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SUBJECT: Grant of Easement to Robin Fross for the construction of a drainage outfall 

structure within PG&E Property to mitigate slide potential of hillside and 

of the property at 7755 Earl Court in the City of El Cerrito - Request for 

Approval. 

 

 

 

Dear Mr. Jacobson: 

 

 

Advice Letter 5662-E is effective as of November 15, 2019. 

 

 

Sincerely,  

 

 

 

Edward Randolph 

Deputy Executive Director for Energy and Climate Policy/ 

Director, Energy Division 

 
 



 

 

 
October 16, 2019     
 
 

Advice 5662–E 
(Pacific Gas and Electric Company ID U 39 E)  
 
 
Public Utilities Commission of the State of California 
 

Subject: Grant of Easement to Robin Fross for the construction of a drainage 

outfall structure within PG&E Property to mitigate slide potential of 

hillside and of the property at 7755 Earl Court in the City of El Cerrito 

- Request for Approval under Public Utilities Code Section 851, 

pursuant to General Order 173 
 

Purpose 
 
Pacific Gas and Electric Company (“PG&E” or “the Company”) requests Public Utilities 
Commission (“CPUC” or “Commission”) approval under Public Utilities Code Section 
851 and General Order 173 to grant to Robin Fross (Grantee) a drainage easement 
(Drainage Easement), which is included as Attachment 1, for the installation of a new 
drainage outfall structure on PG&E fee-owned property (Property). The Property is 
identified as Assessor’s Parcel Number (APN) 503-170-004-9 and is located along 
Moeser Lane in the City if El Cerrito, California in Contra Costa County.  PG&E 
currently owns and operates an above-ground 115kV electric transmission line. The 
easement area is  1,633 square feet, or 0.0375 acres, as shown in Exhibit B of 
Attachment 1) (Easement Area). Robin Fross is in the process of acquiring permits to 
build her home on an empty lot at 7755 Earl Court, in the City of El Cerrito. A 
geotechnical survey report dated April 4, 2017 (included as Attachment 2), 
recommends a subsurface groundwater drain be installed to mitigate landslide potential 
of hillside and the property at 7755 Earl Court. The subsurface groundwater drain will 
be gravity dependent and flow to an outfall structure that will be located at the far 
northeast corner on the PG&E property, far away from the three PG&E electric 
transmission tower lines. Robin Fross would like to begin the construction of her new 
home and respectfully requests the CPUC approval as soon as possible. 
 
PG&E has determined that the new drainage outfall structure will not interfere with 
PG&E’s operations. In fact, the new outfall structure will stabilize the hillside and will 
benefit PG&E operations by providing better controlled drainage from the property that 
sits above the PG&E Property, especially during inclement weather. PG&E will be 
compensated a fee of $3,500 (Easement Fee) for the Drainage Easement. The Offer of 
Compensation is included as Attachment 3 and outlines PG&E’s review of the 
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Easement Fee as a fair compensation based on typical easement valuation 
methodology and supported by the PG&E Appraisal Department. 
  
PG&E has determined that granting the Drainage Easement will not interfere with 
PG&E’s ability to provide safe and reliable utility service to its customers. In addition, 
PG&E believes that granting this Agreement will not be adverse to the public interest; in 
fact, granting the easement will serve the public interest because the new drainage 
outfall structure will provide stabilization of the hillside benefitting both the neighboring 
homes and PG&E operations. 

 

Background 
 
The vacant lot at 7755 Earl Court in the City of El Cerrito is the future site of a proposed 
home, single family structure for Robin Fross. A subsurface storm drainage system is 
required to be installed across the vacant lot in order to construct the single-family 
structure. The drainage system will need to discharge downhill to an outfall structure 
that can only be placed on the adjacent PG&E-owned Property at the far northeast 
corner due to exiting contours. Robin Fross has therefore requested a storm drainage 
easement that is 25 ft. in width (north to south) by 60 ft. in length (east to west), as 
shown in Attachment 1, Exhibit B. Ms. Fross is requesting for PG&E to grant the 
Drainage Easement, which is contingent upon Commission approval, prior to the start 
of construction.  
  
PG&E has inspected the Easement area subject to this Agreement and has determined 
that the proposed storm drainage outfall structure will not impact PG&E’s ability to 
safely operate, maintain, repair or replace its facilities.     
 
For the above reasons, PG&E respectfully requests Commission approval of this 
Section 851 request and approve the attached Agreement as it will not impair PG&E’s 
provision of safe and reliable utility service.   
 
In accordance with General Order 173, Rule 4, PG&E provides the following information 
related to the proposed transaction: 
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(a) Identity and Addresses of All Parties to the Proposed Transaction: 
 

Pacific Gas and Electric Company 
Molly Zimney  
Law Department 
P.O. Box 7442 
San Francisco, CA 94120 
Telephone: (415) 973-
6840Facsimile: (415) 973-5520 

  Email: MEZ3@pge.com 
    

Robin D Fross 
5511 Huntington Avenue 
Richmond, CA  94804 
Telephone; (415) 608-7670 
Email:  rfross4@gmail.com 

 
 

 

(b) Complete Description of the Property Including Present Location, 

Condition and Use: 

 
The Property is owned by PG&E and is located north of Moeser Lane in the City 
of El Cerrito.  It is approximately 3.68 acres of vacant land (APN 0503-170-004-
9, SBE Parcel No. 135-07-034E-1) consisting of a grassy field. PG&E owns and 
operates an above-ground, 115kV electric transmission line and associated 
towers and facilities on the Property.   
 

(c) Intended Use of the Property:  
 
Robin Fross is proposing to build a new drainage outfall structure within the far 
northeast corner of the PG&E property under the Drainage Easement. 

 

(d) Complete Description of Financial Terms of the Proposed Transaction: 
 
PG&E has received a $1,000 application fee and will receive $3,500 Easement 
Fee for the Drainage Easement.    
 

(e) Description of How Financial Proceeds of the Transaction Will Be 

Distributed: 
 
PG&E will account for this one-time Easement Fee as Electric Other Operating 
Revenue. 

 

(f) Statement on the Impact of the Transaction on Ratebase and Any Effect on 

the Ability of the Utility to Serve Customers and the Public: 
 
There is no impact to PG&E’s ratebase, nor will granting the easement for the 
installation of the new drainage outfall structure affect PG&E’s ability to service 
customers and the public. 
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(g) The Original Cost, Present Book Value, and Present Fair Market Value for 

Sales of Real Property and Depreciable Assets, and a Detailed Description 

of How the Fair Market Value Was Determined (e.g., Appraisal): 
 
Not Applicable. 
 

