF.com>; Doug McBeth <dougm@markgrossinc.com>; Jonathan
Tang <jtang@BKF.com>; John Brennan <jbrennan@smcgov.org>

Subject: RE: Planning Comments on 10/17/17 submittal

Hi Noel,
Please see attached comment letter for my review of the 10/31/17 submittal.

Outstanding Sign-offs for Lot 9:
Building, DPW, Sewer, Water and Waste Management

Outstanding Sign-offs for Lot 10, 11:
DPW, Sewer, Water and Waste Management

Please let me know if you have any questions.
Thanks



From: Camille Leung

Sent: Friday, October 20, 2017 10:40 AM

To: Chamberlain Noel <noel@nexgenbuilders.com>

Cc: Chamberlain Jack <jtuttlec@aol.com>; Fred <fredh@nexgenbuilders.com>; 'Ralph Osterling'
<ralph@ralphosterling.com>; 'Haga Roland' <RHAGA@BKF.com>; 'Doug McBeth' <dougm@markgrossinc.com>; 'Tang
Jonathan' <jtang@bkf.com>

Subject: Planning Comments on 10/17/17 submittal

Hi Noel,

Please see attached comment letter for my review of the 10/17/17 submittal. My comments are shown in yellow
highlight. As the submittal did not include full size plans, | note that while the revision addressed the comment, full size
plans still need to be submitted showing the changes.

Thanks

From: Ralph Osterling [mailto:ralph@ralphosterling.com]

Sent: Friday, October 20, 2017 8:00 AM

To: Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org>

Cc: Chamberlain Jack <jtuttlec@aol.com>; Chamberlain Noel <noel@nexgenbuilders.com>; Fred
<fredh@nexgenbuilders.com>

Subject: Re: Health impacts on trees

Camille
I am in North Carolina until next week. | will call when | return.
RO

Sent from my iPhone

On Oct 19, 2017, at 8:10 PM, Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org> wrote:

Hi Ralph,

Do you have time to come by and discuss this? The 5/30/17 email response from you that Noel brought
in on 10/17/17 does not address the latest emails of this email chain (dated 8/9/17).

Thanks

From: Camille Leung

Sent: Wednesday, August 09, 2017 4:25 PM

To: Ralph Osterling <ralph@ralphosterling.com>

Cc: Chamberlain Jack <jtuttlec@aol.com>; Chamberlain Noel <noel@nexgenbuilders.com>; Fred
<fredh@nexgenbuilders.com>; Haga Roland <RHAGA@BKF.com>; Tang Jonathan <jtang@bkf.com>
Subject: RE: Health impacts on trees

Those plans (civil plans) did not have the tag numbers you used in your email.

From: Ralph Osterling [mailto:ralph@ralphosterling.com]

Sent: Wednesday, August 09, 2017 3:53 PM

To: Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org>

Cc: Chamberlain Jack <jtuttlec@aol.com>; Chamberlain Noel <noel@nexgenbuilders.com>; Fred
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<fredh@nexgenbuilders.com>; Haga Roland <RHAGA®@BKF.com>; Tang Jonathan <jtang@bkf.com>
Subject: Re: Health impacts on trees

Camille The civil drawings have the tree numbers as you know.
Ralph

Ralph Osterling

President

Registered Professional Forester No. 38
ralph@ralphosterling.com

Ralph Osterling Consultants, Inc.
346 Rheem Blvd.

Suite 104

Moraga, California

94556

(650) 573-8733 ph
(877) 855-1059 fax
(415) 860-1557 cell

<image001.png>

On Aug 9, 2017, at 3:20 PM, Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org> wrote:

Hi Ralph,

Sorry for the delay in my review of this. More items have been submitted now and | am
in the process of determining what is still needed. Here are my comment on your tree
evaluation of impacts from the proposed grading:

1. ldo not have a map showing the tree tags referenced in this email. | only have
a tree survey with tree measurements that you provided. Please provide a tag
map or use tree size references per the tree survey you gave me, so | can match
your references with the map.

2. Just areminder that any trees intended to remain which are adjacent to or
within proposed areas of grading or construction need to be evaluated. These
are the trees | noticed:

Lot 9 — 1 tree: Tree near graded area to the right of the driveway

b. Lot 10— 6 total trees: 3 within the graded front/left side yard on the
right and 3 trees along the 1-foot retaining wall along the left side of the
house

c. Lot11-2total trees: Tree in outfall area and 12” tree at the rear right

corner

o

Please check your tag map against the current grading plans to make sure trees listed
above are addressed.