(h) The Fair Market Rental Value for Leases of Real Property, and a Detailed 

Description of How the Fair Market Rental Value Was Determined: 
 
Not Applicable. 
 

(i) The Fair Market Value of the Easement or Right-of-Way, and a Detailed 

Description of How the Fair Market Value Was Determined: 
 
PG&E’s Appraisal Department has determined that the $3,500 Easement Fee is 
in line with typical easement valuation methodology, as outlined in Attachment 3.  
 

(j) A Complete Description of any Recent Past (Within the Prior Two Years) or 

Anticipated Future Transactions that May Appear to Be Related to the 

Present Transaction: 

 
Not Applicable. There are no recent past or anticipated future transactions that 
appear related to the present transaction.  

 

(k) Sufficient Information and Documentation (Including Environmental 

Information) to Show that All of Eligibility Criteria Set Forth in Rule 3 of 

General Order 173 are Satisfied: 

 
PG&E has provided information in this Advice Letter to satisfy the eligibility 
criteria under GO 173 in that: 

 

• The activity proposed in the transaction will not require environmental 
review by the CPUC as a Lead Agency; 

• The transaction will not have an adverse effect on the public interest or 
on the ability of PG&E to provide safe and reliable service to its 
customers at reasonable rates; 

• The transaction will not materially impact the rate base of PG&E; and 

• The transaction does not warrant a more comprehensive review that 
would be provided through a formal Section 851 application. 

  

(l) Additional Information to Assist in the Review of the Advice Letter: 
 
No additional information is readily available other than what has already been 
included within this advice letter submittal. 
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(m) Environmental Information 

 
Pursuant to General Order 173, the Advice Letter program applies to proposed 
transactions that will not require environmental review by the CPUC as a lead 
agency under the California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA") either because: 
(a) a statutory or categorical exemption applies (the applicant must provide a 
Notice of Exemption from the Lead Agency or explain why an exemption 
applies), or (b) because the transaction is not a project under CEQA (the 
applicant must explain the reasons why it believes that the transaction is not a 
project), or (c) because another public agency, acting as the Lead Agency under 
CEQA, has completed environmental review of the project, and the Commission 
is required to perform environmental review of the project only as a Responsible 
Agency under CEQA. 

 
(a) a statutory or categorical exemption applies (the applicant must provide a 
Notice of Exemption from the Lead Agency or explain why an exemption 
applies), 

 
See Attachment 4, Notice of Exemption.  The City of El Cerrito deemed 
that this project is CEQA exempt as per section 15030(a). 
 

There are no additional agency approvals required. 
  

Protests 
 
Anyone wishing to protest this submittal may do so by sending a letter by November 5, 
2019, which is 20 days from the date of this submittal.  The protest must state the 
grounds upon which it is based, including such items as financial and service impact, 
and should be submitted expeditiously.  Protests should be mailed to: 
 

CPUC Energy Division 
ED Tariff Unit 
505 Van Ness Avenue, 4th Floor 
San Francisco, California 94102 
 
Facsimile: (415) 703-2200 
E-mail: EDTariffUnit@cpuc.ca.gov 

 
Copies of protests also should be mailed to the attention of the Director, Energy 
Division, Room 4004, at the address shown above. 
 
The protest shall also be sent to PG&E either via E-mail or U.S. mail (and by facsimile, 
if possible) at the address shown below on the same date it is mailed or delivered to the 
Commission:  
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Erik Jacobson 
Director, Regulatory Relations 
c/o Megan Lawson 
Pacific Gas and Electric Company 
77 Beale Street, Mail Code B13U 
P.O. Box 770000 
San Francisco, California 94177 
 
Facsimile: (415) 973-3582 
E-mail: PGETariffs@pge.com 
 

Any person (including individuals, groups, or organizations) may protest or respond to 
an advice letter (General Order 96-B, Section 7.4).  The protest shall contain the 
following information: specification of the advice letter protested; grounds for the 
protest; supporting factual information or legal argument; name, telephone number, 
postal address, and (where appropriate) e-mail address of the protestant; and 
statement that the protest was sent to the utility no later than the day on which the 
protest was submitted to the reviewing Industry Division (General Order 96-B, Section 
3.11). 

 

Effective Date 
 
Pursuant to the review process outlined in General Order 173, PG&E requests that this 
Tier 2 advice submittal become effective upon November 15, 2019, which is 30 
calendar days after the date of submittal. 
 

Notice 
 
In accordance with General Order 96-B, Section IV, a copy of this advice letter is being 
sent electronically and/or via U.S. mail to parties shown on the attached list.  Address 
changes to the General Order 96-B service list should be directed to PG&E at email 
address PGETariffs@pge.com.  For changes to any other service list, please contact 
the Commission’s Process Office at (415) 703-2021 or at 
Process_Office@cpuc.ca.gov.  Send all electronic approvals to PGETariffs@pge.com.  
Advice letter submittals can also be accessed electronically at: 
http://www.pge.com/tariffs. 
 
 
  /S/    
Erik Jacobson 
Director, Regulatory Relations 

 

Attachments   
Attachment 1 – Drainage Easement Agreement 
Attachment 2 – Geo Tech Feasibility Report  
Attachment 3 – Offer of Compensation 
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Attachment 4 – Cat Exempt CEQA 
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************ SERVICE LIST Advice 5662-E *********** 

APPENDIX A 
 

 
 
Jonathan Reiger 
Legal Division  
505 Van Ness Avenue 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
(415) 355-5596 
jzr@cpuc.ca.gov 
 
Mary Jo Borak 
Energy Division 
505 Van Ness Avenue 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
(415) 703-1333 
bor@cpuc.ca.gov 
 
Robert (Mark) Pocta 
Office of Ratepayer Advocates 
505 Van Ness Avenue 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
(415) 703- 2871 
robert.pocta@cpuc.ca.gov      
 
Andrew Barnsdale 
Energy Division 
505 Van Ness Avenue 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
(415)  703-3221 
bca@cpuc.ca.gov 
      
 

 
  
Joseph Canciamilla 
Contra Costa County Clerk 
555 Escobar St, Martinez, CA 94553 
(925) 335-7900 
. 
Robin D Fross 
5511 Huntington Avenue 
Richmond, CA  94804 
Telephone; (415) 608-7670 
Email:  rfross4@gmail.com 

 



ADVICE LETTER 
S U M M A R Y
ENERGY UTILITY

Company name/CPUC Utility No.:

Utility type:
Phone #: 