Thanks



From: Ralph Osterling [mailto:ralph@ralphosterling.com]

Sent: Tuesday, May 30, 2017 6:00 PM

To: Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org>

Cc: Chamberlain Jack <jtuttlec@aol.com>; Chamberlain Noel
<noel@nexgenbuilders.com>; Fred <fredh@nexgenbuilders.com>; Haga Roland

<RHAGA@BKF.com>; Tang Jonathan <jtang@bkf.com>

Subject: Health impacts on trees

Camille
In response to your email comments and to those in our last meeting, below is a
listing of my comments and responses:

The trees of concern are valuable to the project and as such efforts have
been taken and added efforts will be taken to enhance their survival and
future growth.

The grading plans reflect the desires to save the trees and as can be seen,
the depth and extent of the grading activities are minimal and clearly will
not impair the survival and future growth of these trees.

On Lot 11, two trees, tags 33970 and 33971 will have less than 12 inches
as to grading limits daylight into the existing contours. If roots over 2
inches in diameter are encountered, they will be saw cut and sealed. Please
note, only a portion of the rooting area on the inside (facing the residence)
will have any shallow grading activity which is clearly displayed on Sheet
C 11.30. Regarding crown safety pruning, only minor pruning of branches
that are mostly less than 4 inches in diameter might be required for safe
equipment access. All pruning will be under the direct supervision of the
Forester and completed by a licensed contractor. As noted on Sheet 11.20
tree protection will be provided utilizing 4 foot tall fencing on posts driven
into the ground. Posts shall be driven into the ground and on 8 foot
spacing or less.

Lot 10 clearing and grading limits will tie to the existing contours adjacent
to trees 33975 and 33976. The extent of grading is less than 12 inches and
extends to daylight with the existing adjacent contours with zero
excavation. Roots 2 inches and over shall be clean cut and sealed. The
low retaining wall is proposed to be located approximately 8 feet
horizontal below tree 33975. The construction of this wall will not
adversely impair the health or survival of this tree.

The driveway locations and other construction activities will not have
detrimental impacts on the trees designated to remain. Crown safety
pruning might impact branches less than 4 inches in diameter.

It is important to understand that the trees on these lots are important assets to
each of the Lots, hence the careful professional grading plans, tree protection
measures and professional monitoring that are included.

Camille, please note that these lots support poison oak, uncomfortable thorny

weeds, and stinging bees. | urge that you notify parties that have shown an
interest in this project that trespassing on this private project area should be
discouraged for safety reasons. Should you have added questions and/or
comments, please contact me promptly so these permits may move forward.
Best

Ralph



Ralph Osterling

President

Registered Professional Forester No. 38
ralph@ralphosterling.com

Ralph Osterling Consultants, Inc.
346 Rheem Blvd.

Suite 104

Moraga, California

94556

(650) 573-8733 ph
(877) 855-1059 fax
(415) 860-1557 cell

**Please note that all of our BKF offices will be closed Nov 23->24 and Dec 25th thru Jan 1st 2018.
We are open Jan 2nd.

Confidentiality Notice: This email (including any attachment) is intended only for the individual or entity to which it is addressed and may contain information that is
privileged, confidential and exempt from disclosure under applicable law. If you are not the intended recipient, you are not authorized to intercept, read, print,
retain, copy, forward, or disseminate this communication. If you have received this communication in error, please reply to the sender or call 650-482-6300, and
then please delete this message from your inbox as well as any copies. Thank you, BKF Engineers 2017



Agreement No. %800~ 18- Dool

AGREEMENT BETWEEN THE COUNTY OF SAN MATEO AND SWCA
ENVIRONMENTAL CONSULTANTS

This Agreement is entered into this 12th day of January, 2018, by and between the County of San Mateo,
a political subdivision of the state of California, hereinafter called “County,” and SWCA, Inc. dba
Environmental Consultants, hereinafter called “Contractor.”

* * *

Whereas, pursuant to Section 31000 of the California Government Code, County may contract with
independent contractors for the furnishing of such services to or for County or any Department thereof;
and

Whereas, it is necessary and desirable that Contractor be retained for the purpose of providing project
management, coordination, and compliance monitoring services related to the Highlands Estate
Subdivision in San Mateo County.

Now, therefore, it is agreed by the parties to this Agreement as follows:
1. Exhibits and Attachments

The following exhibits and attachments are attached to this Agreement and incorporated into this
Agreement by this reference:

Exhibit A—Services
Exhibit B—Payments and Rates

2. Services to be performed by Contractor

In consideration of the payments set forth in this Agreement and in Exhibit B, Contractor shall perform
services for County in accordance with the terms, conditions, and specifications set forth in this
Agreement and in Exhibit A.

3. Payments

In consideration of the services provided by Contractor in accordance with all terms, conditions, and
specifications set forth in this Agreement and in Exhibit A, County shall make payment to Contractor
based on the rates and in the manner specified in Exhibit B. County reserves the right to withhold
payment if County determines that the quantity or quality of the work performed is unacceptable. In ro
event shall County’s total fiscal obligation under this Agreement exceed Sixty Two Thousand Five
Hundred Fifty Two Dollars ($62,552.00). In the event that the County makes any advance payments,
Contractor agrees to refund any amounts in excess of the amount owed by the County at the time of
contract termination or expiration. Contractor is not entitled to payment for work not performed as
required by this agreement.

4, Term

Subject to compliance with all terms and conditions, the term of this Agreement shall be from January 12,
2018, through January 11, 2020.

Template Version November 16, 2016

Page 1



Termination

This Agreement may be terminated by Contractor or by the Director of Community Development or
his/her designee at any time without a requirement of good cause upon thirty (30) days’ advance written
notice to the other party. Subject to availability of funding, Contractor shall be entitled to receive payment
for work/services provided prior to termination of the Agreement. Such payment shall be that prorated
portion of the full payment determined by comparing the work/services actually completed to the
work/services required by the Agreement.

County may terminate this Agreement or a portion of the services referenced in the Attachments and
Exhibits based upon the unavailability of Federal, State, or County funds by providing written notice to
Contractor as soon as is reasonably possible after County learns of said unavailability of outside funding.

County may terminate this Agreement for cause. In order to terminate for cause, County must first give
Contractor notice of the alleged breach. Contractor shall have five business days after receipt of such
notice to respond and a total of ten calendar days after receipt of such notice to cure the alleged breach.
If Contractor fails to cure the breach within this period, County may immediately terminate this Agreement
without further action. The option available in this paragraph is separate from the ability to terminate
without cause with appropriate notice described above. In the event that County provides notice of an
alleged breach pursuant to this section, County may, in extreme circumstances, immediately suspend
performance of services and payment under this Agreement pending the resolution of the process
described in this paragraph. County has sole discretion to determine what constitutes an extreme
circumstance for purposes of this paragraph, and County shall use reasonable judgment in making that
determination.

5. Contract Materials

At the end of this Agreement, or in the event of termination, all finished or unfinished documents, data,
studies, maps, photographs, reports, and other written materials (collectively referred to as “contract
materials”) prepared by Contractor under this Agreement shall become the property of County and shall
be promptly delivered to County. Upon termination, Contractor may make and retain a copy of such
contract materials if permitted by law.

6. Relationship of Parties

Contractor agrees and understands that the work/services performed under this Agreement are
performed as an independent contractor and not as an employee of County and that neither Contractor
nor its employees acquire any of the rights, privileges, powers, or advantages of County employees.

7. Hold Harmiess
a. General Hold Harmless

Contractor shall indemnify and save harmless County and its officers, agents, employees, and servants
from all claims, suits, or actions of every name, kind, and description resulting from this Agreement, the
performance of any work or services required of Contractor under this Agreement, or payments made
pursuant to this Agreement brought for, or on account of, any of the following:
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(A) injuries to or death of any person, including Contractor or its employees/officers/agents;
(B) damage to any property of any kind whatsoever and to whomsoever belonging;

(C) any sanctions, penalties, or claims of damages resulting from Contractor’s failure to comply, if
applicable, with the requirements set forth in the Health Insurance Portability and Accountability
Act of 1996 (HIPAA) and all Federal regulations promulgated thereunder, as amended; or

(D) any other loss or cost, including but not limited to that caused by the concurrent active or
passive negligence of County and/or its officers, agents, employees, or servants. However,
Contractor's duty to indemnify and save harmless under this Section shall not apply to injuries or
damage for which County has been found in a court of competent jurisdiction to be solely liable
by reason of its own negligence or willful misconduct.

The duty of Contractor to indemnify and save harmless as set forth by this Section shall include the duty
to defend as set forth in Section 2778 of the California Civil Code.

b. Intellectual Property iIndemnification

Contractor hereby certifies that it owns, controls, and/or licenses and retains all right, title, and/or interest
in and to any intellectual property it uses in relation to this Agreement, including the design, look, feel,
features, source code, content, and/or other technology relating to any part of the services it provides
under this Agreement and including all related patents, inventions, trademarks, and copyrights, all
applications therefor, and all trade names, service marks, know how, and trade secrets (collectively
referred to as “IP Rights”) except as otherwise noted by this Agreement.