EXPLANATION OF UTILITY TYPE

ELC GAS

PLC HEAT

MUST BE COMPLETED BY UTILITY (Attach additional pages as needed)

Advice Letter (AL) #: 

WATER
E-mail: 
E-mail Disposition Notice to:

Contact Person:

ELC = Electric
PLC = Pipeline

GAS = Gas
HEAT = Heat

WATER = Water

(Date Submitted / Received Stamp by CPUC)

Subject of AL:

Tier Designation:

Keywords (choose from CPUC listing):

AL Type: Monthly Quarterly Annual One-Time Other:

If AL submitted in compliance with a Commission order, indicate relevant Decision/Resolution #:

Does AL replace a withdrawn or rejected AL? If so, identify the prior AL:

Summarize differences between the AL and the prior withdrawn or rejected AL:

Yes No

Yes No

No. of tariff sheets:

Estimated system annual revenue effect (%): 

Estimated system average rate effect (%):

When rates are affected by AL, include attachment in AL showing average rate effects on customer classes 
(residential, small commercial, large C/I, agricultural, lighting). 

Tariff schedules affected:

Service affected and changes proposed1:

Pending advice letters that revise the same tariff sheets:

1Discuss in AL if more space is needed.

Pacific Gas and Electric Company (ID U39 E)
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Annie Ho
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Property to mitigate slide potential of hillside and of the property at 7755 Earl Court in the City of El 
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CPUC, Energy Division
Attention: Tariff Unit
505 Van Ness Avenue
San Francisco, CA 94102 
Email: EDTariffUnit@cpuc.ca.gov 

Protests and all other correspondence regarding this AL are due no later than 20 days after the date 
of this submittal, unless otherwise authorized by the Commission, and shall be sent to:

Name:
Title:
Utility Name:
Address:
City:
State:
Telephone (xxx) xxx-xxxx:
Facsimile (xxx) xxx-xxxx:
Email:

Name:
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Zip:

Director, Regulatory Relations
Pacific Gas and Electric Company

77 Beale Street, Mail Code B13U
San Francisco, CA 94177

Erik Jacobson, c/o Megan Lawson

California 94177

(415)973-2093
(415)973-3582

PGETariffs@pge.com

District of Columbia
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Drainage Easement Agreement 
 







































 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Attachment 2 
 

Geo Tech Feasibility Report 



THE SUTTON GROUP 
CONSULTING    GEOTECHNICAL    ENGINEERS 

370 Park Street Suite 13,  
Moraga, California 94556 

Phone 925-284-4208, 925-943-1200  
E-mail main@suttongeo.com,  www.suttongeo.com  

 

7350 EC GeotFeas Rept 2017-0424.docx 
SOILS,  FOUNDATIONS,  DRAINAGE,  PAVING,  EARTH RETAINING  SYSTEMS,  SLOPE INSTABILITY:    GEOTECHNICAL,   GEO-CIVIL AND  GEO-ENVIRONMENTAL  ENGINEERING 

April 24, 2017 
 
Ms. Robin Fross 
5511 Huntington Avenue 
Richmond, CA 94804 
 
Geotechnical Feasibility Report 
7755 Earl Court, El Cerrito, California  
 

Dear Ms. Fross: 

We have made a preliminary geotechnical investigation of the subject property, which you 
are considering purchasing for development with a new home.  Our work was focused to the 
feasibility of constructing a home on this vacant property, which would be your residence.  The 
property was previously subject to a landslide.  Presented herein are information about the 
property, details, discussion, and results of our investigations, our findings and conclusions 
regarding the feasibility of building a house on this property; and our recommendations for 
further investigation of the property prior to design of the residence.   

 

Site Setting  
The site is located a formerly graded pad on the slopes of El Cerrito (Figure 1).  The 

property, with an area of 11,000 square feet, is at an elevation of about 725 feet, msl, at the foot of 
Earl Court, which extends down slope at a moderate inclination to the northwest from Shevlin 
Drive and Moeser Lane.   

 

Site History 
The property was developed as a single-family home in about 1954, along with the other 

houses on Earl Court.  In 1967, a landslide resulted in destructive damage to the homes at #7750, 
7755, 7770 and 7780 Earl Court, necessitating that the houses be demolished.  There is little 
documentation of the event.  The 1968 geotechnical report by Woodward Clyde and Associates, 
commissioned by the City of El Cerrito (WCA, 1968) recommended that the slide mass be 
excavated down to competent material, and the land then be restored as an engineered fill.  They 
also recommended that the repairs include substantial drainage works to alleviate the 
hydrostatic water pressures that likely triggered the slide.  A new house was built on the adjacent 
property at #7750 in 1989, and that house has, to our understanding, fared well.    A more 
detailed site history was included in our letter dated February 20, 2017, and has not been 
repeated here. 

mailto:main@suttongeo.com
http://www.suttongeo.com/
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Original Topography  
The US Geological Survey’s topographic maps from 1947, prior to the development of the 

subdivision, show a minor creek channel on the approximate alignment of Earl Court.  
Additionally, the City of El Cerrito map of Creeks and Drainages also indicates a creek was 
previously located down Earl Court.  This  creek channel was filled and level lots were created 
during the development of the subdivision in the early 1950’s.   The development predates the 
time when placement of subdrains became common construction practice (Rogers, 1988).  We 
found no indication that subdrains were placed in the channel, or that other “modern” grading 
practices were followed at that time.  Therefore, we would expect excess groundwater to 
accumulate within the old channel without pervious media that would allow its outlet, and also 
that some of the old, topsoil may remain buried.   

 

Geologic Setting 

Bedrock  
Most of the bedrock underlying the El Cerrito hills is mapped as the Franciscan Complex, 

of Mesozoic age (160 to 65 million years old).  As shown on the most recent published geologic 
map (Fig 2) these rocks include several separate sandstone units, along with areas of tectonic 
mélange, and serpentine.  These rocks originated as ancient ocean crust and sediments, and were 
incorporated into the North American continent by continental subduction processes.  All these 
rocks were deformed as they were moved, and the mélange units were profoundly shattered and 
mixed.  Mélange bedrock is composed of a highly sheared matrix of sandstone and claystone 
containing a chaotic mix of hard rocks of all sizes, ranging from small fragments to house-sized 
(or larger) blocks.   

The geologic map indicates the site is underlain by the mélange unit, and that 
metamorphosed sandstone is present immediately to the east, possibly under Shevlin Drive.  An 
ancient, inactive thrust fault separates the two rock units.  Our field exploration has generally 
confirmed this mapping.  The exploratory borings found sheared clay matrix which contained 
small to large gravel with several different rock types, which is characteristic of mélange bedrock.  
Additionally, the large block of very hard, fine-grained meta-sandstone on the slope behind 7750 
Earl Court, is a typical larger block in the mélange.   

It should be noted that the geologic labeling currently in use by geologists is is somewhat 
different from the terminology used in the 1968 report by WCA.  The modern concept of Plate 
Tectonics was developed between about 1966 and 1970, and the ideas of continental collision 
and subduction were not yet recognized by many geologists of that day.   

Hayward Fault  
The active trace of the Hayward fault is mapped approximately 1500 feet northeast of the 

site, as indicated on Figure 2.  The site is not within the State-mandated Alquist-Priolo Fault 
Hazard Zone for the Hayward fault, so the risk of future fault rupture or offset on the site is 
considered to be very low.  There are several other active faults in the Bay Area, including the 
Calaveras, Concord and the San Andreas.  Like the entire Bay Area, the site may be subjected to 
moderate to severe ground shaking in the event of a large earthquake on any of these faults, or 
another local active fault.     
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Slope Stability 
Most published geologic and slope stability maps of the area indicate that the entire area 

which includes the site is covered by large, complex, probably ancient, deep-seated landslide 
deposits, as indicated on Figure 3.   

There are numerous landslides on the slopes of El Cerrito, some of which are over a mile 
in length, and upon which there are hundreds of houses. These landslides occasionally experience 
downslope creep movement, which can cause structural damage to houses, streets, and buried 
utilities.  Winter rainfall is recognized as the activating agent of most landslides.   Additionally, 
smaller slides can occur within a larger slide mass, as happened in the 1967 event on Earl Court.    

Although the several, available landslide maps at detail, show different landslide 
boundaries for the slide mass which includes the Earl Court area, the headscarp of this landslide 
is generally mapped near or above Arlington Avenue, and the landslide toe extends below 
Navellier Street, and includes  Prospect Sierra School and Cerrito Vista Park within the landslide 
boundary.   

Information about the geometry and thickness of the referenced landslide deposit has 
been evaluated by review of subsurface data in the WCA investigation of 1968 the two Kropp 
investigations (1988, 1989), and the more recent investigation by Friar (2008).    

 

Site Conditions 
The property is a kite-shaped parcel approximately 110 feet long along the eastern 

boundary, and 87 feet long along the southern boundary, and has a total area of 11,000 square 
feet.  The main portion of the property is a nearly level pad with an area of about 8,000 square 
feet.  Elevations on the pad range from 429 feet msl along the curb line to 424 along the top of the 
slope, about 100 feet distant.  From this surface, the land slopes down to the north, at an 
estimated 1½ horizontal to 1 vertical (2 :1) on the north side, flattening to about and about 4:1 
along the northwest and about 2:1 on the west side.  An un-named, ephemeral creek flows along 
the toe of this downslope, and crosses the northern corner of the  property.   As shown on the 
survey map by Humann Company (Humann, 2017)1, the elevations along the creek bank range 
about 412 at the east boundary down to 402 near the northwest property corner.   On the far side 
of the creek, a high natural hillslope rises to the north.   During the time of our investigations, the 
creek was flowing and a gentle roar suggested significant flow in this abnormally wet winter, but 
until a path had been cleared through the very dense brush, it was not visible.  After clearing the 
paths, in late March, we saw that the creek flow had subsided.   

The pad is covered by natural weeds and grasses; scattered fragments of old concrete and 
asphalt are present, and a portion of the concrete foundation from the previous house remains on 
the ground surface.  The slope on the northwest portion of the property is thickly vegetated, with 
brush and trees.   

The east side of the parcel is a wood fence, reportedly located along the property line.  A 

                                                        

 
1 Parenthetic references are listed at the end of the report. 



Geotechnical Feasibility Report 
7755 Earl Court, El Cerrito, California  

 Page   4 

7350 EC GeotFeas Rept 2017-0424.docx 
THE SUTTON GROUP 

storm drain easement straddles this property line, with an 21” diameter concrete storm drain 
buried beneath, and which discharges into the creek.   A 3-foot high, field stone wall runs near the 
fence.  An abrupt, 1- to 2-foot-high slope in front of the rock wall, and shown on Figure 6, is likely 
the side-scarp of the 1967 landslide.   

The southern property line is not well-defined; as the wood fence enclosing the neighbor’s 
yard, and a line of mature pine trees, begins at the approximate common property corner but, as 
shown on Figures 4 and 5, is  about 18° off line and up to 25 feet into the 7750 property.   

 

Subsurface Conditions 

Previous Investigations 
A detailed geologic investigation of the landslide was conducted by Woodward Clyde and 

Associates for the City of El Cerrito, (WCA, 1968).  They drilled five, 30-inch diameter bucket-auger 
borings, and eleven 6-inch diameter auger holes in which they placed four slope inclinometer 
casings and six piezometers, and left one hole open.  They also mapped boundaries of the slide, as 
presented on Figure 4.  Their data shows the direction and magnitude of movement, but they not 
report the depths of the slip plane(s).  WCA installed bucket auger B-4 and piezometer Boring D, 
on the property, and that bucket auger B-5 and slope indicator Boring J were installed in the circle 
of Earl Court, and another piezometer was installed in Boring C, located on the 7750 property.  
Repaving of Earl Court and the passage of time has obliterated direct evidence of the locations of 
their borings. 

A geotechnical investigation was conducted by Alan Kropp & Associates (AKA, 1988) for the 
replacement house at 7750 Earl Court.  Their report also included a review of the WCA data, and 
we were able to review their records of site development.   WCA showed anomalous variations in 
the thickness of fill reported beneath Earl Court.  They also indicate a “Possible Slide Zone” in the 
bucket auger B-4 at a depth of 33 to 34 feet, and that a similar slide zone was observed in bucket 
auger B-5 at a depth of 16 to 17 feet.  The report states that Slope Inclinometer J, located in Earl 
Court experienced 2.2 inches of lateral movement between December 1967 and June 1968, and 
that the Slope Inclinometer G, located west of the site experienced 3.5 inches of movement in that 
same time.  We were not able to find data to provide the depths of movement in these slope 
inclinometers, but AKA reports that they exposed the top of Slope Indicator J in 1988, and found 
that it had been sheared off at a depth of 24.5 feet.  Therefore, one slip plane can be presumed to 
be at that depth.   