Contractor warrants that the services it provides under this Agreement do not infringe, violate, trespass,
or constitute the unauthorized use or misappropriation of any IP Rights of any third party. Contractor
shall defend, indemnify, and hold harmless County from and against all liabilities, costs, damages, losses,
and expenses (including reasonable attorney fees) arising out of or related to any claim by a third party
that the services provided under this Agreement infringe or violate any third-party's IP Rights provided
any such right is enforceable in the United States. Contractor's duty to defend, indemnify, and hold
harmless under this Section applies only provided that: (a) County notifies Contractor promptly in writing
of any notice of any such third-party claim; (b) County cooperates with Contractor, at Contractor's
expense, in all reasonable respects in connection with the investigation and defense of any such third-
party claim; (c) Contractor retains sole control of the defense of any action on any such claim and all
negotiations for its settlement or compromise (provided Contractor shall not have the right to settle any
criminal action, suit, or proceeding without County’s prior written consent, not to be unreasonably
withheld, and provided further that any settlement permitted under this Section shall not impose any
financial or other obligation on County, impair any right of County, or contain any stipulation, admission,
or acknowledgement of wrongdoing on the part of County without County's prior written consent, not to be
unreasonably withheld); and (d) should services under this Agreement become, or in Contractor's opinion
be likely to become, the subject of such a claim, or in the event such a third party claim or threatened
claim causes County’s reasonable use of the services under this Agreement to be seriously endangered
or disrupted, Contractor shall, at Contractor’s option and expense, either: (i) procure for County the right
to continue using the services without infringement or (i) replace or modify the services so that they
become non-infringing but remain functionally equivalent.

Notwithstanding anything in this Section to the contrary, Contractor will have no obligation or liability to
County under this Section to the extent any otherwise covered claim is based upon: (a) any aspects of
the services under this Agreement which have been modified by or for County (other than modification
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performed by, or at the direction of, Contractor) in such a way as to cause the alleged infringement at
issue; and/or (b) any aspects of the services under this Agreement which have been used by County in a
manner prohibited by this Agreement.

The duty of Contractor to indemnify and save harmless as set forth by this Section shall include the duty
to defend as set forth in Section 2778 of the California Civil Code.

8. Assignability and Subcontracting

Contractor shall not assign this Agreement or any portion of it to a third party or subcontract with a third
party to provide services required by Contractor under this Agreement without the prior written consent of
County. Any such assignment or subcontract without County’s prior written consent shall give County the
right to automatically and immediately terminate this Agreement without penalty or advance notice.

9. Insurance

a. General Requirements

Contractor shall not commence work or be required to commence work under this Agreement unless and
until all insurance required under this Section has been obtained and such insurance has been approved
by County's Risk Management, and Contractor shall use diligence to obtain such insurance and to obtain
such approval. Contractor shall furnish County with certificates of insurance evidencing the required
coverage, and there shall be a specific contractual liability endorsement extending Contractor’s coverage
to include the contractual liability assumed by Contractor pursuant to this Agreement. These certificates
shall specify or be endorsed to provide that thirty (30) days’ notice must be given, in writing, to County of
any pending change in the limits of liability or of any cancellation or modification of the policy.

b. Workers’ Compensation and Employer’s Liability Insurance

Contractor shall have in effect during the entire term of this Agreement workers’ compensation and
employer’s liability insurance providing fuil statutory coverage. In signing this Agreement, Contractor
certifies, as required by Section 1861 of the California Labor Code, that (a) it is aware of the provisions of
Section 3700 of the California Labor Code, which require every employer to be insured against liability for
workers’ compensation or to undertake self-insurance in accordance with the provisions of the Labor
Code, and (b) it will comply with such provisions before commencing the performance of work under this
Agreement.

c. Liability Insurance

Contractor shall take out and maintain during the term of this Agreement such bedily injury liability and
property damage liability insurance as shall protect Contractor and all of its employees/officers/agents
while performing work covered by this Agreement from any and all claims for damages for bodily injury,
including accidental death, as well as any and all claims for property damage which may arise from
Contractor's operations under this Agreement, whether such operations be by Contractor, any
subcontractor, anyone directly or indirectly employed by either of them, or an agent of either of them.
Such insurance shall be combined single limit bodily injury and property damage for each occurrence and
shall not be less than the amounts specified below:

(a) Comprehensive General Liability...  $1,000,000
(b) Motor Vehicle Liability Insurance...  $1,000,000
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(¢) Professional Liability................... $1,000,000

County and its officers, agents, employees, and servants shall be named as additional insured on any
such policies of insurance, which shall also contain a provision that (a) the insurance afforded thereby to
County and its officers, agents, employees, and servants shall be primary insurance to the full limits of
liability of the policy and (b) if the County or its officers, agents, employees, and servants have other
insurance against the loss covered by such a policy, such other insurance shall be excess insurance only.

In the event of the breach of any provision of this Section, or in the event any notice is received which
indicates any required insurance coverage will be diminished or canceled, County, at its option, may,

notwithstanding any other provision of this Agreement to the contrary, immediately declare a material
breach of this Agreement and suspend all further work and payment pursuant to this Agreement.

10. Compliance With Laws

All services to be performed by Contractor pursuant to this Agreement shall be performed in accordance
with all applicable Federal, State, County, and municipal laws, ordinances, and regulations, including but
not limited to the Health Insurance Portability and Accountability Act of 1996 (HIPAA) and the Federal
Regulations promulgated thereunder, as amended (if applicable), the Business Associate requirements
set forth in Attachment H (if attached), the Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990, as amended, and
Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973, which prohibits discrimination on the basis of disability in
programs and activities receiving any Federal or County financial assistance. Such services shall also be
performed in accordance with all applicable ordinances and regulations, including but not limited to
appropriate licensure, certification regulations, provisions pertaining to confidentiality of records, and
applicable quality assurance regulations. In the event of a conflict between the terms of this Agreement
and any applicable State, Federal, County, or municipal law or regulation, the requirements of the
applicable law or regulation will take precedence over the requirements set forth in this Agreement.

Further, Contractor certifies that it and all of its subcontractors will adhere to all applicable provisions of
Chapter 4.106 of the San Mateo County Ordinance Code, which regulates the use of disposable food
service ware. Accordingly, Contractor shall not use any non-recyclable plastic disposable food service
ware when providing prepared food on property owned or leased by the County and instead shall use
biodegradable, compostable, reusable, or recyclable plastic food service ware on property owned or
leased by the County.

Contractor will timely and accurately complete, sign, and submit all necessary documentation of
compliance.

11. Non-Discrimination and Other Requirements

a. General Non-discrimination

No person shall be denied any services provided pursuant to this Agreement (except as limited by the
scope of services) on the grounds of race, color, national origin, ancestry, age, disability (physical or
mental), sex, sexual orientation, gender identity, marital or domestic partner status, religion, political
beliefs or affiliation, familial or parental status (including pregnancy), medical condition (cancer-related),
military service, or genetic information.
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b. Equal Employment Opportunity

Contractor shall ensure equal employment opportunity based on objective standards of recruitment,
classification, selection, promotion, compensation, performance evaluation, and management relations
for all employees under this Agreement. Contractor's equal employment policies shall be made available
to County upon request.

¢. Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973

Contractor shall comply with Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973, as amended, which provides
that no otherwise qualified individual with a disability shall, solely by reason of a disability, be excluded
from the participation in, be denied the benefits of, or be subjected to discrimination in the performance of
any services this Agreement. This Section applies only to contractors who are providing services to
members of the public under this Agreement.

d. Compliance with County’s Equal Benefits Ordinance

Contractor shall comply with all laws relating to the provision of benefits to its employees and their
spouses or domestic partners, including, but not limited to, such laws prohibiting discrimination in the
provision of such benefits on the basis that the spouse or domestic partner of the Contractor's employee
is of the same or opposite sex as the employee.

e. Discrimination Against Individuals with Disabilities

The nondiscrimination requirements of 41 C.F.R. 60-741.5(a) are incorporated into this Agreement as if
fully set forth here, and Contractor and any subcontractor shall abide by the requirements of 41 C.F.R.
60~741.5(a). This regulation prohibits discrimination against qualified individuals on the basis of disability
and requires affirmative action by covered prime contractors and subcontractors to employ and advance
in employment qualified individuals with disabilities.

f. History of Discrimination

Contractor certifies that no finding of discrimination has been issued in the past 365 days against
Contractor by the Equal Employment Opportunity Commission, the California Department of Fair
Employment and Housing, or any other investigative entity. If any finding(s) of discrimination have been
issued against Contractor within the past 365 days by the Equal Employment Opportunity Commission,
the California Department of Fair Employment and Housing, or other investigative entity, Contractor shall
provide County with a written explanation of the outcome(s) or remedy for the discrimination prior to
execution of this Agreement. Failure to comply with this Section shall constitute a material breach of this
Agreement and subjects the Agreement to immediate termination at the sole option of the County.

g. Reporting; Violation of Non-discrimination Provisions

Contractor shall report to the County Manager the filing in any court or with any administrative agency of
any complaint or allegation of discrimination on any of the bases prohibited by this Section of the
Agreement or the Section titled “Compliance with Laws". Such duty shall include reporting of the filing of
any and all charges with the Equal Employment Opportunity Commission, the California Department of
Fair Employment and Housing, or any other entity charged with the investigation or adjudication of
allegations covered by this subsection within 30 days of such filing, provided that within such 30 days
such entity has not notified Contractor that such charges are dismissed or otherwise unfounded. Such
notification shall include a general description of the circumstances involved and a general description of
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the kind of discrimination alleged (for example, gender-, sexual orientation-, religion-, or race-based
discrimination).