Subsurface Exploration 
On March 10 and 13, 2017, we used a truck-mounted drill rig (Mobile B-61), equipped 

with hollow-stem augers to drill two exploratory borings to depths of 36.5 and 52.0 feet below 
the ground surface.  As shown on the Boring Location Map (Figure 5), Boring SB-1 was placed as 
close to the western slope as possible, and near the location of WCA’s boring B-4.  Boring SB-2 
was located near the curb of Earl Court.  Relatively undisturbed soil samples were recovered 
from the borings by driving either a 2.5 inch I.D. or a 2 inch O.D. sampler into the soil and rock 
with a standard 140 pound hammer, mechanically lifted, and falling 30 inches.  Our geologist 
observed the drilling, described the soil recovered, and prepared a lithologic log for each boring, 
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which are presented in Appendix .  After checking for presence of groundwater, the holes were 
backfilled to the ground surface with cement grout, as inspected by the County Health 
Department.   

Selected soil samples were tested in the geotechnical laboratory to evaluate applicable 
engineering properties of the soils encountered during the exploration.  The soils were tested for 
plasticity/shrink-swell behavior, in-place density and moisture content, and unconfined 
compression, generally in conformance with ASTM standard methods.  The results of the 
laboratory tests are shown on the Boring Logs. 

On March 20, 2017, we supervised a laborer crew as they cut two access paths through 
the thick brush growing along the northwestern slope, down to the creek channel so that the 
surveyor could make more precise measurements of the elevation of the channel and points 
along the slope, and we could observe for flood debris and erosion from the past wet winter.   

Soil and Bedrock 
The upper 3 to 4 feet of soil on the pad consists of dark brown, clay-rich soil mixed with 

scattered pieces of concrete and asphalt debris.  We expect that this debris may be a remnant of 
the previous house on the lot, which was demolished following the 1967 slide.  Older fill, placed 
in the early 1950’s to create the subdivision underlay the upper soil to a depth of  approximately 
14 feet. .  This older fill soil was composed of sandy clay and contained scattered to concentrated 
lenses of gravel sized particles.  This fill is similar in composition to the underlying natural 
colluvial soil, because colluvium from nearby sources was probably used as the fill soil.  Dark 
olive brown, sandy clay, interpreted as old topsoil, was found in both borings between depths of 
approximately 14 and 19 feet.  The soil grades into the natural colluvium, which continues to an 
interpreted depth of 32 to 35 feet.  Franciscan Mélange bedrock is present below the colluvium.  
It is composed of highly sheared clay matrix, which contains many broken angular rock 
fragments, and larger blocks of hard to weathered rock.  One such large block was encountered in 
the lower 6 feet of Boring SB-1, and a similar block is exposed on the ground surface, behind the 
house at 7750 Earl Court.   

Groundwater 
Boring SB-2 located near the street, encountered free groundwater at a depth of 

approximately 18 to 20 feet, while sampling.  This water rose rapidly in the hollow auger stem to 
a depth of only 3 feet, representing a significant artesian head.  We did not encounter 
groundwater in boring SB-1.   

 

Findings and Discussion 
The investigation generally corroborated the WCA and Kropp investigations’ findings.  

The two WCA borings located on the property were advanced using a 30-inch diameter bucket 
auger, following which the geologist descended the shaft, to directly inspect and probe the 
various exposed materials at a very detailed level.  Therefore, we compared our observations 
with theirs.   

While detailed reports of the landslide event are limited to the WCA report, Kropp’s 
investigations and to detailed records of the reconstruction of the adjoining lot, and our own 
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observations, it is expected that the landslide event was related to burial of the creek channel 
beneath the subdivision was constructed in the early 1950s, without accommodation of the 
subdrainage provisions that are now common earthwork construction practice.  

It is also possible that groundwater encountered in Boring SB-2 at about 20 feet depth 
was because the auger broke through the clay-rich slide plane, created when the slide moved in 
1967, and which was confining the groundwater.  The artesian groundwater presence can be 
expected to have considerable influence on the (in)stability of development on the property. 

The broken concrete retaining wall remnant at 7770 Earl Court indicates that total lateral 
movement did not exceed about two feet.  More specific data from the WCA slope inclinometers 
shows that only 2.2 to 3.5 inches of lateral movement occurred between December 1967 and 
June 1968.  Finally, there are no lateral offsets in the concrete curb on Earl Court in front of this 
property, which traverses the mapped slide axis, indicating that there has been no ground 
movement since the curb was constructed in 1989.  This data suggests that future movement, if it 
occurs, may be limited to small magnitudes of several inches to a foot or so.   

Data from WCA and Kropp suggests that slide plane(s) may be approximately 25 feet deep 
near the curb of Earl Court, and about 35 feet deep near the rear slope.  Although our two 
exploratory borings were not able to directly observe the slide planes, our subsurface data is 
consistent with these depths.  It should be recognized that the slide surface probably rises 
towards the eastern side of the parcel, to where the edge-scarp is located.  

 

Conclusions 
This feasibility-grade investigation concludes that the project site is located within a 

landslide area that moved in the historic past, and has not been completely stabilized.  It should 
be recognized there is a moderate to high risk that some lateral movement could occur on the site 
in the future, especially if a large earthquake occurs on the nearby Hayward fault.  This feasibility-
grade investigation concludes that the risk to the property can be reduced, if the artesian 
groundwater pressures are relieved, and this relief is maintained for the life of the project.  If this 
is properly done, the property will have a level of stability similar to that of the majority of houses 
on the upper slopes of El Cerrito.    

The planned house foundation and utility connections should be designed to 
accommodate several inches of lateral and vertical movement, which could result if the landslide 
reactivates.  Further geotechnical investigation is required to provide more specific and detailed 
information, the analysis will result in geotechnical design criteria for foundation design, 
groundwater control and site development.  Such investigations may reveal conditions that are 
not heretofore apparent, and which may result in different conclusions, and/or higher costs of 
property development and maintenance. 

Potential Site Remediation Methods  
The WCA report recommended that the slide mass be removed to deeper than the slide 

planes, and then the site be restored as a drained, engineered fill.  To create a keyway for such a 
fill, the excavation would need to be at least several feet deeper than the 25 to 35 feet depth of 
identified slide planes to expose “the stable, in-place bedrock.”   This technique remains the 
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preferred method of slide repair, if it is feasible.  However, the presence of adjacent houses, the 
active sewer and storm drains along the property boundaries (see Figure 5), other nearby 
utilities, the agency-regulated creek channel and the adjacence of the state-regulated public 
utility (PG& E) land on the west boundary would severely constrain the ability to excavate to 
these depths.   