Violation of the non-discrimination provisions of this Agreement shall be considered a breach of this
Agreement and subject the Contractor to penalties, to be determined by the County Manager, including
but not limited to the following:

i.  termination of this Agreement;
ii. disqualification of the Contractor from being considered for or being awarded a County contract
for a period of up to 3 years;
ii. liquidated damages of $2,500 per violation; and/or
iv.  imposition of other appropriate contractual and civil remedies and sanctions, as determined by
the County Manager.

To effectuate the provisions of this Section, the County Manager shall have the authority to offset all or
any portion of the amount described in this Section against amounts due to Contractor under this
Agreement or any other agreement between Contractor and County.

h. Compliance with Living Wage Ordinance

As required by Chapter 2.88 of the San Mateo County Ordinance Code, Contractor certifies all
contractor(s) and subcontractor(s) obligated under this contract shall fully comply with the provisions of
the County of San Mateo Living Wage Ordinance, including, but not limited to, paying all Covered
Employees the current Living Wage and providing notice to all Covered Employees and Subcontractors
as required under the Ordinance.

12. Compliance with County Employee Jury Service Ordinance

Contractor shall comply with Chapter 2.85 of the County's Ordinance Code, which states that Contractor
shall have and adhere to a written policy providing that its employees, to the extent they are full-time
employees and live in San Mateo County, shall receive from the Contractor, on an annual basis, no fewer
than five days of regular pay for jury service in San Mateo County, with jury pay being provided only for
each day of actual jury service. The policy may provide that such employees deposit any fees received
for such jury service with Contractor or that the Contractor may deduct from an employee’s regular pay
the fees received for jury service in San Mateo County. By signing this Agreement, Contractor certifies
that it has and adheres to a policy consistent with Chapter 2.85. For purposes of this Section, if
Contractor has no employees in San Mateo County, it is sufficient for Contractor to provide the following
written statement to County: “For purposes of San Mateo County’s jury service ordinance, Contractor
certifies that it has no full-time employees who live in San Mateo County. To the extent that it hires any
such employees during the term of its Agreement with San Mateo County, Contractor shall adopt a policy
that complies with Chapter 2.85 of the County's Ordinance Code.” The requirements of Chapter 2.85 do
not apply if this Agreement's total value listed in the Section titled “Payments”, is less than one-hundred
thousand dollars ($100,000), but Contractor acknowledges that Chapter 2.85's requirements will apply if
this Agreement is amended such that its total value meets or exceeds that threshold amount.

13. Retention of Records; Right to Monitor and Audit

(a) Contractor shall maintain all required records relating to services provided under this Agreement for
three (3) years after County makes final payment and all other pending matters are closed, and
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Contractor shall be subject to the examination and/or audit by County, a Federal grantor agency, and the
State of California.

(b) Contractor shall comply with all program and fiscal reporting requirements set forth by applicable
Federal, State, and local agencies and as required by County.

(c) Contractor agrees upon reasonable notice to provide to County, to any Federal or State department
having monitoring or review authority, to County's authorized representative, and/or to any of their
respective audit agencies access to and the right to examine all records and documents necessary to
determine compliance with relevant Federal, State, and local statutes, rules, and regulations, to
determine compliance with this Agreement, and to evaluate the quality, appropriateness, and timeliness
of services performed.

14. Merger Clause; Amendments

This Agreement, including the Exhibits and Attachments attached to this Agreement and incorporated by
reference, constitutes the sole Agreement of the parties to this Agreement and correctly states the rights,
duties, and obligations of each party as of this document's date. In the event that any term, condition,
provision, requirement, or specification set forth in the body of this Agreement conflicts with or is
inconsistent with any term, condition, provision, requirement, or specification in any Exhibit and/or
Attachment to this Agreement, the provisions of the body of the Agreement shall prevail. Any prior
agreement, promises, negotiations, or representations between the parties not expressly stated in this
document are not binding. All subsequent modifications or amendments shall be in writing and signed by
the parties.

15. Controlling Law; Venue

The validity of this Agreement and of its terms, the rights and duties of the parties under this Agreement,
the interpretation of this Agreement, the performance of this Agreement, and any other dispute of any
nature arising out of this Agreement shall be governed by the laws of the State of California without
regard to its choice of law or conflict of law rules. Any dispute arising out of this Agreement shall be
venued either in the San Mateo County Superior Court or in the United States District Court for the
Northern District of California.