The excavation bottom would be five or so feet deeper than the 35-foot deep slide plane.  
The engineered backfill would need to be drained from 35 feet depth or greater, i.e. elevation 395 
or deeper.  So this outfall line could not drain to the creek which crosses the property and would 
need to extend several hundred feet to the west, offsite and through PG&E land, to daylight far 
downslope at the creek.  

Further, the 10,000 or so cubic yards of soil that would be re-worked, even if excavated in 
stages, would need to be temporarily stored offsite.  On this basis, the necessary excavation and 
backfilling, would make this effort impractical, disruptive to the neighborhood, and prohibitively 
expensive.   

The artesian condition found in our boring SB-2 indicates that subsurface hydrostatic 
pressures are relatively high, and that reducing these pressures will be a necessary feature of any 
site stabilization.  Constructing a deep drain across the front of the parcel, and providing gravity 
drainage would resolve the artesian condition, and significantly reduce the risk of future slide 
movement.  Groundwater encountered at about 20 feet depth in boring SB-2 could, based on our 
preliminary analysis and on the survey data, be drained by gravity to the creek near where it 
crosses the northwest property corner.  Drainage by pumping, even using multiple pumps, and 
supported by an emergency power generator, is not, in our opinion, a sufficiently reliable 
alternative to gravity drainage.   

The house should be founded on a thick, post-tensioned, concrete slab, designed to 
withstand stresses which may be induced by the possible future horizontal or vertical movement 
of the underlying soil mass.  This slab would be founded on a layer of engineered fill soil created 
by reworking the onsite soils to further minimize the risk of future soil movement.  

The following preliminary recommendations are intended to provide improve the 
stability and strength to the site soil, to minimize (but not eliminate) the risk of future lateral and 
vertical ground deformation.  The owner and future owners should be aware that there will be a 
small lingering risk of ground movement, especially if a large earthquake occurs on the nearby 
Hayward fault.   

Feasibility-grade cost estimates for site development have been prepared at your request.  
These are provided in a separate letter.   

It will be most important to perform design-grade geotechnical explorations of this 
property, especially in the house footprint area and for the groundwater management system.  
The groundwater management system should be designed, permitted through appropriate 
agencies, and installed and made operational before the house is constructed.    

The design grade geotechnical report should include: geotechnical design criteria for the 
house, and geotechnical/geohydrological criteria for design of the groundwater management 
system.  It should include detailed recommendations for earthwork construction, for constructing 
and maintaining the groundwater management system; and for the house foundation. To convey 
the importance of the groundwater management system to the stability of the house, we 
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recommend that all these tasks be included in the one investigative report so that future owners 
will be aware of the importance of the system to stability of the property.  This firm or another 
geotechnical firm should be engaged to observe, make tests as necessary, and to document the 
construction.   

 

Recommendations 
As we have discussed, this first phase of investigation was intended only to provide us 

sufficient information so that the economic feasibility of redevelopment of this property can be 
estimated, as a guide for making your property purchase decision.  After purchase of the 
property, and as a pre-cursor to design, it will be necessary to drill additional test borings, and 
possibly dig exploratory trenches to more completely characterize the subsurface conditions, 
recommendations prepared, and design can proceed, costs can be developed with accuracy, and 
remedial and earthwork plans prepared. 

The upper 5 to 8 feet of the pad, the “old fill” zone, should be subexcavated and recompacted 
to provide a uniform and dense site surface.   After excavating, possibly in stages, and culling all the 
organic and other debris,  the soil should be moisture conditioned and recompacted on the site as 
an engineered fill.   Expect that the combination of the culling of the unsuitable materials and the 
compaction of the soil as an engineered fill will result in a site that is one to two feet lower than at 
present. 

The artesian groundwater condition should be ameliorated by installing a drainage gallery 
across the full width of the landslide at the site entrance.  We foresee that this could be built near 
the curb, within the building setback zone.  Its top should be below the ground surface so that it is 
non-intrusive, although an access manhole will be needed for periodic maintenance and 
monitoring.  This drainage gallery could be created either by drilling a row of shafts (24 to 48 
inches in diameter), and hydraulically interconnected.  During their construction, it may be 
necessary to temporarily support the shaft walls with casing, or with polymer fluid.  These shafts 
should be backfilled with Class 2 permeable drain rock.  The bottoms of the shafts in the drainage 
gallery will need to be at least 20 feet below the current site surface, to intercept the initially 
discovered source of groundwater (to be verified by further investigation as part of the design 
studies.)  A bored horizontal drain(s), or a pipe installed in a deep trench will extended the gallery  
to its outlet at the creek.  The survey data shows that from this depth, the gallery can be drained by 
gravity flow to the creek, outletting close to the northwest property corner. 

In addition to construction permits, it will be necessary to obtain discharge permits for the 
groundwater from one or more agencies, and another permit from PG&E, upon whose land the 
water would discharge.  Environmental studies per CEQA (the California Environmental Quality 
Act) may need to be performed by a qualified subconsultant as part of this permitting process.                                                                                                                                                

 

Limitations 
This preliminary geotechnical investigation has been prepared in accordance with the 

terms and conditions of our agreement, dated February 7, 2017, accepted 2/8/2017.  It has been 
performed expressly for the subject client in accordance with generally accepted, engineering 
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BORING LOG 

 SB-1  
 

Sheet  1 of  3   

Project No.  
 

7350 Date Drilled   3/13/2017 Drilling Company          Gregg Drilling 
Client           Ms. Robin Fross Drill Rig Model Mobile B61 Driller   BrandonM. 
Site address  7755  Earl Court, El Cerrito Drilling Method/ Dia.  8 ½” Hollow Stemmed Auger 
   Sampling Method  Calif 2.5” ID, SPT 
Boring Location:    SW area of level  pad    (73’ off curb, 43’ off fence) Start Drilling  @ 9am End Drilling@     1pm 
Surface Elevation  428± Datum: Stege San Dist. water level  Not Fd Est 50ft     
Logged By  
JRS 

 MCC  Humann Co  Topo Survey 1/10/2017 Time/Date 11am  1 pm     
DEPTH 
FEET 

SAMPLE 
#, TYPE 

BLOWS/FT    
  N* 

USCS CLASS DESCRIPTION 
 
 

WATER 
DEPTH 
FEET 

    FILL Sandy CLAY with concrete and asphalt rubble, including pieces of old 
concrete; loose, DEMOLITION DEBRIS 

 
1    1 
      
       

     Approximate contact  
       
       
       
       
5      5 
    CL SANDY LEAN CLAY, medium dense, with much gravel (rock fragments) to 

1” size, very moist,  medium to dark brown and olive: OLD FILL. 
DD= 114, w=19.9 %,      