16.  Notices

Any notice, request, demand, or other communication required or permitted under this Agreement shall
be deemed to be properly given when both: (1) transmitted via facsimile to the telephone number listed
below or transmitted via email to the email address listed below; and (2) sent to the physical address
listed below by either being deposited in the United States mail, postage prepaid, or deposited for
overnight delivery, charges prepaid, with an established overnight courier that provides a tracking number
showing confirmation of receipt.
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In the case of County, to:

Name/Title: Camille Leung, Senior Planner
Organization: Planning and Building Department

Address: 45 County Center, 2™ floor, Redwood City, CA 94062
Telephone: 650-363-1826

Facsimile: 650-363-4849

Email: cleung@smcgov.or

In the case of Contractor, to:

Name/Title: Kristen Outten, Senior Biologist/Project Manager
Company: SWCA Environmental Consultants

Address: 60 Stone Pine Road, Suite 100, Half Moon bay, CA 94019
Telephone: 650-440-4160

Facsimile: 650-440-4165

Email: koutten@swca.com

17. Electronic Signature

Both County and Contractor wish to permit this Agreement and future documents relating to this
Agreement to be digitally signed in accordance with California law and County’s Electronic Signature
Administrative Memo. Any party to this Agreement may revoke such agreement to permit electronic
signatures at any time in relation to all future documents by providing notice pursuant to this Agreement.

18. Payment of Permits/Licenses

Contractor bears responsibility to obtain any license, permit, or approval required from any
agency for work/services to be performed under this Agreement at Contractor's own expense
prior to commencement of said work/services. Failure to do so will result in forfeit of any right to
compensation under this Agreement.

* * *
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THIS CONTRACT IS NOT VALID UNTIL SIGNED BY ALL PARTIES. NO WORK WILL COMMENCE

UNTIL THIS DOCUMENT HAS BEEN SIGNED BY THE COUNTY PURCHASING AGENT OR
AUTHORIZED DESIGNEE.

For Contractor:

A b p,é/‘{-m 1/17/2018 Megan Peterson, Director
Conteator Signatire Date Contractor Name (please print)
For County:
. 5 ) . ’ v F
///Mk( Mm ;ég /30/3 STQU& Moo uJﬂLZ,
Puﬁch ing Agent Slgnatu Purchasing Agent Name (please print)
ment Head or ; (Department Head or Authorized Designee)
Authortzed Designee) County of San Mateo
County of San Mateo

-
Lormtrmun; 7l7 Deve fopor et -L?r? ctor—
Purchasing Agent or Authorized Designee

Job Title (please print)

County of San Mateo
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Exhibit A

In consideration of the payments set forth in Exhibit B, SWCA, Inc. (Contractor) shall provide the
oversight and ensure compliance with a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) and
Project Conditions of Approval in conjunction with the certified Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR)
for the “Highland Estates” Major Subdivision, Grading Permit, and Resource Management (RM) Permit,
for the construction of eleven (11) houses on a 97-acre parcel in the San Mateo Highlands area of
unincorporated San Mateo County. As required by the project conditions of approval, the applicant
(Highland Estates Development |, Lic) has set-aside 93 acres of land in a recorded conservation
easement. Four (4) of the approved houses have been completed and are not the subject of this
contract. This contract pertains to the construction of the remaining 7 undeveloped sites located on
Ticonderoga Drive (Lots 5 through 8), Cobblehill Place (Lots 9 and 10), and Cowpens Way (Lot 11)
(shown on Attachment A). The Applicant's contractor is NextGen Builders, Inc.

Contractor will provide the following services:

TASK 1: PROJECT MANAGEMENT AND COORDINATION

SWCA will assign Senior Biologist and Project Manager Kristen Outten to serve as the primary point of
contact for the County and as project manager for this effort. Ms. Outten will coordinate directly with the
County, the public, the applicant, and contractor staff, as required to track project progress and
compliance, and to ensure the project is running smoothly and efficiently. Prior to the start of construction,
Contractor will coordinate with the County to arrange a kick-off meeting with the project team to review
current project design and the project schedule, discuss the MMRP, project Conditions of Approval, the
protocol for public inquiries, escalation procedures for a non-compliance, and other relevant information.
During the preconstruction and construction phases of the project, Contractor through Ms. Outten will
disseminate to project team members pertinent details from team communications and site visits so that
all team members are aware of compliance status and progress. This coordination will ensure the project
remains compliant and on schedule, compliance concerns that require attention are promptly
communicated, and efficient and practical solutions can be developed for avoiding and/or mitigating
impacts to environmental resources.

TASK 2: COMPLIANCE MONITORING

>SUBTASK 2.1: PRE-CONSTRUCTION COMPLIANCE WITH MMRP AND CONDITIONS OF
APPROVAL

Prior to the start of construction, Ms. Outten will review plans and reports prepared by NextGen Builders,
Inc. (applicant’s contractor) and subcontractors to ensure that the success criteria, performance
standards, and mitigation monitoring satisfy MMRP requirements. Such plans and reports may include
but are not limited to biological survey reports, the project Tree Plan, Erosion Control Plan, Lighting Plan,
and SWPPP. SWCA will also inspect the project site to ensure the erosion control and tree protection
measures are in place and conform to the requirements of the plans, and document the inspection with a
brief report to the County.

>SUBTASK 2.2: CONSTRUCTION COMPLIANCE WITH MMRP AND CONDITIONS OFAPPROVAL
During the construction phases of the project, an SWCA environmental inspector (El), cross-trained as a
biologist, will conduct weekly site visits of the construction disturbance area (including grading activity
areas) during both Phase | and Phase Il. During each weekly site visit, the El will meet with the project
superintendent/foreman and discuss project schedule, planned activities, and any compliance concerns.
The El will walk the site and ensure that the project complies with project environmental requirements,
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such as adequate installation and management of stormwater best management practices (BMPs),
implementation of appropriate noise reduction and air quality standards, and compliance with biological
requirements.

> SUBTASK 2.3: COMPLIANCE TRACKING AND REPORTING

SWCA will develop a Compliance Matrix, inclusive of Phase | and Phase Il activities, which will serve as a
global environmental checklist for the project. The matrix will be used as the key tool to track compliance
with mitigation measures, conditions of approval, and submittals for the project. The compliance reporting
within the matrix will allow project team members to identify compliance issues, alert project construction
and environmental teams of potential issues before they become problematic, and take necessary actions
to quickly correct any issues. Although SWCA does not anticipate any incidences of non-compliance on
the project, SWCA will notify the County of any potential violations of non-compliance events within 24
hours of the issue identification and provide recommended corrective actions. These compliance issues
will be tracked in the Compliance Matrix and, once the issue is resolved, SWCA will document the
resolution in a non-compliance resolution report (in memorandum format) within 3 days of the issue
resolution.

Using the Compliance Matrix, SWCA will also prepare a monthly progress report and submit the report to
_the County at the end of the first week of every month. The progress report will include a brief summary of
project compliance updates, and a detailed compliance record, in tabular format, that shows what
compliance tasks have been initiated, are in progress, and are completed, as well as the contractor’s
record of compliance to date.

At the end of the project, the detailed compliance record will be helpful during the lessons learned
process to show which measures were successfully implemented with no issues, and which measures
could use further refinement in future County planning documents to better protect resources, facilitate
construction, and help avoid repetition of certain compliance issues. By tracking compliance with the
Compliance Matrix on a monthly basis throughout the construction process, we will have all the
information we would need for the final compliance report in one tabular format, which we can easily
transition into a final MMRP compliance report. We assume one draft and one final MMRP compliance
report will be submitted to the County for review and approval.

TASK 3: INQUIRIES AND COMPLAINT TRACKING

SWCA will assist the County by working closely with the public and the contractor to address and resolve
all public questions and complaints during the construction process. SWCA Project Manager Ms. Outten
will be the point of contact and will communicate with the applicant and contractors each week to
determine if any public inquiries or complaints were logged, discuss with the team how to address such
questions/complaints, and provide the County with a written status report describing the nature of the
complaint, date received, date of reply, date resolved, and a description of the resolution. SWCA will
create a tracking tool in Microsoft Excel that will be the repository for all public inquiries and complaints
logged on the project. This Public Information Log, along with the Compliance Matrix, will be

submitted to the County on a monthly basis, or in a mutually agreed upon timeframe.
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Exhibit B

In consideration of the services provided by Contractor described in Exhibit A and subject to the terms of
the Agreement, County shall pay Contractor based on the following fee schedule and terms:

Per Phase Estimated {Project Cost) with Rates:

Team Member | B(gg?ﬁzf:)e | Phase li 4 Total All Phases
‘Megan Peterson $190.00 $1,330.00 $1,900.00 $3,230.00
Kristen Outten $131.00 $22,877.00 $18,733.00 $41,610.00
Jessie Henderson-McBean $108.00 $4,968.00 $4,968.00 $9,936.00
Jennifer Torre $96.00 $384.00 $384.00 $768.00
Dana Page $73.00 $3,358.00 $3,650.00 $7,008.00

Totals $32,917.00 $29,635.00 $62,552.00
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