 
  1-1    
  C25 10   
       
       

       
       
       
       

10      10 
     As above. Much 2” to 3” rock, dry  
  1-2    
  C25 10  W=16.0 % 

Lean CLAY, with much sand and gravel-sized rock fragments, loose to 
medium dense, moist, dark greenish brown.   
No recovery 

 
   CL  
  1-3   

  C25 8   
      
     Uncertain contact  
       

15      15 
    SC Clayey, fine SAND with scattered small gravel-sized rock fragments, loose, 

wet, dark blue to black.  Native topsoil   
DD= 95, w=27.7 %,     UCS=730 psf 
 

 
  1-4   
  C25 7   
      
       

       
       
       
       

20      20 
       
  1-5 

C25 
   

  7  See log details on Sheet 2  

  Note:  Blowcounts are corrected for sampler dia. only  
 

     SAMPLER Type:  SPT = 2” OD SPT;   C20 = 2” ID California, C25 = 2½ “ ID California, ST = Shelby, P = Pitcher,  PP=Pocket Penetrometer—tsf. 
     LABORATORY TESTS:  DD = dry density, (dry unit weight) pcf;  w = water content, %;  LL= liquid limit, PI = plasticity index; EI =Expansion Index 

        UC=Unconfined strength, psf.  DS= strength by direct shear,   TS= strength by  triaxial shear  Φ= friction angle °, c=cohesion intercept,    psf. 
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Project No. 7350 
Project Name:  Earl Court 
 

BORING LOG    

 SB-1  
Sheet_2 of 3_ 

 
DEPTH 
FEET 

SAMPLE 
#, TYPE 

BLOWS 
(N) 

USCS 
CLASS 

DESCRIPTION 
 
 

DEPTH 
FEET 

@20    SC/ 
GC 

Very Clayey SAND with much angular, sheared serpentine rock to ½”, loose 
to medium dense, yellow-brown to green /olive with red-brown mottling; 
Colluvium 
DD= 108, w=19.3 %,          PP = 1¼ tsf 
 

 
  1-5   
  C25 7   
      
       
       
       
       
       

25       
    SC-CL Clayey SAND / sandy CLAY with gravel, with much sheared serpentine rock 

to 2” size; medium dense, moist, brown:  Colluvium 
DD= 126, w=21.9 %,     UCS=2,320 psf,     PP =  2½  tsf 
 
Continues easy drilling 

 
  1-6    
  C25 10   
      
      
      
       
      
       

30       
     Sandy CLAY, medium dense, dry to moist, medium brown to yellow-green, 

with much sheared serpentine rock.  Colluvium 
DD= 105, w=18.1 %,     UCS=2,320 psf,     PP =  2¾ tsf 
 

 
  1-7    
  C25 14   
      
       
       
     No change in drilling resistance  
       
     Approximate contact  

35       
     Sandy CLAY with rocks and near-vertical shears, talc infill to 3/8” thick (dry) 

in upper tube:  Olive brown clay in lower tube, stiff, moist, brown.  
Sheared Matrix of Franciscan Melange 
DD= 108, w=20.03 %,         PP = 2¾ tsf 
 

 
’  1-8    
  C25 11   
      
       
       
       
      Melange, Franciscan Formation  (Bedrock)  
       

40     SANDY CLAY with angular rock fragments throughout; 
 “SHEARED MATRIX”,     stiff, moist,  olive to dark green 

 
      
  1-9     
  C25 10  DD= 108, w=21.7 %,     UCS=1,840 psf,     PP =  1¼ tsf 

 
 

       
       
       
       
       
       

45     Continued on Sheet 3  
       
     Blow counts corrected for sample diameter, only  

 

S SAMPLER Type:  SPT = 2” OD SPT;   C20 = 2” ID California, C25 = 2½ “ ID California, ST = Shelby, P = Pitcher,  PP=Pocket Penetrometer—tsf. 
     LABORATORY TESTS:  DD = dry density, (dry unit weight) pcf;  w = water content, %;  LL= liquid limit, PI = plasticity index; EI =Expansion Index 

        UC=Unconfined strength, psf.  DS= strength by direct shear,   TS= strength by  triaxial shear  Φ= friction angle °, c=cohesion intercept,    psf. 
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Project No. 7350 
Project Name:  Earl Court 
 

BORING LOG    

 SB-1  
Sheet_3 of 3_ 

 
DEPTH 
FEET 

SAMPLE 
#, TYPE 

BLOWS 
(N) 

USCS 
CLASS 

DESCRIPTION 
 
 

DEPTH 
FEET 

@45     As above:  Clayey SAND  with rocks, medium dense, very moist/wet, very 
dark green/black.  SHEARED MATRIX 
w=19.5 %      
      

 
  1-10   

@  C25 19   
 46.5  1-11    

  SPT 50/5”  About 1 foot of water on sample barrel  
      Block of hard metamorphic rock.    
       
       
       

50     Drilled from 48 to 52 feet depth in hard rock  
       
       
       
       
     Practical rig refusal at 52 feet =Total Depth                       Grouted:  by 1:00pm.    
     DRY, 1 hour after drilling  
       
       
       

55       
       
       
       
       
       
       
       
       
       

60       
       
       
       
       
       
       
       
       
       

65       
       
       
       
       
       
       
      
       
      
       
       
     Blow counts corrected for sample diameter, only  

 

S SAMPLER Type:  SPT = 2” OD SPT;   C20 = 2” ID California, C25 = 2½ “ ID California, ST = Shelby, P = Pitcher,  PP=Pocket Penetrometer—tsf. 
     LABORATORY TESTS:  DD = dry density, (dry unit weight) pcf;  w = water content, %;  LL= liquid limit, PI = plasticity index; EI =Expansion Index 

        UC=Unconfined strength, psf.  DS= strength by direct shear,   TS= strength by  triaxial shear  Φ= friction angle °, c=cohesion intercept,    psf. 
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BORING LOG 

 SB-2  
 

Sheet  1 of  2   

Project No.  
 

7350 Date Drilled   3/10/2017 Drilling Company          Gregg Drilling 
Client           Ms. Robin Fross Drill Rig Model Mobile B61 Driller   BrandonM. 
Site address  7755  Earl Court, El Cerrito Drilling Method/ Dia.  8½” x 3” Hollow Stemmed Auger 
   Sampling Method  Calif 2.5” ID, SPT 
Boring Location:    12’ off curb, Earl Ct (circle) Start Drilling @ 9am  End Drilling@     2pm 
Surface   Elevation  428± Datum: Stege San Dist. water level 3 ft*      
Logged By  
JRS 

 MCC  Humann Co  Topo Survey 1/10/2017 Time/Date  Drill       
DEPTH 
FEET 

SAMPLE 
#, TYPE 

BLOWS/FT    
  N* 

USCS CLASS DESCRIPTION 
 
 

WATER 
DEPTH 
FEET 

    FILL Grass, wet ground at surface 
Sandy CLAY with concrete and asphalt.  Piece of concrete house footing 
nearby. Had to relocate rig due to asphalt chunk encountered at 2 ft depth. 
Clay is dark brown.  FILL and Demolition debris. 

 
1     1 
      
      

       
       
     Indistinct change  
       
      

Sandy CLAY, medium stiff with rock fragments, dark brown and brown 
mottle. Disturbed Ground   Landslide Debris 

 
5    CL 5 
      
  2-1    
  C25 6  DD= 104, w=21.9 %,     UCS=2,320 psf,     PP = 1¼ tsf 

 
 

       
       

       
       
       
     @ 10 ft: piece #4 rebar jammed between auger and inner rod. 

 
 

10      
Sandy CLAY (greenish black) with rock fragments (serpentine) and ¼” to 
½” rounded pebbles, medium stiff, very moist, Landslide debris  Old Fill 
DD= 95, w=25.5 %,          PP =  1  tsf 
 

10 
    CL  
  2-2    
  C25 4   
      
       

       
       
       
     Indistinct change  

15      15 
    CL Very Sandy CLAY, stiff, olive green to olive brown with rock fragments 

 
DD= 111, w=17.0 %,          PP =  2¼  tsf 
 

 
  2-3    
  C25 11   
       
       

       
       
      ∇ 
     @ 20 ft:  

20     Inner rod wet to 18 ft.. Water rose in auger to 3 ft, BGS within 5 minutes. 20 
       
  2-4     
  C25 14    
  Note:  Blowcounts are corrected for sampler dia., only  

 

     SAMPLER Type:  SPT = 2” OD SPT;   C20 = 2” ID California, C25 = 2½ “ ID California, ST = Shelby, P = Pitcher,  PP=Pocket Penetrometer—tsf. 
     LABORATORY TESTS:  DD = dry density, (dry unit weight) pcf;  w = water content, %;  LL= liquid limit, PI = plasticity index; EI =Expansion Index 

        UC=Unconfined strength, psf.  DS= strength by direct shear,   TS= strength by  triaxial shear  Φ= friction angle °, c=cohesion intercept,    psf. 
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Project No. 7350 
Project Name:  Earl Court, El Cerrito 
 

BORING LOG    

 SB-2  
Sheet_2 of 2_ 

 
DEPTH 
FEET 

SAMPLE 
#, TYPE 

BLOWS 
(N) 

USCS 
CLASS 

DESCRIPTION 
 
 

DEPTH 
FEET 

@20    SC/ 
GC 

Clayey SAND and GRAVEL (rock fragments), medium dense, grey-brown 
with red-brown mottling; Colluvium  

 
  2-4   
  C25 14  DD= 133, w=14.6 %,     UCS=2,220 psf   
       
       
       
       
       
       

25       
     Clayey Sand with gravel, and sandy CLAY with fragments of serpentine and 

actinolite rock to 2” size, very moist,  olive brown.      Colluvium 
 

 
  2-5    
  C25 10  DD= 107, w=22.4 %,     UCS=2,320 psf,     PP =  2¾ tsf 

 
 

       
     Much gravel:  hard drilling  
      
       
      
       

30       
       
  2-6   CLAY, sandy medium brown with many rock fragments  
  C25 12  Poor recovery  
       
       
       
     Approximate contact   
       
       

35       
  2-7     
     Pervasively sheared serpentine and fat clay matrix, hard, wet, blue-

green/black. Franciscan Melange BEDROCK 
 

  C25 22   
     DD= 119, w=15.3 %,     UCS=2,290 psf,     PP = 1¾ tsf 

 
 

     Boring terminated. Total Depth = 36.5 feet  
     Static water at 3 feet depth after drilling.  
     Grouted:  by 130pm  
       
       

40      
      
      
      
      
      
      
      
      
      
     Blow  counts corrected for sample diameter, only  

 

S SAMPLER Type:  SPT = 2” OD SPT;   C20 = 2” ID California, C25 = 2½ “ ID California, ST = Shelby, P = Pitcher,  PP=Pocket Penetrometer—tsf. 
     LABORATORY TESTS:  DD = dry density, (dry unit weight) pcf;  w = water content, %;  LL= liquid limit, PI = plasticity index; EI =Expansion Index 

        UC=Unconfined strength, psf.  DS= strength by direct shear,   TS= strength by  triaxial shear  Φ= friction angle °, c=cohesion intercept,    psf. 
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Offer of Compensation 



ATTACHMENT 8 

Offer of Compensation to PG&E 

The site of the proposed outlet is located in the far northeast corner of PG&E's vast 
swath of fallow ground, at the furthest location north from the existing transmission 
lines.  This PG&E property is a grassy hillside bounded by the southern El Cerrito 
Natural Area parkland (APN 505-170-001) to the north, and Grantee's property to 
the east (a vacant lot). 

The proposed drainage system will stabilize the unbuildable PG&E hillside and 
greatly reduce landslide risk. The proposed easement area consists of 1633 square 
feet, i.e. 0.0375 acres.  It encompasses a fallow grassy hillside adjacent to willow 
scrub, and contains no subsurface structures or utilities of any kind; it is, by 
definition, unbuildable because of its proximity to the existing transmission lines.   

Calculation of estimated property value take into account the pre-sale assessed 
value of this 7755 Earl Ct empty lot (0.25 acres) adjacent to the PG&E property, in 
its unbuildable state; per the Contra Costa County Assessor, the lot carried an 
assessment of $97,230 prior to sale to Grantee.  In its state without a subsurface 
drainage system, the City of El Cerrito has not allowed any structures to be built 
upon the 7755 Earl Ct property, which has been vacant for the past 50+ years since 
a landslide destroyed the original home on the lot. 

PG&E acknowledges value of the easement acquisition area, and as it is considered 
perpetually unbuildable land for which the proposed drainage system will help 
stabilize against landslide, Grantee offered PG&E monetary compensation in the 
amount of $3,500. 

In conclusion, PG&E’s Appraisal Department has determined that this offer of 
compensation is in line with typical easement valuation methodology and is 
supported by the departments review. 



 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Attachment 4 
 

Cat Exempt CEQA 
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